OFFICIAL

[bookmark: _Toc520796961][image: ][image: ]2025 Digital Technologies Subject Assessment Advice
Overview
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. They provide information and advice regarding the assessment types, the application of the performance standards in school and external assessments, and the quality of student performance.
Teachers should refer to the subject outline for specifications on content and learning requirements, and to the subject operational information for operational matters and key dates.
An important note on video recordings:
Across the Assessment Types for this subject, students can present their responses in oral or multimodal form, where 6 minutes is equivalent to 1000 words. Students should not speed-up the recording of their videos in an attempt to condense more content into the maximum time limit.
From 2025, if a video is flagged by markers/moderators as impacted by speed, schools will be requested to provide a transcript and markers/moderators will be advised to mark/moderate based on the evidence in the transcript, only considering evidence up to the maximum word limit (e.g. up to 2000 words for AT3).
If the speed of the recording makes the speech incomprehensible, it affects the accuracy of transcriptions and it also impacts the ability of markers/moderators to find evidence of student achievement against the performance standards.
School Assessment
Teachers can improve the moderation process and the online process by:
ensuring that only approved video files (See ‘Accepted File Formats on the SACE website’) or PowerPoint (PPT) files are uploaded i.e. no Zip files containing code or digital solutions
avoiding large PowerPoint files with embedded video; screen recording the presentation and submitting a single video file is preferred
avoiding uploading unnecessary content which is not part of the presentation or designer’s statement, such as PDFs or Word documents containing large files of code as the student should have already recorded a multimodal presentation
ensuring students do not submit Word documents, but instead multimodal video files.
Assessment Type 1: Project Skills Task
Project skills tasks should enable students to create solutions of interest to them. As part of the collaborative task, it is critical that students can showcase their own individual contribution to the project.
Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
ensuring all the performance standards are assessed at least once
providing tasks that could be solved in multiple ways
ensuring students use an appropriate object-oriented, general purpose programming language, which is crucial for demonstrating complex coding concepts
The more successful responses commonly:
demonstrated use of a wide range of computational thinking skills using tools such as flowcharts, pseudocode and class diagrams with complexity
used flowcharts or tables to explain abstraction
clearly articulated how their computational thinking skills (flowcharts, pseudocode, class diagrams) were then applied to their code, i.e. use of functions, objects etc.
showed detailed steps in breaking down an original abstract idea into a potential solution
used a general-purpose, object-oriented programming language to demonstrate complex branching, loops/nested loops, and use of libraries as well as arrays/lists
showcased complex programming which included evidence that the students developed and not merely “adapted” and used live coding to showcase their deep understanding of the code
demonstrated a deep understanding of the process of transforming data into meaningful information through programming, including showing how the backend and frontend are connected
utilised complex datasets, and using tools like spreadsheets or JSON were able to organise and analyse the data, convert raw data into meaningful information and support their findings with other research
[collaborative task] clearly evidenced the role the student took, and their contribution to the task was explained with clear evidence of how they collaborated including the use of GANTT charts and meeting minutes. Other evidence included email communications and text message discussions
ensured collaborative tasks facilitated collaboration, where parts could be allocated to team members in a way that allowed all of them to demonstrate their achievement against all performance standards
[Iterative project development task] clearly showed modifications and improvements between iterations due to feedback from clients/users as well as developmental milestones and used live coding to demonstrate understanding of the code and ways they troubleshooted issues that arose
showed evidence of design decisions and changes made throughout the task; explained the reasons for those changes
showed evidence of how they refined code at different stages and the impact of this on their solution
used feedback from multiple stakeholders to critically evaluate effectiveness of the solution or proof of concept
evaluated the effectiveness of the digital solution including both strengths and weaknesses, not just their own performance in the task
evaluated both the functional and user-experience effectiveness of their solution
highlighted and discussed innovative features.
The less successful responses commonly:
initiated with an already deconstructed problem provided by the teacher, which prevented the student from both deconstructing the problem themselves, and demonstrating any computational thinking skills or abstraction
followed tutorials rather than apply concepts taught to a new innovative solution
had too much emphasis on the markup language (html/css) and not on the computational languages, such as javaScript, php, python(flask) etc. when working with web tasks
showed limited or no computational thinking skills
lacked complex datasets, limiting limited the ability to perform effective analysis
focused on outlining just the advantages and disadvantages in the ethics task, without discussing implications and potential solutions.
implied the use of iterative development, but did not evidence testing, modification and feedback, which limited documentation and explanation of how students plan, test and refined their solutions
presented a debug/testing table for iterative project development, but did not show any other form of iterative development
focused heavily on HTML and CSS rather than the core programming language
used simple code. For example, simple IF statements with no real data processing
used template code without adding unique modification or solutions
followed tutorials rather than developed unique programs
presented code on screen, but did not explain the code, therefore not showing an understanding
presented code with a brief description, including with statements such as “this is code for . . .” without meaningful interpretation of how the code functions or why it was implemented in that way
used the same coding in the programming task and iterative project development task, which limited the student’s ability to show more advanced coding concepts in the second task
provided an overview of how the program worked as a whole without discussing how individual functions/classes work
lacked identification and articulation of innovative features
did not identify ethical issues, propose a clear hypothesis, review existing literature or studies published by other experts, or gather ideas and findings to justify why the issue deserves attention for the research task
included just the student’s perspective.
Assessment Type 2: Collaborative Project
The collaborative project must identify a client and outline the problem, with a showcase of the iterative development work undertaken. The presentation should evaluate the group’s work and clearly showcase the individual student contribution to the overall project.
The AT2 Collaborative Project requires two multimodal submissions per student.
The first, with a total time of 5 minutes per student, should be a live recorded presentation of the student, to a client or users, where they explain the digital solution (product, prototype, or proof of concept), including showing their computational thinking, their project evaluation and their role in and contribution to the project, supported by evidence.
The second multimodal submission, with a max 1GB recording file, or 2 minutes in length, should be a short walk-through video of the code, and a demonstration of the working final solution.
Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
ensuring students are individually filmed presenting the project. This is often best done in front of a projector or display screen
ensuring students have a client for their problem
ensuring each student submits two files as stated above.
The more successful responses commonly:
had a clearly identified client and showed evidence of gathering feedback from this client
demonstrated the solution to the client, including how the client’s input informed the development of the solution
evidenced communication with the client, including email correspondence, photos, meeting notes
included evidence of the students presenting the final solution to their client
ensured the problem to be addressed was substantial and sufficiently complex to allow each team member to show evidence against each performance standard
clearly identified each students’ contribution to the project i.e. each individual’s part of the solution with clear evidence of computational thinking skills, coding skills and evaluation of the final solution
included strong evidence of their own contributions and their role in the project
showed computational thinking skills in more than one-way (for example, flowcharts with pseudocode and class diagrams) and clearly showed how this was then applied to their code, i.e. use of functions, objects etc.
had two clear multimodal submissions: 
· a 5-minute presentation which included evidence of computational thinking, working with the client, iterative project development and group work
· a 2-3min video showing the solution working and highlighting main features in the code that student produced including innovative features.
used an object-oriented programming language, which allowed the student to address a sufficiently complex problem. The coding showed complex structures
applied an iterative project development approach, showcasing strong problem-solving skills with clear evidence of effective communication with clients and refinement of digital solutions based on feedback.
The less successful responses commonly:
did not select a problem based on their own interests and the innovative features were unclear or poorly defined
were provided a problem by the teacher, which was not necessarily of interest to the students, and hence did not address a real client’s situation
had little to no evidence of engagement with a client
did not provide evidence of a presentation to a client or others
did not identify which part of the solution the individual student created
did not engage with coding as part of their contribution to the group
did not develop a digital solution that was sufficiently large to be split evenly amongst students in the group, and therefore not all performance standards could be met by each student
had limited to no evidence of collaboration
had limited to no evidence of computational thinking skills
did not highlight innovative features of the solution.
External Assessment
The investigation needs to focus on solving a problem of interest, with the development process clearly shown. A client (real or fictitious) is not necessary for AT3. Students should be encouraged to identify a problem of interest to solve.
Reminder: please ensure all student materials for AT3 are de-identified and do not include assessment comments, marking or grades.
Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
ensuring students look to solve a problem of their interest. The problem identified should be clearly articulated at the beginning of the presentation and deconstructed throughout the presentation
ensuring students submit a Designer’s Statement as well as their main presentation.
Assessment Type 3: Individual Digital Solution
The Individual Digital Solution is a complete or prototype solution to a student's problem of interest, with the development process clearly shown. A student’s problem of interest does not need to include a client and can be focussed on a problem unique to, and identified by, the student.
The problem identified should be clearly articulated at the beginning of the presentation and deconstructed throughout the presentation ensuring students submit a Designer’s Statement as well as the main documentation showing a progression to a final product/prototype.
The more successful responses commonly:
used a variety of planning tools like flowcharts, structure charts, class diagrams, and User Interface (UI) sketches 
used pseudocode to deconstruct complex problems into manageable components
explained the direct conversion from flowchart to code, specifically how their planned algorithm became the final syntax
provided written explanations of the logic and program flow in the students' own words, rather than just relying on the diagrams themselves 
explicitly identified bugs or roadblocks and explained the specific steps taken to resolve them 
showed how the project developed in response to challenges or opportunities 
addressed the project in specified phases or identified milestones when documenting the "mini-lifecycle" (testing, feedback, changes) within each block instead of just "iterating"
demonstrated mastery of complex concepts such as nested loops, functions, classes, and elements of abstraction within the code, and the accompanying explanation 
used specific tools like Class diagrams to demonstrate abstraction (stripping away unnecessary detail to focus on logic)
included technical evidence like ERDs (Entity-Relationship Diagrams) that map out how different data elements, relate to each other in a system or database to provide validation
provided a comprehensive multimodal presentation including text, videos, images, and the student’s voice 
discussed the effectiveness of their digital solutions and proposed future improvements in the designer’s statements, such as enhancing the user interface or adding functionality to extend the solution’s usefulness
clearly outlined where generative AI tool was used and detailed a very specific approach used. The student articulated the learning and understanding achieved through its use and how their code interacts with the generated code
clearly identified both "innovative features", and the most complex parts, of their code
objectively evaluated the solution, identifying specific successes, limitations, and areas for improvement
provided output visualisations or videos to demonstrate the solution functioned as intended and met the project goals
linked the final product back to the original scope, providing evidence the project reached its original goals.
The less successful responses commonly:
presented the final output or user interface (UI) but did not present the actual code
spent too much time explaining the styling and interface rather than the core programming logic
used a "point-and-name" approach (e.g. "this is the login feature") without explaining the logic of the code, or how it functions
submitted a Word document without supporting videos, transcripts, or code
did not deconstruct the problem into smaller sections; often moving from a general idea to coding without any planning
did not include pseudocode, the pseudocode was written in plain English without proper conventions, or it lacked key terms
included flowcharts or diagrams but failed to interpret or explain how they related to the solution
addressed simple projects that did not provide scope for students to demonstrate advanced skills such as loops, functions, or classes, relying instead on basic conditional if/else statements
included little to no evidence of an iterative approach; did not present evidence of testing, error fixing, or responding to feedback during the build
explained how AI tools operate rather than how the student developed the logic themselves
used AI to generate large portions of the code or the final presentation, resulting in an inability to explain how the solution works
evaluated the project solely focusing on positive aspects without identifying limitations, bugs, or production-environment constraints
mixed the development process into the Designer's Statement, or provided a generally unclear statement that lacked the required content
submitted videos exceeding the time limit
included structural charts that only showed how to move between screens (navigation), rather than the logical flow of data, selections, or iterations
featured videos where students read out their code line-by-line rather than explaining the purpose or logic of the block, which demonstrated a lack of understanding
used AI-generated code "as-is" without cleaning it up (refactoring) to fit the project context, lead to explanations that did not match the code implementation
presented the code but did not show the solution in a "working" state.
General
Computational Thinking
Developing a student’s ability to demonstrate computational thinking, in addition to their project skills, is crucial; many of the less successful responses did not feature any evidence of Computational Thinking. 
Many students are not providing evidence of Computational Thinking, rather just the solution and the code.
Generative AI
Generative AI tools are best used when students gain a new understanding of a complex programming concept that they can continue to build upon, alongside their own clearly defined work.
Students are required to acknowledge where a Generative AI tool assisted them to develop their solution.
Submission of work
Please make note of the subject adjustments which apply to Digital Technologies, which can be found in the current version of the subject outline.
Very few schools implemented the subject adjustments for AT1; students who submitted two programming tasks and provided evidence of all performance standards effectively utilising the allocated 20-minute time constraint tended to achieve higher grades.
Please ensure that the LAP accurately reflects the performance standards assessed on each task. Performance standards for each task differ between teacher’s LAPs and what is being assessed on each task.
Submissions must be oral/multimodal presentations; information in word documents may be referred to within a presentation discussion but are not suitable for submission on their own.
Many students submitted Word documents and not multimodal video files.
Many students submitted zip files which included code files and other unnecessary documentation.
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