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Unit 5: Web Development (6955)
General Comments
The entry for this unit was very relatively small. This report should be read
in conjunction with the Principal’s report for Summer 2011, which gives
more detail relating to the five strands for this unit.
Most candidates’ work that was seen was accurately assessed, across the
ability range, by centres. The majority of candidates achieved marks in the
mid-ranges, but it was pleasing to see a number of candidates gain high
marks.
The main weaknesses still related to strand a, which was often leniently
assessed.
Comments on strand a
It was good to see that most candidates’ work had been accurately
assessed, with evidence in mark band 1. More use of project management
software to produce gantt charts was seen, which is very good practice.
Some candidates used Excel correctly to produce appropriate gantt charts.
These candidates made good attempts to address 5.2 of the unit
specification. However, there were still candidates who simply produced a
list of tasks and dates which does not address this strand. These candidates
were often assessed very generously.
Some candidates produced a very limited outline plan estimate which was
not realistic and then produced a second plan which appeared to be at the
end of the project with more realistic timings and detail. This is not a
suitable approach.
The project plan produced at the beginning of the implementation of the
website should contain the necessary detail, milestones and agreed
handover date with the client. To access all the marks in mark band ,1 there
should be some clear evidence that the plan was used to implement the
website. It was this aspect that was often not evidenced properly. Few
candidates explained how the plan was used, changes were made, updates
included etc, yet many were given marks in mark band 2 and even 3 where
this evidence was not included in the eportfolio.
Fewer candidates included the evaluation and proposal in the plan, but
many still neglected to state clearly the agreed handover date of the
completed website to the client.

Comments on strand b
Most candidates had some evidence of research although the use of a client
was still not always convincing.
5.1 of the unit specification should be
addressed, which means a client or someone role playing the client is
needed.
Designs still continue to be limited and did not always support
the marks awarded. Most designs were page layouts with little detail of
what features were to be included, i.e. font styles, sizes, colours,
backgrounds, multimedia, rollovers, forms. 5.8 in the specification lists
some of the features that might be included in the websites and the designs
need to include them too.
Some candidates neglected to include initial designs and used screen shots
from the final product in the design evidence.
Comments on strand c
Prototyping was evidenced more clearly, although not all candidates
produced evidence of before and after changes.
The main weakness with this strand was the standard of the websites
produced. Quite a few were placed in mark band 3 which did not include
sufficient evidence of effective use of software skills. 5.8 in the specification
lists features that could be incorporated into the website and it is expected
that some multimedia is present for mark band 3.
There were also a few candidates who had been placed in mark band 2 and
above where the website was not fully functional. This mainly related to
broken links and multimedia not present or not working. It is important
that eportfolios and CDs are tested to ensure the links do not relate to files
still in the candidates’ user areas.
It was good to see more candidates producing evidence of modifying and
editing html coding during prototyping, although some of the changes were
very limited and did not support candidates working at the top of mark band
3.
Comments on strand d
There were several instances of this strand being assessed generously. A
few candidates had not produced a separate evaluation and had been given
credit for testing evidence. Such evidence is not sufficient on its own but
can be used as reference for the performance of the site in the actual
evaluation. Several candidates evaluated the functionality of the site and
made reference to the client needs but then neglected to evaluate the
performance of the site. Some had been given marks as if this evidence
was present. Both aspects are required for mark band 1 and reference to
the client’s needs for all the marks in mark band 1.

Comments on strand e
There was a definite improvement in the evidence produced for this strand,
with assessors understanding the importance of the presentation of the
evidence when awarding marks. There was one instance where all the
marks in mark band 2 had been awarded but the eportfolio did not contain
the evidence. This is another instance where it would appear the eportfolio
had not been tested prior to submission of evidence.
Grade Boundaries
Centres are reminded that the GCE in Applied ICT is an Awarded
qualification. As such, grade boundaries are subject to review each series
for both written paper and coursework units.
Grade boundaries for this, and all other papers, can be found on the website
on this link:
http://www.edexcel.com/iwantto/Pages/grade-boundaries.aspx
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