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A. Statistical Information 
 
This year a total of 256 candidates applied for SEC Design and Technology examination. 139 candidates 
applied for Paper A and 117 candidates applied for Paper B. 28 candidates did not present their cousework.  
 
Table 1 below shows the distribution of marks: 
 

Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U Abs Total 

Paper A 9 19 24 31 20 - - 34 2 139 

Paper B - - - 23 17 17 13 34 13 117 

Total 9 19 24 54 37 17 13 68 15 256 

% of Total 3.5 7.4 9.4 21.1 14.5 6.6 5.1 26.6 5.9 100.0 
Table 1: Distribution of grades for Design and Technology 2019 Main Session 

B. Paper I – The Iterative Project 
 
Paper 1 is the Iterative Project which is common for both Paper A and Paper B.  
 
In the Iterative Projects for Paper 1 the candidates’ had to choose from 3 different situations under a singular 

theme for the first time running the new syllabi. Candidates had to apply all the Design and the Technology 

areas included in the syllabus in their Iterative project. 

Seven (7) candidates who registered for Paper A and 21 candidates who registered for Paper B examination 

did not present their coursework. 

Table 2 shows the performance in Paper 1 of the Iterative Project of candidates opting for Paper 2A and 

Paper 2B. The total marks allotted to this project is 50 marks.  

Iterative Project marks 

( Max. 50 ) 
0 - 10 11-20 21 - 30 31 - 40 41 - 50 

Not 

presented 
Total 

No of candidates 
Paper A 

3 9 30 62 28 7 139 

No of candidates 
Paper B 

14 19 28 24 11 21 117 

Total 17 28 58 86 39 28 256 

% of total 6.6 11.0 22.7 33.6 15.2 11.0 100.0 

Table 2: Distribution of Iterative Project Marks 
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C. Comments regarding candidates’ performance 
 

General comments 

The Iterative Project offers candidates the opportunity to be assessed on the contextual design and make 

skills throughout their coursework. The aim of the Proposal section is to use an iterative approach whereby 

candidates have submitted the concept of their project solution, gained feedback and reinforced their 

insight on their approach. Many candidates have grasped the importance of evidencing their attainment in 

terms of the assessment criteria sheet in a careful manner, however in some schools, candidates were not 

fully reaching the aims set by these criteria at the proposal stage. The Final project was generally given 

more importance but candidates need to ensure that their work reflects and evidences well all the set 

criteria in the syllabus. 

Comments on Coursework Moderation 

Coursework moderation was conducted in three schools. This included both proposal stage and final project 

consisting of both artefact and design folio. Most of the proposals seen were a mixture of printed material 

on charts, sometimes accompanied with a digital presentation. Thus candidates grasped the idea of 

communicating a rich design and info proposal that highlights the value of the idea or innovation proposed. 

However, candidates need to be careful not to present a proposal that leaves no space for development or 

shows no evidence of the main assessment criteria set.   

Final projects presented were of a good quality, showing that candidates explored the problem in innovative 

ways, have shown creativity in their designs, used appropriate tools to make their artefacts and 

communicated and recorded adequate details of all their work. However, in some of the folios, evidence for 

testing against specifications was missing.  

D. Paper 2A and 2B 
Section A: Core Design & Technology Principles (Common for Paper 2A and 2B)  

Question 1 
This question was answered correctly by the majority of candidates. 
 
Question 2 
Performance was adequate, however in part 2(c) nearly no one got the symbol right. Many candidates 
confused the symbol used in their answer.  
 
Question 3 
This question was answered correctly by the majority of candidates. 
 
Question 4 
Candidates seem to have struggled with estimating the measurements of the bottle in real life as the 
instruction required such estimation.  
 
Question 5 
This question was answered correctly by a fair amount of candidates. 
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Question 6 
Responses given indicate that candidates considered this question as an extension of the previous question 
and thus related to electronics. Very few candidates sitting for Paper 2B obtained a correct answer. Better 
responses were given by Paper 2A candidates, but only a few got it correct. 
 

Section B: Design Aspect - Paper 2A 

Question 7 

Most candidates suggested the correct stakeholders. Many suggested that the stakeholders may influence 

the aesthetic value, but only a few suggested function. 

Question 8 

Most candidates answered correctly, but a number of candidates failed to answer correctly part (a), 

indicating poor understanding of this part. 

Question 9 

Most candidates answered correctly, but a common mistake was that of designing the whole kiosk or just 

the sign. 

Question 10 

Most candidates failed to answer correctly since most did not refer to environmental sustainability and did 

not divide the time scale in the Gantt chart correctly. 

 

Section B: Design Aspect - Paper 2B 

Question 7 

Most candidates did not answer correctly showing clearly they did not understand what a stakeholder is. 

Question 8 

Most candidates answered correctly, but most failed to answer correctly part (b). 

Question 9 

Most candidates failed to answer correctly since they focused their design on storage systems and not how 

to display items. 

Question 10 

Most candidates failed to answer correctly and indicating poor understanding of the term environmental 

sustainability. 
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Section C: Technology Aspect - Paper 2A 

Question 11 

45% of the candidates answered correctly part (ai). 33% of the candidates mentioned the marker or pencil 

and did not mention a measuring instrument. Few incorrect answers were given.  For part (aii), the majority 

of the candidates mentioned that the plastic rods are heated but did not mention the tool to be used. 77% 

of the candidates didn’t mention the jig.  In part (b), 58% of the candidates were awarded full marks. 17% of 

the candidates mentioned only one safety precaution. 45% of the candidates had a correct answer in part 

(ci).  In part (cii), 50% of the candidates had a correct answer.  For part (ciii), 31% of the candidates had both 

answers correct.  For part (civ), 26% of the candidates were awarded full marks. A number of responses given 

indicated lack of understanding of the question. Majority of the candidates added annotations to their 

sketch. 

Question 12 

Many candidates drew a hexagon. Nearly 40% of the candidates didn’t draw the folding lines. Only 3% of 

candidates answered the question correctly. 65% of the candidates had a wrong answer. 

 

Question 13 

In part (a), 13% of the candidates did not draw the block diagram and the arrows. Few candidates had a 

correct answer. 47% of the candidates had a wrong answer. Many candidates did not mention the process 

or one of the inputs. 10% of the candidates didn’t attempt the question.  In part (bi), only 13% of the 

candidates had a correct answer. 15% of the candidates did not attempt to answer the question.  In part 

(bii), 62% of the candidates did not give the correct function of component R2.  Many candidates did not 

include the units in part (c).  Responses presented in part (d) indicated lack of understanding of the question. 

 
Question 14 

Almost all candidates responded correctly to part (a) of the question, showing that they understood how to 

translate logic into electrical signals.  There were also very few unattempted entries for part (b) of this 

question, with merely one fifth obtaining no marks.  Candidates showed a good mastery in writing programs 

using flowcharts, even though this was a new topic in the syllabus.  Many candidates stated the correct code 

for switching between colours.  Most marks were lost for omitting either the delays or the looping. 

 

Question 15 

Answers given indicated that the majority of candidates knew what manufacturing boards are and their 

advantages, however few referred to the product given in the question.  In fact, many mistakenly suggested 

making the foldable chair out of chipboard.  The majority were also acquainted with fabrication processes 

applied on wood.  Almost half of the candidates answered part (d) incorrectly as they did not read the 

instructions well, mentioning tools other than hand-held power tools.  Some responses indicated a lack of 

familiarity with CAD/CAM technology.  On the other hand, there were mixed responses for part (f) and (g) 

of this question.  Answers included fastening methods other than mechanical fasteners.  Sketching was 

overall quite communicative. 
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Question 16 

The vast majority of candidate were familiar with warm and cool colours and on the whole, candidates 

showed considerable knowledge on velocity ratios.  In fact, the majority of entries were correct for part (bi) 

and (bii) of this question.  However, there were several candidates who got confused when translating their 

understanding into mathematics in part (biii).  Answers given for part (c) of this question indicated that 

instructions were not understood well by many.  Only one fifth of the answers for part (c) were awarded 

some marks. 

 

Section C: Technology Aspect - Paper 2B 

Question 11 

20% of the candidates answered correctly part (ai). 25% of the candidates mentioned the suitable tools but 

did not mention the process and 10% had an incorrect answer.  In part (aii), 35% of the candidates mentioned 

that the plastic rods are heated but did not mention the tool to be used and nearly 35% of the candidates 

answered incorrectly. In part (b), 60% of the candidates were awarded full marks. Only 12% of the candidates 

had a correct answer for part (ci).  In part (cii), in which candidates had to mention one reason for using 

textile, 40% answered correctly.  40% of the candidates answered part (ciii) correctly but some did not 

attempt it.  40% of the candidates had a correct answer in part (civ).  In part (cv), some candidates did not 

add the textile to the diagram. Many sketches were not clearly drawn and no annotations were added.  Very 

few candidates had a correct answer. 

Question 12 

Many candidates drew a 2D sketch of a hexagon or octagon. Nearly 20% of the candidates did not show the 

folding lines. Only 12% of candidates answered the question correctly, while 30% of the candidates had a 

wrong answer. Almost half of the candidates did not draw the correct number of sides. 

Question 13 

30% of the candidates did not draw the block diagram and the arrows in part (a). Many candidates did not 

mention the process or one of the inputs. 50% of the candidates had a correct answer.  In part (bi), only 30% 

of the candidates had a correct answer. 10% of the candidates did not attempt to answer this part of 

question.  50% of the candidates did know the function of component R2.   In part (ci), many candidates did 

not include the unit.  50% of the candidates had a correct answer.  In part (cii), most of the candidates made 

mistakes in the mathematical calculation.  Only 17% of the candidates got a correct answer.  25% of the 

candidates didn’t attempt the question.  In part (di), 60% of the candidates gave an incorrect answer.  45% 

of the candidates had a correct answer in part (dii). 

Question 14 

Very few candidates obtained no marks in this question.  All candidates attempted part (a), but less 
attempted part (b).  Answers revealed a general lack of knowledge in using flowcharts to program 
microcontrollers as there was only one fully correct answer.  Similarly, to Paper IIA, many candidates omitted 
the delay function. 
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Question 15 

Responses given showed a general low level of technical terminology and understanding of materials and 
their manipulation processes.  Some answers included natural wood instead of manufactured boards in part 
(a) and tools rather than hand-held tools in part (d).  Similarly, to Paper IIA, some responses indicated a lack 
of knowledge of what CAD/CAM is.  Half of the candidates gave the correct name for the mechanical fastener 
shown in Figure L.  The majority of sketches in part (fii) lacked labelling. 
 
Question 16 

Almost all candidates obtained marks in this question.  Many candidates knew which colours are warm or 
cold.  However, reasons given for choosing particular colour scheme over the other were mostly invalid.  
Candidates showed a good understanding of velocity ratios, however performance of some candidates 
indicated that they found difficulties in working with mathematical equations.  The majority of candidates 
did not attempt part (c). 
 

 

Chairperson  

Examination Panel 2019 


