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Foreword
This booklet outlines the performance of candidates in all aspects of CCEA’s General 
Certificate of Education (GCE) in Software Systems Development for this series.

CCEA hopes that the Chief Examiner’s and/or Principal Moderator’s report(s) will be viewed 
as a helpful and constructive medium to further support teachers and the learning process.

This booklet forms part of the suite of support materials for the specification.  Further 
materials are available from the specification’s microsite on our website at www.ccea.org.uk.
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GCE SOFTWARE SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT 

Chief Examiner’s Report

Assessment Unit AS 1 Introduction to Object Oriented 
Development

Introduction
This is the fifth year of the GCE course Software Systems Development.  It presents 
many opportunities and challenges to the candidates taking part.  The centres are to be 
commended for the effort and dedication made by the teaching staff, especially new staff 
to the programme, in preparing the candidates for the assessments.  The paper was of 
a comparable standard to the 2017 paper covering material across the full unit content. 
All questions were considered accessible with aspects of most questions providing 
opportunities for the more able candidates to demonstrate a greater depth of knowledge 
and skill.  Weaker candidates had the opportunity to achieve within all questions.
Candidates were generally well prepared, although appeared to have difficulty with 
the more advanced concepts and in some cases more careful reading of questions and 
appreciation of the context in which questions were asked would have improved marks 
awarded.  It is important that candidates are familiar with the technical vocabulary 
associated with object-oriented programming as well as key concepts such as polymorphism. 
Some candidates demonstrated good knowledge throughout the practical examples but had 
difficulty explaining the theoretical concepts.
A major aspect of this specification is the application of coding skills to scenarios and it is 
important that candidates have a structured approach to the design and implementation of 
software code.  Validation of input data and the control of errors through Exception Handling 
are fundamental to the production of robust software.  It is recommended that candidates 
implement static validation methods making use of string functions where relevant.  
This continues to be an area for development by many students and its use within the 
coursework is an excellent preparation for the AS examination and subsequent A2 course.
The more able candidates achieved high marks throughout.  They demonstrated a clear 
understanding of classes and their use.  Overall it was noted that poorly performing 
candidates showed a limited understanding of the basic class structure and the advanced 
concepts of inheritance and polymorphism in Questions 1, 5 and 6.
Candidates should be encouraged to complete as many practical exercises as possible 
throughout the year and to extend their research.
Knowledge of implementing validation through the use of custom exceptions is 
recommended and reinforces some of the key concepts of object oriented programming. 
More able students were able to validate within the property (get/set) methods of a class 
and knew how to throw custom exceptions from the class and handle these exceptions in 
other classes. This technique could be encouraged for use in projects.
The majority of candidates answered all questions did not appear to have any time 
management issues.
Q1 General Theory
 Most candidates were able to identify the first two terms.  In general the terms 

derived/sub/child were described well with plenty of opportunity to gain both marks. 
Polymorphism and late binding were more difficult for candidates and some confused 
the two terms.  Few candidates achieved good marks when explaining these terms.
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Q2 Basic class structure including constructors and other methods.
 (a) Most candidates selected suitable data types for the named variables although 

a significant number selected an int data type for Tel No instead of a String.  
The constructor task didn’t cause much difficulty although a lot of candidates 
used a parameter for rating.  Some candidates assigned the parameter values to 
properties which was encouraging.  For Part (iii) most candidates used Properties 
with only a few using legacy methods for Get and Set.

 (b) The Maximum Credit method provided a few different ways of implementing a 
solution.  Some candidates solved the problem without using a variable for max 
which was fine as long as a default case was included in the switch to ensure a 
correct return.  Overall Question 2 was answered very well.

Q3 String methods
 (a) The vast majority of candidates understood the meaning of the word public 

although some descriptions were weak.  Understanding of the word static was 
not as good, especially given the context of methods.  A significant number of 
candidates misinterpreted the second part of the question and didn’t provide an 
actual example of class and method.  Some used custom classes such as classes 
used in previous questions.

 (b) Writing a method to validate a password caused a lot of difficulties as it 
involved a significant amount of code, loops and decision making, as well as 
the knowledge of several String methods.  Some candidates did very well in this 
question demonstrating that it was a suitable test at this level.  There was a 
wide range of answers given due to the many programming concepts involved. 
Generally there was a lack of knowledge of methods such as isDigit and isUpper. 
Some candidates attempted to use the methods that were identified in the 
question but not in the correct fashion.

Q4 Exception Handling
 This question proved to be the most challenging question in the test with most 

candidates struggling with the concept of validation of data in classes using custom 
exceptions. Some students answered this question well showing a good understanding 
of the concept.

 (a) Some candidates identified Exception as a “specific error trapping class” but this 
wasn’t accepted as it is the base class for exceptions and therefore does not 
indicate a “type of error” as requested in the question.  Candidates could provide 
a type of exception such as an IOException or a more specific exception such as 
FileNotFoundException.

 (b) The first part was misunderstood by many candidates with many explaining what 
an exception was rather than explaining that Exception, within the context of 
the code examples, was the base class from which other exception classes are 
derived.  The second part was not answered well.  Although the question asked 
candidates to write the code within the SET method many called the SET method 
and others wrote code for the validation.  The third part also caused difficulty. 
Some candidates did not perhaps understand the link to the previous part of 
the question and so did not consider that the same validation process from the 
SET method could be called from the parameterised constructor.  This was not 
unduly penalised as one mark could be gained by discussing how code could be 
repeated.

 (c) Most candidates were able to answer this question in a reasonable way, although 
many did not develop their answers enough or weren’t specific enough with 
their answers to score more than around three marks.
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Q5 Class Hierarchies
 (a) This part was answered well but a few candidates used the word virtual
 (b) Most candidates took advantage of the marks available for Part (i).  Many 

struggled with the array of rooms, not declaring it correctly as an array in the 
private variables section or in the parameters.  Some candidates assigned 
values for all parameters and didn’t pass the parameter values to the base 
class correctly.  Part (ii) proved to be difficult for many candidates but other 
candidates scored full marks despite a variety of methods being used.  Most 
candidates did not consider using a loop but instead referred to index 1 and 
index 2 of the prices array.  This was equally sufficient.  In Part (iii) most 
candidates scored well but the call to the base method was not answered well.

Q6 Array of objects
 (a) Most candidates scored reasonably well although many returned the total 

income value rather than outputting it.
 (b) Few candidates were able to correctly use typeof or instanceof but were still able 

to pick up marks from use of variables and output. 
Readability of Question Paper
Examiners felt the language used in the paper was appropriate and there was no indication 
that candidates were unable to understand the requirements of the questions.
Comments on Mark Schemes
Examiners felt the mark scheme provided opportunities for less able candidates to gain 
some marks but also enable stronger candidates to demonstrate their knowledge to achieve 
higher marks.
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Principal Moderator’s Report

Assessment Unit AS 2 Event Driven Programming
This year saw another increase in centres and candidates submitting portfolios of work 
for the Event Driven Programming Unit.  The course is demanding for both teachers and 
candidates and both the teachers and candidates are to be commended for their hard work 
and efforts.  Following on from the noted improvement from last year, again there was a 
significant improvement in the way work was presented.  The majority of centres clearly 
following the guidelines discussed at the Agreement Trial and followed the pdf document 
rom the CCEA SSD microsite “Preparing Samples for Moderation”.
Again for this year there was a noticeable improvement in the use of the Electronic 
Candidate Record Sheets (ECRS) with many of the teachers using a good range of comments 
to justify the marks awarded.  This was accompanied by the page numbers where evidence 
can be found, that proved helpful during moderation.  But there were a few centres that 
still are not providing any detailed information on the mark awarded for the students 
work, or pasting in the exact information from the assessment objective, which should be 
discouraged.
All other material was to be submitted in an electronic format either on disk or USB pen, 
this allows the moderation process to run smoothly.  For the majority of submissions by the 
centres each candidate’s work was clearly labelled in folders with the candidate examination 
number as the name for the folder, and contained the program solution, the programming 
code and the portfolio evidence for AO1, AO2 and AO3.  There was an increase in centres 
using USB pens to submit the evidence and this would be recommended instead of 
submitting multiples disks.
With all submissions, the evidence should be tested on the electronic format that was used 
for submission to make sure that all evidence has not been corrupted in the copying process.  
It is the onus of the centre to ensure all files contain all the evidence of work for candidates 
requested, that all files are readable and all programs will execute.
Evidence for AO1, AO2 and AO3 should be on one file or in one folder.  This can be either a 
word processing file or PDF, with preference for a word processing file with an automated 
index page.
Testing, of the material being submitted for moderation on disk or USB pen, should be 
carried out on a separate system as this highlights any issues with pathnames and local 
directories that sometimes are missed when the solutions are tested out on local machines.  
This was evident where programmes submitted had hard coded path names which meant 
that areas of the solution either crashed or did not work as intended.
There is still a minority of centres that do not clearly specify any usernames and passwords 
used in the solution to access the applications, these need to be highlighted on the ECRS, 
or in a separate text file in the candidates’ folder where applicable.  Some good practice 
this year was to have a set username and password for all solutions from the centre for any 
administration logons.
As in previous years the majority of solutions implemented through C# were for quizzes 
rather than games.  Within the quizzes there were good examples of high level of 
programming skills used and this was reflected in an increase in the range of programming 
skills for the solutions attempted.  Some centres also submitted quizzes with gaming 
elements, this allowed a better range of programming skills and techniques to be 
demonstrated for the solutions.
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There was an improvement in the number of quiz based solutions using randomisation with 
some solutions linking to an external bank of questions, but some centres still hardcoded 
the solution with the same questions.  This should be discouraged as it has a major negative 
impact on the user experience, as the user was be exposed to the same questions, thus 
reducing the longevity of the quiz.
There was a marked improvement in the HCI for the solutions, and for the majority of the 
solutions there was some thought given to a more rounded holistic approach.  But there 
were still a minority of candidates who attempted a range of programming requirements, 
but did not take into account the overall the playability, the issues involved the information 
in the help files, the screen/form sizes, general HCI issues and the scoring, including the 
recording of highest scores.
Candidates should be encouraged to design, develop and implement their own solution, but 
in some centres there seemed to be an agreed centre wide approach to the design, develop 
and implementation stages, resulting in a very similar solutions produced for all candidates, 
thus not allowing differentiation of skills to be demonstrated.
For the majority of the games based solutions implemented there was a higher level of 
programming skills demonstrated.
Section AO1 had detailed requirements specific to the solution.  For some centres these 
need to be carried through the development, testing and evaluation.  The referencing to 
the user requirements throughout the solution is vital for students to obtain the higher 
mark bands.  If requirements stated are not followed through, then this should be recorded 
in the evaluation section.  The requirements also need to be from the point of view of the 
client and should not contain specific high level computing terminology and should be 
user requirements and not general requirements that have no real input to the proposed 
solution.
Centres are commended for the development of hand drawn storyboards which were 
scanned into portfolios.  This showed the design process from concept to final computer 
generated designs.  There was an improvement in the number of candidates that had 
feedback on the first draft designs which resulted in changes to the final computer 
generated designs.  Within the design section there needs to be linkage back to user 
requirements, events/triggers and any external files if applicable. 
Again there was an increase in centres using a template in order to reduce down the amount 
of repetition documented in the design section.  But this needs to be addressed for all 
centres as there were example of lots of repetition of general properties of form controls.  
There is still a tendency for candidates to give exact location of form elements in the design 
section, this is not required as the designs should not have this level of exact detail in them.  
Finally for the design section, there was a minority of centres that used actual screenshots of 
completed applications in the design section as final design, this should be discouraged as it 
is does not enhance the design section. 
As in previous years the testing section also showed a marked improvement for the 
majority of centres.  There was an increase in the number of candidates linking back to user 
requirements in their testing and also displaying actual test data in tests where applicable.  
But there needs to be some thought given to the amount of repetitive testing and the 
accompanying screen shots documented as this resulted in huge amounts of pages being 
submitted as part of the testing section, as discussed in the Agreement Trail.  Again there are 
still issues around failed tests being recorded, with many solutions having 100% of successful 
tests being documented, candidates should be encouraged to record issues that they 
encounter as they implement the solution as part of ongoing testing strategy. 
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There was an increase in user or peer testing as an additional testing mechanism as this will 
help identify logic errors or bugs that may exist within the solution, but any errors or issues 
found need to be addressed.
AO2 was very well implemented by most candidates.  For candidates who produced a 
quiz based solution there was a variety of question styles implemented, and there was 
an improvement on the size of forms used.  External files, text and binary files should be 
used for the permanent storage of records required in the implementation of the solution.   
Candidates should be encouraged to use comments more in the code especially around each 
class/methods or complex programming technique implemented. 
There was good use of timers, animations and sounds used, but these should be used 
appropriately to enhance the user experience and the overall playability. 
Validation should to be implemented to a better standard in many solutions, with a number 
of solutions crashing when the wrong data types are used or when multiple selections are 
used when answering questions.  This was partly due to the fact that the validation present 
in most was a simple checks to see if data was present.  To access the higher marking bands 
students should be encouraged to implement some try catch and custom exception handling 
and to use validation within the field Set method/Property of a class and throw back error 
messages where relevant.  It is expected that a validation process calls methods from a static 
class. 
As stated before candidates should be encouraged to implement their own solution.  In 
some centres the solutions implemented had similar functionality and HCI issues, this 
resulted in same type of bug/errors being found in the solutions.
Where high score tables are implemented using an external file, this should be ordered to 
show good programming techniques.
AO3 included evaluation which, for the majority of centres, was generally well completed.  
Although for some centres there was an improvement in terms of relating the evaluation - to 
the specific user requirements, some evaluations lacked any reference to the full range of 
requirements documented in AO1.  This is required to demonstrate the robustness of the 
solution.  Candidates should be encouraged to use evaluative commentary throughout AO3, 
and include all the required sections.  If external/peer testing is used then the feedback 
should be documented to highlight limitations and areas for improvement. 
As discussed at the Agreement Trail it is acceptable to record this in the evaluation section if 
candidates do not have the time to act the feedback, or if a user requirement from AO1 was 
not implemented, then this should also be reported in the evaluation. 
Generally the marking was fair, consistent and within the agreed standard for the majority 
of centres.  Where centres did over mark it was more evident for A02.  Full or high marks for 
A02 should only be considered where the coding, structure and content are excellent, there 
are no issues with HCI, validation has been used correctly, the recording of scores has been 
done successfully, external files have been used and the game is generally bug free.  The 
code should be efficiently written and the repetition of code should be at a minimum.  More 
able candidates should be encouraged to make good use of try catch, get/set, and the use of 
specific or custom exceptions for example.  Test plans were better but some centres still did 
not include appropriate test data values or link expected outcomes to requirements where 
applicable.  There were very few failed tests recorded.  The use of randomisation linked to 
an external bank of questions should be encouraged where relevant.
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Chief Examiner’s Report
Assessment Unit A2 1 Systems Approaches and 

Database Concepts [A2S1/ADV1]
This is the fourth year of the A2 Systems Approaches and Database Concepts examination 
paper.  It was of a comparable standard to that of the May 2017, although there was 
perhaps more emphasis on the application of the case study.  Questions 2, 4 and 6 provided 
opportunities to demonstrate the quality of candidates’ written communication and 
included coverage of Prototyping and UML.
Candidates were able to provide answers for all questions, suggesting that the paper was 
accessible and there was no indication that candidates had insufficient time to complete it. 
There was a range of question types; the first half of the paper focused more on the 
candidate’s ability to provide descriptive answers and discuss, evaluate and apply their 
knowledge of the case study.  The second half of the paper contained more practical-based 
questions allowing candidates to demonstrate their skills in normalisation and SQL.  It should 
be noted that a thorough understanding of SQL is essential for both the coursework and 
theory elements of this course and, while it was pleasing to see a number of candidates 
demonstrating an in-depth understanding, there are still a lot of candidates who have not 
developed sufficient coverage in this area. 
Q1 Candidates were able to explain the importance of gathering opinions from a range 

of users in the business and were able to communicate their points effectively.  The 
stronger candidates were able to provide clear examples of the type of input that may 
have come from the owners and the office staff.  Part (b) was generally well answered 
demonstrating good coverage of observation as a fact-finding technique. 

Q2 This question was well answered with a good demonstration of case study knowledge.   
Most candidates were able to identify a range of problems and their corresponding 
impacts on the business.

Q3 There was a wide range of responses for this question.  A range of abilities was 
demonstrated with the weaker candidates merely stating benefits and the stronger 
candidates providing full explanations.  Previous examination papers included 
questions that tended to focus on specific methodologies but the purpose of 
this question was to assess candidates’ understanding of the benefits of using 
methodologies in general for software development.  Some candidates referenced 
particular methodologies to support their answers which demonstrated thorough 
understanding.

Q4 Many candidates did not fully address this question and seemed unprepared.  
Responses tended to include some good explanations of the characteristics of 
prototyping but not why it was an appropriate approach.  This lack of connection to 
the case study prevented a lot of candidates from accessing the higher marks for this 
question. 

Q5 Candidates responded positively to this question and it was very accessible despite a 
wide range of words or phrases to choose from.

Q6 This question was quite poorly answered in general and very few candidates 
accessed the top mark band.  There was a lack of application to the case study 
and many candidates were not able to evaluate the three diagrams in question, 
particularly sequence diagrams.  Some candidates were able to provide descriptions 
of the characteristics of the diagrams but a good answer included more evaluative 
commentary and reference to who in the business a particular diagram might be more 
suited to and why.  More coverage of UML is necessary.
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Q7 Whilst Question 6 assessed knowledge of UML via QWC, this question used a practical 
application of a Use Case diagram at Connected Works as the basis for assessment.  
It was, however, poorly answered with a surprising number of candidates failing to 
identify the diagram correctly in Part (viii).

Q8 This year’s question on normalisation included the need to use a nested repeating 
group and it was pleasing to see the number of responses from candidates who were 
fully prepared for Part (b) of this question.  The inclusion of the sample quotation in 
the case study, the identification of the repeated groups and the 1st Normal Form 
table headings included in the paper seemed to help candidates answer this question 
correctly.  A number of candidates, however, were unable to correctly identify a 
derived field for Part (a)(i) and still fewer were able to provide an example of a non 
atomic field for Part (a)(ii).  This question discriminated well between candidates of 
differing abilities.

Q9 This question was answered well by more able candidates, while the weaker 
candidates failed to identify the composite key and/or the foreign keys.

Q10 Part (a) was generally well answered with candidates demonstrating the ability to 
create foreign keys correctly.  The stronger candidates were able to fully implement 
the date requirements although more coverage of date functions in general is 
recommended as some of the structure and syntax was incorrect in many responses.  
Part (b)(i) allowed higher ability candidates to demonstrate an understanding of 
selection  across multiple tables using join statements although some candidates 
provided alternative approaches using WHERE and AND.  Part(b)(ii) was poorly 
answered and many candidates failed to fully complete Part (c) by omitting the 
GROUP BY clause.  This question provided an opportunity for higher ability candidates 
to demonstrate an in-depth knowledge of SQL while also allowing weaker candidate 
to access at least some of the marks.  A thorough understanding of SQL is essential 
for this course and although many responses were excellent, there are still many 
candidates who lack the required level of depth.



11

CCEA GCE Software Systems Development (Summer Series) 2018

Principal Moderator’s Report

Assessment Unit A2 2 Implementing Solutions  
[A2S2/ADV2]

This year there was a marked improvement in the standard of submissions for the centres 
delivering the A2 syllabus.  Some centres encountered challenges in relation to software and 
hardware in the implementation of the database driven solution.  The implementation is 
demanding for both staff and candidates and the course has a steep learning curve for the 
candidates.  The staff and students are to be commended for their hard work and efforts in 
submitting the work before the required deadline. 
There was a noticeable improvement in the presentation of the submissions with many 
centres clearly following the guidelines outlined in last year’s report.  The majority of centres 
clearly following the guidelines discussed at the Agreement Trial and followed the PDF 
document rom the CCEA SSD microsite “Preparing Samples for Moderation”.
Again for this year there was a noticeable improvement in the use of the Electronic 
Candidate Record Sheets (ECRS) with many of the teachers using a good range of comments 
to justify the marks awarded.  This was accompanied by the page numbers where evidence 
can be found, that proved helpful during moderation.  But there were a few centres that 
still are not providing any detailed information on the mark awarded for the students 
work, or pasting in the exact information from the assessment objective, which should be 
discouraged. 
All other material was to be submitted in an electronic format either on disk or USB pen, 
this allows the moderation process to run smoothly.  For the majority of submissions by the 
centres each candidate’s work was clearly labelled in folders with the candidate examination 
number as the name for the folder, and contained the program solution, the programming 
code and the portfolio evidence for AO1, AO2 and AO3.  There was an increase in centres 
using USB pens to submit the evidence and this would be recommended instead of 
submitting multiples disks. 
With all submissions, the evidence should be tested on the electronic format that was used 
for submission to make sure that all evidence has not been corrupted in the copying process.  
It is the onus of the centre to ensure all files contain all the evidence of work for candidates 
requested, that all files are readable and all programs will execute. 
Evidence for AO1, AO2 and AO3 should be on one file or in one folder.  This can be either a 
word processing file or pdf, with preference for a word processing file with an automated 
index page. 
Testing, of the material being submitted for moderation on disk or USB pen, should be 
carried out on a separate system as this highlights any issues with pathnames and local 
directories that sometimes are missed when the solutions are tested out on local machines, 
including connection strings.  This was evident where programmes submitted had hard 
coded path names and local connection strings references, which meant that areas of the 
solution either crashed or did not work as intended or there were issues connecting to the 
database.
Candidates should be encouraged to design, develop and implement their own solution, but 
in some centres there seemed to be an agreed centre wide approach to the design, develop 
and implementation stages, resulting in a very similar solutions produced for all candidates, 
thus not allowing differentiation of skills to be demonstrated. 
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As in previous years there were problems in regards to database connections within 
solutions, although there was a slight improvement on how this was implemented.  But 
there were still centres that had hardcoded the connection string in the forms within the 
project code which meant that there were issues changing multiple links for moderation.  
The connection string information should be in a separate file or referenced in a single 
location so that the database can be referenced easily to enable moderation to take place.  
Some centres are commended on having detailed instructions for setting database links in 
the solutions.  This was extremely useful during the moderation process. 
Centres should state what version of all the software they used in order to produce the 
solution and this should be stated in the Electronic Candidate Record Sheets (ECRS) or a note 
for the moderators.
Again there was not enough candidates submitting a separate file detailing the SQL 
statements required to create the database, the tables and to populate the tables with 
enough sample data to allow the moderators to examine the functionality of the system.  
This is used when there are issues linking to the database in order to moderate the solution 
and the added benefit will be that this will help the SQL revision for the examination paper 
later. 
With all submissions, the evidence should be tested on the electronic format that was used 
for submission to make sure that all evidence has not been corrupted in the copying process.  
It is the onus of the centre to ensure all files contain all the evidence of work for candidates 
requested, that all files are readable and all programs will execute. 
Evidence for A01, A02 and A03 should be on one file or in one folder.  This can be either a 
word processing file or pdf, with preference for a word processing file with an automated 
index page. 
If usernames and passwords are used to access the solutions these were clarified by many 
centres.  All centres should ensure they are highlighted on the ECRS, or in a separate text 
file in the candidates’ folder.  Some centres did not specify explicitly the usernames and 
passwords but these were included in the test plan data.  This is unacceptable as it caused 
major issues when moderating the sample. 
The Events Unlimited Case Study provided the candidates with enough scope to ensure 
that all centres could encourage candidates to choose different areas and hence produce 
different solutions relating to a specific aspect of the case study.  Candidates were instructed 
to focus on a subsection of the case study for their proposed solution, and this should have 
been reflected in the requirements.  This meant that candidates spend time investigating 
and planning sections of the case study that were not part of the assessment for the 
implemented solution. 
In relation to project planning, although many centres encouraged the inclusion of a project 
plan in the form of a Gantt chart, in some cases these were hard to read and there was very 
little overlap documented.  This does not reflect what would happen in a real life project. 
Some candidates are still insisting on documented the full code listing as part of the 
documentation, and is to be discouraged.  Relevant code snippets should be used to clarify 
where complex coding examples are used. 
For AO1 the majority of centres provided a good level of evidence and marking was 
consistent.  For most centres there was evidence of a range of methodologies considered 
(RAD, DSDM, Scum, XP and Waterfall).  But some candidates spent a lot of time and effort 
looking at the methodologies that could have been used to produce a solution, but failed to 
link this back to the case study.  This made this section a cut and paste exercise and made it 
hard to relate the research to the case study.
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For the majority of the candidates there was a good level of understanding of the business 
problem resulting in detailed user requirements, and this was carried forward into the 
design and implementation.  Candidates should be reminded that the user requirements 
need to be from the point of view of the client and should not contain specific high level 
computing terminology and that these should be user requirements and not general 
requirements that have no real input to the proposed solution.  
There are still issues with the production of the ER diagram and the Normalisation process.  
Many candidates submitted tables that they thought were in 3rd Normal form which did 
not relate to the preceding 1st of 2nd Normal form 1 tables.  For the majority of centres 
the normalisation process should to be documented in more detail, with each stage of 
normalisation explained.  In the majority of centres ERD were incomplete, the final ERD can 
only be documented after 3rd normal form has been implemented.  The ERD should contain 
reference to the relationship between entities, and the cardinality notations defining the 
attributes of the relationship between the entities. 
There were too many cases were the 3rd Normal form tables and the ERD did not match 
up, there were either tables missing, or foreign keys missing.  Any assumptions made in the 
production of the ER diagram and the Normalisation process should be clearly listed.
If tables were not in 3rd Normal form but implemented usually led to errors in the 
functionality of the solution. 
Screen designs were generally good with functionality discussed.  Some required more 
detailed functionality.  As this unit builds on knowledge gained from AS Unit 2, there is 
little need for control property tables.  Feedback on the designs from the client should be 
encouraged. 
It, however, must be noted that DFDs are not required for the coursework, and candidates 
could be encouraged to use UML to clearly show attributes and methods.
Some candidates still duplicated design information for every screen.  The use of a template 
form should be encouraged giving general properties of a form including logo placement, 
colour, font and theme with guidance on position.  The detailed events for each process 
should be documented within the specific form designs. 
For AO2 the solution should be a database created using SQL with the front end of the 
program coded in C# and linked to the database.  This year there was an improvement in the 
development of the processes for the solution.  There was less focus on the implementation 
of robust security which is not a requirement, although some centres produced an admin 
account that allowed more functionality to be moderated. 
Where centres did over mark it was more evident for AO2.  Full or high marks for AO2 should 
only be considered where the coding, structure and content are excellent.  There should 
be no issues with the HCI for the solution and validation should be used correctly.  Basic 
validation checks were present in the majority of solutions implemented, but some of these 
were just simple checks to see if data was present in the form.  This caused issues when 
testing solutions with erroneous data.  Candidates should be encouraged to implement the 
data entry validation through exception handling within classes as this is essential to the 
creation of a good working solution as opposed to hard coding the validation.  The exception 
handling would facilitate specific error messages as a result of validation being carried out 
and would allow the reuse of code.  The code should be efficiently written and the repetition 
of code should be at a minimum using many of the coding techniques from AS level. 
As a result of a poor normalisation process there were still too many solutions that allowed 
double booking where applicable.  When this was picked up by the system the error 
message did not contain enough relevant information to sate the problem encountered.  
There should be the same level of consideration when deleting information from the 
system, where there is a direct link between two or more tables.  For example, deleting a 
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wedding booking from the system where there are other facilities linked to the booking, 
but no message at all displayed when the deletion was implemented.  Candidates should be 
encouraged to work across multiple tables and not just to retrieve information from a single 
table.  
Finally in regards to the implemented solution, centres should be wary of candidates that 
used fields for booking etc. that do not contain any meaningful data.  For example, when 
booking a wedding for a client, many candidates used client_ID as part of the drop down list, 
but not name of the client so that when you used the system to book a suits, meals, band 
etc. you had no idea who the client was without closing down that section and going back to 
make sure that you knew the client_ID in order to process a booking.
As in previous years the testing section also showed a marked improvement for the 
majority of centres.  There was an increase in the number of candidates linking back to user 
requirements in their testing and also displaying actual test data in tests where applicable.  
But there needs to be some thought given to the amount of repetitive testing and the 
accompanying screen shots documented as this resulted in huge amounts of pages being 
submitted as part of the testing section, as discussed in the Agreement Trial.  Again there are 
still issues around failed tests being recorded, with many solutions having 100% of successful 
tests being documented, candidates should be encouraged to record issues that they 
encounter as they implement the solution as part of ongoing testing strategy. 
Repetitive tests and evidence were submitted causing extensive work load for candidates.  
Representative testing should be used where the same test being is required multiple times.  
A single test could specify the test and reference the forms and fields involved.  The outcome 
could indicate compliance and any specific failure only.  Evidence would be submitted for a 
representative valid outcome.  This would result in less time being spent on documenting 
the same tests over and over again.  There was an increase in the number of candidates that 
had User or Peer testing, which is highly recommended as an additional testing mechanism 
as this will help identify a lack of clarification, logic errors or bugs that may exist within the 
solution. 
But any issues that the came from User or Peer testing must be acted upon or documented 
within the write up.
There was an improvement in the completion of AO3, but for some candidates there was 
still a lack of detailed evidence which was not reflected in the mark awarded for AO3.  There 
was not enough use of evaluative language or enough evaluative detail.  For example, 
many candidates looked at the user requirements from AO1 and if these were met or not.  
Some candidates used either yes, no or partial without any other comments, and this is 
not evaluative enough.  Centres are encouraged to make sure that candidates meet the 
requirements and that there is clear evidence that the descriptors are being met especially 
at the higher level.  The evaluations should make reference to the full range of requirements 
documented in AO1, which is required to demonstrate the robustness of the solution, and 
the commentary should be evaluative in its language.  If a user requirement was not met 
then the reason for this should be documented in AO3 and not just ignored.
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Contact details
The following information provides contact details for key staff members:
• Specification Support Officer: Nuala Tierney
 (telephone: (028) 9026 1200, extension: 2292, email: ntierney@ccea.org.uk)

• Officer with Subject Responsibility: Michael McEnery
 (telephone: (028) 9026 1200, extension: 2170, email: mmcenery@ccea.org.uk)
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