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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.
1. 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:
including all tasks in one PDF where possible
thoroughly checking that all grades entered in schools online are correct
ensuring the uploaded tasks are legible, all facing up (and all the same way), and removing blank pages, student notes, and formula pages
ensuring the uploaded responses have pages the same size and in colour so teacher marking, and comments are clear
including highlighted performance standards after individual tasks within student folios.
Assessment Type 1: Inquiry Folio
The Inquiry Folio must include two or three tasks with a focus on science inquiry skills (to a maximum of 12 single-sided A4 pages, or equivalent, with a minimum of 10 point font), one investigation with a focus on science as a human endeavour, and one individual inquiry design proposal (to a maximum of four single-sided A4 pages). This assessment type focuses on developing students' investigation, analysis, and evaluation skills, along with the application of scientific knowledge and concepts.
Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
ensuring all design proposals meet the new 2025 requirements: single-sided A4 pages with minimum font size 10, with explicit justification throughout the deconstruction and design process.
The more successful responses commonly:
demonstrated strong deconstruction that included broad scientific research and detailed justification of design choices 
deconstructed a problem that involved a broad range of ideas and potential variables with links to scientific concepts and comprehensive justification 
stuck to the page limit with all aspects of the task submitted
had SHE investigations which were relevant to science and well written.


The less successful responses commonly:
lacked detailed justification in the design proposal, not meeting the 2025 IAE1 performance standard requirements 
exceeded page limits - some samples were 20+ pages where there should only be 12 pages for SIS tasks
included tables/graphs which were so small they were not legible
lacked deep explanation of the topic and connection to results
were missing SIS tasks for some students, this impacts the overall grade.
Assessment Type 2: Collaborative Folio
In this assessment type, students provide evidence of their collaboration to design and conduct an investigation related to the program and for which the outcome is uncertain. They record individually, in a personal journal, the initial thinking, formulation of questions and deconstruction of the problem, their own and other group members' contributions to the scientific investigation or engineering solution. Students then evaluate the effectiveness of the group's collaborative skills throughout the task. This assessment is weighted at 20% and focuses on both the investigation process and collaborative evaluation.
Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
designing investigations that require genuine collaboration and allow for unexpected outcomes
emphasising the importance of the personal journal as evidence of individual thinking and contribution
encouraging students to document their thinking process throughout the investigation, not just at the end
providing opportunities for students to develop and practice evaluation of collaborative skills
ensuring investigations are appropriately scoped to be completed within available time and resources
guiding students to focus on how collaboration contributed to or affected the investigation outcomes.
The more successful responses commonly:
accurately processed raw data into applicable tables and graphs that allowed for easy translation of trends in the data
described how collaboration was used to impact the precision and accuracy of the data collected, as well as stating problems that collaboration strategies solved
deconstructed a problem where the outcome was unknown with scientific justification and a strong understanding of the limitations of testing on a school site
stuck to the page limit with evidence of collaboration
included evidence of design and deconstruction of multiple variables and methods with justifications
comprehensively described the effect of collaboration on experimental procedures and collection of results, describing both positives and negatives. Reflection included details about the collaboration rather than describing the experiment.
The less successful responses commonly:
did not process data effectively or used graphs that were not fit for purpose
anecdotally described collaboration and its impact on the data, lacking scientific justifications for decisions made
exceeded page limits - some samples were 20+ pages where there should only be 12 pages
included tables/graphs which were so small they were not legible
lacked deep explanation of the topic and connection to results
had no initial analysis or evaluation completed, lacking evidence of collaboration
were too lengthy without adding valuable information about collaboration. Deconstructions and designs that were 10 pages long were included in some responses
had reflections focused on the results rather than the effect of collaboration.
External Assessment
Assessment Type 3: Individual Inquiry
1. In this assessment type, students conduct an individual inquiry using the proposal developed and assessed in Assessment Type 1: Inquiry Folio, incorporating modifications made as a result of teacher feedback. They carry out a practical investigation with an uncertain outcome and produce a report summarising the design, presenting and analysing data, and evaluating methods or models used. Unexpected results should be explained in the evaluation. 

Teachers should note that the Individual Inquiry differs from practical reports in other science subjects as the proposal has already been assessed in AT1. Including unassessed material often results in students exceeding the 1500-word limit, after which markers stop reading. 
1. Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
ensuring they are aware of the requirements of the inquiry
focusing on outcome-uncertain investigations, with less focus on completion type practicals where the outcome is predictable i.e. enzyme function, reaction time etc
ensuring students only include the components required for the inquiry i.e. not including materials and method etc  
limiting to one variable testing 
teaching scientific writing conventions 
guiding trend analysis and interpretation 
limiting the scaffolding so that students can demonstrate knowledge and creativity
ensuring that each student develops an individual design and not a group investigation. Students should not be completing the same investigation
limiting ethical issue investigations – blood lactate, animal investigations, taking medication i.e. melatonin etc
checking the science before approving ideas for investigation, ensuring that the investigation can be completed within the expected time frame
considering how and what data will be collected by the student and if this data can then be analysed for trends accurately and appropriately with links to science (try to avoid categorical data investigations as well as data that only produces qualitative data)
where the investigation will be collecting qualitative data there also needs to be quantitative data
ensuring that student design can be completed to collect primary data. Collection of secondary data does not reflect the goal of an inquiry with the outcome uncertain.
The more successful responses commonly:
provided evidence-based conclusions and related the observations of the investigation back to the hypothesis and appropriately summarised the outcome of the investigation in the conclusion
included a concise summary of the design of the investigation or model and a brief but sophisticated scientific introduction that contained several references to credible scientific journals with links to the investigation
were "outcome uncertain" and not prescribed Biology, Chemistry, or Physics practicals
tested the effect of one variable
engineering focus - tested a feature of their design prototype (data obtained) with a large sample size where possible
designed experiments or engineering projects that obtained accurate and relevant data sets that could be analysed
had a clearly stated and correctly formatted hypothesis
had a large sample of data which was collated and presented in a summarised table with accurate headings and set out appropriately
had all data recorded in an appropriate format with detailed titles, headings and labelling
included standard deviation to help support impact of errors on the reliability of the data
used data to create an appropriate graph (line, bar, etc.). The title was specifically focused on the aim of the experiment. All labels were accurate and contained appropriate units
analysed trends in the data to identify patterns. These patterns were then evaluated in the context of the experiment using appropriate scientific knowledge and concepts and related back to existing research
provided a clear evaluation of the primary data by correctly explaining accuracy, precision, and reliability in the context of their investigation and identified errors that were specific to the task
discussed the impact of these errors on data or, in the case of a design, identified specific issues in the design and the impact these had
used appropriate terminology consistently when discussing errors (validity, accuracy, precision, reliability, etc.)
completed the conclusion effectively by referring to the original hypothesis, as well as identifying limitations (not related to errors)
included any relevant images/figures and referred directly to these within the report
used a consistent method of referencing, providing in-text referencing and a correctly formatted reference list at the end of their investigation.
The less successful responses commonly:
gathered incompatible variable data or data for two dependent variables, or collected data that was inconsistent with the dependent variable stated in the hypothesis
used subjective or categorical data only, or collected subjective or categoric data that was difficult to analyse and/or evaluate (rating scale, pictures, etc.)
represented findings through photos and/descriptions alone (qualitative data)
used excessive statistical justification without understanding, including the explanation of standard deviation and r² calculations without evidence of their understanding of these processes
designed investigations with no scientific relevance or purpose or incorrect science
featured a lengthy introduction and method (refer back to the subject outline for the inquiry requirements)
chose investigations that could not collect ‘real-time’ or primary data (e.g. simulations and gathering data through completed research)
designed investigations where the data was limited to a small sample size  
incorrectly or inconsistently labelled tables and graphs or graph types, or misused line of best fit or type of line in data representations
included multiple, repetitive individual tables and/or graphs that could have been combined
included graphs that showed only raw data and not averages
provided only a description of the data without identifying a trend or pattern and without linking this to scientific theory
showed confusion between what random and systematic errors are and did not link these to their effect on the data (accuracy and reliability)
provided conclusions that were unrelated to the hypothesis they were investigating or misunderstood the purpose of their investigation
misused terminology when evaluating their method (i.e. random, systematic, precision, reliability, validity, and accuracy)
used tables to try and reduce the word count, these are still included
conducted investigations which raised some ethical issues i.e. prescribing medications like melatonin, use of animal blood.
Operational Advice
If students, in either Assessment Type 1 or Type 2, present their responses in oral or multimodal form, 6 minutes is the equivalent of 1000 words. Students should not excessively speed up the recording of their videos in an attempt to condense more content into the maximum time limit.
If a video is flagged by moderators as impacted by speed, schools will be requested to provide a transcript and moderators will be advised to moderate based on the evidence in the transcript, only considering evidence up to the maximum word limit. If the speed of the recording makes the speech incomprehensible, it affects the accuracy of transcriptions and impacts the ability of moderators to find evidence of student achievement against the performance standards.
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