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Key messages 
 
In order for candidates to perform well on this paper they should: 
 
• Follow the rubric correctly, answering only three questions, one chosen from each of Sections A, B and 

C. 
• Answer all parts of the three questions they choose in the spaces provided, including questions which 

involve the completion of maps or graphs e.g., 3(a)(i), 4(a)(i). 
• Know how to respond to command words used and words which indicate the focus and context of each 

part, making sure that irrelevant material is not included. 
• Learn geographical words and phrases to use them correctly in answers or define them if required. 
• Use comparative words to describe differences or compare features shown on source material. 
• Write answers of an appropriate length by considering the mark allocations and space provided in the 

answer booklet. 
• Write clearly and precisely, avoiding vague words or statements which need to be qualified or 

elaborated (e.g., pollution, overcrowding, cheap). 
• Attempt to develop ideas or link them to others when extended writing is required in those questions 

worth five or more marks. 
• Interpret various types of graphs and diagrams accurately to support ideas expressed in answers, using 

accurate statistics (with units) where appropriate to support statements made or to enhance 
development. Note that statistics alone will not be credited in answers which require description. 

• Interpret photographs and maps carefully and refer to relevant evidence in them. 
• Make sure that the answer is based entirely on the source material provided when the word ‘only’ is 

used in the question. 
• Know the difference between describing a distribution from a map and the location of a specific feature. 
• Have a wide range of case studies and choose them with care to fit the questions selected, including 

relevant place specific information while concisely answering the question set. 
 
 
General comments 
 
A number of able and well-prepared candidates performed very well across the paper and showed excellent 
geographical knowledge and understanding, writing answers of a consistently high quality. As expected, 
however, there was a wide range of marks and most candidates, while not performing consistently across 
the paper, did make a good attempt at many parts of their chosen questions, enabling the paper to 
differentiate effectively between candidates of all abilities. 
 
There were a very small number of rubric errors, though it was rare to see scripts where all six questions had 
been answered. Those few candidates making rubric errors tended to answer three or four questions from 
the six, selecting two from the same section (often Questions 1 and 2) rather than one from each section. 
 
The presentation of answers from candidates was generally acceptable and answers were usually in an 
appropriate amount of detail. Occasionally answers worth a small number of marks were of excessive length 
and answers to questions worth more marks were too brief. However, most candidates were guided by the 
mark allocations and space provided, the best responses being concise yet detailed and accurate in content. 
Some candidates made use of the continuation sheets at the back of the question-and-answer booklet; 
however, some needed to do so only because they had included too much irrelevant material in their 
answers. A few did not clearly indicate which questions they had answered on the extra pages. 
 
Questions 1 and 3 were the most popular questions, with Questions 5 and 6 being of roughly equal 
popularity. Good answers were seen to all questions, including those requiring extended writing, particularly 
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to the part (c) questions on population growth, hazards faced by coastal communities and the impacts of 
food shortages. As always, some included unnecessary general introductions to these questions with 
irrelevant information about the topic being tested. The best of these answers, however, were well focused 
with developed or linked ideas and some place specific information. Weaker responses were sometimes 
poorly focused with brief lists of simple points, sometimes in bullet points, not all of which were relevant. 
Some candidates did not score marks consistently across the paper as they did not respond correctly to 
command words, e.g., ‘describe’ in 3(b)(i), 4(b)(i) and 5(b)(i) or ‘compare’ in 1(a)(iv) and 6(a)(iii) or key 
words such as ‘urban sprawl’ in 2(c) or ‘equatorial climate’ in 3(c). Sometimes key words are emboldened, 
as was the case with ‘equatorial climate’ in 3(c). This is done to draw candidates’ attention to a significant 
word which should not be overlooked. 
 
The following comments on individual questions will focus on candidates’ strengths and weaknesses and are 
intended to help centres prepare their candidates for future examinations. 
 
 
Comments on specific questions 
 
Question 1 
 
This was a very popular question, answered by most candidates. Many candidates generally did well on this 
question and showed very good geographical knowledge. 
 
(a) (i) and (ii) Most candidates identified appropriate years and interpreted the graph well. 
 
 (iii) Many candidates gave the correct methods of calculation, though some found it difficult to express 

their ideas clearly, particularly in terms of the use of the word subtract/minus. In addition, some 
candidates were too vague (e.g., the difference between birth and death rates / immigration and 
emigration) rather than explaining exactly how the measures are calculated as the question asked. 
A common mistake was the confusion between immigration and emigration. 

 
 (iv) This was a challenging question for many candidates who struggled to make appropriate 

generalisations and comparisons. Weaker responses listed statistics for different years but did not 
make any general statements (e.g., there was greater increase in international migration than 
natural increase, net international migration fluctuates more than natural increase) and many 
treated the two measures separately, leaving it to the examiner to make a comparison. Better 
answers did make comparative statements about change in growth over time and attempted to 
compare statistics from similar time periods, though some did not score data marks because they 
did not include ‘thousands’. 

 
(b) (i) While many candidates scored all three marks, a significant number did not write about 

contraception to give other reasons for large families. 
 
 (ii) There were many good answers which demonstrated excellent understanding. All ideas suggested 

in the mark scheme were seen and many were clearly expressed, some with development. Others 
repeated ideas from (i) about contraception while others repeated valid ideas which they had 
included in error in (i). While this enabled them to gain the marks in (ii), they did not return to (i) to 
revise their answers. 

 
(c) There was a variety of case studies, with excellent answers on several African countries such as 

Nigeria and Niger, and Asian ones such as Bangladesh and India. The focus of the question was 
on the problems caused by high population growth, although some gave reasons for the growth or 
strategies to reduce it (e.g. China’s one child policy) at the expense of answering the question in 
detail. Impacts upon employment, food supply, education and health care were the most common 
problems discussed. Statistics were often included; however, these were variable in their accuracy 
and not always integrated into answers by adding description in words (e.g., a low number of 
doctors per 1000). While the use of statistics is valuable detail which gives the case study 
authenticity, they should not be quoted without appropriate descriptive comment. 

 



Cambridge International General Certificate of Secondary Education (9–1) 
0976 Geography June 2022 

Principal Examiner Report for Teachers 
 

  © 2022 

Question 2 
 
Relatively few candidates answered this question, and for many it was a rubric error where they did so. 
 
(a) (i) Many candidates correctly identified Canada or Australia. 
 
 (ii) Most candidates did not understand the meaning of ‘infrastructure’, even though many use the 

word frequently in other answers. ‘Roads’ was a common correct response, though other types of 
infrastructure listed in the mark scheme were rarely seen. 

 
 (iii) Some candidates did not refer to environmental problems but focused on problems caused by 

people in cities. Often the only creditable answer was an example of a natural disaster, though 
more perceptive candidates referred to examples of pollution – air pollution, water pollution or noise 
pollution. 

 
 (iv) Candidates who compared often scored full marks. This was achieved by using the word ‘better’ in 

relation, for example, to levels of healthcare and education in the two cities. Some tried to go 
beyond Fig. 2.1 to explain why there were differences, which was not required, while others lifted 
statistics from Fig. 2.1, which were not accepted. 

 
(b) (i) Most candidates correctly defined the functions. The weakest responses were in explaining 

‘commercial’. 
 
 (ii) Most candidates did not understand the idea of an ‘administrative’ function. Some candidates did 

gain credit for reference to government and organisation of the city, but it was rare to see answers 
which scored high marks. 

 
(c) Many responses named an urban area, with Atlanta being a very popular choice, but answers did 

not always relate clearly to urban sprawl and some focused on the problems for people rather than 
the natural environment. These answers generally referred to urban problems which occur within 
the city, especially within the inner suburbs or the CBD, and so were irrelevant. Candidates who 
wrote about air or water pollution, deforestation, loss of habitat and threats to species tended to 
achieve Level 2 answers by developing or linking their ideas. Relatively few, however, were able to 
include appropriate place detail to earn maximum marks. 

 
Question 3 
 
Approximately two thirds of candidates answered this question, and a wide range of quality was seen. 
Average marks on Questions 3 and 4 were very similar. 
 
(a) (i) There was a high omission rate. The most frequently used example was the Sahara Desert. Some 

candidates drew an arrow but did not label it. 
 
 (ii) The question differentiated well. Some candidates gave precise answers using the correct lines of 

latitude and/or referring to the western sides of land masses.  Whilst other candidates did not look 
carefully at the map and so answered vaguely, with references to ‘between the tropics’, ‘on the 
Equator’ and on the coast. 

 
 (iii) Most candidates scored two marks, one for temperature and one for rainfall. Only the better 

responses referred to specific temperature figures in their description. Many described the diurnal 
range of temperature, but not the seasonal variation. 

 
 (iv) Most candidates did not score high marks on this question. There was very little understanding of 

the impact of the prevailing wind direction, although some knew that the winds were dry. Some 
candidates wrote about low pressure and high pressure and their impacts but did not specify that a 
hot desert is influenced by high pressure. Some candidates scored one mark for referring to ‘high 
pressure’ but could not explain its influence. Some answers about high pressure were incorrectly 
linked with temperature rather than rainfall. 

 
(b) (i) Many candidates scored three marks describing various features of the vegetation. Some 

candidates explained why these features were important, but this was the answer to (ii). Some 
candidates wrote about the plant roots which could not be seen on the photograph. When the word 
‘only’ is used, credit will not be awarded for information which is not contained in the source. 
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 (ii) Many candidates showed good knowledge of vegetation adaptations, particularly their roots, thorns 

and ability to store water. All ideas in the mark scheme were seen and many answers showed 
good understanding, with many including appropriate development. 

 
(c) Many candidates did not make the change from hot desert to equatorial climate despite equatorial 

being emboldened. Candidates who correctly answered the question wrote about climate in areas 
such as Amazonia and Borneo. Answers varied from simplistic description to well developed or 
linked explanations based on the Hadley Cell. Good answers linked description to explanation to 
develop their ideas. Weaker answers focused incorrectly on the vegetation and/or deforestation 
rather than climate characteristics. 

 
Question 4 
 
This was the least popular question of the pair. However, it was attempted by a significant number of 
candidates, some showing excellent knowledge and understanding while many other responses were weak. 
 
(a) (i) Many candidates identified the correct statement. 
 
 (ii) Descriptions of the characteristics of the sand dunes were generally weak. Many did not refer to 

the marram grass and did not describe the slope with any accuracy. A number of responses 
referred to rocks and rocky – describing the beach instead of the dunes. 

 
 (iii) The question differentiated well. Many candidates gave valid ideas to explain the formation of the 

sand dunes while weaker answers were confused between deposition by the sea and the wind. 
 
 (iv) Another question which was a good discriminator. Most candidates had some knowledge of spit 

formation, but some candidates also put their ideas into the correct sequence and used appropriate 
terminology, with a detailed account of the influence of longshore drift. 

 
(b) (i) Many candidates made observations from the evidence in the photograph. However, these were 

not always relevant as they did not refer to the characteristics of the bay. Many correctly referred to 
the beach in the bay and occasionally the wave cut platform; however, there was little reference to 
the shape or size of the bay. 

 
 (ii) The question differentiated well. Many good accounts were seen – the key to the good answers 

being the reference to alternate bands of hard and soft rock. Some did this very well, referring to 
the impact of their relative resistance to erosion, and some correctly used the terms ‘discordant 
coastline’ and/or differential erosion. Others wrote generally about erosion, some confusing 
bay/headland formation with the formation of caves, arches and stacks. 

 
(c) The full range of marks was seen here – precise description of a variety of coastal hazards with 

some development of ideas achieved the top end of Level 2 or Level 3, and such answers were 
very impressive, particularly when they incorporated place references. Holderness answers were 
very common, and this case study offered ample opportunities to refer to named places where 
specific hazards are experienced with loss of income, homelessness and disruption to 
communications frequently being referred to as development. A range of other acceptable case 
studies was used, some textbook based and some using local knowledge. The latter tended to 
elicit weaker responses in general, with one or more hazards being named or described and with 
little attempt to develop or locate them. Very weak answers sometimes just described the problems 
experienced by people living at the coast without linking them to specific hazards (e.g., loss of 
houses, farmland) or wrote briefly about the hazard of coastal erosion but then concentrated on 
management solutions at the expense of answering the question. Some better answers focused on 
areas with multiple hazards such as Japan and the Maldives, where candidates wrote about the 
hazards caused by tsunamis and coastal flooding, as well as coastal erosion. 
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Question 5 
 
Questions 5 and 6 were of roughly equal popularity. 
 
(a) (i) Many candidates did not give a sufficiently clear definition of extensive farming, referring to both 

inputs and outputs or size of farm. While the idea of large land area was often expressed, this was 
not linked with inputs or outputs. Some simply described the farmland in the photograph. Others 
defined subsistence farming. 

 
 (ii) Most candidates correctly identified the land uses, some by referring to livestock and crops, others 

by using the terms arable and pastoral. Either approach was acceptable. 
 
 (iii) Many candidates correctly named three ways to increase yield. Common suggestions included 

fertilisers, pesticides, more labour, and mechanisation. Others clearly were not familiar with the 
word ‘intensive’ giving answers such as ‘buy more land’. 

 
 (iv) The question differentiated well. Better responses suggested ideas in the mark scheme with a clear 

focus on transport costs and perishability. Some weaker responses thought that people would 
come to the farm to buy produce. 

 
(b) (i) This was a good discriminator. Many candidates correctly identified the heights where grapes are 

grown using the contour lines, but there was little use of direction or distance in describing 
distribution. Many candidates referred to ‘near’ the river or Sion which lacked the required 
precision. 

 
 (ii) This was also a good discriminator. Better answers gained marks by reference to soil, aspect, 

market, and water supply. A common misconception was that grapes need to be grown on flat 
land. 

 
(c) The most popular case studies were about Somalia or South Sudan. There were many good 

answers, although some weaker answers focused too much on the causes of food shortages rather 
than the impacts. This was especially true when the case study focused on the Darfur region where 
war was seen as the main cause. Weaker answers also contained a list of impacts which were not 
developed, but stronger responses were able to link the ideas to develop them. 

 
Question 6 
 
Questions 5 and 6 were of roughly equal popularity and on average this was the higher scoring of the two 
questions. 
 
(a) (i) Most candidates read the correct percentage from the graph. 
 
 (ii) Many candidates correctly identified two differences, although weaker responses did not 

understand the term ‘fossil fuels’ and wrote about differences in other fuels such as HEP. There 
was some confusion over Austria and Australia. Some used statistics here which was a valid 
approach, although not all were sufficiently accurate. 

 
 (iii) Many candidates scored well by identifying that Austria did not use nuclear power and France used 

it the most. Many candidates scored the third mark by comparing percentage statistics. 
 
 (iv) This discriminated well. Better answers suggested valid ideas included in the mark scheme, but 

weaker answers focused incorrectly on generic ideas such as the danger of explosion, accidents 
and air pollution, points which are either not true or require more precision (e.g., leak of radiation). 
Expense was often discussed but not clearly enough. Reference to ‘expensive’ needed to be 
qualified by reference to building costs or the expense of decommissioning. Many candidates wrote 
about disasters such as Chernobyl without any clear explanation of why the government would not 
choose to use nuclear power. 

 
(b) (i) Many candidates interpreted the photograph well. They suggested ideas from the mark scheme, 

with particular emphasis on strong winds with no obstructions, large area of flat land, and few 
people nearby to object. Weaker responses suggested the winds will blow from the sea which was 
insufficient to gain credit. Some candidates considered the fact that the Netherlands can afford to 
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develop wind energy rather than considering the significance of the specific location shown in the 
photograph. 

 
 (ii) There were many excellent answers about the advantages and disadvantages of wind power. The 

answers in the mark scheme were all present in candidates’ answers. However, not all answers 
were sufficiently balanced to score full marks. 

 
(c) Many candidates did not fully consider water supply management and did not develop their 

answers much beyond dams located on rivers. Some candidates described water transfer schemes 
well (e.g., the Lesotho Highlands project and the China South-North project). However, many of 
those who used Lesotho as their case study did not go beyond a simple reference to the dams built 
there, although better responses linked this with pipelines to areas in South Africa. Other case 
studies gave more opportunities for explaining different methods of supplying water. There were 
good accounts of supply in Dubai and the western United States, for example, which referred to a 
range of strategies. Some weaker responses continued with the energy theme and described HEP 
projects. 
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Key messages 
 

• Candidates should read and respond to the questions carefully, for instance Question 2(a)(ii) referred 
to ‘provinces migrants travel from’ not ‘to’. Question 2(b) asked candidates to refer to the map, ‘Using 
Fig. 2.1 only…’, but some candidates wrote about features of Sichuan, which were not on the map. 

• It is important to understand the geographical terminology referred to in the questions. For example, 
Question 6(d) referred to population structure. Candidates should know, for instance, which elements 
to focus on for the terms relief and settlement. 

• Candidates should avoid listing several different features in short one word answer questions, 
especially in Question 1, as this will not be credited. 

• Candidates should read the map and key in Question 1 carefully. For instance, many candidates 
mistook a road more than 4 metres wide for a secondary road. 

• Many candidates need to be more accurate in the completion of a cross-section derived from a 
topographical map. 

• Questions often require candidates to describe distributions, for example of settlement. They should 
refer to compass directions, grid references or relate the distribution to other geographical features 
such as transport routes shown on the map. 

• Candidates should avoid using vague terminology such as pollution, infrastructure, facilities, and lack of 
resources. These terms should be further exemplified, e.g., pollution by the source, or of air, water, etc. 

• When writing on the extra pages, make sure that ‘continued on back page’ is written at the end of the 
answer and the question number and part is clearly stated on the back pages.  

 
 

General comments 
 

A wide range of marks was attained and in general, very good responses were seen for all questions. Most 
candidates demonstrated a solid understanding of the fundamental abilities needed to successfully interpret 
maps, graphs and photographs and provide appropriate responses. Generally, candidates performed equally 
well across all the questions, with Questions 4 and 5 being done particularly well and Questions 1(c)(iii) 
and 1(d) less so. There was little evidence that candidates ran out of time to finish the paper, and there were 
relatively few question parts which were not attempted. 

 
 

Comments on specific questions 
 

Question 1 
 

(a) Candidates were able to score high marks in this section demonstrating an ability to find features 
on the map and identify them using the key. Feature A was a secondary or B road (examiners also 
allowed Muirhouse Farm since the A coincided with its name on the map of Uplawnmoor), and the 
vegetation at B was bracken, heath or rough grassland. This was frequently confused with 
coniferous trees. The feature at C was a mast, the height above sea level of the spot height at D 
was 198 m, and the land use at E was coniferous or non-coniferous or mixed woodland and / or 
scrub. In the latter, coppice was often incorrectly identified as being present. 

 
(b) Although there were many correct answers, some candidates found part (b) challenging. The 

distance measurement in (i) was 2500 m, the bearing in (ii), 50°, and the estimated area of Loch 
Libo (iii), 100 000 square metres. The latter is a question which is seldom asked, and many 
candidates were not prepared for it. 

Paper 0976/22 
Geographical Skills 
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(c) The cross-section question proved difficult for many candidates, with a significant number omitting 
parts (ii) and (iii). Most correctly identified the land use at A in part (i) as a golf course which 
suggested they had correctly identified the line of section on the map. While most candidates did 
use a labelled arrow in part (ii) to mark the A736, its location was not always placed to the east 
side of the valley bottom (within 59–63 mm of the western side of the cross-section). When 
completing the cross-section in part (iii), there should have been a relatively flat line at first which 
then got steeper to intersect with the eastern side of the section on or just below 175 m. 

 
(d) This proved a difficult question for many candidates with some weaker responses clearly showing 

that the term relief was not well understood. Nearly all candidates recognised that the land 
immediately to the north of the A376 was steep with some better responses pointing out that the 
relief became gentler further to the north / north-west as well as declining in height. They also 
identified the highest point at 259 m and the lowest point at 88 m. Many described how close or 
far apart the contours were, with some describing the course of the A736 rather than the land to 
the north of it. In addition, many candidates referred to the vegetation and the position of 
settlements which was not needed. 

 
(e) The best responses focused on the entire area south of the A736 as well as the two biggest 

settlements, Neilston and Uplawnmoor. This often included the dispersed nature of isolated 
houses, farms, and hamlets, while recognising Neilston as a nucleated settlement and Uplawnmoor 
as being more linear. The better answers also accurately located elements of the distribution, such 
as Neilston being in the NW of the map extract or that the bigger settlements were close to the 
A376 or were along roads greater than 4 m wide. The weaker responses were too generalised, for 
instance noting that there were nucleated and linear settlements with no reference to their names, 
or that settlements were near roads without specifying which type of road. There were also 
statements on vegetation and relief unrelated to settlement distribution. 

 
Question 2 

 
(a) (i) Most candidates focused their answers on methods suitable for drawing on a map, although those 

responses which gave descriptions instead of named techniques, such as a choropleth, were 
equally acceptable. Thus, a colour coded map (with a key) was often stated. Other common 
responses were bar charts (for each province), proportional arrows or circles and different patterns 
of shading. Line graphs and scatter graphs were not acceptable, in addition to adding numbers or 
labels to the provinces. 

 
(ii) This was a potentially difficult question which was managed well by most candidates. In addition to 

the overall increase in the amount of migration, there were many points that could have been made 
about both the number of migrants and the amount of increase in migrants from individual 
provinces. The best responses tended to also look at overall patterns linking the data with the map, 
for example identifying that the shorter the distance the greater the number of migrants. Weaker 
responses often referred to migration to the provinces rather than from them, and there was some 
confusion between the most migration and the biggest increase in migration. 

 
(b) Most candidates made the point that it was a longer distance to travel from Sichuan to Shanghai 

than from the other provinces, with some calculating the distance from the map scale. Some 
mistakenly gave reasons why most people wanted to stay in Sichuan which were not immediately 
obvious from the map. Again, those who thought the question was asking about migration to 
Sichuan gained no credit. 

 
(c) This was generally well answered, with many responses referring to unemployment and the 

pressure on, cost of, or lack of, housing. Others mentioned the cost of health, health care, 
sanitation, or food supplies. Weaker responses tended to use vague terms such as a lack of 
resources and overpopulation, while others gave non-economic reasons, contrary to what the 
question asked. 

 
Question 3 

 
(a) Candidates were awarded marks across the full range. Most got lowest life expectancy and ageing 

population correct (A and C), while responses for high birth rate and death rate (A), high birth rate 
and declining death rate, and highest population growth (both B) were more mixed. 
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(b) (i) Most candidates read the graph, Fig. 3.2, accurately to state that the percentage of population 
aged 65 years and over in middle-income countries increased by 2.5 per cent between 1960 and 
2018. The few that misjudged the scale often gave 2 per cent or 5 per cent. 

 
(ii) Most candidates recognised the positive correlation with the most common statement being ‘The 

higher the income, the greater per cent of the population aged 65 and over’. Many also added that 
‘the lower the income, the lower per cent of the population aged 65 and over’, which did not gain an 
additional mark. Few noted that it was a strong relationship. The other element which could be 
picked out from Fig. 3.2 was ‘the higher the income, the greater the increase’, or vice versa. This 
was seldom seen. A common error made by many candidates was stating that ‘people aged 65 
and over had a higher income’. 

 
(c) In the main, this question was answered well. Common responses referred to improved healthcare, 

sanitation, diets, or food supply. To this was added the provision of pensions, old people’s homes, 
and lower birth rates. Some candidates wrote the reasons for low birth rates but without linking 
them to there being fewer children. Other statements such as ‘access to healthcare’ needed the 
idea of improvement or good quality. Those statements which suggested that old people were 
earning more in high income countries received no credit. 

 
Question 4 

 
(a) (i) Most candidates correctly referred to the eruption of Kilauea. Those who referred to plate 

movement or boundaries gained no credit as this was not mentioned in Fig. 4.1, and this 
location is a hot spot. 

 
(ii) Again, most candidates focused their efforts on deriving information from Fig. 4.1, and thus many 

scored the full three marks. Reference to evacuation centres, lava tunnels, the fact that residents 
were used to the eruptions and considered them as part of life, and that many had lived there for a 
long time and considered it as home were often seen. Points which referred to fertile soils, tourism, 
minerals, and geothermal energy were not credited since they were not mentioned in Fig. 4.1. A 
popular misconception is that the residents had built lava tunnels rather than them being a natural 
feature. 

 
(b) (i) The majority located the earthquake’s epicentre from Fig. 4.2 well. Most candidates recognised 

that it was in the Pacific Ocean and off the southwest or west coast of Hawaii. Some used the scale 
to give the distance of between 10 and 15 kms. Some responses confused east and west, 
suggesting the epicentre was to the southeast of Hawaii, or indeed, in the southeast of the Pacific 
Ocean. Those who gave a time, such as the epicentre is five minutes away from Hawaii, were 
given no credit as was the case with vague distances, such as under 25 kms. 

 
(ii) Most candidates correctly gave a time of between 37 and 43 minutes for the tsunami to reach the 

island of Kauai. 
 

(iii) Almost all candidates completed the line for fifteen minutes on Fig. 4.2 successfully. There were a 
small minority who omitted this question. 

 
Question 5 

 
(a) Many candidates scored well when describing the attractions for tourists from the photographs 

(Figs 5.1 and 5.2) showing two different tourist locations in Thailand. In Fig. 5.1 the shops or 
market selling souvenirs and the sale of food in cafes or restaurants was nearly always mentioned. 
To this was often added the colourful buildings, interesting architecture, the display of street art and 
night life. In Fig. 5.2 the boat trips, offshore islands, the beach and clear blue water and clear blue 
skies were all noted by many. It was expected that any reference to culture had to be local, and 
there were some candidates who listed various water sports for which there was no evidence. 

 
(b) This question was well answered usually by reference to the provision of jobs and increase in 

income for local businesses. Some candidates referred to cultural exchange or the promoting of 
local culture which was equally appropriate. Since the question referred to the local population, 
those responses which referred only to the ‘country’s economy’ were not credited. 
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(c) A range of appropriate problems caused by tourists was seen, most commonly litter, water 

pollution, traffic congestion and disrespect for the local culture. It should be noted that the focus 
was on problems caused by tourists themselves, and thus the building of hotels, for instance, was 
not credited. The term ‘pollution’ on its own was too vague. 

 
Question 6 

 
(a) (i) Many read the triangular graph (Fig. 6.1) accurately, giving 54 per cent for primary industry in 1970 

and 40 per cent for the tertiary industry in 2019. The latter was more often answered correctly than 
the former. However, it was clear that some candidates had not come across this type of graph 
before. The most common errors were 58 per cent for primary and 80 per cent for tertiary, and this 
relates to the misunderstanding of the direction of the lines on the graph. 

 
(ii) Most candidates suggested an appropriate type of graph to show the information in Fig. 6.1, with 

most stating a bar graph or pie chart. As this was not continuous data, a line graph was 
incorrect. 

 
(b) Almost all candidates recognised that the percentage in secondary industry shown on Fig. 6.1 had 

increased. 
 

(c) Most candidates recognised that many people who formerly worked in agriculture had moved to 
urban areas for jobs in either secondary or tertiary industry which were better paid and largely of a 
less physical nature. Some suggested that much of the labour force was now educated and more 
skilled and were thus capable of such jobs. Others considered the wider changes in agriculture, for 
instance, due to mechanisation, damage caused by overcultivation or the result of flooding, 
cyclones, or droughts. It was also pointed out by some that with development, agricultural land had 
been lost to the expansion of cities and that much food was now imported. 

 
(d) Many candidates gained marks by referring to a more aging population in rural areas, as well as a 

reduced number of economically active and/or fewer children/lower birth rate. Some also pointed 
out that there would be a gender imbalance with fewer males and more females. However, it was 
clear that many candidates did not fully understand or did not focus on the term ‘population 
structure’. These often referred to the reduction in population or services in rural areas or the 
consequences of rural to urban migration for urban areas such as squatter settlements. 
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Paper 0976/03 
Coursework 

 
 
General comments 
 
This report refers to the performance of centres in the June 2022 examination. However, the comments 
made here are equally applicable for centres that make their entries for the first time in November 2022 or 
during 2023. 
 
 
The range of topics undertaken included a much greater variety compared with the June session in 2021. 
From the table below it can be seen that coursework submissions on human geography topics outnumbered 
those on physical geography. 
 

 Topic Percentage of centres 
Human Energy 1 
 Population 1 
 Settlement and service provision 2 
 Tourism and recreation 23 
 Urban settlement 32 
Physical Coasts 7 
 Rivers 30 
 Weather and climate 4 

 
Moderators noted a tendency for the fieldwork to be undertaken nearer the school than in the past, 
especially in the local CBD. There were still some centres which collected data online, for instance, using 
questionnaires. Some centres chose to use data collected on a topic by past cohorts of their candidates. This 
is currently still admissible and there was no evidence that candidates did any better or worse than if they 
had collected the data themselves. 
 
It is expected that data is collected in groups. This is then collated by a teacher and redistributed to the 
candidates for them to work on their individual hypotheses. However, where candidates collected their own 
data in small groups, this tended not to work so well. For safety reasons, we would not endorse candidates 
being allowed to collect data on their own ‘in the field’. If a candidate needs to add extra data for their own 
study to that which has already been collected as a group, it is expected that they will be accompanied by an 
adult, especially when administering questionnaires or collecting data on a river or along a beach. 
 
While the data collection must be a collaborative exercise, individuality is key to achieving the highest marks. 
It was pointed out by moderators that they felt that some centres’ candidates were given too much guidance 
regarding the content of their studies; an example of this is the same computer-generated graphs appearing 
in every study. Individuality can be enhanced by candidates researching their own background information, 
and attempting at least one hypothesis which is not attempted by other candidates. In addition, candidates 
should use their own photographs as well as graphs, maps and field sketches. 
 
There is training available online for teachers who are new to the coursework option and there is also the 
coursework handbook available from the school support hub which includes examples of coursework which 
are annotated to show how they should be marked. 
 
It is strongly recommended that centres should read and take note of this report’s content together with the 
moderator’s comments on school-based assessment of coursework which each centre receives in order to 
help candidates achieve higher marks in future series and to help centres understand the moderation 
process more fully.  
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Key messages 
 
• Nearly all candidates possessed a clear understanding of the route to geographical enquiry, and this 

was reflected in well organised studies which invariably contained the five sections outlined in the 
syllabus. 

• Most candidates displayed a very good background knowledge of their chosen topic, although this was 
not always well linked to the justification of their hypotheses. Geographical models outlined in the 
introduction were often given no, or only cursory, attention in the analysis and conclusion. 

• It is important that enough primary data on any one parameter is collected to allow candidates to exhibit 
a depth of understanding in their analysis. Not all data collection exercises produced enough data to 
allow the identification of clear trends and anomalies as well as the opportunity to perform statistical 
analysis. Adequate data also means that candidates can comfortably focus on a maximum of three 
hypotheses. 

• Most candidates described the methods of data collection well. However, there was an almost universal 
lack of attention to sampling procedures and detailed justification of the selection of sites for data 
collection. All relevant primary numerical data should be included in tabular form. 

• An impressive range of data presentation methods was utilised with many demonstrating the complexity 
required to score well. However, a large number were ineffective due to the absence of correctly 
labelled axes (with units). 

• To be worthy of credit at a high level, photographs should be well annotated. A large single paragraph in 
a text box or one- or two-word labels do not count as annotations. 

• The best responses gave well-reasoned explanations to support their findings; however, many reasons 
given, e.g., for anomalies, were too speculative. 

• Most studies clearly confirmed or rejected their hypotheses in the concluding section. The best 
responses supported this with key numerical data and valid explanation. 

• Most evaluations demonstrated a clear grasp of the limitations of the study undertaken. However, more 
attention could be paid to what went well and why. Plausible suggestions for improvement or extension 
if the study were to be undertaken again often lacked detail. 

• Centres are reminded that the word limit is 2000 words. Moderators often pointed out that some centres’ 
submissions were too long and lost focus. Where this is an issue, it is expected that a word count is 
declared in order for the candidates to focus on this issue. It was agreed that the best studies were 
those that were concise. Text placed in tables also counts towards the word limit. 

• The team of moderators would like to compliment the majority of centres for the conscientious and 
copious comments made on scripts to justify the marks awarded. This certainly helped the moderation 
process. 

• The generic mark scheme for coursework assessment was used by every centre. The moderators 
stated that, ‘overall, the marking done by centres was accurate’. Where there were disparities, it was 
usually the under-marking of organisation and presentation and over-marking of the analysis and 
conclusion sections. The changes, if any, frequently occurred at the top and lower end of the mark 
distribution. 

 
Comments on specific assessment criteria 
 
Each centre receives a separate coursework report on their own submission, which will refer to both 
strengths and weaknesses. The following points will refer to those that are common to several centres and 
are based on each of the assessment criteria in turn. 
 
The criterion of knowledge with understanding tended to be assessed accurately; where disparities occurred, 
it was often because the marker seemed to only take the candidate’s introduction into account. This is largely 
the knowledge element, while the level of understanding can be demonstrated throughout the study. For 
example, a judgement can be made on how well the theory has been applied such as in the provision of 
reasoned explanation in the analysis or how perceptive the candidate has been in stating the limitations of 
the study in the evaluation. Knowledge can also be introduced at a relatively late stage such as to explain 
trends or anomalies in the data. This can be highlighted by markers in their comments made on the scripts. 
 
Most enquiries were well organised with clearly stated aims and hypotheses. These were often accompanied 
by the expected outcomes which were often related to theory. However, candidates should make sure their 
introductions are not too long. Many followed some initial aims with a prolonged background information 
section. For example, there are some candidates who write all they know about rivers, rather than carefully 
selecting their information to justify their hypotheses. Extended paragraphs of the history of the locality are 
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often irrelevant and do not gain any credit.  Some candidates write a glossary of geographical terms, many of 
which are not mentioned again, and is not needed. Too many candidates place the theory before their 
hypotheses, rather than after it, which would encourage greater selectivity. On the other hand, some 
candidates tend to be far too brief in their use of theory; this was common using Bradshaw’s model or urban 
land-use models, where once having scanned the diagram(s), just a few simple sentences (if any) to explain 
the relevance to the hypotheses were written. It should be noted that in the better studies these theories 
proved a focal point throughout, with good comparisons to the data collected. 
 
The wording of the hypotheses is important. Nearly all those that were stated were plausible. The most 
successful formula seemed once again to encourage candidates to use two core hypotheses and a third 
chosen by the candidate themself. This resulted in a more focused study with greater evidence of individual 
work. The use of four or five hypotheses or a generic guiding question was usually associated with a 
superficial analysis. Furthermore, it is questionable whether some candidates understood the nature of a 
hypothesis. Some expressed their hypotheses as questions rather than statements, and this seemed to 
result in a failure to fully explore the findings, with a brief ‘yes’ or ‘no’ in the concluding section. 
 
Most candidates include at least one map in their introduction. The inclusion of maps is gradually improving 
with most now including a scale and orientation. This is viewed as being essential if the map is to be 
effective. However, it is also expected that any map, from whatever source, is utilised. Its function is most 
often to show the location of the sites of data collection and/or the relationship between the data collection 
area and its region, for example, a drainage basin or a city. The best examples are usually well annotated 
and possess clarity so that relevant detail is easily accessed. However, there are still some who include a 
plethora of maps at different scales with little or no customisation to the study sites. Sometimes the quality of 
the scanning is poor so that much of the detail is illegible, for example, the scale. This seems to be most 
common when Google Maps are downloaded. It should be noted that where candidates have taken the 
trouble to hand-draw maps, they are invariably worthy of credit. 
 
The criterion observation and collection of data was accurately assessed by the markers and very few 
adjustments had to be made. Once again, the moderators were impressed by candidates who were able to 
describe their data collection techniques very accurately despite not having taken part in the fieldwork data 
collection. In this case, most used the data from a previous cohort and it seemed to work equally well for 
both human and physical geography topics. For those who did not use past data, it was refreshing to see 
that most were able to undertake fieldwork data collection without hindrance. 
 
Most data collection strategies were well organised and resulted in enough data to ensure the opportunity for 
sufficient depth of understanding and detail to be demonstrated in the analysis. Most centres managed to 
collect questionnaires from at least the recommended 50 respondents, whether they were carried out online 
or not. Bi-polar analyses assessing environmental quality also managed to achieve enough locations in the 
area of study. For river studies, 10 locations is ideal, although this was not always achievable due to 
constraints of candidate safety or of time. For river studies there is no shortage of the different parameters on 
which data can be collected, allowing a range of hypotheses in order that each study is more individual. 
Where the number of sites is below six, a centre could consider measuring each site at three different cross 
sections, each a minimum of 100 m apart. 
 
A common weakness, particularly for those undertaking questionnaires, was the failure to discuss the 
sampling strategy used. Even if respondents were accessed on an opportunity basis, then it should be stated 
and justified. This particularly applied to online questionnaires. It appears that methods of sampling are 
poorly understood or ignored. More candidates attempted to justify the sites sampled for studies taking place 
in an urban environment or a tourist resort, but explanation was brief. 
 
The time allowed for data collection can be an issue, especially when the time available on the school 
timetable is limited. However, a surprising amount of data can be collected in a relatively short space of time 
when many candidates are divided into small groups to cover a large area, each coordinated to do similar 
activities at similar times, such as a pedestrian or traffic count. On return, the data is then coordinated 
centrally and shared. Centres that allocated at least half a day for data collection almost inevitably achieved 
much better results than those which attempted to collect data in one or two hours. 
 
It is common for candidates to write up their data collection methodology in tabular form. These are usually 
well set out, and positively include a link to the hypothesis to which the technique being described relates. 
However, many include some evaluation of each data collection technique, but this is best left for the 
concluding section of each study in order to prevent repetition and avoid wasting words. It should be made 
clear that all wordage in tables counts towards the overall word count. Some moderators commented that 
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candidates had described methods of data collection which were not used to answer their hypotheses. This 
also used up wordage which could have been utilised elsewhere. 
 
The use of secondary data can play a valuable role and numerical data could be utilised from secondary 
sources such as weather stations or censuses. However, this option was not taken up by centres. In 
addition, there was the opportunity to compare data collected at the present with that collected on the same 
topic in the past. This idea was taken up by a few centres. It must be noted that the use of secondary data 
does not extend to synthesising written information obtained from the internet or textbooks and putting it 
together in essay format. This would not gain any credit for organisation and collection of data. 
 
Finally, the best studies placed all their relevant data in tables and usually integrated it with the methods of 
presentation or analysis. Candidates should avoid placing their data in an appendix as it will most likely be 
referred to in the text of the study. However, there were many studies where tables of data were completely 
absent, and centres should address this weakness in the future. 
 
Moderators agreed that organisation and presentation was the criterion where, on average, candidates 
scored the most marks. However, it was also the criterion which resulted in the greatest disparity between 
markers and moderators, especially at the lower end of the mark distribution. Studies which scored higher 
marks were often over-marked due to the lack of complex methods of data presentation and/or the absence 
of location maps, which had either not been utilised by the candidate or did not possess both scale and 
orientation. Some lower scoring studies which used at least three different simple techniques or included one 
complex technique tended to be under-marked. The techniques used must be effective in portraying the 
data; for example, line graphs used for discrete rather than continuous data which meant they were 
inappropriate. Also, different sorts of bar graphs only count as one technique. Furthermore, the same data 
presented in a number of different ways only counts once. Since the emphasis must be on positive marking, 
only the three most complex and effective graphs should be considered by markers. There is no place in the 
mark scheme to deduct marks for other ineffective or inappropriate graphs. 
 
Moderators were impressed by the range of skills demonstrated by candidates in the presentation of their 
data. There is clearly a drive in most centres to get their candidates to produce more complexity and this was 
largely successful. For many, there is no longer a reliance on basic bar charts, line graphs, pictographs and 
pie charts. These techniques were most commonly located on maps which made them complex. Scatter 
graphs with appropriate lines of best fit were commonly seen, as were divided and stacked bar graphs and 
radar graphs. Many of the river studies contained cross sections, although these were sometimes created 
with less care, since their scales were not always the same and this made comparison difficult. There were 
also some excellent field sketches which were clearly linked to one of the hypotheses and were very well 
annotated; however, at times, others were rather untidy where the relevance was difficult to ascertain and 
features difficult to identify. While a number of candidates used a statistical technique (principally 
Spearman’s Rank Correlation), markers are reminded that, to count as a complex presentation technique, 
the candidates must demonstrate the complete working out themselves and not rely on the computer to 
generate the result. 
 
The most common flaw which was particularly prevalent was that bar, line and scatter graphs lacked any, or 
only had partial labelling, particularly of the Y axis. Such labelling should include the name of the parameter 
along with the units of measurement. On some occasions, titles were also missing. As many graphs are 
produced by using computer programmes, all centres should advise their candidates that, having input the 
data, they should inspect the results carefully and make any necessary changes which is usually quick and 
easy to do. 
 
There were some centres where the annotation of photographs, graphs and maps would best be described 
as impressive. Anomalies on graphs, for instance, were highlighted by a circle leading to an arrow and 
relevant comment. However, this was not the case in many studies where photographs had no annotations 
and were not referred to in the text. Many others had just a title and/or simple labels which would not count 
as complex. These served little purpose. Centres should make sure that their candidates know exactly what 
is expected by annotations; for example, a paragraph written underneath the photograph, would not count. 
 
An increasing trend is for hand-drawn graphs and diagrams to be scanned into the study, albeit at an 
appropriate place. These become more difficult to read, especially when they are scanned in monochrome. 
moderators would expect to see the original and candidates should be reminded that each graph should be 
drawn by themselves and not by one person in their group and then shared for the rest to scan into their 
work. Furthermore, as it is expected that individual initiative is demonstrated in the use of presentation 
techniques to attain the highest marks, the same range of computer-generated graphs appearing in every 
study that a centre’s candidates submit should be avoided. 
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Almost all candidates followed the route to geographical enquiry and therefore produced studies with an 
appropriate structure for the organisation section. Most candidates are integrating their graphs and diagrams 
with the text of the analysis. This helps to ensure candidates analyse the data shown by each 
graph/diagram/map in turn, making sure that none are redundant. Candidates should be discouraged from 
putting all their graphs together in one section, whether it is before the analysis or in an appendix at the end. 
This also includes statistical tests. It is good practice to provide a table of contents with page numbers at the 
beginning of the study. However, with amendments being made the original page numbers are not always 
accurate. Candidates should check this as one of their last jobs before submission of their work. More 
candidates are including risk assessments which undoubtedly demonstrates their organisation, and a few 
mentioned undertaking a pilot study, for example in their own school grounds for a microclimate survey. 
 
The analysis tends to be over-marked by a number of centres, especially at the top end of the mark 
distribution. The requirement for reasoned explanations at Level 3 is still being overlooked by markers when 
reasons given are very short and tenuous. Some of the marker comments on the scripts revealed that the 
higher marks were being given for explanations which were not developed. 
 
Although still one of the weakest criteria for many candidates, there are improvements being made year on 
year by centres. One moderator commented that candidates seem much more able to interpret their data 
rather than just describe it, with few achieving only Level 1 marks. Descriptions are also much more thorough 
with some good use of data as support, drawn from either tables or graphs. Some candidates manipulated 
data, producing averages, for instance. The quality of explanation was a slightly improved than in previous 
sessions with some reasoning able to lift candidates into Level 3. The better responses used one or more of 
geographical theory, secondary data or personal observation to support their explanations. In addition, they 
clearly identified anomalies from graphs, using numerical values to show why they are anomalies, and 
explained them with reasons that were creditable. However, it is still too often the case that explanation is 
speculative with no firm foundation. Some identified anomalies but blamed errors in data collection. It is 
worth stating that phrases such as ‘the reason might be/could be/may have been’ should be avoided when 
attempting an explanation. 
 
Although there was some use of statistical techniques, there tended to be a lack of a full statistical analysis. 
Despite scatter graphs and lines of best fit being drawn, many candidates did not really explore the 
implications of what their statistical work indicated or display an understanding of the technique they had 
used. The correlation coefficient value itself was often poorly interpreted. This was particularly the case when 
a correlation coefficient was produced by the computer and no workings were shown. This lack of 
understanding also extended to tests for the level of significance. 
 
The analysis section is where candidates can really demonstrate their level of understanding. However, the 
depth of analysis can be severely limited by the lack of a sufficient amount of raw data on any one variable 
for interpretation purposes. Here, the centre can avoid this by making sure their candidates have enough 
data at their disposal to achieve their full potential. 
 
Although many conclusions were a little short, most candidates summarised their findings well with clear 
references to the hypotheses which were either confirmed or rejected. The best enquiries quoted key data, 
trends or made reference to figures (graphs, maps and statistical tests) used earlier in the study, as well as 
providing some explanations. Unfortunately, many responses lacked the evidence to support their 
assertions, explanation was superficial, and any model or theory quoted in their introduction was not 
mentioned. This particularly applied to urban land-use models and the Butler model, although Bradshaw was 
an exception. The most common omission was key data which limited progression to the higher Level 3 
marks.  
 
The conclusion and evaluation were marked accurately apart from the highest scoring studies. Here, too 
much credit was given for accounts which lacked key data. The key data should be either examples of 
numerical data or stated characteristics shown on graphs, maps and tables which are clearly referenced; for 
example, ‘On Fig. 1 it can be seen that…..’. Some candidates introduced new ideas in their conclusions, and 
it was felt that these would have been better in the analysis. 
 
An evaluation section is an expected part of the conclusion, although markers should take into account 
comments made in the methodology section, which usually refer to the effectiveness of the equipment they 
used. Candidates tended to make some valid criticism of their data collection strategies, and many came up 
with one or more realistic improvements, with better answers stating the implications of their suggestions. 
Very few candidates included any reference to the restrictions posed by COVID-19 in carrying out their 
enquiries. Furthermore, those who had to rely on a centre’s past data often revealed a clear understanding 
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of the weaknesses and what could have been done better. Once again, sampling procedures received very 
little attention. In addition, there were a plethora of generic improvements which needed some development, 
e.g., ‘we needed more time’ or ‘we should have sampled more sites’. Most of the evaluation tends to be used 
for negative comments rather than stating what went well and why it was effective. The evaluation sections 
are often a good gauge of a candidate’s level of understanding of the topic undertaken. 
 
 
Administration 
 
Centres must be praised for the hard work of their markers and their accuracy in utilising the generic mark 
scheme for coursework assessment. In nearly all centres it was applied consistently with the order of 
candidates remaining unchanged. This made making adjustments relatively straightforward, and for most 
centres there was no change. For those that were adjusted, this was by no means across all of the mark 
distribution. There seemed to be a pattern of negative adjustments of above 50 marks and positive ones for 
those below 37. Some centres were a little harsh and a small positive adjustment was made. Those very few 
centres which had a large negative adjustment applied were generally relatively new to the moderation 
process; the reasons would be detailed in the document moderator’s comments on school-based 
assessment of coursework which each centre receives. 
 
Moderators also appreciated the conscientious approach of most markers in adding comments to their 
candidates’ scripts to justify the marks awarded, as well as those who added a cover sheet with some overall 
comments. These generally used the wording from the generic mark scheme for coursework assessment 
and this facilitated the smooth running of the moderation process. On the very odd occasion, it highlighted 
when a marker had misinterpreted the mark scheme. If your centre has not done so, it would be very much 
appreciated if markers would make these comments (in pencil) on the scripts for your next submission. 
 
Please note that only one piece of coursework can be accepted for each candidate. Where two different 
fieldwork exercises have been carried out, it is up to the centre to see that only the one attaining the highest 
marks according to the generic mark scheme for coursework assessment is submitted. The centre must also 
make sure that coursework based on different topics are of equal value in giving the opportunity for 
candidates to achieve their potential. 
 
Please make sure you check the latest documentation from the school support hub to ascertain the exact 
number of scripts that should comprise your centre’s sample. There were one or two centres which had to 
send more on this occasion, and this inevitably delayed their moderation. 
 
Almost all centres submitted their coursework samples on time, before 27th April deadline, with the 
appropriate paperwork completed. The latter consisted of the candidate summary assessment form together 
with the MS1 or the internally assessed marks report. Please make sure that an individual candidate record 
card is attached to the front of each piece of work and not sent in the package separately. Not all British 
centres managed to return their samples so speedily, since some failed their internal audit having received 
the request for specific scripts. In addition, please make sure that candidates are listed in candidate number 
order on the coursework assessment summary form. 
 
Most of the paperwork was completed accurately and included with the sample. In almost all cases the 
sample included an appropriate number of scripts representing a fair cross-section of the marks awarded (to 
include the top and bottom of the mark distribution). 
 
Please continue to double check the paperwork to make sure there are no mathematical errors. Very few 
errors were detected this time.  
 
However, it is worth restating those errors usually take place in one of the following instances: 
 
• most commonly where the addition of the assessment criteria marks on the individual candidate record 

card was incorrect and this was subsequently transferred to the coursework assessment summary form 
and then the MS1s 

• transcription errors from the coursework assessment summary forms to the MS1 forms. Occasionally, 
this may occur where an internal moderation has taken place and the candidate’s original marks have 
been entered instead of the new mark. 

 
Although Moderators do correct these errors whenever they are found, it is recommended that all centres 
should have their candidates’ marks double checked. 
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Where a centre has more than one marker, it is essential that an internal moderation takes place. There is 
evidence that these have been conscientiously carried out by most centres and marks changed accordingly. 
However, the change for an individual candidate is not always reflected in the change in marks for individual 
assessment criteria, only the overall total out of 60. This information is essential for the moderator’s job to be 
carried out effectively. There have been occasions when one marker’s marks from a centre have differed 
considerably in standard from those of the remainder of the markers, and an internal moderation is the best 
way to resolve this problem. 
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Key messages 
 
Examiners have suggested the following tips to pass on to future candidates. 
 
• When answering hypothesis questions that ask whether you agree or not, always give your opinion at the 

start of your answer before any supporting evidence. This will usually be Yes, No or Partially / To some 
extent. Do not just copy out the hypothesis if you agree with it. It is important to make a decision and state 
it as well as providing the data or evidence for your choice. Be clear in your decision – expressions such as 
‘might be true’, ‘could be false’, ‘true and false’ are too vague. 

• If you are provided with a decision about a hypothesis, such as in Question 2(e)(iii) where candidates 
were told that the hypothesis was False, do not then disagree with it and try to justify a different decision. 
You need to support the decision made with evidence. 

• Note that if the question requires data as evidence, such as in Question 1(c)(iii) on this paper, you must 
give numbers and statistics; descriptive statements will not count for credit. If evidence is asked for, this 
can include numbers and descriptive statements. If the question says ‘Do not use data in your answer’ as 
in Question 1(d)(iii), then only descriptive statements will be credited. 

• When giving figures in an answer, always give the units if they are not stated for you, e.g. Question 1(c)(iii) 
‘velocity is highest in the middle at 0.53 metres/second’ or ‘m/s’. It is also important that your numbers are 
clear, e.g., a 1 can look like a 2; 4 can look like a 9; 7 can look like a 1, sometimes 2 can look like a 5. In 
Question 2(c)(i), for example, the answer – site 14 – often looked like site 19 or site 11. Candidates’ 
writing must be legible; credit cannot be given if the answer cannot be read. 

• When shading or completing graphs, use the same style as that provided in the question and make sure a 
sharp pencil is used to give a clear, dark image. Check that you understand the scales used and the 
importance of any plots already provided. If adding plots to complete a graph, these should be in the same 
style as the plots already on the graph. In Question 2(c)(iv), for example, the two plots should have the 
site numbers 6 and 17 by them, like the others provided. If crosses are used on the graph, then any 
additional plots should be in the same style, e.g., the river cross-section in Question 1(d)(ii). 

• When completing bar graphs, make sure your shading matches the key. For example, if the shading is 
horizontal, do not draw shading that slopes to the right or left. These points were important in Question 
1(c)(i) and Question (2)(e)(ii). Shading correctly is not always credited but it is good practice to do it 
correctly in case it counts for a mark. 

• If you need to refer to data from a table or graph, use the exact figures from the table rather than make 
erroneous judgements from the graph. Try to avoid words like ‘almost’, ‘nearly’ or ‘approximately’ and 
choose a precise number, e.g., in Question 1(c)(ii). 

• When you think you have finished, go back and check that all graphs have been completed; too many 
candidates lose relatively easy marks by missing out graphs, e.g., Question 1(c)(a), Question 1(d)(ii), 
Question 2(c)(iii), Question (2)(c)(iv) and Question 2(e)(ii). 

• Read questions carefully and identify the command word, e.g., Describe..., Explain… A question that asks 
‘Why?’ requires a reason to be given, not a description. 

• Check you are using the correct resources that a question refers you to, e.g., Question 1(b)(ii) Fig. 1.2 and 
Table 1.1. 

• Consider the marks awarded and the number of lines given for each question, as these indicate how much 
you should be writing. For example, avoid writing too much and outside the lines if only 2 lines are given as 
this wastes time. 

• Be careful with the use of terms such as ‘majority’ when the correct term would be ‘highest’ or ‘most’. The 
‘majority’ must be more than 50 per cent of the statistics being described and is not a term that will be 
accepted if the data involved is less than 50 per cent, e.g., Question 2(e)(iv). 

• It is important that, when you write the remainder of an answer elsewhere, you signal it by writing e.g., 
‘continued on page 17’ to ensure it is seen. Several candidates gave the wrong sub-section number to their 
extra work. This made it more difficult to match it to their earlier answer and credit it correctly. 

Paper 0976/42 
Alternative to Coursework 
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• If you need to add extra work, make sure you use the extra pages provided at the end of the question 
paper rather than asking for an additional booklet which is not needed.  

• You are expected to have a calculator, protractor, and a ruler in this exam. It was apparent in several cases 
that these did not appear to be used, e.g., drawing freehand bar graphs on Question 1(c)(i). Sharp pencils 
also produce a more accurate plot on bars; a few drawn lines were too broad to judge accuracy. 

 
 
General comments 
 
Most candidates found this examination enabled them to demonstrate what they knew, understood, and 
could do. It appeared to be a positive experience for many candidates with most questions being attempted 
and most achieving marks on most sections. Weaker candidates were able to score marks on the practical 
questions such as drawing graphs or completing tables, making calculations, and making choices from 
tables. Stronger candidates scored well on the more challenging sections which required judgement and 
decision-making on hypothesis choices with evidence and other written answers.  
 
Most points for teachers to consider, when preparing candidates for future Paper 42 questions, relate to 
misunderstanding or ignoring command words and the importance of experiencing fieldwork – even if it is in 
the school grounds or simulated in the classroom. Questions where candidates did not score well often 
relates to them not fully reading the question or just completely missing out straightforward graph completion. 
Although this is an Alternative to Coursework examination, candidates are expected to show that they know 
about fieldwork equipment, how it is used and about fieldwork techniques. 
 
Any fieldwork experience is worth doing even if there is only limited opportunity within the centre. Familiarity with 
maps, tables, sampling methods, measuring instruments and the various graphs and other refining techniques 
listed in the syllabus are also important for success in this examination. 
 
Question 1 focused on fieldwork on a river in the Netherlands. It involved knowing what a tributary and 
drainage basin are as well as how to measure velocity and river depth, comparing straight river sections with 
a meander, and demonstrating knowledge and understanding of river processes at a meander. Calculating 
velocity from provided data, completing a triple bar graph, and completing a river cross-section were practical 
skills that candidates needed to demonstrate. They also needed to make judgements about two hypotheses 
using data, as well as applying knowledge and understanding to agree or disagree with them. 
 
Question 2 was about the rural area of a small island of Ubin between Singapore and Malaysia that currently 
has little economic development and how it should be protected from development in future. Candidates 
needed to understand what economic development entailed and to analyse environmental surveys carried out 
across the island. They also needed to consider an effective sampling technique for their questionnaire and 
analyse the results to decide whether the problems identified outweighed the benefits of economic 
development. Finally, they needed to describe how they would measure one of rainfall, temperature, and wind 
speed at a traditional weather station on the island. Candidates were required to complete practical tasks 
including an environmental quality score graph, a scatter graph, and a horizontal bar graph. They also needed 
to make judgements from evidence about two hypotheses. 
 
 
Comments on specific questions 
 
Question 1 
 
(a) (i) The definition of a tributary was either not attempted by many candidates or defined too often as a 

stream or small river that branched off from the main river or that the river divided into tributaries, 
giving the impression that water flows uphill. Those that had learnt a definition usually gave the 
standard and correct answer as ‘a small stream that flows/feeds into a larger river’. A few said it was 
‘where a small river meets a larger one’ but that is a confluence, not a tributary definition. Some 
confused tributaries with distributaries. 

 
 (ii) Similarly, to (i), very few could give enough detail to gain both marks for a definition of a drainage 

basin. Better responses referred to ‘the area drained by a river and its tributaries’ which is the 
standard definition, but many seemed to think it was the area flooded or where the tributaries are. Few 
candidates used the watershed as part of their answer. Some were confused about the term ‘drainage 
basin’ and discussed ideas for sewage removal, draining away waste, or similar irrelevant points. 
Candidates should ensure they learn the definitions from the hydrology section of the syllabus as 
many did not attempt (i) and (ii).  
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(b) (i) This is a straightforward question, and most candidates are familiar with the sequence for using the 
listed equipment to measure the river velocity. It is important that candidates are clear that two 
ranging poles are put at each end of a fixed / stated / set distance along the river, not on the sides or 
across the river or even at the start and end of a river. They need to then state that the tape measure 
is used to measure this set distance, e.g., 5 / 10 metres. Stating that it ‘measures the distance 
between the poles’ is too vague. Also, the stopwatch is started when the float is put in at or passes the 
first ranging pole upstream; stating that it is started ‘when the float is put in the river’ is too vague. 
Some suggested ‘throwing the float in’ which is too imprecise. Most candidates could gain high marks 
as there were several ways to get a correct answer; indeed, most knew that the float was timed from 
the first to the second pole, giving them two marks. The precise use of the ranging poles and the tape 
measure are less well understood. Using the data in a formula post-fieldwork to calculate the velocity 
is not part of the fieldwork to collect the data; some candidates wrote more about the calculating than 
the fieldwork which gained no marks. 

 
 (ii) The majority of candidates gave two correct calculations here; overall this was done well. Weaker 

answers had calculated an incorrect average or inverted the figures to calculate velocity, putting time 
over distance. 

 
 (iii) Candidates gave several appropriate ideas for why the measurements might be different. There were 

common references to the effect of wind change, rocks and debris getting in the way as well as 
student errors in timing or putting the float in at the right place. Credit was not given for vague 
references to the changing speed of the water or current changing or the measurements being 
different at different times of the day. It was assumed – as in a real fieldwork exercise – that all the 
measurements were taken over a very short period of time to avoid other variables changing and so 
influencing the outcome.  

 
(c) (i) Apart from those candidates who didn’t attempt this graph completion, it was done well by a large 

majority. Only a small number plotted the bars too high at 0.74 or 0.79. Candidates should use a ruler 
for greater accuracy; a few wavey freehand lines drawn without a ruler across the top of the bars were 
often judged as too inaccurate for credit. 

 
 (ii)  Almost all candidates chose the correct hypothesis and made an accurate statement that applied to 

Sites 2 and 3 and/or did not apply to Site 1 where the speed was faster on the inside rather than the 
outside bends. Lack of supporting data provided in the answer prevented candidates from gaining 
higher marks. They either gave no data or just quoted the highest speed and compared it to the inside 
one, missing out the middle speed instead of giving all the lesser comparative data. To justify their 
choice of hypothesis it was important to refer to all three speeds, e.g., ‘on site 1 the highest speed 
was 0.51 m/s on the inside whereas it was only 0.46 m/s on both the middle and outside, thus 
disagreeing with the hypothesis’. In this example it was important to refer to both lower velocities being 
0.46 m/s rather than indicate that the ‘other’ was 0.46 m/s. Many candidates gained 2 statement marks, 
sometimes 3, but rarely 4 marks. 

 
 (iii)  In contrast to (ii) almost all candidates correctly chose site 1 as the one with the fastest velocity in the 

middle, and they went on to list that velocity as 0.53 m/s in the middle compared with only 0.36 m/s on 
the left and 0.4 m/s on the right. A few chose site 2 but there, the left flow is the fastest not the middle.  

 
(d) (i) A few candidates thought they were measuring the cross-section rather than the depth. Others 

described the equipment without stating how they would use it. Several candidates suggest that the 
tape measure was used to measure the width of the river; it would only be used to stretch across the 
river and make sure the vertical rods/poles were measuring the depth across every 20 cm. The best 
responses suggested putting a pole in the river at a vertical angle from the taut tape measure, making 
sure it rested on the bed, and then measuring the wet part of the rod or ruler. Then they would move 
the rod/ruler across every 20 cm. A few suggested using the tape measure in a vertical position down 
to the bed, but tape measures are usually made of flexible cloth and would not stay rigid once lowered 
into the water. The measuring of the depth was often missed out in answers. A small number 
described how to measure the wetted perimeter using a chain.  

 
 (ii) A significant minority made no attempt to complete the cross-section. Some did complete the plots but 

then did not shade the water in the channel as instructed. Some shaded the water below the channel 
bed despite the example provided above it. The most common error was plotting the 0.1 depth above 
the line to the left of the 2.8 mark instead of directly above it. Even if both plots were done, not every 
candidate then completed the line to the provided plot at 0. 
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(iii) A comparison of the two cross-sections should have led candidates to recognise that the meander 
was wider, deeper and that its bed was smoother than the straight section – this would have gained all 
three marks. A few did this, but the majority wrote a great deal which eventually concluded that it was 
deeper. Some focused on the difference in width across the river from its banks and others were keen 
to say the meander was deeper to the right whereas the straight section was deeper in the middle. 
While some candidates did recognise that the meander was smoother, they did not refer to the river 
bed which was needed to compare with the jagged, irregular bed of the straight section. Many wrote 
about ‘steepness’ but did not define exactly what they were comparing between the two sections. 

 
(e)  This was not well answered because too many candidates either did not attempt an answer or 

referred to the right or left side of the diagram whereas the key to the explanation of the hydrological 
processes was the velocity of the current on the inside and outside bends. Those that did the latter 
could explain that the current was faster (not bigger) on the outside bend, thereby causing erosion 
and a river cliff, and slower (not smaller) on the inside bend, creating deposition and a slip-off slope. 
They tended to describe the shape rather than explaining how it was formed.  

 
Question 2 
 
(a)  Good choices were made by the majority; a few picked ‘percentage employed in the primary sector 

increases’ but not many. Most candidates were able to gain 2 marks, but a few gave more than two 
ticks which could not be credited. 

 
(b) (i) Most candidates could agree that the judgements the two students made were subjective based on 

personal preferences, perception, and background. Many also added that the site may have been 
judged at different times as the information did not say that the students visited the site together at the 
same time. They could have seen different parts of the same site which would have created different 
scores. Too many candidates, thought that the students asked people what they thought and filled in 
the survey sheet with their responses, but this was not the case as it was the students who looked at, 
and made their own judgements, to fill in the bi-polar sheet – no one was surveyed or questioned. 

 
 (ii) The misconception that the bi-polar survey involved asking people for their views was often carried 

into this question as candidates suggested that, to make the survey reliable, the students should ask 
more people and produce a common score or average. Answers which scored marks included the 
idea that the two students should work together and visit the site at the same time. They could also 
ask other students to carry out the survey and compare their answers or get an average. A few said 
that a pilot survey would have helped as well as a discussion to clarify exactly what the descriptors 
meant, which might have made the scores closer. 

 
(c) (i) Site 14 was by far the highest and correct answer given. A few gave the answer ‘6’ which was the 

lowest score but not the site number. 
 
 (ii) Almost every candidate correctly chose ‘noise level’ as the factor with the highest total environmental 

score of all 20 sites. It was very unusual to find an incorrect choice. 
 
 (iii) The plotting of the total scores was not well done. Those who did it well were very accurate and used 

a ruler or straight edge, but too many produced plots that were too short or misplaced at the relevant 
points; some lines were drawn freehand and the spacing of the marks was unequal. Some 
amalgamated the two sets of data, giving an odd, combined plot. A significant minority did not attempt 
this graph completion. 

 
 (iv) This more conventional graph was successfully completed by most. It was rare to see the 17-plot 

marked incorrectly. The 6-plot proved more difficult and quite a lot were too far left of the correct 
location. It was important that the site numbers 6 and 17 were added by the plots in line with those 
plots already on the graph; but this was not always seen. 

 
 (v) This question proved difficult for the majority of candidates. There was a clear scatter of points on the 

graph – so much so that the only correct answer to be accepted was that the hypothesis 
‘environmental quality increases away from the village’ was clearly not true as there was no 
correlation shown between the distance from the village and the total EQ score. It did seem that many 
candidates have been taught to look for negative or positive relationships so that, if it is not positive, 
then it must be negative, and some answers tried to do that. 
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  Sometimes, however, there is no clear relationship either way as there are too many anomalies. This 
was the case here. The candidates who did state that the hypothesis was false and added that there 
was no correlation gained two marks but then struggled to choose the correct data to prove this. 

 
  A positive or negative relationship can be supported by looking at two comparative sets of data, but a 

scatter graph that yields no relationship and where the trends go up and down needs three sets of 
data: a starting point, an increase and then a decrease or vice versa. Most candidates who said there 
was no correlation just gave two sets of data. It was difficult to see why some candidates thought that 
the hypothesis was true and then tried to prove it by carefully selecting data that showed this and 
ignored all the other plots around it. In some cases, data was just copied down to fill the lines with no 
context given or reason why that data was significant. 

 
(d)  Candidates should have studied three sampling methods – systematic, random, and stratified; any 

other sampling methods are not appropriate answers. Systematic sampling was a popular choice, and 
most candidates gave examples such as asking every 5th or 10th person; note that every 2nd person 
was not accepted as a sample as it is too frequent. Not as many, however, added that the samples 
were taken at ‘regular intervals’. Random sampling was also a frequent choice, but credit is not given 
for writing that random people were chosen. Several candidates described the use of random number 
generators instead of the more common ‘choose anyone’ idea. Stratified sampling was named by a 
few but was not well described with answers loosely referring to age or gender criteria but not to 
choosing a sample that represents the population. 

 
(e) (i) Most candidates thought it would be inappropriate to carry on with the questionnaire with answers 

ranging from ‘tick the box No’ to ‘say thank you and move on to somebody else’. A few would waste 
time by continuing with the questionnaire to get a different perspective, but that would be pointless as 
that was not part of the study. Finishing the interview was the correct answer. 

 
 (ii) This horizontal bar graph completion had the highest percentage of candidates not attempting it. Most 

candidates who did it plotted both bars well. A few plotted 38 instead of 42, putting the bar 1 square 
on the wrong side of the 40 line. Occasional misreading of the scale resulted in plots at 44 and 69. 

 
 (iii) The students used a questionnaire with people at the fieldwork sites and then produced a table of 

their answers. While most candidates tried to support the false decision about the hypothesis, they did 
not seem to appreciate that the interviewees gave several answers to perceived problems and 
benefits, not just one, so there would be more answers than people which is why the table heading is 
‘number of answers’ not people. Too often candidates wrote that 347 people thought there would be 
problems and 323 people thought there would be benefits. Some also just said there were more 
problems, but that was not true; there were 6 listed problems and 6 listed benefits, but there were 
more answers for problems than benefits. So many candidates used the right totals in the wrong 
context. A few candidates made the decision that the hypothesis was true despite being told it was 
false and then used the data to support the hypothesis being false! 

 
 (iv) Most candidates gained a mark by recognising that ‘more jobs and income’ had the highest total of 

answers as a benefit that would help local people; few chose ‘improved standard of living’ which was 
the second highest answer accepted. The supportive data, however, too often referred to 82 people or 
76 people instead of 82 or 76 answers; an issue highlighted in (iii). No credit was given for just stating 
that 82 answers supported more jobs and income; the candidate had to recognise that this was the 
benefit with the highest number of answers first.  

 
(f)  The question stated that the weather station was a traditional one, so the candidates should have 

focused on this and how they would measure one of the three stated weather elements – rainfall, 
temperature, and wind speed. Almost all candidates gained an easy mark for stating the instrument 
that would be used – rain gauge, thermometer, or anemometer. However, from then on, too often they 
wrote about siting factors for the instrument chosen rather than how they would measure and record 
data for their chosen element. A small number described digital instruments which restricted marks as 
this was a traditional weather station. For measuring rainfall, few did not know the rain gauge, 
although some suggested water buckets or rain-catchers. A max-min thermometer was a popular 
choice for temperature, but few knew how to use it, and the anemometer on top of a pole or at a 
height was often proposed, though some put it on top of the Stevenson Screen. Some suggested a 
wind vane should be used to measure wind speed. Most gained a generous two marks for naming the 
instrument and saying how the data should be recorded in a chart or table. There was too much on 
siting factors for the rain gauge, Stevenson Screen, and the anemometer and too little on how the 
students would do the measuring and recording. Regarding temperature, many seemed to think the 
instrument was a Stevenson Screen and wrote a great deal about its structure and site factors. 
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