
 

marks were seen where candidates gave a sustained assessment with 

justification and suggested that some aspects of the lodge were perhaps not 

very responsible.   

 

Here is a typical example of a weak response.   

 

This response gained 3 marks. There is some attempt to make use of the 

case study, however overall it is vague and there is no reasoning to support 

statements made. 

 

 

 

 



 

Here is a better response scoring Level 2 6 marks: 

 

 

Question 3 

This question looks at impacts of tourism and how they are managed.  

 

Q3(a)(i) 

This was fairly well answered with around half of candidates gaining the full 

two marks for correctly describing one negative environmental impact. The 

highest scores were achieved for descriptions of ‘footpath erosion’ and 

‘habitat destruction’. Less able candidates offered ‘pollution/litter’ but 



 

struggled to describe it beyond listing all possible types of pollution gaining 

a maximum of one mark.   

 

Examiner tip for learners: 

When you are asked to ‘describe’ think about detail, the best way to 

describe is to think in terms of ‘painting a picture’. For instance what is 

‘litter’? This is where tourists take a picnic to the beach/countryside and 

leave behind all their rubbish such as plastic bottles, cans, crisp packets, 

orange peel which looks a mess and is dangerous for small animals. 

 

Q3(a)(ii) 

This question was not particularly well answered with few scoring full 

marks, although most gained two marks. Many candidates wrote about 

stopping negative impacts and some did not seem to be familiar with this 

impact. Some good examples were seen although frequently these were not 

supported by an explanation. As it has been reported previously, candidates 

seem to struggle with explaining positive impacts many wrote about 

avoiding staged authenticity or loss of culture. Surprisingly many did not 

refer to tourism or tourists at all. 

Here is a typical weak response scoring 1 mark:   

 

 

This is vague and seems to be largely guesswork but the candidate did gain 

a mark here for ‘keeping the traditions’. 



 

Here is a better response that gained 3 marks:  

 

 

Q3(a)(iii) 

This question was fairly well answered by most candidates although under a 

quarter did not gain any marks despite this impact having been tested 

before. As seen in Q3(a)(ii), some candidates’ explanation related to 

preventing a negative impact such as ‘this stops leakage’, other candidates 

referred to building hotels and showed little reference to the local economic 

benefits for people across business sectors.     

Here is an example of a typical weak response gaining 1 mark: 

 

This relates to leakage, a negative impact. 

 



 

Here is an example of a better response scoring 3 marks: 

 

Understanding is evident although there is no reference to tourism. 

 

Q3(b)(i) 

As with many of these questions that test knowledge and understanding of 

the terms contained within the unit specification some candidates are 

simply unfamiliar with the terms. Here, around one quarter of all candidates 

did not score anything and few gained full marks. Many candidates scored 

two marks for ideas relating to earning a wage; however many then wrote 

about ‘improving quality of life’(socio-cultural impact) and did not give an 

explanation of maximising economic impacts through training and being 

able to access higher paid jobs. As has been previously reported, some 

candidates misunderstood the term completely and suggested customer 

service would be improved and the destination would receive more tourists 

and more money. 

Here is a typical weak response that did not score any marks: 



 

 

 

Here is a better response that scored 3 marks: 

 

Whilst repetitive in parts, understanding is evident. 

 

Q3(b)(ii) 

Overall candidates answered this question more successfully than Q3(b)(i) 

with fewer failing to score. The most popular responses related to ‘increased 

awareness’ and ‘learning about the environment’ and ‘knowing how reduce 

damage’. Higher marks were achieved where candidates gave appropriate 

examples or else considered the longer term effect of learning about the 

environment and the impacts of tourism. 



 

Here is a typical example of a weak response: 

 

 

Here is an example of a better response scoring full marks: 

 

The strengths in this response are that the candidate has referred to local 

people as well as tourists and has not mentioned negative impacts, sound 

understanding is demonstrated.  

 

Examiner Tip for learners:  

Use the unit specification to devise a revision checklist. Put on your list all 

the terms in the specification and tick off when you are confident you 

understand them, can give examples and explanations. Also try to avoid 

referring to negative impacts when asked to explain how to maximise 

positive impacts. 

 

Q03(c) 

This question or similar has appeared on previous question papers. Over 

half of candidates scored no marks or else marks in Level 1. It was not 

particularly well answered by candidates who chose inappropriate 

destinations such as Blackpool and Liverpool and wrote mainly about the 



 

TALC stages and the transition from decline to rejuvenation. In this series 

the London Olympics was used in response to this question and clearly this 

is not appropriate with regards tourism impacts at a tourist destination. In 

this series six marks were available but few scored the higher marks due to 

lack of specific details giving evidence of research. In general, candidates 

seem to understand negative impacts better than positive impacts and so it 

may be preferable to encourage them to study destinations that experience 

lots of negative impacts such as vulnerable natural environments, 

countryside or wilderness areas or coral reefs which are being actively 

managed to control impacts. The best responses related to National Parks in 

the UK, the Galapagos Islands, Bhutan and the Inca Trail. Despite the 

question prompting candidates to include specific details, many responses 

were generalised accounts or descriptions. In such cases some excellent 

responses were seen, some gaining full marks. Here is a typical weak 

response scoring Level 1 2 marks: 

 

The candidate may well have researched this lodge however the response is 

theoretical, there is no evidence of research and the focus is on the 

principles of responsible tourism. 



 

Here is a better response scoring Level 2 5 marks: 

 

Whilst there are weaknesses here overall research is evident. 

 

Examiner tip for learners: 

Show the examiner that you know the impacts of tourism appropriate to 

that destination. Examiners will ask themselves ‘could this be anywhere?’   

If you know the names of places or projects put them in your answer. You 

have to show research in these questions. 



 

Q3(c)(ii) 

This was not particularly well answered, although more candidates did 

attempt it and indeed would have gained some marks for a theoretical 

response. The higher marks were achieved by candidates who had clearly 

studied or researched a tourist destination in terms of how tourism impacts 

on it and how those impacts are controlled. As previously reported the Inca 

Trail, Galapagos Islands and UK National Parks provide excellent case 

studies for these types of questions.    

Here is a typical level 1 response which gained 3 marks:  

 

Here the response is theoretical although the candidate does understand 

how tourism can be controlled there are no specific details to show 

research. 

 



 

Summary 

 

Whilst this paper proved quite a challenge to many, it did successfully 

discriminate between abilities. It was evident that some candidates were 

prepared for the exam and utilised good exam techniques to maximise 

performance. It was pleasing to see some well structured analytical and 

evaluative responses where the higher level skills were tested. The weakest 

areas continue to be where knowledge of the unit terms is tested. 
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