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52 Martin Place 
Sydney NSW 2000 

Dear Minister 

I am pleased to present you with the report of the Independent Review of NSW 2025 
Opportunity Classes and Selective High School Testing.  

The Report addresses all four terms of reference. These are to: 

 identify the challenges faced at testing venues in 2025 and why these occurred

 provide recommendations on how to prevent any repeat of the issues in future tests

 assess the department’s delivery of the rescheduled and resit tests, including what
further learnings might be available from this delivery

 provide recommendations on how the testing should be implemented in future
years

The findings in the Report should assist in informing future placement test events. 

This work would not have been possible without the collaboration and support of 
departmental staƯ and that of the staƯ of the contractor, Janison. I would also like to 
thank the secretariat assigned to the Review for their dedication and commitment 
throughout the process. 

I commend this report to the Acting Minister for Education and Early Learning. 

Dr Michele Bruniges AM 

Independent Reviewer 

16 July 2025 
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Glossary 

Term or 
abbreviation 

Meaning 

Accessibility The ability of a student to access the test at the same level as 
their peers. It involves considering any necessary supports or 
adjustments to ensure equal opportunities for all students. 

Invigilator A person that is responsible for supervising and administering 
the test. Invigilators ensure the integrity and eƯicient 
administration of the test process. 

Major test centres The Sydney metropolitan test centres at Randwick, Canterbury 
and Olympic Park (Quay Centre) 

NAPLAN National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy 

OC Opportunity Class 

Reasonable 
Adjustments (RA) 

RAs are approved test conditions provided to students with 
specific needs to support a fair and equitable testing 
environment. 

Selective 
education 

An umbrella term used to mean both Selective High Schools 
and Opportunity Classes in primary schools 

SHS Selective High School 

The department The NSW Department of Education 
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Foreword from the Independent Reviewer 
Selective High Schools (SHS) and Opportunity Classes (OC) -called selective education 
throughout this report- form part of the public education system in NSW. For NSW 
families and their children, a decision to sit for placement tests for entry into selective 
education is significant. It can be very stressful for both children, parents and carers 
and many place a great deal of time and eƯort into preparation for the tests. 

It is a reasonable expectation from the participants and the public that the test event be 
managed in a professional manner and not place additional stress on students or their 
families. 

While 104 testing centres across NSW delivered the selective testing as planned, the 
first day of the testing period (2-4 May) at three major testing centres in metropolitan 
Sydney was significantly disrupted. Significant failures in event management led to the 
cancellation of tests at these centres, impacting two-thirds of participating students.  

On 28 May 2025, the Deputy Premier and Minister for Education and Early Learning 
ordered an independent review into the administration of this year’s placement tests. 
The terms of reference for the review are to: 

 identify the challenges faced at testing venues in 2025 and why these occurred

 provide recommendations on how to prevent any repeat of the issues in future tests

 assess the department’s delivery of the rescheduled and resit tests, including what
further learning might be available from this delivery

 provide recommendations on how the testing should be implemented in future
years

Approach to the Review 

The understanding of the circumstances on 2 May 2025 that led to failed testing events 
and the delivery of the resit and rescheduled tests, has been established by considering 
the feedback and complaints from parents and other school community stakeholders, 
through discussions with executives of the Department of Education (the department) 
and corroborating materials and records of the department, and written responses to 
specific questions, and written input from the main contractor (Janison).  
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Executive summary 
Entry into selective education is underpinned by ranking the results from the OC and 
SHS placement tests. Parents view performance in placement tests and subsequent 
oƯers as a gateway to entry into the preferred educational pathway for their children,
whether that is selective education in the public system or a private school scholarship.

It has become a high stakes process, driven by students competing for a fixed number 
of places. On average across 2020-2025, there were nearly 4 applications for every Year 
7 SHS entry place, and nearly 8 applications for every Year 5 OC entry place. Missing out 
on a place can lead to a sense of failure. The stakes are further exacerbated by the high 
level of investment in coaching by families seeking to do the very best for their children.  

With the change to computer-based testing, the department foresaw a more modern 
approach, which was shorter end-to-end, that reduced the disruption and 
administrative burden for schools, and that allowed for increasingly better test design 
that adapts and improves based on new insights that come from completing tests 
online. Not all schools have the capacity to host high stakes computer-based tests, and 
this underpinned the shift to external venues. In turn, this led to a significantly scaled up 
volume of students and families being allocated to testing at a metropolitan test centre. 

For 2025, the department’s implementation strategy was to conduct computer-based 
testing in a fully outsourced model with the placement tests conducted in external test 
centres with external test invigilators, external devices and supporting equipment. In 
2023, the department ran an international open tender seeking contractual partners for 
the new implementation strategy. Contracts with Janison Solutions (Janison) and Hire 
Intelligence were signed in 2024. Janison partnered with Cambridge University Press 
and Assessment (Cambridge) on test development, design and marking. Janison is a 
long-standing partner of the department, and this was the first year of a new five year 
engagement. For the department, the move to online testing was promising but long 
delayed.  

104 testing centres across NSW delivered the selective testing without significant 
incidents. Event management at the three major test centres failed, and there were 
significant crowd disruptions as a result. At Randwick and Canterbury, police attended 
to assist with crowd management. This led to the cancellation of the Friday afternoon 
test at Canterbury and of the remaining tests scheduled for the weekend at the major 
test centres.  

Managing the crowd and student movements against a tight schedule were risks that 
had been discussed in the lead up to the 2 May tests and formed the basis for the 
agreed additional staƯing at the major test centres. The degree to which disruptions 
occurred was not anticipated in the preparation for the test events. There were many 
changes introduced in the 2025 test program which needed careful monitoring. Risk 
assessment at the program and test centre level fell short of what is required for a high 
stakes program. Not incorporating the culture and context of placement tests into event 
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management planning or contract settings, ambitious scheduling, the skills and 
readiness of the invigilator workforce for managing a new, large-scale test event with 
young children, and inadequate planning and processes for managing crowds all 
contributed to the failure.  

OƯering the opportunity to resit the test where disruption had occurred, and to cancel 
and reschedule tests were policy decisions by the department. They prompted a 
backlash from some parents who were initially concerned about fairness, and later 
about the integrity of testing. 

The department assumed the management of the rescheduled and resit tests at 39 
public schools. It stood up a senior executive task force reporting to the Secretary and 
provided extensive additional resourcing that made delivery in a very short timeframe 
possible. 13 of 39 host schools required Wi-Fi boosters, and all required additional 
power circuits in their halls. A school executive, usually the Principal, was the host 
school’s Presiding OƯicer. There was dedicated staƯing for crowd control and technical 
support. Training for invigilators was also overhauled. School and department staƯ had 
roles in greeting and ushering students and parents, and for supervising the handover of 
students to their parents. Importantly, there was one test session per day, which started 
at 10.00 am, and students were tested at their closest host school.  

The report sets the context (Section 1), what happened and the root causes (Section 
2), and how well the tests later in May were delivered (Section 3) in greater detail.  

Recommendations to prevent the issues from the 2025 tests from reoccurring in 2026 
and how to support the successful delivery of placement tests in the future are made 
with children’s interests at heart and being ready for localised, computer-based testing 
in mind. They are listed below and explained in Section 4. 

1. That there is one placement test session per day to allow for eƯective site
management.

2. That future placement tests occur in localised school settings, where the number of
participating students does not exceed 300 for large school test centres and 180 for
smaller test centres.

3. That the department determines the number and location of statewide test sites
required and conducts assessments of potential host schools against infrastructure
requirements, of devices and exam furniture available for hire, and the workforces
available for technical support and invigilation.

4. That the department, considering purpose and timeframe, weighs up the costs and
benefits associated with remaining with a digital delivery in a localised model in
2026 or returning to a pen and paper test, as an interim measure before
improvements are made towards implementing a future adaptive testing model.
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5. That the tests continue to be developed by an external provider with appropriate
expertise, rigour and standing, with test specifications and design a matter for
consultation with the department.

6. That a school-based Presiding OƯicer responsible for overseeing operations,
ensuring compliance with protocols and providing site leadership is in place at each
host school, and that the department works with schools on how the administrative
burden for host schools can be minimised. While this is best informed by internal
department stakeholders, including school operations, options to consider include:

i. providing staƯ with the right skill set at each host school to ensure crowd
management, invigilation and administrative tasks are done in the most eƯicient
and eƯective way

ii. ensuring training is face-to-face, that staƯ are familiar with the relevant host
school site, and that training covers communicating with young children and
parents, and incident management protocols

iii. setting the testing dates into the department calendar well in advance, to allow
host schools to manage community use agreements and school activities, and
for schools to showcase their school on test days if they see benefit in that

iv. conducting host school risk and issues identification, including ensuring that
planned processes (e.g. for entry and registration, parking) will work at the host
school and what local adjustments will be required

v. minor infrastructure upgrades if required for Wi-Fi and power circuits

7. That the department should collaborate with NESA to explore eƯicient ways to
enable a capable invigilation workforce for tests and exams for school students,
including computer-based assessments as required.

8. That policy positions around issues of rescheduling, resit and makeup tests are
made public and are published well before testing occurs.

9. That the department enhances community and parents’ confidence by:

i. using feedback surveys and digital communication channels to gain insights on
the experience of students, parents, carers and host schools, to drive continuous
improvements

ii. ensuring the test timetable keeps the best interests of children at the forefront
and considers their age, travel time to get to the test, breaks for students, and the
number of students participating

iii. ensuring communications are timely, practical, and user-friendly – they could
include sharing detailed logistics ahead of time via SMS, school apps, social
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media, and websites (e.g. site maps, test timing, pickup/drop-oƯ points), and 
guides for parents and students on what to expect and addressing common 
questions and concerns 

iv. continuing to provide practice tests and information for parents about the nature
of the assessment.

10. That the department should obtain an expert report that addresses the
comparability of the diƯerent test forms deployed and the use of common items
across test forms.

11. Developing event management guidelines for placement tests, including on
communication, child safety and crowd management, and specifications and
requirements to inform future planning and contract settings, including:

i. describing the context, stakeholders, what to expect from participants, and
expectations for event management

ii. joint event risk identification and management, across all parties at program
level (i.e. the overall testing program) and site level (i.e. site risk identification and
management), with diƯerent mitigations for the expected number of students,
parents and carers at each test site if required

iii. logistics and processes for managing parents and student movements, keeping
child safety at the forefront and using scenarios to test these against

iv. the role of the department staƯ and external parties, including Presiding OƯicers,
invigilators, technical support, and crowd management staƯ at each site

v. any employment and training requirements and expectations

vi. ongoing clear and early communications before, during and after the event, for
example having responsive support channels during the testing event such as a
dedicated helpline / live chat to provide real time support to parents (and inform
improvements for the future), and an accessible and dynamic central knowledge
base for internal parties to quickly access current information

vii. liaising with the Police during planning

12. For future placement test programs, the department would benefit from the
following.

i. Establishing a dedicated Senior Responsible OƯicer for testing functions and
events for the department.

ii. A dedicated skills-based governance body with a terms of reference and specific
expertise that aligns to the elements required for successful design and delivery,
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to provide guidance and make recommendations to the Senior Responsible 
OƯicer. The governance body should undertake an annual health check. 

iii. Periodic review and reporting on both the operational and strategic risks to the
operating model, implementation design, delivery and contingency plans, to the
Executive leadership team, with the Executive establishing expectations for risk
and issues closure that are time-bound and pathways for escalation.

iv. Gateway reviews at critical junctures to ensure that all requirements are met and
actions if they are not, and to identify areas of improvement. The review team
should include an audit and risk representative, and two members external to the
program team with relevant expertise.

This Review focuses on the administration of placement tests. While it is important to 
ensure the rigour of the entry process for selective education, a greater public good will 
be provided by ensuring that the entryway is not increasingly narrowed by socio-
educational advantage but truly reflects equitable access for all students with natural 
gifts and high potential. That will maximise talent development. NSW will benefit from 
growing these students’ capability and capacity to problem solve in an ever-changing, 
complex world. 



P a g e | 8 

Section 1: Context for the review 

1.1 Background on selective education 

Ensuring that the needs of all students are catered for is a fundamental pillar of a 
successful public education system. 

High-potential and gifted students are those whose potential exceeds children of the 
same age in one or more domains: creative, intellectual, physical, and social-
emotional. Appendix 1 is an overview of the current department policy for supporting 
these children’s potential. That policy supports equity in access to talent development 
opportunities for all students. It recognises selective education and also requires that 
all schools oƯer quality provisions and or programs from January 2026 for students who 
are gifted or have high potential, so that parents can be confident that if their child goes 
to a local public school, they can be challenged, extended and enriched.  

State legislation establishes that education should assist "each child to achieve his or 
her educational potential"(Education Act NSW (1990)). The Government and the 
department are committed to ensuring every student across NSW achieves their full 
educational potential, through talent development opportunities and diƯerentiated 
teaching and learning practices to ensure that their specific learning and wellbeing 
needs are met.  

Selective education is one way the public education system supports students who 
are intellectually advanced compared to others of the same age.  

Selective education has been a long-standing feature of the NSW public education 
landscape, and more so than any other state or territory. NSW has 48 fully and partially 
SHSs and 91 OCs. In comparison, Victoria has four SHS and no OC, Western Australia 
has one academic SHS, and Queensland has three secondary academies providing 
selective education.  

The concept for OC and SHS is underpinned by the principle that high-potential and 
gifted students benefit both academically and socially when learning alongside other 
like peers. In these settings, they often move through the curricula at a faster pace and 
can explore concepts in more depth and with greater complexity. Appendix 2 has more 
information on the NSW selective high schools and opportunity classes. 

Selective education is not the right choice for all students. The department advises 
parents to consider their child's characteristics, personality and temperament as well 
as their preference for attending a selective or mainstream school. They advise that OC 
or SHS may not be a good choice for students who worry too much about not being the 
'best' or are regularly comparing themselves to others.  

There is long running debate on the pros and cons of selective education for the public 
education system overall, and on the impact on students who attend selective schools. 
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There has been limited expansion of selective schools in NSW over the past decade. 
Recent Governments from both major parties have focused on how all public schools 
can nurture the gifts and talents of all students without expanding the selective 
education oƯering. Improving equitable access to selective education has also been a 
key consideration since the 2018 GriƯith review. 

High potential and giftedness exist in children with or without a disability, 
neurodivergence and from all racial, ethnic, socioeconomic backgrounds, and 
regardless of where they live or their gender. It is socio-educational advantage that 
narrows the door to selective education. It impacts who applies for and consequently 
who gets into selective schools1.  

Ho (2025) cites 2023 international research that shows primary school children who 
experience high stakes exams were more likely to experience anxiety and depression 
and not do as well in maths and literacy core subjects as those who did not experience 
this pressure2. Tham (2021) cites research on 14-year-old students in the United States, 
which showed that high stakes exams and repetitive testing aƯect student well-being, 
confidence and sense of self when they aren’t selected3. 

Whatever the evidence, some parents highly value a public selective education oƯering, 
and it is very diƯicult to gain the social licence for change to the placement process. For 
example, in 2022 some parents protested the introduction of the Equity Placement 
Model which aims to improve the equity of access for students. 

Placement tests are high volume and high stakes 

Placement tests are run annually and are specifically designed to rank students as a 
basis for them being oƯered a place in selective education. It is not diagnostic and is 
not used to inform schools about students’ potential. 

On average across 2020-2025, there were nearly 4 applications for every Year 7 SHS 
entry place, and nearly 8 applications for every Year 5 OC entry place. Appendix 3 
shows that the applications have been consistently high since 2020 and are trending up 
for SHS.  

Parents and carers view selective education as a significant opportunity to obtain an 
educational advantage for their children’s future. ‘Competition’ for some selective 
schools can be higher than others. Unlike mainstream schools, access to SHS and OCs 
is not zoned by the department. Parents elect which selective schools their child will try 
for a place in. The test results needed to get an oƯer at each school are diƯerent. The 
drive to get into the schools that parents consider the best fit for their child further ups 
the stakes for placement tests for children and their families.  

1 2018 Review of selective education access: Findings and action plan, NSW Department of Education; 
and Institutionalised Separation: Discussion paper 2018, Centre for Policy Development.  
2 Ho. C (2025) ‘No pain, no gain’: The pressure on children to get into selective high schools. 
3 Tham, M (2021) ‘More stress, unclear gains: are selective schools really worth it?’ 
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The stakes are further exacerbated by the coaching industry, which places a premium 
on successful entry to selective education. It is a self-regulated industry. Many families 
make a significant commitment and investment in coaching, wanting to realise their 
aspirations for their children. Media reports have described some students studying for 
18 months to prepare for the test, with multiple sessions of tutoring each week. 

The department does not recommend or endorse coaching for the placement tests. It 
advises parents that there is no credible research that shows coaching helps a child 
gain entry, and that too much coaching can harm a student’s wellbeing. It advises that a 
child who is coached and gains entry is likely to have been placed without being 
coached, and that many students who receive coaching do not get accepted.  

The department does want students to be familiar and confident with the test question 
types and format, so that they can do their best. A student resource hub provides 
information to students to take interactive quizzes and learn more about whether 
selective education might be a good fit for them. Online and paper practice tests were 
made available on the department’s website from late 2024 to allow students to 
practise at home. Around 250,000 practice tests were completed between November 
2024 and June 2025.  

1.2 2025 changes to placement testing reflected a new 
implementation strategy for a more modernised testing design. 

The 2018 Review of Selective Education Access4 (the GriƯith review) showed that the 
selective education entry process provided better outcomes for socio-economically 
advantaged students. It looked at how to ensure the selective education system is fit for 
purpose, fair, and open to all. Since the GriƯith review, the department has modernised 
processes for applications, for applying for reasonable adjustments, and for selection 
and placement. To improve equity, changes to the test weightings and an Equity 
Placement Model have been introduced. The department has also acted to make tests 
more culturally inclusive and to use an exam format that has greater emphasis on 
critical thinking and problem-solving skills.  

With the change to computer based testing, the department foresaw a more modern 
approach5, where the specification and insights from testing could better identify gifted, 
talented and high potential students, regardless of background. Increasingly better test 
design that adapts and improves based on more detailed evidence from computer 
based testing was also envisaged.  

For 2025, the department’s implementation strategy was to conduct computer-based 
testing in a fully outsourced model where the placement tests are conducted in an 

4 2018 Review of selective education access: Findings and action plan, NSW Department of Education 
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external test centre with external test invigilators, external devices and supporting 
equipment.  

Running placement tests was becoming increasingly disruptive to school operations. 
The equipment and logistics preparation are very resource-intensive and time-
consuming for host schools, and there is a high administrative overhead. A common 
experience for host schools is that parents have been diƯicult to manage, and don’t 
always adhere to instructions given before the day, or on the day of testing. The growth 
in student applications and a significant increase in the number of students requiring a 
room by themselves or with fewer students with them (for reasonable adjustments) 6, 
with the added complexity requirements for computer-based testing, were key reasons 
to shift to an external model. The move to external centres was supported by key school 
stakeholders. 

There were some indications that most parents would support a shift to online testing, 
but not all7. The department also wanted to streamline the placement process and 
experience for parents and students, and to shorten what was a 16-month end-to-end 
placement process. Logistics drivers were the long lead times for printing, shipping, 
scanning and marking written tests, and the knock-on inflexibility for designing the test 
events and overall timelines.  

The operating model used for paper-based tests presented several logistical and 
resourcing challenges and risks to computer-based tests, including the inability to 
reschedule test sessions to other days if there are technical issues, the size of the 
invigilation workforce required for a single test day event and having the required 
infrastructure in schools.  

There were 6 key interrelated changes for the 2025 placement testing strategy. The 
department sought suppliers to collaborate and be part of the change. 

1. The move from paper to computer-based testing

2. The move from a single test, single test day event to a multi-test, multi-day
event. This was primarily to mitigate the technical and operational risks and
challenges of online testing on a single day. Having more than one test day, including
weekend sittings and providing a make-up testing day, can make placement tests
more accessible to more students. In 2025, parents could nominate a preferred test
day.

6 In Appendix 3, Figure 1 shows the trend in applications from 2020 to 2025 and Table 5 shows the 
number of students requiring reasonable adjustments from 2022-2025. 
7 Due to COVID-19, the 2022 OC test was a modified computer-based test. When participating parents 
and carers were surveyed, most but not all supported a shift to online tests. When the department 
communicated the shift to online practice tests in 2024 there were questions and enquiries from parents 
about how it would work, and a small number of parents wrote to the department or minister expressing 
concern.  
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3. The shift to a multi-day event required multiple tests that needed a far higher
volume of items and content for the test ‘items bank’. This change required all
tests to be placed on a common scale and the use of some common items.

4. Running the OC and SHS tests on the same day meant that there would be
eƯiciency gains in terms of cost and time. The Victorian Department of Education
runs two SHS placement test sessions (morning and afternoon) for Year 8 students
in one day in large test centres. This gave the department some confidence that
running two testing sessions in one day at the same venue could work.

5. Testing outside of schools, with externalised event management and
invigilators. This was both to minimise the impact on local schools and to provide a

consistent test experience for students. A consistent invigilation experience, a secured
testing platform and the same or similar test conditions, for example, the same-
sized desks and Wi-Fi capabilities, were required. Students also need the same,
secure devices – testing cannot currently be conducted on students' or a school’s
own devices.

6. Significantly scaled-up test events in major test centres: The high stakes nature
of the placement tests requires digital resilience and security (i.e., ‘locked-down
mode’) to conduct computer-based tests in strict times with a standard computer
configuration. It makes it more diƯicult and expensive to source a larger number of
smaller centres (with the right Wi-Fi capacity) that are also available on specific
multiple days. The department considered that large venues were needed to
accommodate the number of students in metropolitan areas, to control the
technical environment and make the testing environment consistent for all
students. It asked tenderers for solutions that can adjust for over 500 students, as
well as for medium and small numbers of students.

1.3 The lead up to the 2025 placement tests, and what happened 
overall 

The department had deferred the transition to computer-based testing since 2020. The 
SHS and OC computer-based test pilot was conducted in 2020, and a survey of 
secondary schools that acted as test centres in Term 1 identified key risks to a 
successful transition. These are primarily related to digital infrastructure, the lack of a 
department-wide strategy for conducting computer-based testing and the lack of an 
invigilator workforce with experience in computer-based testing. It was deferred again in 
2023 and 2024 due to delivery risks. 

In 2023, the department ran an open tender seeking contractual partners for the new 
implementation strategy. The department remained responsible for applications to sit 
the test and related applications for reasonable adjustments and make-up tests for 
illness and misadventure, and eventual placement.  
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Contracts with Janison Solutions (Janison) and Hire Intelligence were signed in 2024. 
Janison was responsible for test design and scoring, test delivery, test centre 
management, test administration, test centre model, including venue sourcing and test 
centre management and invigilation resourcing and management and test 
administration. Janison partnered with Cambridge University Press and Assessment 
(Cambridge) on test development, design and marking. Hire Intelligence International 
was responsible for providing hardware devices (i.e. computers and cabling), including 
delivery and set-up for all test centres and technical support services for hardware 
issues at select test centre venues. Appendix 4 has more information on the 
department’s contractors. 

The new model was piloted in June 2024 

In June 2024. pilot test events were held at Bathurst, Newcastle, and the International 
Convention Centre (ICC) in Sydney. The ICC had the highest number of students 
participating, with 223 for the OC test and 363 for the SHS test. Observations, incidents 
on the day, and a survey of parents were used to inform what worked as planned and 
what needed improvement.  

Janison and the department’s view was that overall, the pilot went well and that the pilot 
“proved the key operational processes for computer-based testing and provides a solid 
foundation for 2025 delivery”.  

Participating students demonstrated their ease in using computers for testing. Older 
students were proficient in using the keyboard for the SHS writing test. (This is not part 
of the OC test.) Around 240 parents responded to the post-pilot survey. 89% reported 
that their children found the software easy to use. Of those that disagreed, some 
feedback was that basic functions such as brightness, zoom in and out were not easy to 
use, and invigilators couldn’t assist in some cases, and that the reading test required 
scrolling back and forth between texts, which was challenging. There were requests for 
making the test more interactive, e.g. by being able to highlight text on the screen or 
rotate diagrams. The most common feedback was that blank working-out paper should 
be provided. Other improvements recommended by parents included:  

 improving invigilators' knowledge and skills for more eƯective software
troubleshooting, and for resolving basic technical issues

 reviewing the desk setup and instructions so that it was less distracting for students,
and showing a demonstration video or providing instructions before the test on
basic device functions such as adjusting brightness, zoom, and using the next
button, etc

 providing better information for parents on what items could be brought when a
reasonable adjustment was approved

 providing larger and clearer signage at all centres, more details of the check-in
process so students know what to expect upon arrival, better instructions for
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parents, such as the restrictions around waiting outside test centres and a better 
pick-up process, e.g. eƯective crowd control for a more organised drop-oƯ and pick-
up process 

 reviewing the test schedule, particularly for OC, and adjusting the arrival time so
students can arrive later and avoid long waiting periods.

A post-pilot report and action plan for improvements were agreed by Janison and the 
department. Themes for improvement were to: 

 enhance and refine the quality of test administration documentation

 refine and standardise procedural guidelines for test centre logistics

 refine roles and responsibilities to enhance the quality of invigilation

 address platform and hardware technical issues through comprehensive
documentation or by implementing bug fixes

 leverage operational eƯiciencies identified during check-in to optimise the test
timetable

 ensure a consistent experience by eƯectively managing and addressing students’ 
requirements, and improving how easily students with approved reasonable
adjustments were identified at registration on the test day,

 enhanced documentation and processes for troubleshooting and escalation

104 testing centres across NSW delivered the selective testing without significant 
incidents. At three major test centres, the test events were cancelled. 

29,917 students were registered to sit placement tests between Friday, 2 May and 
Sunday, 4 May. Of these, 12,859 students were to sit the OC test and 17,085 were to sit 
the SHS test. Tests were held across 49 external venues across the metropolitan area 
and regions, and 58 public schools. Public schools hosted testing for students who 
were too far from an external test centre and for students with specific needs. Most test 
centres (97 per cent) had fewer than 100 students. 9 test centres that had more than 
100 students and ran without significant incidents. 

Two-thirds of students were to sit the tests at three major test centres in metropolitan 
Sydney – Randwick Racecourse, Sydney Olympic Park and Canterbury Racecourse. 
None of the tests ran to schedule. On Friday, there were significant crowd control issues 
at Randwick and Canterbury, and police attended to assist. Janison considers that the 
sheer volume and behaviour of many parents and others in the very wet conditions in 
and around the centres was overwhelming, and unable to be appropriately managed in 
line with the crowd management plan. Section 3 has more details on what happened at 
the major test centres and the root causes.  
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Rescheduled tests and resit policy decisions 

Due to concerns about delivering the testing eƯectively and safely for large numbers of 
students, the afternoon test on Friday at Canterbury was cancelled, along with weekend 
tests at all three major test centres.  

Students who sat the test on Friday at a major test centre were oƯered a resit. The 
department’s policy decision to allow the best of two scores for those students was 
taken with the students’ best interests at heart. It was hoped that it would encourage 
students to resit if they, their parents or carers believed that the disruption impacted 
their performance.  

What parents and carers were concerned about 

Many parents and students were understandably distressed and disappointed in their 
experiences at the major test centres on Friday, 2 May. Parents were alarmed by unsafe, 
disorganised conditions and a lack of on-site safeguarding measures. Safety and 
impact of the test experience overall on their children’s performance were the main 
concerns. There was also criticism of Janison and the department. The department and 
Minister have publicly acknowledged that the experiences on 2 May fell below the 
expectations for such an important education event and have publicly apologised for 
the inconvenience and stress caused. 

The subsequent decisions on rescheduled testing and allowing a resit for some sparked 
questions from parents on fairness and the integrity of testing. Some parents were 
frustrated that impacted students could sit the exam twice and take the higher of the 
two marks. Some raised that students whose tests were rescheduled may be 
advantaged by additional preparation time, while others debated whether their child 
should retake the exam. Some parents supported the decision on resits.  

There was a high level of commentary on online news and social media. Parents, carers 
and school community members also gave feedback and made complaints to the 
Premier, the portfolio minister and the department. As of 13 June, there were 889 such 
communications. Appendix 5 covers key themes raised in these communications and 
commentary on online news and social media sources. 

Resit and rescheduled tests were scheduled for later in May. 

The rescheduled and resit tests were scheduled on two consecutive weekends, 17 -18 
May, and 24 -25 May, in 39 public schools across the Sydney metropolitan area. There 
was one testing session per day per school. Both the OC and the SHS placement tests 
were run twice each.  

A successful aspect of design was that the planned 2025 period of testing (called the 
test window) was designed so that the test could be securely scheduled on multiple 
days. Four tests were developed for that test window. Cambridge developed a fifth test 
to be used in the extended testing window. While some minor technical adjustments 
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were needed to accommodate the addition of another test sitting in 2025, the core 
equating methodology remained unchanged.  

In general, the tests later in May were a much more positive experience for 
students and families  

These test events were generally smooth, well organised and pleasant, with strong 
positive feedback from parents. The existing trust relationship between parents and 
teachers came to the forefront and actively supported a positive test environment. I 
visited two test centres and witnessed relieved parents as school staƯ greeted and 
welcomed them to the test events. Department support staƯ, schools and contractors 
worked well collectively.  

Quality assurance of the tests for the rescheduled and resit tests 

Parents flagged issues about the design of the resit tests, including that test items were 
repeated across tests, and this advantaged the students who resat exams. Janison has 
advised the following:  

 No student sat the same test twice.

 All test versions were calibrated onto a common scale. The structure of the tests
(that is, the number and type of items) was consistent. Cambridge wrote the test
questions to be of closely comparable diƯiculty, and an equating process was used
to ensure that scores on one test could be validly compared to any other test.

 For all test components except for writing for SHS, common items were used across
tests. Common items are used in the equating process to place items on a common
scale. Equating is a standard practice in both Australian and international
assessment programs. Programs like NAPLAN use various forms of equating to
ensure test results are comparable across diƯerent test versions, year levels, or over
time to track student progress.

 For the SHS writing component, each test sitting included a diƯerent writing task.
Means and standard deviations were used to equate the diƯiculty of the task across
diƯerent tests. To support consistent marking, the same pool of (human) markers,
the same marking rubric, and standardised training are used for all marking.

I acknowledge that some parents were also concerned about potential malpractice by 
coaching services that probed for insights about test questions from students who sat 
the test on 2 May. This is a serious issue, but it is beyond the scope of the terms of 
reference for the review. I note that the potential impact was limited by no tests being 
the same, with diƯerent tests used for the tests later in May, and that all students had 
access to online practice tests provided by the department to support preparation.  
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Section 2: Challenges faced at the major test centres 
and root causes 

2.1 What happened at the major test centres? 

Number of students, travel and arrival 
Students in metropolitan Sydney were allocated to a test centre within a 30km radius of 
their school postcode. Table 1 shows the number of students for each major test centre. 

Table 1: Number of students allocated at each major test centre on 2 May. 

Test centre Number of students 
Randwick 3079 
Canterbury 2594 
Sydney Olympic Park 1020 

Information sheets to parents strongly recommended travel by public transport for all 
sites, as parking was limited. The travel time for some families is likely to have led to 
some families attending earlier to avoid being late and to manage public transport 
connections. There was a ‘kiss and go’ zone provided at Randwick, but the department 
asked for students to be dropped oƯ with a parent if the ‘kiss and go’ zone was used, if 
possible. 

Parent information sheets advised that parents and students should make their way to 
the student drop-oƯ area and follow the directions and instructions of the test centre 
staƯ from there on. They were not permitted to enter the test room and were to leave the 
testing centre after student drop oƯ, except where permission had been granted to stay 
based on the specific needs of a student.  

All Janison staƯ were to arrive at the centre by 7.00 am. Department staƯ also attended 
as observers. The test centre entry time for the OC test was 7:45 am and 11.45 am for 
the SHS tests. Some parents arrived early. Overall, at each site, the number of parents 
and carers who arrived far exceeded the number of students.  

At Randwick and Canterbury, the venue’s entry gates were opened earlier than planned 
to reduce queuing outside the facility near the roads. These test centres were opened 
early and before setup was complete. Early in the day, department staƯ requested a 
change to allow parents to remain on site after dropping oƯ children. Some parents did 
not leave the test centre while their children were being tested.  

Registration 

Janison reports that there was a widespread misunderstanding by parents that the test 
would begin at the designated start time, regardless of whether all students were 
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present or they were still in the queue. This made parents anxious about being 
registered on time.  

The registration process did not run smoothly, and when combined with the number of 
people attending meant there were long queues for registration. Invigilators with 
ushering roles were to be positioned from the drop-oƯ area to the test centre to guide 
parents, and to pre-screen test admission tickets. Some students turned up without the 
required entry and identification ticket or with a ticket that was wet and couldn’t be 
scanned and needed to be reprinted at the registration area. Some invigilators had 
trouble logging in and managing the ticket registration system.  

A planned process that would start managing room allocation while students and 
families were queuing, was not implemented by the ushers. Instead, this task was being 
done in the registration area, which contributed to delays. At each site, there were only 
two registration desks with four staƯ members. To reduce the long queues, the 
department asked for the room allocation process to be abandoned at Randwick. A 
flow-on impact was that it took longer to settle students into a test room.  

Scheduled and actual start times for tests. 

Across all centres, the published test start time was 8.30 am for the morning OC 
session, and 12.30 pm for the afternoon SHS session. In practice, start times varied in 
each of the test rooms. Some students also had long wait times before the tests started 
and shorter breaks than scheduled. The latest start was delayed by two hours. The 
diƯering and delayed finish times impacted pick-up times for parents, and 
subsequently, crowding at the changeover between sessions, and at the end of the day. 

Table 2: The latest start time for a test room at each major test centre 

Test and test centre Latest start 
OC Canterbury 9:41 
OC Olympic Park 9:36 
OC Randwick 9:13 
SHS Canterbury Rescheduled 
SHS Olympic Park 14:30 
SHS Randwick 13:44 

On-site communication at major test centres 

In general, there was insuƯicient communication and guidance to parents arriving for 
drop-oƯ and pick-up. Barriers and other props to guide and support queuing were not 
used at any site. At all centres, parents reported issues with signs being diƯicult to read 
or understand. They were small (A2-sized) and not weatherproof. 

Communication methods at the centre were insuƯicient. Parents and students were not 
able to hear the instructions while entering and exiting the centres. Both Canterbury 
and Randwick attendees and staƯ struggled with hearing the PA communication over 
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the loud rain. Handheld loudspeakers were used during the handover of students and 
were not eƯective.  

When test delays were reported by Janison, the department sent text messages to 
students’ parents and carers on revised pick-up or drop-oƯ times. Some parents were 
already travelling when the texts arrived. DiƯerent test rooms had shorter and longer 
delays. This may have confused parents who were communicating with each other and 
getting diƯerent messages. Some parents reported no communication during waiting 
periods. 

During the crowding incidents, police, invigilators, and department staƯ all tried to 
assist. Consistent with their distinct roles, each used a diƯerent tone and words to 
direct parents and students. At Randwick and Canterbury, some parents did not 
respond to directions, and some were verbally abusive to staƯ. 

All of this, along with the stakes for the placement tests, the delays, and the crowding, 
created a tense and chaotic environment. 

Managing significant incidents 

There were procedures and roles, and responsibilities for incident management. These 
included escalation pathways to manage very significant incidents, ensure 
communications and stakeholder management, and recommend the activation of the 
business contingency plan if required. At the apex of this was Janison’s Event 
Performance and Incident Centre (EPIC). Key personnel from the EPIC team were pulled 
away to deal with the evolving high priority operational site issues at both Randwick and 
Canterbury. This meant that the EPIC was not properly set up, and key personnel were 
for were not available to the EPIC.  

Invigilation 

A department observer reported that at Sydney Olympic Park “there was the correct 
number of invigilators observed on arrival but it became apparent that it wasn’t enough 
for the volume of students, size of the site, and the ensuing logistics and 
troubleshooting that occurred throughout the day, including one Chief Invigilator that 
was responsible for all the troubleshooting and running the script, [and this] created an 
impossible task of keeping to the schedule they were asked to follow. The chief started 
the day with constant problem solving, so they were not readily available.” 

Department staƯ who were observers on the 2 May reported that some invigilators 
showed a lack of familiarity with what was expected or with Janison’s IT platforms. 
Some invigilators told the department staƯ they were not clear on their roles and 
responsibilities, who was responsible for the movement of the students or what area 
they needed to be in to support the movement of children in or out of the centre. Some 
said they were not familiar with the software used for registration and check-in how to 
manage issues as they arose, which caused delays with students entering the centres 
and being able to start the test. Some said they had little to no experience in invigilating 
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for large centres, or in crowd management, and of not being trained or made aware of 
any crowd management plans or procedures. 

During testing 

The test rooms started the tests at diƯerent times. While this was not problematic from 
an invigilation perspective, it meant that students were dismissed from the test and 
ready to be ushered to their parents at diƯerent times. 

Janison reported that a small number of parents wanted to enter the test rooms while 
the tests were still being undertaken and were frustrated when they weren't allowed.  

The volume of technical (software and hardware) issues was not high relative to the 
number of tests. There were 131 technical issues at the major metro centres. Wi-Fi was 
stable across all sites, but it required constant monitoring. The common software-
related issues that were experienced across all sites and test events around the state 
were caused by the test-application as students navigated through the test and server 
overload (experienced as screen freezes or a blank freeze), and human error. Very often, 
these resulted in students being granted extra time, but in some cases this could not be 
done on the day. A score adjustment can be made, where extra time was not provided if 
there is an incident report from an invigilator and, or an illness and misadventure 
application from a parent, which are supported by evidence in the technical 
performance data.  

At the end of each exam and the lunchtime, cross over 

At the end of the tests, the invigilators were to dismiss students from the test room in 
groups organised by their last name and escort them to the entrance of the test centre. 
From there, they were to be escorted in groups to pick-up areas where parents were 
waiting. StaƯ whose duties in test rooms were complete were to be redeployed as exit 
marshals positioned along the pathway to monitor and guide student movement to the 
collection areas. A senior invigilator was to announce family names for parents to come 
to the front and collect their children. Students were to remain within their designated 
group area, separated from parents by either temporary barricades or supervised 
perimeters managed by staƯ if barricades were unavailable. Clear signage and visual 
markers were to be placed to indicate collection zones and support orderly pick-up. 

This failed at all major test centres. It rained at Randwick and Canterbury and the 
centres had limited undercover areas, and wet weather planning was very limited. 
Parents and carers complained they did not have suƯicient amenities or space if they 
remained at the test centre during testing, or when they arrived at drop-oƯ or pick-up 
areas. At Randwick and Canterbury, parents waited in areas that were not planned 
waiting areas and mixed across the designated drop-oƯ and pick-up areas. Adding to 
the confusion, diƯerent testing rooms finished at diƯerent times.  
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Child safety was a key consideration for the procedure for parents and carers to collect 
children, and Chief Invigilators were instructed not to release children if crowds became 
unruly. Crowds did become unruly at Randwick and Canterbury.  

At Canterbury 

Local Area Police came to the test centre at around noon. They initially attended due to 
the volume of vehicles coming and going, with no dedicated traƯic diversions in place. 
There were also requests for police to attend, broadcast over police radio,  due to large 
brawls breaking out. Police identified no brawls, but the local command did deploy its 
Local Operations Group to ensure there were suƯicient police resources at the centre if 
required.  

Police estimated over 3000 student and their parents waiting outside to enter the 
building for the afternoon exam. Large crowds blocked all access to the car park side of 
the building. Several students became visibly distressed when seeing the crowd through 
the glass doors. Some parents continued to attempt to force open the main doors of the 
main building. Numerous incidents of parents shouting verbal abuse at staƯ and police 
were reported. 

Police were concerned about the welfare of students and parents. They reported that 
the group waiting to get inside was pushing up against the building entrance and if the 
crowd reacted and moved forward, there was a risk of children and adults being trapped 
or injured against the glass entrance doors. Police assisted students attending the OC 
test to exit the centre prior to the SHS test being cancelled and the crowd waiting 
outside the centre being dispersed. Police left the site at 5:40pm.  

At Randwick 

It was raining, and there was no wet weather shelter provided. Parents were concerned 
when their children had not exited the exam room. They huddled around and pushed up 
to the student exit points rather than staying in the pick-up area so they could see and 
immediately collect their child coming out of the testing centre. Parents also tended to 
gather undercover before returning to their cars, adding to the crowding.  

Security guards attended the site at around 12.30 pm to assist, but they had not been 
briefed on operational requirements for the specifics of crowd control and management 
plan. 

Police attended at around 4.40 pm, in response to several calls for assistance with 
crowd management, including by the department, and in response to reports of 
possible brawls at the location. Police have confirmed no oƯences had taken place. 
However, significant crowd control challenges were evident. Police reported that they 
assisted staƯ and security with the movement of students (approximately 2000) to their 
parents or carers over the next 90 minutes without further incident.  
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At Sydney Olympic Park 

While the exit of students was disorganised, the entry point and the exit point at this 
centre were at diƯerent ends of the building, and this meant that there were no 
overlapping crowds of parents when students who finished the OC test were exiting 
while SHS were coming in. 

The day concluded two hours over schedule. It was dark once SHS students were 
dismissed at around 6.30 pm. All students were supervised until their parents collected 
them. The venue’s security team took most of the control of collection procedures. The 
pick-up zone was well defined because venue security staƯ had placed barriers to keep 
parents separate from students, and a large enough area for each student to spot their 
parent before leaving beyond the barrier. Parents were compliant and calm overall. The 
security team released the students in small groups at a time to ensure safety.  

2.2 Root causes 

Recognising what is diƯerent about placement tests 

DiƯerent to other computer-based tests at schools 

NAPLAN tests for primary school children transitioned from paper-based to computer-
based tests in 2018. NAPLAN tests are run at schools. They are lower stakes for families 
and can be conducted in a less secure digital environment, using school and student 
owned devices.  

In contrast, placement tests are high stakes and require a controlled environment with 
limited variation. Janison’s computer-based test platform requires digital resilience and 
security with devices in ‘locked-down mode’, with a standard computer configuration 
and strong Wi-Fi to support timed tests.  

Schools’ capacity to host high stakes tests 

Students’ and the school’s own computer devices cannot currently be used. Exam 
furniture is required to ensure students have the same-sized desks. Potential host 
schools that do have the physical space (i.e. in halls and classrooms without 
timetabled classes) don’t always have suƯicient Wi-Fi strength and IT support in 
schools to concurrently test many students.  

A significant event for young children and their families 

Most students sitting an OC test are 8 or 9 years old. Most students sitting a SHS test 
are 11 or 12 years old. Families are proud of their children’s participation, and for many, 
it is a culmination of a long period of preparation. The competitive element of the 
placement tests process creates a context and culture that raises the stakes for all 
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concerned. In 2025, as in previous years, students turned up with parents or carers, and 
extended family members to support and encourage them. 

Event design and management 

Planning for the context of the placement tests. 

Placement tests are a significant event for children, parents and carers, as well as the 
department and overall, there was not enough consideration of the heightened stakes 
and the likely impact on parents' and students' behaviours, or the age of the students 
and overall scheduling. This context could have been better incorporated into the 
tender brief. A central focus was on the platform issues and test design and 
administration, perhaps at the expense of fundamental logistics and event 
management. As a crude indicator, for the Janison contract, around 4% of the 
specifications in the statement of works were for test centre management and 
administration, 11% were for test design and just over 80% related to requirements for 
online testing.  

Scheduling 

All staƯ were to be onsite by 7.00am, and parents could begin entering the test centre 
venue at 7.45am. There were a high number of activities to be completed in that time, 
including the on-site briefing for all staƯ and checking all computers were ready for use 
– see Appendix 6.

The timetable for tests for all external test centres was the same, regardless of the 
number of participants. It was not realistic for the major test centres, given the number 
of students and their age. The timetable allowed for: 

 20 minutes for all students to enter the test building, complete the ticketing
registration and check-in process, and get all students to their desks

 10 minutes between entering the test room and starting the test. This was the time
to allow for all announcements and instructions, log in and attendance to technical
issues (if there were any)

 two short breaks of 10 minutes, for all test rooms regardless of the number of
students

 65 minutes between students sitting the OC test being dismissed from the test
room, and students sitting the SHS being checked in to the test building and being
seated in the test room.
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Identifying risks 

Risk profile for the 2025 placement tests program. 

A risk assessment for the program should have considered the significant and 
immediate impact of failing to deliver testing successfully, the significant level of 
change that heightened the likelihood of adverse events, the anticipated eƯectiveness 
of the primary risk control of outsourcing delivery under the new implementation 
strategy and the risk appetite of the department. An assessment like this was 
completed to consider readiness to shift to computer-based testing in 2023. It was not 
formally revisited for the 2025 test program.  

When assessed against the department’s risk management frameworks, the 2025 
placement tests program had an inherent high risk profile, based on likelihood and 
consequence.  

Given the inherent risk profile, coupled with large variations from a business-as-usual 
program, a significant change management and strong governance lens was called for 
but not provided. The program was not captured in a division or enterprise-level risk 
register for the department. The department’s risk and audit team were not called on for 
advice. This exacerbated failings in risk management and governance.  

Of note, the department’s risk assessment framework bases the likelihood of adverse 
events on past historical occurrences. It does not prompt for considering the level of 
change to business-as-usual activities. While this is outside of the terms of reference 
for this Review, these settings should be revisited. 

Risk identification and management 

The contract settings were built around the new implementation model. Janison was 
awarded the contract based on prior experience in conducting large-scale computer-
based testing, which the department did not have. Key department personnel who had 
supported the transition from paper-based to online tests for NAPLAN were involved in 
the tender preparation and supported the 2025 test program directly or as subject 
matter advisors. However NAPLAN is not a high stakes test. The volume of students for 
past OC and SHS tests at a single site had never exceeded 400 students, and OC and 
SHS tests were run on diƯerent days. Young children had never been required to attend 
a non-school centre for testing. Janison has extensive experience in large-scale and 
high stakes testing events in commercial venues, and 2023 and 2024 experience in 
invigilating OC tests at schools.  

Neither Janison nor the department had experience in the combination of changes for 
the 2025 placement test program. Secure delivery, event management and change 
management expertise was required, and internal and external expertise of these fronts 
should have been called on. 
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Both Janison and the department’s project staƯ were very focused on the operational 
risks, test leakage, test marking and scoring, test delivery, invigilation, and technical 
risks for hardware, software, and network. Government projects must consider risks 
such as the impact of delivery failure, maintaining client-centred decision making, the 
public’s experience, compliance with legislative requirements, stakeholder issues, 
reputation and value for money. These risks are the yardstick for ‘was this good public 
service provision?’. For this program, some of these were missed, incomplete or 
considered too late.  

Late changes heightened risks 

While all students were allocated to a test centre within a 30km radius of their school, 
some parents asked for their children to go to a closer test centre. Student allocations 
to test centres were initially based on the capacity required for SHS, but the number of 
students for OC tests was lower than SHS. This meant that 1629 students sitting the OC 
test could be re-allocated to a closer centre with capacity. This impacted completion 
readiness activities and required invigilators to be reallocated to diƯerent test centres.  

Royal Randwick Racecourse and Canterbury Park Racecourse were selected by Janison 
after the Showgrounds at Sydney Olympic Park and the ICC were not available for the 
test dates. All other test centre venues were reviewed against the agreed criteria and 
then approved by the department. Sydney Olympic Park, Quaycentre was identified as a 
possible option in late August 2024. The major test centres diƯered in size, layout, and 
complexity than Janison anticipated in early planning. This introduced new logistical 
challenges and meant that additional staƯ with invigilation, student and crowd 
movement responsibilities were needed. 

Attending to known issues 

A prepared and skilled invigilator workforce 

When the department had directly managed the placement test invigilation workforce in 
previous years, it tended to recruit ex-teachers, who are familiar with working with 
students and exam requirements for schools, but unfamiliar with computer-based 
testing. OC and SHS test invigilation was outsourced to Janison through an option in the 
previous Cambridge University Press and Assessment contract in 2023 and 2024.  

A bigger invigilation workforce with new knowledge and skills was required for the 2025 
test program. Over 3000 ‘shifts’ for invigilation staƯ needed to be covered across the 
testing window. Around 1000 students were being tested in separate rooms or a small 
cohort, including at their school if necessary to meet their needs or because of distance 
to the nearest test centre.  

Janison was responsible for recruiting, onboarding, and training invigilation staƯ. The 
department’s tender required Janison to ensure that all invigilators were comfortable 
with working in high high-pressure environment and to ensure, where reasonable, that 
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any invigilators provided have previously worked in invigilation or related fields such as 
teaching, education or assessment. Janison recruited candidates who have previously 
worked in invigilation or related fields (including for Janison). They were assigned roles 
according to their level of experience in managing students, their movements and 
technical issues if required.  

No invigilator had experience with online placement tests for children outside of a 
school setting. Good training and good process documentation were critical.  

Following the June 2024 pilot, agreed actions were to review the invigilator training 
approach and provide handbooks on invigilator roles, technical troubleshooting, and 
the key processes related to student movement. A demonstration environment (i.e. a 
sandbox version) of the test check-in platform for invigilators to use so that they could 
be more familiar with its features was identified but not prioritised for action. There were 
many rounds of drafting and feedback between the department and Janison on training 
and handbooks. 

The training was delivered online and that limited its eƯectiveness. At all sites 
invigilators had their first orientation to the site on the test morning at a 7.00am briefing, 
the assignment of sections and pre-test duties including crowd control and directing 
students inside the test room, and presumably to explain any site specific operations 
e.g. where pick up points were, and any arrangements for queuing.

All invigilation staƯ were to ensure they were across the content of a general Invigilator 
Handbook, Reasonable Adjustments and Separate Room Invigilator Handbooks, 
Playbooks, Technical Handbook and Troubleshooting Guide. (There was also a separate 
Chief, Assistant Chief and Lead Invigilators Handbook.) Digital copies of these were 
shared with each invigilator within the online training content. Hard copies of the 
handbooks, the playbook and troubleshooting guides were provided in limited numbers. 

At recruitment, Janison considered the prior experience of invigilators when assigning 
roles with more responsibility. The Chief Invigilator was paid for seven hours of training. 
All other invigilators were paid for five hours of training. A quiz was part of the 
invigilators' online training. It is not clear what was done to ensure that invigilators were 
familiar with the handbooks. There was little diƯerentiation between major test centres 
and other external test centres for training, handbooks or procedures. Training was not 
diƯerentiated for roles. Senior-level invigilators were to receive additional training to 
manage performance during tests and provide guidance to other invigilators onsite. 
Selected staƯ were to undertake specialised training in disability awareness, enabling 
them to assist candidates requiring reasonable adjustments. Incident management 
teams were to undertake specific training on incident management. It is not clear from 
the cited evidence that diƯerent and additional training occurred.  

The department and Janison agree that training needed improvement. Two key issues 
are that there was limited assurance in place to ensure that all invigilators understood 
what was required, and there was limited material and activities to ground the 
training. It did not include incident reporting or management, student movement or 
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expectations in detail. There was no sandbox or scenarios for invigilators to try out how 
well they understood troubleshooting instructions. A technical invigilator role used later 
for rescheduled and resit tests was not clearly identified. There was no site-specific 
orientation or materials on managing crowd and student movements. Online training 
was scheduled before most were assigned their roles, missing an opportunity to focus 
the minds of invigilation staƯ undertaking online training and reading handbooks.  

Centre-level risk assessment, mitigation and risk appetite 

The major test centres were the sites for two-thirds of the tests, with sittings in much 
higher volume. Overall, this calls for a precautionary mindset and low risk appetite 
when assessing the eƯectiveness of planned mitigations.  

Centre risk assessments for the three major centres were not suƯicient. They were in 
the form of a spreadsheet questionnaire that did not specify the risk or the required 
mitigation. It is unclear what the risks were or the criteria to mitigate each risk to a 
satisfactory level. For example, the assessments were not clear on whether 
accessibility, parking arrangements, and facilities for drop oƯ and pick up were 
adequate relative to the number of people attending each test centre. None specifically 
covered crowd management. There is no evidence of scenario testing for issues flagged 
in the pilot, such as managing the lunch time crossover, or relative to the given number 
of students, parents and carers, for example, of the workability of the schedule, the size 
of pick up or drop oƯ areas.  

As previously outlined, the testing schedule was the same for all external test centres. 
The OC test for the pilot started at 7.30 am. The check-in process at the pilot was faster 
than expected, and that gave confidence that the start time could be pushed back to 
8.00 am. Given the diƯerence in the number of participating students, careful 
consideration should have been given to the larger number of students. 

The ratio of invigilation staƯ to students overall for all test centres was scaled to student 
numbers. The primary additional mitigations for the major test centres were: 

 an additional role for Assistant Chief Invigilators at a ratio of one per 200 students

 extra funding for additional invigilation staƯ, to assist with student supervision and
key transitions, ensuring student safety, at a ratio of one per 100 students

 technical support for hardware faults on-site

 the use of venue security guards to manage crowding and traƯic flow outside of the
venue

The Chief Invigilator was responsible for managing test site operations and 
administration, before, during and at the end of testing. Chief Invigilators could not 
delegate some tasks to anyone. On the day these included running the 7.00 am briefing 
sessions, making all testing announcements (potentially in each room of the test 
centre), managing all escalated and very high impact incidents, and being notified if 
parents had not picked up students. The accumulation of incidents meant that the 
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tasks of this role became very hard to manage. Janison reported that at one major test 
centre, the Chief Invigilator appeared to be in shock at could not provide leadership at 
lunchtime crossover.  

Technical support for hardware and software incidents was provided for each major test 
centre, but it seems low relative to the number of participating students. Given that this 
was the first year of shifting to computer-based testing, this should have been a well-
resourced area.  

Managing movements, scheduling and crowds 

The pilot experienced some issues with crowd management, although not to the degree 
experienced on 2 May. There were agreed-upon actions to improve student crowd 
management. The potential need for additional ushers was also highlighted in the June 
2024 pilot but not agreed upon as a must-have. In October 2024, the department 
organised for Janison to meet with staƯ from the Schools Spectacular Unit to provide 
advice on crowd control and dismissing large groups of students. 

Crowd management and student movement became a more prominent issue after 
venues were confirmed. The spaces secured for test centres within confirmed venues 
were more complex than anticipated at the time of contract signing and for the June 
2024 pilot. For example, Janison advised the department in April 2025 that at 
Canterbury, “in one afternoon SHS session, more than 2,000 students would be spread 
across 11 rooms in 4 diƯerent buildings (not including separate rooms for students with 
special accommodations). The number of students per room ranges from 80 to over 
500, and students arrive through two separate entry points”. Identified pressure points 
at all major test centres were at the start of the day when OC students, their parents 
and carers were arriving, and the lunchtime crossover when OC departures would 
coincide with SHS arrivals, and at the end of the day for the departure of SHS students.  

Crowd management plans for the four largest test centres were sought, and the 
department agreed to fund additional staƯ to help everything run smoothly and safely 
throughout the day. Janison and the department held numerous executive-level 
meetings, including a workshop to work through the outstanding concerns and issues, 
with outcomes documented. Janison did not have the time to update crowd 
management plans and but committed to implementing what was agreed. 

Janison had sought additional funding for ushers for crowd management. There is no 
role in the contract for an usher, but this is listed as a responsibility of invigilators. The 
department wanted the contract terminology to remain consistent, and for Janison to 
determine what each invigilator would be responsible for as part of the test event 
delivery and the numbers required. The department expected that additional invigilation 
staƯ would support crowd management.  

Janison reflected that while some level of crowd management was expected and 
assessed, the primary focus of this was student safety and that they did not foresee that 
the crowds would become as large and as agitated as they did. They have commented 
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that “invigilators are primarily responsible for supervising examinations… [in] contrast, 
crowd management staƯ work in dynamic, high-traƯic environments... Crowd 
management staƯ are concerned with overall public safety, requiring strong 
communication skills and the ability to respond quickly to emergencies or disruptions. 
…Our invigilators lacked these communication and resilience skills, simply because 
they have never needed such skills in a typical exam environment”.  

There was high-level planning around movement, signage and staƯ support in the crowd 
management plans, but more detailed process, role and scenario planning could have 
improved preparation. For example, during the lunchtime cross over, invigilators had 
multiple roles, including ushering students out of test rooms from the OC test to 
collection areas, checking and sanitising all devices and equipment, ushering parents, 
carers and students through the drop-oƯ process for the SHS test and managing 
registration and test room check-ins. Scenario testing may have led to more clarity.   

Governance 

Governance structures within the department for this project did not serve the program 
well. Placement-tests 2025 as a project was not overseen by the department’s 
Executive Leadership team and was not routinely reported on to the Secretary or 
Minister. The heightened operational risks were not communicated to the Secretary or 
Minister. 

A Program Management Board (the board) was in place to enable informed decisions 
that ensure the continued progress and success of projects related to selective 
education and the implementation of the SHS and OC computer-based testing.  

The governance settings for the selective education program of work became stale. It 
was hard to get a quorum. Chairing was routinely delegated to the director level. The 
board noted rather than endorsed many papers, with policy-oriented papers more likely 
to be endorsed. Governance records for the 2025 test program were regular but largely 
reflect process. Updates for the 2025 test program were provided at most meetings; 
however, these were submitted for noting rather than endorsement, with records noting 
no substantive discussion.  

The program governance settings between the department and Janison were robust in 
design. They included weekly project meetings with project managers and key team 
members, monthly and delivery, service and commercial review meetings with directors 
and managers from the department and Janison. What is less clear is how well issues 
were communicated to the board or the Executive lead for the program. There is 
uncertainty about whether or not the board was informed well enough to enact their 
responsibilities or had members with the expertise and experience required to 
understand the risks and support good decision making. Whatever the detailed 
discussions on issues between the department’s program lead and Janison, or at the 
working group level, it is not evident that this was provided in suƯicient detail to inform 
the board.  
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Assurance 

The board should have considered implementation risks, testing scenarios and 
interrogating issues as an important part of the quality assurance process. There is 
limited evidence of this. For example, there is no project-wide risk assessment and plan 
for the 2025 tests program, and there was no close-out reporting against the 
recommended actions from the June pilots for the 2025 tests. Some deliverables were 
significantly delayed and required many rounds of drafting and redrafting, for example, 
for invigilator training, the test day support plan, the business continuity plan, and 
crowd management plans. Janison reflected that there was often a mismatch in 
expectations and that greater clarity on what a deliverable or milestone needs to cover 
or contain was needed. Face-to-face meetings where parties held diƯerent 
expectations would have supported faster resolution. 

Given the inherent risk profile and high level of change, a significant change 
management and strong assurance lens was called for but was lacking. There is a high 
level of documentation in place; however, in practice a lack of active participation and 
interrogation by the program governance board. Within the project, key leadership roles 
were filled by contractors, including the program director. Assigning a long-standing 
contractor to continue to be the Program Director for a significant program of change, 
without enhanced active governance, left an unacceptable risk footprint. Some 
decisions made by the Program Director arguably should have gone to the Executive 
Director.  

Delivery assurance reporting was for the wider selective education program. It did not 
clearly show the escalating operational risks. The 2025 tests program was reported as 
on track throughout, against a single milestone in the wider selective education 
program. The escalation of issues and their resolution was not timely.  

The department says it was continually assured by Janison of their 15 years of test 
management and event experience, and that it was assured that all invigilators had 
been adequately trained and briefed before the events.  

There was an absence of an ‘outside-in’ point of view, and a lost potential for a fresh set 
of eyes at critical junctures. The department’s experts in events management were not 
called in at key points, e.g. to develop the specifications for the request for tender, or to 
give a view on the sign-oƯ event management deliverables. No evidence of working 
groups informing the board’s decision-making has been provided. The project did not 
apply the Treasury’s assurance framework required for NSW Digital projects. The 
business continuity plan was due in October 2024 but was established in March 2025. 
High-rated risks were software malfunction and test leakage. Centre risks were rated 
medium to low. The continuity plan in the event of an incident that impacts all 
metropolitan sites was to revert to paper-based testing. That is not what occurred for 
rescheduled exams.
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Section 3: Delivery of the rescheduled and resit tests, and learnings for 
future placement test events

3.1. Rescheduled and resit tests were successfully delivered 

The department needed the tests to be conducted within 3 weeks so that final decisions 
on placement oƯers could be made in a reasonable time. It was important to maintain 
the integrity of the tests to assure parents that outcomes are fair and that their children 
are not unfairly disadvantaged. The department established a task force to deliver the 
rescheduled and resit tests. The taskforce reported to the Secretary and included senior 
executives from across functional areas, including school infrastructure, information 
technology, school events management and school operations and communications, 
as well as Janison. Janison and the department established several go/no go decision 
points and stage gates around the main deliverables and deadlines, and a re-evaluation 
of identified risks at each stage. 

The department provided extensive additional resourcing that made delivery in a very 
short timeframe possible. Over 700 staƯ supported delivery on test days. School-based 
and technical support staƯ were paid overtime. Department-based support staƯ also 
volunteered their time. 

In general, the test event was smooth and pleasant at all host schools. There was a high 
level of organisation, support, teamwork and collaboration from host schools, the 
department and Janison staƯ. Students and parents were warmly welcomed, and the 
existing trust relationship between parents and teachers supported a positive 
environment.  

Technical issues impacted the mathematical reasoning paper on the 17 May test day. 
Invigilators awarded extra time for many impacted students. Most tests returned to 
normal operation, and students were able to complete their tests. The issue was due to 
server overload, and Janison updated its server configuration protocols.  

3.2 What was learned for future test events? 

School capacity 

High schools were used where possible due to their size and general infrastructure 
capacity. Primary schools with large cohorts sitting the tests were also considered. 
Possible host schools were considered based on having previously hosted an OC or 
SHS test, a suitable and available school hall and suitable Wi-Fi capacity.13 host 
schools required Wi-Fi boosters. All required additional power circuits in their hall. 

Test centre allocation and scheduling with children and families in mind 

Students attended local public schools with smaller student cohorts for each test. All 
tests were conducted at public high schools. Wherever possible, students were 
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allocated to centres closest to their current school. This minimised travel times. In most 
cases, students from the same primary schools were grouped at the one test centre, 
creating a sense of familiarity for the students. The maximum number of students sitting 
a test at a school in one day was 205 students. Appendix 3 shows the range.  

Only one testing session was scheduled per day, eliminating any scheduling overlap 
and crowd crossover between groups of students, parents and carers. The session 
started later in the day, with school gates opening at 9.00 am and tests commencing at 
10.00 am. Students generally sat in the same exam hall if that could be accommodated, 
except if that was not suitable for individual students.  

Split roles and responsibilities between the department and Janison 

The department was responsible for selecting host schools, event management and 
overall site leadership. The department had school staƯ and department support staƯ 
at all host schools. They primarily assisted with activities outside the test room (e.g. 
signage, greeting and ushering students and parents, managing late arrivals).  

Janison administered and managed the delivery of the testing, including providing staƯ 
for invigilation, technical management of the test platform and crowd management. 
Janison retained final authority on test room configuration, invigilation practice and the 
test platform operation. Janison invigilators were primarily responsible for managing 
activity inside the test room, although the department did provide technical support to 
ensure device connectivity.  

A Presiding OƯicer and Chief Invigilator at each host school 

Presiding OƯicers were responsible for overseeing operations, directing Janison staƯ, 
including the Chief Invigilator and crowd security staƯ, ensuring compliance with 
protocols and providing site leadership at each host school. They were senior school 
executives with prior experience in placement tests, and most often the school 
Principal. They had final authority on site access, student welfare, and crowd 
movement. The Janison-appointed Chief Invigilator was accountable for the smooth, 
secure, and on-time delivery of the test. This included leading the Janison invigilators on 
site. 

A focus on key processes for managing student movement and crowd management 

Each school had two crowd marshals responsible for managing entry and exit flows, 
parent assembly zones, student handover areas and the perimeter of the school. The 
Presiding OƯicer was responsible for briefing and directing crowd management 
marshals on-site. Arrangements for parents to be on the school site during testing were 
determined by the Presiding OƯicer based on each school’s requirements. At some host 
schools, parents could not remain on site. Other schools took the opportunity to 
showcase their school, including what they oƯered for gifted and talented students.  
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There was attention to ensuring parents had adequate space, preferably undercover, to 
drop oƯ and collect their children at the beginning and end of tests. There was active 
management of entrances and exits so that they were not blocked. Students were 
released from the test rooms in staggered surname-based groups of around 20 students 
at a time. A Janison invigilator led each group to a designated student assembly area 
where they were handed over to department staƯ. Only department staƯ were 
permitted to reunite students with their parents.  

Technical support staƯ at each host school 

Janison provided technical support for any issues related to the test platform, 
monitoring or check-in systems. The department provided technical support to each 
host school to manage any Wi-Fi and other bandwidth issues. Hire Intelligence had staƯ 
on site for hardware issues. There was also an identified ‘technical invigilator’ with clear 
responsibilities for managing testing on Janison’s platform, e.g. pausing a student’s test 
if required.  

Pre-test day assurance that host schools were ready for tests 

After desks and computers had been set up at each host school, Janison staƯ 
conducted site visits with the school’s Presiding OƯicer to familiarise themselves with 
the host school, place signs, label each desk with a number and rename the devices to 
match the desk numbers. There was a pre-walkthrough of proposed drop-oƯ and pick-
up arrangements and signs at every site. Copies of test admission tickets were printed 
by the department and were available at schools if needed. 

Training 

Janison ran enhanced, in-person training program for staƯ involved in test day 
operations. It addressed feedback from the department and Janison’s operational team 
from the 2 May. The training delivery model was shifted from predominantly online 
learning to in-person, practical training, with real-time walkthroughs, scenario testing, 
and role clarity.  

A department Deputy Secretary also gave a briefing on the context for placement tests 
and on expectations for supporting young students and parents. A sandbox 
environment that simulated live test conditions, supported guided walkthroughs, 
including device setup and troubleshooting, student movement processes and parent 
interaction protocols. Targeted training was provided for invigilators supporting students 
who required reasonable adjustments to support their specific needs, to invigilators 
with leadership roles on leadership during high-pressure situations, on messaging 
consistency, the escalation protocol, and on crowd management. The department 
briefed all Presiding OƯicers and department support staƯ on the management of the 
overall test process.  
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Communications 

The department was solely responsible for pre and post-test communication to 
families, including texts, email and phone support regarding test attendance, illness, 
misadventure and exceptional circumstances experienced by students on the test day 
and what would happen.  

DiƯerent roles at each host school could be identified by diƯerent coloured vests. A 
toolkit was developed for principals and Presiding OƯicers, including practical 
resources, step-by-step guides, roles and responsibilities for school staƯ assisting with 
test planning and delivery and templates to communicate with parents, carers and the 
local community. A 24-hour hotline was also available. The department also staƯed an 
incident management centre.  
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Section 4: Recommendations for future tests and implementation 
This section responds to the second and fourth terms of reference, which call for 
recommendations on how to prevent any repeat of the issues in future tests and on how 
the testing should be implemented in future years. 

Future test implementation model 

1. That there is one placement test session per day to allow for eƯective site
management.

Scheduling was a problem for the 2025 test program and driven by running two 
test sessions per day. 

2. That future placement tests occur in localised school settings, where the number of
participating students does not exceed 300 for large school test centres and 180 for
smaller test centres.

Most test centres hosted under 150 students, and there were no significant 
incidents at test centres where there were no more than 300 students. Scale and 
scheduling make a diƯerence to managing operations and the experience for 
students and families. Smaller and more localised testing in school-based 
environments that are more familiar to students and parents is more student-
centric.  

3. That the department determines the number and location of statewide test sites
required and conducts assessments of the potential host schools against
infrastructure requirements, of devices and exam furniture available for hire, and the
workforces available for technical support and invigilation.

An important step will be careful consideration of how well changes and 
readiness can be managed at the local level in the context of a low-risk appetite 
and establishing the necessary pre-conditions for successful test delivery. 

4. That the department, considering purpose and timeframe, weighs up the costs and
benefits associated with remaining with a digital delivery in a localised model in
2026 or returning to a pen and paper test, as an interim measure before
improvements are made towards implementing a future adaptive testing model.

The interests of children should be paramount in decision-making. In moving to 
more localised school settings, the number of sites increases, bringing new risks 
to program delivery that will need to be managed. There are many benefits in 
providing assessments online, but these should never be taken without due 
reference to the student's best interest. 
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5. That the tests continue to be developed by an external provider with appropriate
expertise, rigour and standing, with test specifications and design a matter for
consultation with the department.

The placement tests are ability tests and require vastly diƯerent specifications 
and specialist expertise to design than an achievement test based on 
curriculum, such as NAPLAN and HSC. A key diƯerence is that ability tests 
measure potential rather than academic performance against a specified 
curriculum. The department does not have dedicated resources with the 
required expertise to develop a robust and defendable placement test 
framework. It has always engaged the services of an external provider with 
proven expertise in this field. The department advises that all other jurisdictions 
in Australia do the same.  

Future administration of the tests 

6. That a school-based Presiding OƯicer responsible for overseeing operations,
ensuring compliance with protocols and providing site leadership is in place at each
host school, and that the department works with schools on how the administrative
burden for host schools can be minimised. While this is best informed by internal
department stakeholders, including school operations, options to consider include:

i. providing staƯ with the right skill set at each host school to ensure crowd
management, invigilation and administrative tasks are done in the most eƯicient
and eƯective way

ii. ensuring training is face-to-face, that staƯ are familiar with the relevant host
school site, and that training covers communicating with young children and
parents, and incident management protocols

iii. setting the testing dates into the department calendar well in advance, to allow
host schools to manage community use agreements and school activities, and
for schools to showcase their school on test days if they see benefit in that

iv. conducting host school risk and issues identification, including ensuring that
planned processes (e.g. for entry and registration, parking) will work at the host
school and what local adjustments will be required

v. minor infrastructure upgrades if required for Wi-Fi and power circuits

7. That the department should collaborate with NESA to explore eƯicient ways to
enable a capable invigilation workforce for tests and exams for school students,
including computer-based assessments as required.
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Rebuilding parents' and carers' confidence 

8. That policy positions around issues of rescheduling, resit and makeup tests are
made public and are published well before testing occurs.

9. That the department enhances community and parents’ confidence by:

i. using feedback surveys and digital communication channels to gain insights on
the experience of students, parents, carers and host schools, to drive continuous
improvements

ii. ensuring the test timetable keeps the best interests of children at the forefront
and considers their age, travel time to get to the test, breaks for students, and the
number of students participating

iii. ensuring communications are timely, practical, and user-friendly – they could
include sharing detailed logistics ahead of time via SMS, school apps, social
media, and websites (e.g. site maps, test timing, pickup/drop-oƯ points), and
guides for parents and students on what to expect and addressing common
questions and concerns

iv. continuing to provide practice tests and information for parents about the nature
of the assessment.

Quality Assurance 

10. That the department should obtain an expert report that addresses the
comparability of the diƯerent test forms deployed and the use of common items
across test forms.

11. Developing event management guidelines for placement tests, including on
communication, child safety and crowd management, and specifications and
requirements to inform future planning and contract settings, including:

i. describing the context, stakeholders, what to expect from participants, and
expectations for event management

ii. joint event risk identification and management, across all parties at program
level (i.e. the overall testing program) and site level (i.e. site risk identification and
management), with diƯerent mitigations for the expected number of students,
parents and carers at each test site if required

iii. logistics and processes for managing parents and student movements, keeping
child safety at the forefront and using scenarios to test these against
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iv. the role of the department staƯ and external parties, including Presiding OƯicers,
invigilators, technical support, and crowd management staƯ at each site

v. any employment and training requirements and expectations

vi. ongoing clear and early communications before, during and after the event, for
example having responsive support channels during the testing event such as a
dedicated helpline / live chat to provide real time support to parents (and inform
improvements for the future), and an accessible and dynamic central knowledge
base for internal parties to quickly access current information

vii. liaising with the Police during planning

Governance 

12. That for future placement test programs, the department would benefit from the
following:

i. Establishing a dedicated Senior Responsible OƯicer for testing functions and
events for the department.

Placement tests, NAPLAN and other tests and exams in school environments
may warrant a dedicated Senior Responsible OƯicer to consider test and exam
policies, operational and test design, administration and implementation.

ii. A dedicated skills-based governance body with terms of reference and specific
expertise that aligns to the elements required for successful design and delivery,
to provide guidance and make recommendations to the Senior Responsible
OƯicer. The governance body should undertake an annual health check.

iii. Periodic review and reporting on both the operational and strategic risks to the
operating model, implementation design, delivery and contingency plans, to the
Executive leadership team, with the Executive establishing expectations for risk
and issues closure that are time-bound and pathways for escalation.

iv. Gateway reviews at critical junctures to ensure that all requirements are met and
actions if they are not, and to identify areas of improvement. The review team
should include an audit and risk representative, and two members external to the
program team with relevant expertise.

Concluding remarks 

Event management at the major metropolitan test centres was a significant failure. 
There was a strong focus on the test platform, design and logistics in readiness for the 
2025 test, but too little on timetabling the test days with the age and volume of students 
in mind, and too little attention to how to manage test days as an event attended by 
many people. This is a lesson in paying attention to all of the parts, when change is 
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complex and the stakes are high, and to the ‘user experience’ whenever a change to 
digital is part of the mix.  

The governance settings for the program were documented on paper but lacked 
implementation fidelity. Government agencies need to assure themselves of that 
governance bodies and escalation pathways are working well. Better risk assessment, 
governance health checks and ensuring that all parts of a program are routinely 
inspected for risks and readiness are practical steps to take that will assist.  

The 2025 test program was successful on some fronts including establishing computer 
based test design, and delivery in rural and regional areas. For the rescheduled and resit 
department demonstrated its capacity for problem solving and crisis management, 
standing up a new test window in a very short timeframe. It demonstrated schools’ 
ability to host high stakes tests provided they in turn are supported with the right set of 
resources.  

The high number of families who are participating in placement tests and spending on 
coaching, and the strongly voiced concerns about fairness, all demonstrate that 
parents are highly vested in securing entry into selective education. While it is important 
to ensure the rigour of the entry process for selective education, the greater public good 
is served by ensuring that the entryway is not increasingly narrowed by socio-
educational advantage but truly reflects equitable access for all students with natural 
gifts and high potential. The department is committed to a public school system that is 
equitable and allows children to be supported and extended to reach their full potential. 
That will maximise talent development. NSW will benefit from growing these students’ 
capability and capacity to problem solve in an ever-changing, complex world. 
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Appendix 1 

Recognising and reaching potential 

The department draws on Françoys Gagné's definitions of giftedness and talent. 
According to Gagné, potential is shown through natural abilities that develop informally 
from birth. These natural abilities, or aptitudes, are the building blocks used to 
systemically develop abilities in a field of talent, and they are signs of high potential for 
future achievement. 

Gagné outlines that students may exhibit potential in one or more domains including 
intellectual, creative, social-emotional, and physical. The four domains don't exist in 
isolation from each other and are highly influenced by each other. 

These students, including those with disability, are found across diverse family, socio-
economic, language and cultural backgrounds, and geographic locations. It includes 
students who may ‘‘look disruptive in class’’ but who have high social-emotional 
abilities8. The department advises that it is the relative ease, speed and, often, early age 
in learning which high potential students possess or demonstrate in a range of 
indicators across the domains that distinguishes them from their peers.9 

Gagné's model has been adapted for NSW public schools - see Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Gagné's adapted model for NSW public schools (Gagné DMGT 2.0 2009) 

8 “Why these public schools are receiving a $100m upgrade”, June 21, 2025, Sydney Morning Herald 
9 Department website on Supporting high potential and gifted students 
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The department’s current Secretary has identified that the policy for high potential and 
gifted students as central to achieving equity and excellence in NSW public schools, 
particularly in addressing excellence gaps. To support this, a departmental taskforce 
has been established, professional development days for teachers for 2025 focused on 
recognising potential. Capital upgrades at some schools have been recently 
announced. 

The principles that frame the department’s current policy are: 

 that all students, regardless of background or personal circumstances, require
access to learning programs that meet their learning needs and support to aspire to, 
and achieve, personal excellence 

 a commitment to high expectations for all students, including high-potential and
gifted students 

 that achieving excellence for high potential and gifted students is underpinned by
eƯective school environments including quality teaching, learning and leadership

 that potential exists along a continuum, where diƯering degrees of potential require
diƯering approaches and levels of adjustment and intervention. 
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Appendix 2 

The current state of the selective education system in NSW 

Selective High Schools are for students in Years 7-12. 

SHS grew significantly between 1988 to 2015 from 19 to 47 schools. The last change for 
public provision of SHS was in 2022 with Richmond High School becoming a partially 
SHS. In 2025, 24,533 students attended SHS across 48 schools, including Aurora 
College. Of these: 

 17 are full-SHS, where all students are high-potential or gifted.

 26 are partial-SHS, where a school has a specialist class or classes for high-
potential or gifted students within a mainstream public high school.

 4 are agricultural-SHS, 3 have boarding facilities for students from regional and
remote areas

 an online SHS for rural and remote students is provided via Aurora College. Students
attend their local ‘host’ NSW public high school and join Aurora College’s online
classes for mathematics, science and English; there are around 180 host high
schools.

Opportunity classes are for students in Years 5 and 6. 

Students attend an OC full-time in a public primary school. In most cases, students will 
leave their current school to attend a school with an OC. In 2025, 3,459 students 
attended OC. In 2025 and into 2026, OC have been and are being redistributed for more 
equitable access. More schools are oƯering these classes, but the number of available 
places is the same. In 2026, there will be 89 schools providing OC. Of these:  

 57 schools are in metropolitan Sydney

 31 schools are in rural or regional areas

 online OC for rural and remote students is provided via Aurora College. Students
attend their local ‘host’ NSW public school and join Aurora College’s online classes
for mathematics, science and technology; there are around 600 host public schools.
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Appendix 3 

Key data 

1. Figure 1: Number of applications and places for selective education in NSW
since 2020

2. Table 1: Number of applications versus number of students sitting the test
across all test centres in 2025.

OC test SHS test Sub totals 

Application received 13,263 17,559 30,822 

Number of students who sat 
the test on any date 

11,458 15,576 27,034 

3. Table 2: Number of students registered per test type, at a major test centre in
2025.

Test centre Friday 2 May Saturday 3 May Sunday 4 May Total 
students OC SHS OC SHS OC SHS 

Randwick 1099 2015 990 2027 1053 2018 9202 

Canterbury 1263 1317 1280 1322 1284 1323 7789 

Olympic Park 504 502 503 518 492 512 3031 
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4. Table 3: Number of students who sat a test or had a test postponed on 2 May at
major test centres.

Note that numbers do not include students who had an approved illness and
misadventure request and were scheduled to sit the make-up test date on 19 May
2025.

Students who… OC test SHS test All students 

Sat the test 2412 2216 4,628 

Had a test postponed 5,550 8,982 14,532 

5. Table 4: Number and per cent of students who sat a rescheduled or resit test
later in May

Students who.. OC test SHS test All students 

Were oƯered a resit* 2808 2482 5290 

Resat a test 1,379 1,269 2,648 

As a % of those oƯered a resit 49% 51% 50% 

Sat a rescheduled test 5,181 8,362 13,543 

As a % of those with a postponed test (per table 3) 93% 93% 93% 

* These numbers include students who were absent on 2 May and were given an
opportunity to attend one of the rescheduled tests

6. Figure 2: Number of centres by the number of students allocated on 2 May 2025

*Where there were no test centres in a range, these ranges are not shown
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7. Figure 3: Number of centres by the number of students allocated on any day
during rescheduled and resit tests*.

*Where there were no test centres in a range, these ranges are not shown

8. Table 5: Students requiring reasonable adjustments for placement tests since
202210

Application year OC test SHS 
test 

2022 585 682 
2023 767 856 
2024 1,202 1,552 
2025 1,081 1,511 

Reasonable adjustments are approved test conditions provided to students with 
specific needs, such as a disability, medical or behavioural condition or injury. These 
are department decisions made to provide to support a fair and equitable testing 
environment for all students. Types of adjustment can include rest breaks and extra 
time or allowing a support person to attend. In 2025, students could sit the placement 
test at their home school if needed, or in a room on their own or with a smaller number 
of other students.  

10 The increase in 2024/25 was based on a) new requirements for all students with asthma and 
b) that the department began accepting requests when a parent provided documentation, even
if reasonable adjustments were not provided day to day at school.
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Appendix 4 

About the contractors for the 2025 placement tests 

Janison Solutions (Janison) has 10 years of experience and development in the digital 
assessment market and over 30 years of experience providing exam management 
services. They deliver 6.5million+ assessments per annum across 117 countries for 
large-volume, medium and high stakes assessments. They are experienced in using 
their digital platform to deliver large-scale projects, to ensure the test is resilient to 
internet disconnections and prevents cheating. Janison’s quality certifications include 
ISO 9001 on eƯective quality management processes that focus on meeting customer 
needs and improving overall quality, and ISO 27001 certification for information security 
management. 

The tests were designed and developed by Cambridge University Press and Assessment 
(Cambridge) as a contracted partner to Janison. Cambridge attests that it is a world-
leading educational publisher and assessment organisation, backed by the teaching 
and research departments of the University of Cambridge. Its systems and processes 
for designing, developing and delivering examinations and assessment services are 
certified as meeting the internationally recognised ISO 9001:2015 standard for quality 
management. 

Hire Intelligence International was contracted separately to provide hardware devices 
and all cabling and to set up and dismantle these devices at the beginning and end of 
the test and technical support services for hardware issues at select test centres. This 
included suitable Windows-based computer devices and related accessories (e.g., 
power adaptors) with the latest Windows software for computer-based testing. The 
devices needed to be preconfigured before delivery with a webcam to support both 
automatic identification of students sitting the placement tests.11 

11 Photos identification is provided by parents for this purpose. Photos are retained until after 
the placement process is finished and then destroyed.   
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Appendix 5 

Key themes raised in feedback and complaints from parents, and in commentary 
on online news and social media sources  

About the test experience on Friday, 2 May 

 Significant concerns regarding the impact of the experience on their child and
significant concerns about test centre mismanagement, including about:

o child wellbeing and safety

o inadequate crowd management, including signage and communication

o disorganised entry and exit protocols and extensive queueing and waiting
periods due to delayed start times, in addition to a long test

o the impact of cumulative logistical failures and technical incidents on
student wellbeing and performance during the test

o variable enforcement of rules and requirements for students inside and
outside the testing centre

o the skill and capability of staƯ to appropriately support young children

 The decision to cancel and reschedule the Saturday and Sunday tests

 General concerns about decisions to move to external test centres and computer-
based testing over paper-based testing, the appropriateness of the major test
centres for young children and travel times to reach test centres, and outsourcing
delivery

About subsequent decisions and actions on resit and postponed tests 

 How would fairness be ensured given students diƯerent testing experiences, and
that students who resat the test to take the higher of the two marks

 That some students may have an unfair advantage because of additional
preparation time for postponed tests

 Transparency by the department and validity of its decision-making

 Concern that questions were repeated in the resit and rescheduled tests

 Concern that information about test items was sought by some coaching colleges
and was used to prepare students for the postponed tests.

 Amongst the complaints, there were some positive comments about the decision to
enable a resit and the taking of the highest score.

About the test experience on 17 May 

 A large volume of complaints raised concerns about a technical issue impacting the
mathematical reasoning paper.
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Appendix 6 

Janison checklist for actions on test days before student arrival 

No. Task Completed 

1 Check your emails for any late information from the JEM Team. 

2 Arrive at the test centre in accordance with your shift start time, as rostered. 

3 Check the test room(s) to confirm the following and attend to any problems: 

 Microphone, a whiteboard or flip chart and markers.

 Check-in stations and computers are turned on and ready to begin.

 Access to working toilets.

 Desks and chairs laid out as planned.

4 Put up test signs at the entrances to direct parents/carers to the correct 

entrance. Place signs for assembly/marshalling areas to guide students before 

they enter the test centre. Display the Test authority poster parking warnings (if 

required) at the entrance. 

5 Display the Notice to Students on the door of the test room. 

6  Hold a Pre-Test Briefing with all Invigilation staff and answer any

questions they have.

 Start by saying that the JEM Team extends sincere thanks to all

Invigilators for their vital contribution to the successful administration

of the OC/SHS Tests.

 Confirm if they have signed the Child Protection Register.

 Advise Invigilators about the group of students they will each be

responsible for. Assign each Invigilator to a section as well as assign

pre-test duties. Pre-test duties include crowd control, assisting with

directing students inside the test room and general administration
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duties. 

 Provide Invigilators with an explanation of the Room Card handling

process (if applicable). Remind Invigilators to focus on supervising

during the test but avoid roaming that can distract students. Show

them locations they should stand so they can respond to students’

requests for assistance promptly. Ask them to use non-verbal

communication protocols during the test such as holding up coloured

cards or using hand gestures (thumbs up) so as to avoid distracting

students.

 Allocate specific responsibilities.

 Distribute Roles and Responsibility Card to the relevant Invigilators.

 Outline the computer and technical support that is to be provided.

 Highlight the importance of writing clear and accurate notes on

Incident Reports, free from any bias or opinion.

 Emphasise the need for security of the test materials at all times. This

includes no use of mobile phones by any staff other than those

approved on the test floor.

 Remind Invigilators to always provide a positive environment. Ensure

test conditions are adhered to, stay calm, be polite and maintain

professionalism to make the test process smooth and supportive for all

students.

7 Ensure all Invigilators complete a check of the computers in their section. This 

means that each Invigilator should confirm that all computers have: 

 Janison Replay open and display the Welcome, Start a Test page.

 Confirm that the cloud connection icon on the top right has a green

dot displayed, indicating that the computer is online. If there are any

computer issues, refer to the Troubleshooting Guide.




