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Aim

To review the submission for this series and to discuss 

successful strategies to build on future performance

• The iterative issue.

• Review 2023 submission.

• Pre submitted questions.

• Q and A session.

Agenda 



2023 Submission Review

Grids 1-11  



4© Pearson Education 2020

The submission in this criterion was at a lower level than expected. Candidates 

often attached a client to a design scenario or chose 6 scenarios with disparate 

clients. We saw little real client / stakeholder dialogue used to ‘hone’ a design 

intention. 

In the worst cases the candidate’s opening line was “I am making a storage 

cupboard for my brother”.

In the best cases the candidate had a client and explored the client’s needs, 

wants and values.

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue.

✓ Explore client’s needs

    Don’t

× Attach a client to a scenario or simply state what you are to make.

× Identify many differing clients and choose one with little justification.

REVIEW

Grid 1 Identification of Design Possibilities
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In many cases the research was too generic, text-book and on occasions 

irrelevant. The research must have a focus on the proposal and be driven by 

client/stakeholder dialogue. The candidate should research relevant areas, 

liaise with the client and be selective in the research undertaken. The key word 

in the top assessment level is Perceptive! 

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue.

✓ Explore client’s needs

✓ Be selective in the research

    Don’t

× Submit generic or irrelevant research.

× Ignore the client or stakeholders

× Omit vital elements that will affect the specification e.g., size of site footprint of 

furniture.

REVIEW

Grid 2 Investigation of needs and research.
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In this assessment grid the candidates must ensure that the specification 

points are relevant (not generic), focussed on the client and have 

measurability in the points that would enable testing and an evaluative 

commentary. The candidate should re-work the brief as a result of client 

narrative.

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue.

✓ Submit relevant measurable spec points.

✓ Suggest how the specification might be tested.

✓ Do submit a re-worked brief.

    Don’t

× Be vague or generic.

× Omit measurable elements based on the research.

REVIEW

Grid 3 Specification
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The centre assessments were generally lenient. To achieve higher levels 

candidates need to produce a wide range of designs that address the 

specification and meet the needs and wants of the user. They must detail sub 

systems alternatives. Designs may change and develop through consultation 

with the client and by appraising them against the specification. Initial 

modelling alongside focused and selective research could play a part within 

this process to show how designs may evolve. 

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue.

✓ Submit sub-assembly designs.

✓ Include technical annotation illustrating knowledge and understanding.

    Don’t

× Submit holistic designs

× Omit client/stakeholder narrative

× Submit vague/generic client feedback. (The word nice should be banned!)

REVIEW

Grid 4 Design ideas.



8© Pearson Education 2020

This section was slightly leniently handled by the centres but is much improved 

as they are using modelling to good effect to test aspects of the proposals. In 

the best cases the candidates’ model and then use these models as visual 

prompts to promote discussions with the client or stakeholders to trigger 

further iterations of the proposal. This again evidences the client designer 

relationship and hence the iterative design process.

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue.

✓ Model to test aspects of the design and promote client narrative not just a final 

model. 

✓ Undertake further research where necessary, perhaps post client dialogue.

    Don’t

× Just produce a step-by-step CAD drawing.

× Submit simplistic developments such as colour changes.

× Fail to explain development with analytical annotation.

REVIEW

Grid 5 Development of design ideas.
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This section is improved partially as a result of CAD packages, but 

candidates must ensure that they edit the drawings. The key to 

unlock the highest levels of the assessment criterion is enabling 

third party manufacture and detailing technical elements along with 

calculations regarding quantities and costs.

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue.

✓ Submit detailed drawings to enable accurate third-party manufacture

✓ Show complex details with appropriate communication techniques e.g., 

exploded view.

✓ Submit a manufacturing specification that details operations on each part.

    Don’t

× Submit unclear small-scale drawings with little detail and unedited dimensions.

× Submit plans for production that are largely descriptive.

REVIEW

Grid 6 Final design solution.
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This section is where the candidates must undertake an intellectual analysis of 

the work they have undertaken so far. The commentary must be analytical and 

evaluative and must not be simply descriptive. In the best cases there should 

be  strength and weakness analysis that provides balance and should consider 

all factors such as materials, processes, techniques and have reference to 

feedback. The evaluative element must be balanced and ensure that any 

conclusions undertaken can be supported. The centre assessment was often 

lenient.

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue.

✓ Provide a balanced overview as a result of the dialogue with the client/stakeholders.

✓ Use analytical language (again ban the word nice!)

    Don’t

× Simply describe the product.

× Omit feedback from the client and interested users.

REVIEW

Grid 7 Review of development and final design
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This section was generally well done, and many candidates 

accessed the highest levels of the assessment criterion. We often 

saw all aspects of the communication techniques referred to and 

often at a high level. Where the performance was less good it was 

often as a result of poor sketching technique/communication.

Do

✓ Use spontaneous sketching to show client interaction. 

✓ Show CAD skills to illustrate detail.

✓ Use technical language to describe detail.

    Don’t

× Produce very limited design sketches.

× Submit naïve and simple annotation.

REVIEW

Grid 8 Communication of design ideas
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This assessment criterion was often very polarised with very good 

performances or a lack of demanding  A level processes. Where 

candidates had modelled products, they were often at a low level and 

on occasion relied heavily on a CAM output with limited interlocking 

parts.  

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue.

✓ Utilise demanding A level skills.

✓ Select processes and tools that show sound technical understanding.

    Don’t

× Submit simplistic outcomes using limited skills and processes.

× Submit work wholly CAM produced without complexity.

REVIEW

Grid 9 Tools and equipment
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This section should be characterised by demonstrating  high level making 

skills that evidence accuracy, leading to a quality artefact that is a fully 

functioning prototype that meets the end user needs identified in the 

specification. We should also see candidates not being afraid to consult with 

the interested parties and amend the design during the manufacturing as a 

result of this consultation or indeed in response to issues during the 

manufacturing process, therefore evidencing an iterative approach during 

the process of manufacture.

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue, illustrate an iterative process.

✓ Undertake A level demanding manufacturing techniques and making skills.

✓ Produce an accurate prototype that is well executed and finished.

    Don’t

× Submit simple outcomes.

× Submit inaccurate scale models

REVIEW

Grid 10. Quality and accuracy.
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In this section we are looking for the candidate’s ability to discern the 

difference between testing and evaluating. The notion of testing implies putting 

the product into service and considering its success and limitations, especially 

in terms of the specification and the clients’ needs wants and values, whereas 

in the evaluation phase we are looking for a critical review including strengths 

and weaknesses which will then give a balanced conclusion supported by all of 

the analysis undertaken. This could lead to further suggested modifications,  

illustrating a post manufacture iterative approach. 

Do

✓ Undertake real client dialogue. Or use interested stakeholders.

✓ Use the specification to explore success and be balanced.

✓ Undertake testing in-situ and analytically evaluate showing balance. Suggest post manufacture 

modifications. Be iterative!

    Don’t

× Be descriptive and possibly lacking in analysis.

× Omit to undertake a testing regime based on the specification.

REVIEW

Grid 11. Testing and Evaluation
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Pre submitted questions. 2nd Oct
Investigation section.

 Question from Carmen Lee. Unsure if this is the grid 1 or the grid 2 so have some slides for each 

of them.

General support.

 A number of centres have asked for this so this short session is the start of a number of 

sessions to support the work in centres including some face to face training. I hope this does 

help and of course questions are welcome.

I would just really like to see top examples.

 I think this is from Arthur Roper. I have included some examples of top design and 

manufacturing work and the website materials are being reviewed with a view to update them, so 

please revisit at a later date.

 Specification and Manufacturing specification.

 Question from Peter Flanagan. We have some slides on the specification requirements and some 

examples of top manufacturing.

General support, Client Input throughout.

 Question from John Bowen. Client support throughout. This is probably a discussion point but I 

have made an attempt at some examples of good and less good examples.
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Identification of 

design Possibility
In both cases the candidate looks at 

an organisation and works with a 

client to identify design possibilities 

and the client contributes to that 

process. They come up with 

possibilities based around the 

organisation, thus they are already 

working in an iterative manner

In this case we see the candidate states 

what they are to make from the outset. 

This is where the candidates may fail to 

access the highest levels of this 

criterion
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Range of ideas and development
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Depth of Research

The candidates should always remain focussed and select the relevant research. If we see very ‘text-book , 

in style research this will be mentioned in the E9 report. It is imperative that the candidates do not submit 

irrelevant or generic research.

The candidate here 

produces some very 

simplistic research 

and generic 

descriptions. We do 

see some client 

commentary but 

again it lacks real 

analysis.

Candidate undertakes relevant 

focussed research on these 

two pages

Whereas here the work lacks 

some focus and relevancy
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Specifications

The specifications should be exactually that, specific!!
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Top Candidate Work  Architectural

Candidate 

shows a good 

range of ideas 

and evidence 

of some sub-

systems 

design

Candidate shows 

evidence of good 

evaluative 

commentary and 

well-made final 

model.
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High quality Manufacture

Design Drafting desk

Deco Record storage

Laminated storage

Summer villa retreat



Q and A session  



Your Subject Advisor

Evren Alibaba

Twitter: @PearsonTeachDT

Facebook: PearsonD&T

Email, call or live chat

You can sign up for Evren’s

e-updates by completing this

online form

We also have an online community especially for Design and Technology

teachers.

https://twitter.com/PearsonTeachDT
https://www.facebook.com/groups/1100847533381037
https://support.pearson.com/uk/s/qualification-contactus
https://qualifications.pearson.com/en/forms/subject-advisor-updates-for-teachers-and-tutors.html
https://support.pearson.com/uk/s/group/0F90N000000kGcuSAE/design-and-technology
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