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Introduction: 
 
This report should be used by centres to provide teachers and students with 
guidance for how to approach the various question types going forward. 
 
The cohort was a small fraction of the normal entry. Consequently it is likely that 
only limited conclusions can be drawn from the performance of the students in 
this examination series. 
 
Overall, the quality of responses was lower than usually found in a normal entry. 
Although there was a significant number of excellent responses, in many cases 
there were gaps in knowledge, with some questions not attempted or partially 
answered. 
 
Question 1(a): 
 
This question was generally well answered. Most students could identify and 
explain a financial reason why ‘Tended Ltd’ was established as a private limited 
company. However, a common weakness was that many students failed to gain 
application marks, as they did not make use of information from the extracts to 
illustrate their reason. Some students wasted time by also considering a 
disadvantage of ‘Tended Ltd’ choosing to be a private limited company. 
 



 

 
 
This response was awarded 2 marks. No credit was awarded for the first half of the 
answer as it is not answering the question. However, a knowledge mark is awarded 
for the point that finance can be raised from family and friends and analysis for 
the explanation that Leo Scott Smith will have more financial control for future 
investment. However, the lack of relevant context meant that no marks for 
application were awarded. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
This response gained 4 marks. Knowledge is awarded for good understanding of a 
benefit of a private limited company in that shares can only be sold privately by 
Leo Scott Smith. This enables him to retain control and make decisions quickly 
(analysis) such as AI (application) in order to gain market share of the $34billion 
wearables market (application). 
 
Question 1(b): 
 
This question generated a wide range of responses. Many students failed to 
attempt it, whilst others stated the formula for calculating expected value, but 
were unable to use the figures correctly. A common mistake when calculating the 
expected value was the failure to recognise that failure of the marketing campaign 
would lead to a loss of £50,000. However, it is pleasing to report that a 
considerable number of students showed good understanding and were able to 
calculate the net gain correctly. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
This response was awarded 1 mark. The calculation of expected value is incorrect, 
because the student has not recognised that the 50,000 should be a negative 
figure. 1 mark is awarded for understanding how to calculate net gain. 
 

 
This response gained full marks. The student shows good technique by showing 
the stages required to calculate the final correct figure. 



 

 
Question 1(c): 
 
This question was generally well answered. The majority of students revealed good 
understanding of a business plan. It is pleasing to see that most students knew 
how to structure their answers, by writing separate paragraphs that explained 
both the value and limitations of a business plan, followed by a conclusion. Better 
responses were able to write developed arguments with consistent use of the 
context, leading to a supported judgement. Weaker responses tended to lack 
balance and/or failed to refer to the actual business. Another common mistake 
was the failure to provide an overall judgement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 
This response was awarded 4 marks. The first 2 paragraphs contain nothing of 
merit, however the next paragraph reveals elements of knowledge of a business 
plan. The student then attempts a chain of reasoning by presenting the argument 
that the objectives in the business plan provides a target for employees. There is 
an attempted counter argument with some use of context, as the student asserts 
that because Tended Ltd is a small firm, a business plan is not required to 
communicate objectives to the workforce. The conclusion is superficial and does 
not answer the question. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 
This is a very good response that was awarded 8 marks. It reveals good 
understanding of the value of a business plan, by a well-developed argument 
regarding its importance for raising finance. This is illustrated with a relevant 
example from the extract. 
 
The counter argument that there is an opportunity cost in developing a business 
plan is also well developed and illustrated with consistent use of the context. 



 

The conclusion is supported by the previous arguments but is mainly a summary 
and does not add anything of additional merit to the answer. However, there is 
evidence of evaluation throughout this response. 
 
Question 1(d): 
 
This question generated a variety of responses. It examined student’s knowledge 
of how to manage the problems of growth, which appears to be a topic that was 
not well understood by many students. Some responses misinterpreted the 
question by suggesting solutions how to manage the problems of growth, rather 
than focusing upon the actual business in the extract. However, there were some 
excellent responses by students who were able to focus upon the specific 
problems faced by Tended ltd and write a balanced answer on how well they were 
managed. 

 



 

 
 
This response was considered to be Level 2, 4 marks. It correctly identifies the 
problem of overtrading and there is some use of context to illustrate this point. 
However, the chain of reasoning is mainly based upon assertion and the 
assessment is superficial. Unfortunately, it lacks balance, because the student has 
failed to identify another problem that was better managed. No overall judgement 
was provided. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 
This response was awarded Level 4, 10 marks. It identifies 2 relevant problems and 
provides a balanced response which assesses how well each of them were 
managed. The arguments are well developed and consistently supported by use of 
relevant context. The judgement is supported by the previous arguments and 
provides both a short- and long-term perspective, which is a useful approach to 
adopt for this type of question. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Question 1(e): 
 
This was an accessible question for most students. The vast majority of students 
were able to consider arguments for both options and make an overall 
recommendation. Consequently, the main differentiator between students was the 
ability to fully develop their arguments and consistently support them with 
selective use of the context. The strongest responses made full use of both 
quantitative and qualitative information and used ‘MOPS’ (Market, Objectives, 
Product and Situation) when making a justified recommendation. Weaker 
responses tended to make several points but failed to develop them. Often 
information from the extracts would be simply ‘lifted’ and not used to support an 
argument. Conclusions usually simply summarised prior arguments with no 
attempt to use MOPS. 
 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
This response was awarded Level 3,10 marks. It contains valid arguments for both 
options and there is evidence of qualitative information from the extracts. 
However, this response fails to include any quantitative information. The 
arguments are developed, but often this is mainly based upon assertion. This 
response contains evaluation throughout and also concludes with a 
recommendation. However, the conclusion fails to focus sufficiently on the 
objective of increasing market share and there is no attempt to use MOPS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
  



 

 

 
This response was awarded Level 4, 16 marks. It is well structured and reveals 
accurate and thorough knowledge throughout. Arguments for each option are well 
developed with consistent use of both quantitative and qualitative information to 
support them. The conclusion is supported by the previous arguments and 
provides a justified recommendation. The recognition of the dynamic nature of the 
technology market provides evidence of the use of MOPS. 
 
Question 2(a): 
 
This question was generally well answered. Most students revealed good 
understanding of SWOT and could explain a benefit of using it. The skill of 
application was variable, with a significant number of students failing to relate 
their answer to Sports Direct. Centres should remind their students that there are 
2 marks for application for ‘explain’ questions. 
 

 
This response was awarded 2 marks. It shows good understanding of SWOT and 
also explains a benefit of its use. However, no examples have been used from the 
extracts to support the answer, so consequently no marks for application can be 
awarded. 
 
 
 



 

 
This response gained 4 marks. It reveals good understanding of SWOT analysis and 
explains a benefit of its use to Sports Direct by including 2 relevant examples from 
the extract: ‘the external opportunity of buying ‘House of Fraser’ and transforming 
it to the ‘Harrods of the High street’. 
 
Question 2(b): 
 
Most students were able to correctly state the formula for operating profit margin, 
but a significant number were unable to perform the calculation correctly. A 
common weakness was the inability to calculate operating profit. Other mistakes 
seen were not calculating to 2 decimal places and failing to express the figure as a 
%. 
 



 

 
This response was awarded 2 marks for calculating operating profit correctly. 
Unfortunately, this student revealed no knowledge of how to calculate the 
operating profit margin. 



 

 
This response was awarded 3 marks. The calculation is correct but has not been 
stated to 2 decimal places. 
 
Question 2(c): 
 
This question proved to be challenging for many students. There was often 
incomplete understanding of sales forecasting, many students confused it with 
cash flow forecasts. The skill of application was also generally weak for this 
question, despite the information available in Extract F. Consequently, even those 
students who showed good understanding of sales forecasts, failed to apply it to 
Sports Direct. 
 



 

 

 



 

 
This response was awarded Level 3, 6 marks. It reveals good knowledge of sales 
forecasting. It considers both the value and limitations of a sales forecast. 
Arguments are developed and consistently supported by the context. Although it 
has balance, not all arguments are fully developed, and it fails to conclude with a 
supported judgement. 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 

 



 

 
This response was considered to be Level 4, 8 marks. It reveals good subject 
knowledge and arguments both for and against the usefulness of sales forecasts. 
The first paragraph is particularly strong, due to the fact that the argument is well 
developed and consistently supported by relevant context. The counter argument 
is valid and supported by relevant context but is not as well developed. The 
conclusion is supported but would have benefited from the use of ‘MOPS’. 
 
 
 
Question 2(d): 
 
This question proved to be accessible for most students. Although many students 
failed to provide a clear understanding of corporate culture, generally they were 
able to make relevant points. A common weakness was the lack of balanced 
responses. There were numerous examples of responses that identified and 
analysed the negative consequences for Sports Direct but were unable to offer a 
counterbalance. Consequently, these responses gained little credit for evaluation. 
Centres need to remind their students that 4 out of the 12 marks available for this 
question are for evaluation. 



 

 
 

 



 

 
This response was considered to be Level 3, 7 marks. The first paragraph is good. It 
reveals good understanding of corporate culture and a well-developed argument, 
supported by use of context, regarding the possible negative consequences. It also 
concludes with a perceptive counter argument.  
 
The second paragraph attempts to provide counterbalance, but the student has 
not established the link between Sports Direct’s culture and its ability to keep costs 
low. Consequently, because the premise of the argument is unclear, the 
development was considered to be based upon assertion. 
 
The conclusion fails to directly answer the question and instead identifies another 
possible negative consequence. 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 



 

This response was considered to be Level 4, 10 marks. It reveals good 
understanding of corporate culture and provides both negative and positive 
consequences. 
 
It is well structured, with separate paragraphs for each consequence. The 
arguments are well developed, supported throughout by relevant use of context 
and consistently linked to Sports Direct’s corporate culture. 
 
The conclusion answers the question, is supported by the previous arguments and 
provides a justified judgement. There is effective use of ‘MOPS’, through the 
recognition of the importance of the workforce for a labour-intensive business 
such as Sports Direct. 
 
Question 2(e): 
 
This question proved to be accessible for most students and there was little 
evidence that they had insufficient time to answer it. Generally, students revealed 
understanding of the 2 options, but often this was incomplete, with plenty of 
misconceptions. The skill of application was better for this question, with most 
students making effective use of the extracts. As seen in previous sessions, the 
best responses for 20-mark questions, tend to make fewer arguments, but these 
are fully developed with consistent use of context. The conclusion/judgement is 
supported by the previous arguments and justified with the use of ‘MOPS’. 
 

 



 

This response was considered to be Level 2, 8 marks. It reveals understanding of 
labour turnover, but incorrect knowledge of both employee share ownership and 
empowerment. Consequently, the arguments for each option are incomplete. The 
conclusion attempts to address the question, with some use of context (Sports 
Direct operates in a competitive changing mass market), but the overall lack of 
understanding results in a lack of awareness of the key features of Sports Direct’s 
situation. 

 
 

 



 

 
This response was considered to be Level 4, 15 marks. It reveals good 
understanding of both employee share ownership and empowerment. Arguments 
for each option are well developed with effective use of context. The limitations of 
each option are also considered. 
 
The conclusion/recommendation is supported by the previous arguments and 
focuses upon the objective of reducing labour turnover. However, the conclusion 
could have been more detailed through justifying the option of employee share 
ownership with greater use of ‘MOPS’. 
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