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Without prejudice, this report is delivered for information purposes only, and may not be relied 
upon by individual candidates with reference to their particular examination papers. 
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Chairman of Examiners Panel Introduction 

This report highlights the key observations of the Examiners so as to provide information and help for 
those who sat the 2011 exam as well as guidance for future candidates. Each section has been written 
by the Chair of the respective panel of examiners, and this introduction provides an overview of more 
general issues. 
 

General comments 

It is very good to be able to introduce the 2011 Exam report with the news that the 2011 Theory Exam 
achieved the highest pass rate ever.  Successful candidates, their mentors and educators are to be 
congratulated.  It is also good to note that there were fewer candidates who were apparently not ready 
to sit the exam.  Whilst the number of practical passes sadly fell this year, even here there is room for 
optimism, because there were a good number of candidates who were close enough to be encouraged 
to try again.  The processes recently introduced by the educators have clearly worked. 
 
The comments that follow should be taken in the context of these good results.  In writing their 
reports, the panel chairs have the difficult job of outlining what the questions required and pointing 
out errors that were made.  This is not intended to be negative, but we will not help future candidates, 
if we do not point out the problems and errors that occurred. 
 
Theory Paper 1 results were much improved this year and many answers showed a better 
understanding and technical knowledge.  The report on this Paper makes some practical comments 
that future candidates should read carefully.  In Theory Paper 3, there were, again, too many factual 
errors, some of which are commented on in the report.  It might sound obvious, but incorrect facts do 
not help candidates’ chances! 
 
The pass rate in the Practical Exam was again somewhat disappointing, but there were less really poor 
papers.  As in previous years, the panel chair has written a long, comprehensive and helpful report 
that should be carefully read. 
 
In 2011, the use of abbreviations increased, not always to the benefit of candidates.  We have, 
therefore, set out guidelines on the use of abbreviations to help future candidates. 
 

The Dissertation 

We do not comment in detail on the 2010 Dissertations in this report, as candidates receive individual 
feedback.  However, as successful candidates move on to the Dissertation, the Examiners urge them to 
remember that passing the Dissertation requires planning and hard work.  Candidates should make 
full use of help from their mentors and information provided by the Institute.  Those whose 
dissertation has been referred must be ready to act on comments from the Examiners. 
 
Robin Kinahan MW, Chairman of the Examination Board 
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Guidelines to Students on Examiners’ Approaches to Handwriting, Spelling and 
Grammar and Abbreviations 

Handwriting: If examiners are unable to read scripts because they are illegible, then they cannot 
award a mark. Such scripts will fail. Candidates should also understand that poor handwriting makes 
it hard to follow the flow of an answer, with the danger that relevant detail may not be appreciated by 
Examiners.  
 
Spelling and grammar: Examiners take a lenient attitude to a small number of minor spelling and 
grammatical errors. It is also recognised and accepted that some candidates might come from 
English-speaking countries that use different grammar or spelling conventions from the UK. However, 
examiners expect candidates to spell wine names and terms correctly, and persistent incorrect spelling 
thereof will be reflected in the award of marks.  
 
Abbreviations: of the most common and conventional wine terms are acceptable in both the Theory 
and Practical exams. Candidates should not separately list the abbreviations they intend to use at the 
beginning of each paper or answer, but should follow normal practice of writing on the first occasion 
in any answer (for example) Sulphur Dioxide (SO2) or malolactic fermentation (mlf), before using that 
abbreviation for the rest of the Practical paper or Theory answer. 
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Exam Report – Theory Paper 1 

Nicola Arcedeckne-Butler MW 
 

General  

As a general comment, the examiners were really pleased to see a marked improvement in the answers 
which came through the exam this year, with, overall, a significant increase in the number of scripts 
achieving a pass mark. Much of what follows is not necessarily specific only to Paper 1 but applicable 
to all Theory papers. However these are all points which have come from examiners in the course of 
marking this year’s Paper 1 scripts. 
 
Paper 1, examining Viticulture and Vinification, is in essence a technical paper where answers need 
hard facts, good argumentation and relevant examples in order to pass well. This year we had a couple 
of questions – Questions 5 and 6, on acidity and sulphur respectively – which required students to 
know legal, permissible levels in order to answer the question knowledgeably and to pass. In these 
circumstances descriptions like ‘high’ acidity are just not enough to demonstrate a thorough 
understanding of acidity levels. Similarly with Sulphur and Sulphur Dioxide, whose use is heavily 
proscribed in law and whose legal levels, both in terms of usage and free/bound sulphur, should be 
known by candidates. Well-prepared candidates need to have a store of these sorts of legal facts to 
hand in order to demonstrate knowledge and understanding. 
 
A few general points on presentation, probably mentioned every year, are important. First, please 
make sure you put the correct question number on your exam papers. For those candidates who 
choose to use a computer for the exams, care must be taken not to omit important words, particularly 
words like ‘not’, which could completely alter the meaning of that sentence and even lead an examiner 
to conclude that the candidate doesn’t understand the topic. There were several examples this year 
where words were missed out and whilst examiners can make an assumption about what a candidate 
means, that assumption may be wrong! Again for computer users, attention to punctuation is very 
important – because a script is typewritten it is not an excuse for stream-of-consciousness writing 
with no punctuation or capital letters. 
 
 

Q1 - What are the vineyard factors that influence the choice of rootstocks? 

This question was set to test candidates’ ability to link rootstocks to their site and answers needed to 
look at soils, climate, scion, as well as the desired outcome of the producer. It is a question that could 
only be answered by use of accurate knowledge and relevant examples. Answers were expected to 
show understanding of combinations of rootstocks, scions and soils and to discuss examples where 
people had used differing combinations to achieve different outcomes. 
 
Too many answers were basic and superficial, listing scion/rootstock combinations but without 
demonstrating why those particular combinations might have been used. Some answers only looked at 
one part of the ‘vineyard factors’ so considered soil but not climate/disease pressure/desired yields 
etc. 
 

Q2 – Examine the differences between phenolic and physiological ripeness and their 
impact on winemaking. 

This is a technical question which demands understanding of the chemistry behind the differing forms 
of ripeness, and it was a question which could have tripped inadequately prepared candidates into 
writing a superficial answer. It was not a particularly popular question, perhaps showing that some 
candidates recognised their limitations in answering it. 
 
The main items examiners looked for were a clear definition of phenolic and physiological ripeness 
and how these different levels of ripeness would affect winemaking practices. Answers should have 
dealt with both over ripe and under ripe scenarios to show how winemaking could mitigate/enhance 
the fruit. 
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Whilst a small diversion into the vineyard was acceptable in order to describe methods which might 
bring the two forms of ripeness closer, answers were not penalised for not doing so, nor were they 
expected to spend much time describing vineyard practices. 
 
Beyond demonstrating an understanding of the two forms of ripeness, examiners were looking for 
winemaking techniques such as chaptalisation, maceration pre and /or post fermentation, micro-
oxidation, blending, maturation in barrel etc. and the understanding of the impact on the resulting 
wine. 
 

Q3 – Compare and contrast the advantages and disadvantages of organic and non-
organic viticulture. 

A very popular question but one which nonetheless saw some mediocre answers as well as some very 
good ones. This was a fundamental viticultural question which required hard facts and figures in order 
to be clearly presented and to avoid the pitfall of being turned into a marketing style essay.  
 
Examiners were looking for clear, concise definitions of organic and non-organic viticulture, with legal 
definitions/parameters where they exist and the mention of independent regulatory bodies such as 
Ecocert/Demeter (biodynamic)/Soil Association etc. The best answers were expected to compare and 
contrast organic and non-organic methods ranging from soil nutrition and management, pest/disease 
management, weed control, taking into account costs, timing, mechanisation etc. Answers were 
expected to discuss the long term effects of both systems on the vineyard, environment, quality of final 
product, taking into account the size of vineyard, style of wines, price points etc. Examples were very 
important and very often missing, whilst the best examples came from candidates who had clearly 
spent time with organic and non-organic producers learning about their experiences, both positive 
and negative, in relation to organic production.  
 

Q4 – Explain the different styles of wine that can be made from Chardonnay and 
Semillon grapes and examine how the winemaker may influence them.  

A straightforward question that was very popular, this required answers describing the types of wine 
produced by each variety (dry, sweet, sparkling, oaked, unoaked etc.) with a note of where they are 
grown, followed by how winemakers can influence the style. Unfortunately, some answers were  
confused and  rambling, not really addressing the question.  
 
Examiners expected answers to show knowledge of the classics in each case – for Chardonnay, this 
would be white Burgundy and Champagne, for Semillon Bordeaux (dry and sweet) and Hunter Valley. 
The treatment of each variety was relevant – early picking to maintain acidity for sparkling 
wines/Champagne, oak affinity, avoidance of oak, skin contact, batonnage – with the results detailed.  
 
 Many answers concentrated too much on Chardonnay to the detriment of Semillon – with a question 
like this, the marks will be split 50/50 so candidates must be sure to address both parts of the 
question as equally as possible. 
 

Q5 – What are the options available for the control of acidity in musts and wines 
from selecting the date of harvest to the end of the malolactic conversion? 

Again a popular question and one which polarised candidates into those who could and those who 
could not answer well. Examiners were frustrated by the use by several candidates of TA to mean 
tartaric acid rather than total/titratable acidity, for which it is the standard abbreviation. Examiners 
also noted that the knowledge of legal / permissible limits was often poor, as well as many answers 
wrongly stating that citric acid is not allowed in the EU – it is, up to 1 g/l, for future reference! 
Candidates need to be sure also that they understand the relationship between pH and acidity. 
 
Examiners were looking for answers which took them chronologically through the vinification 
process. The wording of the question was a deliberate attempt to limit the scope of answers to the time 
between the choice of harvest date, precluding any viticultural discussion on acid management, up to 
the end of malolactic conversion to avoid any uncertainty about how far a candidate could go in this 
question.  
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Individual grape acids should have been discussed, along with how they evolve during the 
fermentation process, and potential adjustments should have been considered. Possible adjustments, 
timing of those adjustments, legal restrictions (timing, quantity, format of adjustment), how 
adjustment is made and end results were all minimum criteria for a pass, as was a full description of 
what happens to malic acid during the conversion process.  
 
 

Q6 – Explain recent changes in the uses of Sulphur and Sulphur Dioxide in the 
vineyard and cellar prior to the completion of the malo-lactic conversion. 

Not a particularly popular question, perhaps because of the chemistry element, this question asks 
candidates to ‘explain recent changes’ – so if these changes didn’t appear in the introduction the 
candidate was at great risk of not answering the question. Examiners were particularly worried they 
might see some ‘how is Sulphur used’ essays but were delighted that this pitfall was avoided by all! 
Again, this is a question which required candidates to have solid knowledge of legal/permissible limits 
for sulphur and SO2 around the world which was not readily apparent. 
 
The changes examiners were expecting centred on the more holistic use of sulphur, in common with 
other chemicals – better vineyard management to reduce chemicals in general, and pre-harvest 
sulphur in particular, as well as fewer CuSO4 sprayings. Reductions in total used, less frequent use, 
alternatives (picking at night to keep fruit cool rather by day when hot requiring sulphur as an 
antiseptic, earlier harvest to maintain acid protection) should have been considered, along with the 
flip side – the risk inherent in reduced sulphur use (brett, VA etc.). 
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Exam Report - Theory Paper 2 

Neil Tully MW 
 

General 

It is vital to provide an answer to the specific questions set, rather than just giving a general discourse 
on the particular subject surrounding it. By addressing the question, employing relevant detail and 
examples, and showing evidence of original thinking where appropriate, all expressed in a clear 
written style, successful answers resulted. 
 
This year, there were cases of evidently knowledgeable candidates being hampered by poor essay 
structure and / or a poor written style. Equally, some very well written accounts were compromised by 
basic technical and factual inaccuracies. 
 
The examiners are looking for an appropriate level of technical detail, and above all material that is 
relevant to the question set. On occasions a very bald use of material repeated from lectures or 
technical papers became evident, which did not always contribute to the quality or relevance of the 
response. 
 
Many of this year’s responses showed good use of relevant examples, well cited, and appropriately 
placed, many adding depth and dimension to the better scripts.                                                                                                                                                                                                               
 

Q1 – In order of priority, what quality assurance procedures should a producer have 
in place to avoid contaminated or defective wine? 

A small number of candidates attempted this question, and the overall standard of response was not 
particularly high. The question asked that an order of priority be considered, something which very 
few candidates were prepared to commit to. Many answers missed one or more key points, with a 
particular lack of detail at the bottling stage, one of the main areas of focus for this question. 
 
Quality assurance includes a HACCP  (Hazard, Analysis and Critical Control Points) analysis as well as 
the actual procedures put in place to prevent the hazards. A strong answer would have worked 
through the winemaking process and identified, in order of priority, where contamination risks lay 
and what procedures should be put in place to avoid these risks. Product recall should not have been 
covered in this question as the question asked how to avoid contaminated / defective wine. 
 

Q2 – What factors should influence the choice of a wine’s closure? 

This question provided scope for candidates to demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of 
closures, with a particular emphasis on the reasons for any given closure type being chosen. Many 
answers were well balanced, comprehensive, and used well chosen examples. Less successful answers 
lapsed into a general debate on closures, or a cork versus alternative closures discussion, without 
following a structure that answered the question. This question did not request a list of closure types 
with advantages / disadvantages; in order to be successful, the factors that influence choice had to be 
clearly and consistently addressed. The stronger answers presented a balanced argument, and it was 
important to see both sides of any particular view, illuminated by some relevant examples. Over 
generalisations, and sweeping statements such as: “long natural corks are the only suitable closure for 
wines that require long ageing” or, “screw caps are for fruity wines for early consumption” did not 
suggest a balanced view. 
 
Overall, however, the majority of answers were well-written, showing that candidates had a secure 
grasp of many of the issues, with better examples tailoring the presentation of this information closely 
to the question itself. 
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Q3 – What filtration techniques are available to the winemaker after malo-lactic 
conversion and before bottling? When and how might each of them be employed? 

This question was generally well answered, with a good number of convincing responses. It required a 
definition of filtration and contained itself to the filtration practices between the end of malo-lactic 
conversion and before bottling. However, some answers erroneously covered the entire winemaking 
process and included practices that are not filtration. Not filtering could also have been considered an 
option. Although the success rate in this question was good, the borderline answers lacked precision 
and detail. In this technical paper, a certain level of detailed, accurate knowledge is required. The less 
successful answers tended to be more of a superficial, qualitative review, rather than a convincing 
statement of facts and argument. In a small minority of cases there was evident confusion over various 
filtration techniques, which this question exposed. 
 

Q4 – Drawing on examples from around the world, demonstrate how a fortified 
wine’s style is influenced by its production methods. 

Overall, a surprisingly disappointing response to what is a straightforward and uncomplicated 
question. A certain level of selectiveness was called for, as a full discussion of all styles and types of 
fortified wines is beyond the scope of the question. In such circumstances, it is always important to 
justify the choice of case studies or examples used. The stronger answers used well-chosen examples, 
contained accurate between the production method and the finished wine’s style. Too often, though, 
answers contained technical inaccuracies, or revealed a serious lack of knowledge and understanding 
of this important group of wine styles. All examiners commented on the lack of basic knowledge on 
fortified wine styles and production methods, without which it would be impossible to respond 
successfully to this question. Some accounts made no mention of some of the better-known fortified 
wines such as Port and Sherry, and many inaccuracies marred some otherwise good accounts. 
 
Good answers covered themes of grape variety, vinification timing and level of fortification, thus the 
level of residual sugar remaining and then varied approaches to maturation (including flor, oxidation, 
use of heat, etc.). Each had to be related back to the question and supported with examples but many 
candidates failed to do this; the tendency was to describe what happens, rather than analyse why. 
 

Q5 – How do scale and costs influence choices in the use of oak in the maturation of 
wine? 

This should have been a straightforward question for candidates with some facts at their fingertips. 
Good answers contained aspects of scale such as labour and handling, and the need for investment in 
barrel storage facility, as well as the cost of the actual barrel. Unfortunately too many answers did not 
demonstrate an awareness of the actual costs or cost per litre of oak alternatives, and indeed quoted 
costs for new barrels varied considerably. Better answers did give a calculation of the cost per bottle of 
new oak and related this to the selling price. Comments such as “oak staves are considerably cheaper 
than barrels” are not sufficient. There was also little consideration of why different oak types may vary 
in price and hence how wine maturation decisions are influenced. Few candidates mentioned legal 
requirements for oak ageing, though one or two answers did mention this in relation to Rioja. 
 
Weak answers tended to state rather than analyse and relate back to the question of scale, and few 
actually defined scales. Examples were essential and these had to be more detailed than simply stating 
“big commercial producers” or “small artisan producers”. Some responses lapsed into all too general 
accounts of oak and its associated issues, without actually answering the question. 
 

Q6 – Critically assess the use of yeast lees in the maturation of both still and 
sparkling wines. 

This was one of the more technical questions on the paper, and overall the quality of answers was 
high. Good answers showed a clear understanding of the technical issues, but also used examples to 
illustrate them, considering pros and cons; this was essential as the question asked candidates to 
“critically assess”. Less successful answers stated what happens and what producers do, rather than 
explaining why, or, worse, failed to use examples at all. A number of answers ignored the role of yeast 
lees in bubble formation / foam stability in sparkling wines, just writing about flavour effects. In a 
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minority of cases this question did expose some technical inaccuracies; a question of this nature 
should only be attempted if the candidate is in full possession of the relevant facts. 
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Exam Report – Theory Paper 3 

Laura Jewell MW 

General 

The overall results for this paper were good, but a disappointing number of answers showed limited 
understanding of the commercial and financial issues required. The emphasis of this paper is on the 
Business of Wine, and candidates must always consider the financial aspects and cost implications in 
their answers. A list of facts shows knowledge, but not necessarily understanding, of the subject, and it 
is understanding that the examiners want to see demonstrated. 
 
The questions demand clear definitions within the introductions in order to define the scope of the 
answer, particularly when the question can be broad. Facts and figures quoted must be accurate – the 
examiners do check. (One answer quoted Constellation buying Penfolds.) Examples quoted must be 
relevant, detailed, specific and accurate, not simplistic or anecdotal, and should be attributed if 
appropriate.  They should also demonstrate a global knowledge, and not be too focused on one 
country.  There continue to be many answers that show poor planning and stray off the point. Too 
many essays were going through the motions without being convincing or original. The language was 
frequently too chatty and journalistic in style, which is not appropriate here. 
 

Q1 – Using examples from all parts of the value chain, examine whether ‘green pays’. 

This question demanded a clear definition of ‘green’ (and not just organic but including the other 
production philosophies, resource minimization and reduction in carbon footprint) and a 
demonstration of whether ‘pays’ means worth the cost or actually income generating. The question 
itself gave a clear structure for the answer, from vineyard through to consumer. 
 
Surprisingly, given that it is such a regularly occurring topic, the question was not answered by many 
candidates, but those answers that demonstrated a clear understanding of the implications both 
financially and in timescale, backed up with clear examples, shone through.  
 
Use of examples was limited, with Torres being the most often quoted company. Many answers were 
simply a list of what could be done, with little discussion of what the implications and trade offs of 
such actions are, and several missed out large areas such as production, packaging and retailing. A 
discussion of costs, ROI and margin implications was required at each stage, and those who compared 
short term versus long term gained extra marks. 
 

Q2 – Examine the advantages and disadvantages of remaining a small wine estate. 

The more popular of the two questions in this section, but few of the answers shone. It was a 
straightforward question, and answers needed to demonstrate that small can be different depending 
on geography. What is considered small in Burgundy can be very different to Australia or California. 
There was also confusion between small and family owned. Several unsupported and incorrect 
assertions such as ‘large companies cannot be green’, or ‘small companies have no shareholders’ 
marred the answers.  
 
A lack of financial discussions let down many answers – several with no figures at all, and no 
understanding of a small estate’s Profit and Loss. The key understanding is how the business culture 
of a smaller wine estate differs from a larger one when faced with changes from market forces. 
 
Again the use of examples was limited, with Screaming Eagle used as an example in many answers, 
often inaccurately. Many of the examples were irrelevant and did not adequately illustrate the point 
they were trying to make. There were also several spelling mistakes of producer’s names, which does 
not impress the examiners. 
 
The best answers used a 4 ‘P’s (Product, Price, Promotion and Place) structure which gave clarity and 
an easy to follow argument.  
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Q3 – Volume or profit? Examine the options facing multi-national wine companies. 

This question examines understanding of the economics of the wine industry, and was reasonably well 
answered by those who attempted it. The biggest error was to assume that volume and profit are 
mutually exclusive. There was little demonstration of knowledge of how to increase profitability, and 
several answers ignored the multinational aspect. Many of the numbers used were not convincing, as 
with Common Customs Tariff (CCT) at 60p per bottle, underlining the lack of financial knowledge, 
and there were a few irrelevant ramblings – a whole paragraph on the new anti-fraud system at Krug? 
Inaccuracies also let down some of the answers – Gallo and Torres are not publicly listed companies. 
 
Only a few answers came to a strong conclusion, even if simply to contend that both volume and profit 
are important. The question called for a clear definition of a multi-national wine company, and a 
comparison and contrasting of the options open to them depending on their strategy to target both or 
either volume and profit. Areas that needed to be included were: Brand building, pricing, channel 
distribution, PR and marketing, shareholders, ROI, cash flow, economies of scale, long-term and 
short-term strategy.  
 

Q4 – Using examples from around the world, outline a marketing strategy for a 
global wine brand to be sold into hotels and restaurants. 

This was not a particularly popular question, underlining the lack of knowledge of the on-trade, 
especially in more than one market, and very few answers demonstrated a clear understanding of the 
on-trade in the USA. One answer took 5 paragraphs even to mention the on-trade. Several answers 
used the generic bodies as examples, but these are not global wine brands. 
 
Many answers were a simple list of what a brand can do, rather than showing an understanding of the 
relevance to the final market, and many omitted any discussion of distribution channels, agents and 
wholesalers. Too much emphasis was put on winery visits for sommeliers, without considering other 
types of outlets such as chains, pubs and hotels. The final consumer was also often dismissed, and 
there was little discussion of packaging specifically for the on-trade. Of the 4 ‘P’s, if used, place and 
product were not examined in enough depth, with the most emphasis on promotion.  
 

Q5 – Examine the extent to which the concept of terroir should influence the position 
and market for a premium wine. 

This was a very popular question, but was often poorly answered, with the word ‘should’ in the 
question being ignored. For many it became a list of whether terroir does influence, or to what extent 
it influences, which did not answer the question. It required a clear definition of “terroir”, and of a 
premium wine, based on price, scarcity and production levels. 
 
Answers needed global examples and not just French ones, and the only non-terroir influenced wine 
anyone used as an example was Penfolds Grange. Too many answers were a geography tour explaining 
where terroir is important in winemaking and where premium prices are achieved, with no discussion 
of the question. 
 
Overall too many answers were superficial, badly structured and rambling. Better answers used a 4 
‘P’s structure or a SWOT analysis, both of which worked well as a structure. 
 

Q6 – How can the internet influence the success (or failure) of a wine brand?  

This was generally a well answered question, with a clear discussion of the how and why, not just a 
description of internet marketing tools. Some answers had a lot of emphasis on success with little 
consideration of the down sides, failures or risks involved. 
 
The majority of answers concentrated on B2C (Business to Consumer), with not enough thought given 
to B2B (Business to Business) or e-commerce opportunities. Well written answers used a broad 
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selection of examples from around the globe, and discussed the pros and cons of each application. A 
clear definition of brand success was also required, whether sales, profit, reputation or demand.  
Less successful answers were vague on some of the purposes of the technology, including QR (Quick 
Response) codes, and several overestimated the influence of blogs and tweets. 
 
Many answers were in danger of giving too much emphasis to the influence of the internet in the 
marketing mix, and also of over stating the influence of journalists. 
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Exam Report - Theory Paper 4 

Arne Ronold MW  

General 

Paper 4 presents an opportunity to explore contemporary issues in the international wine trade.  It 
gives candidates the chance to develop strong arguments, which must be supported by as many 
relevant facts as possible. Discussion is essential to demonstrate that the candidate has a broad vision, 
accommodating more than one point of view on any issue.  This paper requires answers that are 
illustrated with solid evidence from around the world – simply writing from the perspective of one 
country will rarely allow the answer to achieve enough marks to pass.  Candidates are therefore 
encouraged to read extensively and to widen their knowledge of international wine trade issues in 
preparation for this paper. 
 
The questions in Paper 4 are deliberately wide ranging, and so there must be a clear logic to the way 
that arguments are built up and demonstrated in the answers.  In general the answers in 2011 were 
less impressive than in the two previous years apart from a few outstanding examples, with many 
essays being descriptive rather than analytical. Poor answers often had too much ‘waffle’ and lacked 
facts and examples to substantiate the arguments set out.  Also, many candidates would likely have 
done better if they had spent more time on planning their essays.  Whilst there are no precisely right 
or wrong answers on this paper, candidates are reminded that factual errors are likely to result in 
lower marks. 
 

Q1 – How important is the influence of wine journalism in today’s media? 

This was a broad question, which needed focus, but not a hard one, and it was generally well 
answered. 
 
The media world is fast developing and the question was set partly to assess candidates’ awareness of 
“new media” such as on-line reports and blogs on the Internet, Facebook, Twitter and iPhone Apps.  
The term “today’s media” in the question needed a definition and it also implied a historical 
perspective.  A definition of “wine journalism” was also useful, e.g. “the practice of investigating and 
reporting wine related issues to a broad audience”. 
 
Candidates needed to answer the question set: “How important is the influence?”  Good answers were 
factual and reasoned with a broad international perspective, whereas poorer essays in general lacked 
definition, were more narrow in their perspectives and lacked examples.  A few answers failed to pick 
up on the importance of “today’s media”. 
 

Q2 – Is wine principally an art or a science? 

This was a vast subject with answers ranging from the very philosophical to the more practical. It was 
also the most popular question in this year’s Paper 4.  As the subject was so vast answers needed to 
focus on structure and supporting evidence, but unfortunately many failed to do this, and the general 
quality was fairly poor, with three notable exceptions. 
 
Candidates needed to define what they understood by ‘wine’. It would be reasonable to consider all 
aspects of the process from viticulture to vinification and then possibly move on to marketing and 
appreciation.  Furthermore candidates needed to define the word ‘art’ and the word ‘science’. 
 
Good answers were well structured, with sensible arguments supported by examples and a solid 
conclusion, whereas poorer answers lacked both examples and a proper conclusion. 
 

Q3 – Can vineyards and wineries ever truly be biodiverse and sustainable? 

In this question candidates should have recognised that there were two distinct topics – biodiversity 
and sustainability – and they should have dealt with both.  However many candidates confused the 
two issues, confused biodiversity with biodynamics or did not deal with either or both topics well.  
Poor answers were also more descriptive than analytical and lacked supporting examples. 
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The two terms, biodiversity and sustainability thus needed a clear definition.  Candidates also needed 
to explore both vineyards and wineries, and economic aspects needed coverage as well. 
 
However overall this question gave able candidates an opportunity to show both sides of the 
arguments. Three answers received very high marks, and one answer in particular, which picked up on 
the two words ‘ever’ and ‘truly’, delivered a model response to the question. 
 
Q4 – “Wine from long habit has become an indispensable for my health” (Thomas 
Jefferson). Examine the extent to which views about the health benefits of wine have 
changed away from Jefferson’s habit in the 21st century. 
 
This was a question on whether wine is good for you or not. However it invited candidates to take a 
longer perspective on the wine and health issue, in comparison to that which is sometimes asked. 
 
For those who understood this question, there was a chance for lively discussion, but again the weaker 
answers described rather than discussed and were lacking in sufficient examples and facts. Those who 
had the strength to set the historical context did very well, but there were still too many answers which 
interpreted the question as “write all you know about the health benefits or otherwise of wine”. 
 
This was the least popular question in this year’s Paper 4, but most of those who chose this option 
provided a good discussion and used relevant facts to pass. 
 
Q5 – Some say the majority of wine consumers enjoy wine without understanding it. 
How will this shape the future of the international wine trade? 
 
There are two parts to this question – one, an assertion, which should be analysed in a rigorous way, 
and then two, what implications it has to the future of the international wine trade. This was a vast 
question that could be answered in many ways. However several answers failed to tackle both parts of 
the question, some focusing purely on consumers and some focusing purely on the international wine 
trade. 

 
In such a vast question, where answers need to discuss a wide range of issues, planning the answer is 
essential and time is well spent on doing this in the exam before starting to write. Good answers 
presented a well-structured and well-argued essay with examples from around the world leading to a 
logical conclusion. This was the second most popular question in this year’s Paper 4 and there were 
some very good answers. 
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Exam Report – Practical Exam 

John Hoskins MW 
 
There were some outstanding papers in 2011 but sadly the overall success rate did not match that of 
2010. Of the12 passes, eight were candidates doing ‘Practical Only’, a reminder that it does take a lot 
of dedicated time and commitment to get through this tasting exam. 
 
This report makes some general observations and then gives a brief summary by paper. 
 

Structuring an Argument 

The following may all seem overly semantic, but please be reassured that the examiners want to give 
marks to logical arguments, particularly when (as is inevitably the case for everyone at some point) the 
final conclusion is incorrect.  
 
There are many ways to put one’s argument across and the examiners will accept any method that 
makes the intended meaning clear. There is no definitive method that the examiners are looking for. 
The best candidates, however, structure their arguments logically and do not waste words.  
 
A key issue in this regard is the elimination of options on the way to reaching a suggested origin or 
grape variety. So, for instance, if you are suggesting a wine’s origin to be Beaujolais it may seem logical 
to suggest that Valpolicella was also considered. However this can only gain you marks if you say what 
about the wine made you consider Valpolicella and also what made you turn away from that 
conclusion. Otherwise it would clearly be a good strategy for candidates simply to list for every wine 7 
or 8 other options that “had been considered”, in the hope that at least one would earn them a mark or 
two. 
 
Consider further this year’s Paper 3, wines 11 and 12 (a Loupiac and a Sauternes). 95% of candidates 
correctly identified Sauternes. The best answers, however, noted that these were clearly botrytised 
sweet wines and then considered why they might come from Bordeaux specifically. They noted not 
just that the wines ‘tasted’ like typical examples of the area, but included key factors (like grape 
variety, climate and winemaking) as evidence, often clarifying the contrast with other possible 
sources.  
 
Some consideration of other areas is not obligatory in order to gain full marks, but often proved 
useful, as long as it was ‘structured’ into the argument.  
 
This approach does not necessitate long sentences; it can, (with care and where appropriate), 
sometimes be done in note or bullet point form. We are merely saying that all arguments should show 
logic, rather than just appearing as a stab in the dark. 
 
Where consideration of various options becomes really critical is in the analysis of wines of neutral 
character. The best example this year was wine 12 on Paper One (in fact a white Rioja, but not showing 
any traditional / oaky Rioja character). There have to be reasons given for the suggested options and 
those reasons have to be based on a rational assessment of what is being tasted. 
 
One examiner sums the issue up: “A number of answers concentrated on what the wine wasn’t 
rather than what it was and why. Whilst ruling out is a valid part of the reasoning process the better 
candidates displayed confidence by stating what the wine was and why, whilst ruling out 
alternatives sparingly and when relevant”. 
 
The term “consistent with” has become very common. Please do use it with care, when you are sure 
that the logic of your tasting and your argument are indeed consistent.  Do note that the phrase (often 
tacked onto other arguments) “flavours consistent” might sound logical, but in fact can rarely earn 
marks. If you do not detail any of those flavours then the argument has no weight. Otherwise one 
could simply gain maximum points by putting, for example, “Sauvignon Blanc: the aroma, structure 
and flavours all consistent with that variety”. 
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Quality Measurements 

In many cases the mention of a specific appellation can be helpful, even critical – for instance when 
evaluating the Chablis in Paper One this year. In that case full marks could have been gained by 
putting either a good ‘village’ wine or a modest Premier Cru, as the quality could have been 
appropriate to either, depending on the producer. 
 
The identification of a left bank Bordeaux should also indicate the likely ‘Cru’ level of the wine. We are 
well aware and take into account in the marking that there are in reality under and over performers in 
every area, but some term (within the context of the Médoc) such as “second growth level of quality” 
does convey a specific meaning. 
 
In other contexts appellation can be less useful. For Paper 2, wine 7 one answer offered the near 
perfect identification of Dolcetto D’Asti, before adding “Not DOCG”. In this case the mention of the 
actual ‘appellation’ was certainly relevant, however the references to DOC and DOCG in this context 
were not really helpful. An argument for quality is best made by referring to the name of the specific 
appellation and a description of the quality in your own terms. In other words it was enough simply to 
say that this was a good quality Dolcetto D’Alba.  
 
Similarly IGT and IGP are not, for this exam, a useful quality indicator on their own. They can of 
course be used as part of a description (one might say, rather broadly, that a light Chardonnay tasted 
like an IGP from the south of France; but you would need to add whether you felt this was an 
exceptional or modest example of that rather general sort).  
 

Terminology 

‘New World’ and ‘Old World’ remain, of course, factually distinct, but they are gradually becoming less 
helpful as distinctive descriptors in general tasting terms. They can certainly still be used, but do 
require some care. 
 
Similarly one has to be careful before using the term ‘cool climate’. In Paper One Alsace was often 
described as a ‘cool climate region’. This was normally part of an argument indicating that the wines 
were Old World. However Alsace is not really a classic ‘cool climate’ area and, more importantly, the 
style of most Alsace wines is certainly not really one of a ‘cool climate’ region. In other words an Alsace 
Gewurztraminer is invariably richer than one from a New World country like New Zealand or Chile; 
and an Alsace Pinot Gris is normally ‘bigger’ (in every sense) than Pinot Gris from any other region, 
cool or warm.  
 
Hunter Valley was also often described as ‘cool climate’. It really isn’t a cool climate but one can see 
how Hunter Valley Semillon might easily be considered a cool climate style (high acidity, low alcohol). 
 
On the other hand cool climate proved very useful to candidates discussing the Chablis in Paper One 
this year. Many simply said the unhelpful … “tastes like Chablis” or “reminiscent of Chablis”. The best 
candidates pointed to high acidity and a linear style and related that to the fact that the wine comes 
from the coolest area for production of fine (still) Chardonnay. 
 
Meanwhile the term ‘restrained fruit’ has become over-used as an argument for old world. It can often 
be relevant, for sure, but it is not a guaranteed pointer (think Alsace again, or Beaujolais, or Condrieu, 
or Priorat…..) 
 
“Oxidative” is a term that needs careful clarification – everyone will be aware that it has very different 
meanings in different contexts. 
 
The key conclusion is that one should not adopt too formulaic an approach, but should try to assess 
each wine on its genuine attributes, rather than one’s preconception of what they are likely to be. 
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‘Hedging’ 

‘Hedging’ has been discussed in detail in previous reports, but is still prevalent.  Please see the 
feedback day video (in November 2011) for more detail on this point. 
 

Consistency Within Different Parts of One Question 

If you are answering a question where different wines come from one region (e.g. Piedmont in P2 or 
Alsace in P1 this year) and you have stated already your chosen region, then you should concentrate 
your subsequent analysis of grape varieties on the varieties appropriate to that region. You might 
mention other varieties of which you are genuinely put in mind, but only briefly and with some 
reference to the fact that they are not appropriate to the region. 
  
So it would have been fine to say as an example (for the Alsace Riesling): 
  
"This wine has high acidity and around 30g/l residual sugar. Chenin Blanc and Scheurebe might be 
considered, but within the context of Alsace only Riesling could fit the bill. The hint of petrol…." 
 

Method of Production 

Please give evidence from the glass, rather than just a technical brief. 
 

Age/Vintage 

If asked for age / vintage then you must mention specific year(s) in order to get maximum points. 
 

Residual Sugar 

If asked for residual sugar in g/l then put a single precise figure. Do not simply put DRY.  
 

‘State Alcohol to Nearest Degree’ 

This question requires a single figure, not a range. (One invigilator announced that half points were 
acceptable, so no-one was marked down this year. In future please stick to single figures. We always, 
of course, agree in advance an appropriate ‘tolerance range’ around the correct figure). 
 

Abbreviations 

Abbreviations were a major issue this year. The new guidelines from Institute are as follows: 
Abbreviations of the most common and conventional wine terms are acceptable in both the Theory 
and Practical exams. Candidates should not separately list the abbreviations they intend to use at 
the beginning of each paper or answer, but should follow normal practice of writing on the first 
occasion in any answer (for example) Sulphur Dioxide (SO2) or malolactic fermentation (mlf), 
before using that abbreviation for the rest of the Practical or Theory answer. 
 

Timing 

Timing was less of an issue than in previous years, but at least one candidate would probably have 
passed if they had not left 2 or 3 completely blank sheets. However difficult a question might seem, do 
get some points down. Examiners can give marks for sensible reasoning, but nothing for nothing.   
 
This year some students seemed to be (understandably) very nervous on day one, with many answers 
crossed out or answered on the wrong page number. It would certainly be worth taking a deep breath 
before starting to write – to avoid appearing unprepared or lacking in confidence, especially when that 
is often not the case at all. 
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General Wine Knowledge 

It is hard to pass the tasting exam if one has gaps in basic general knowledge, normally related to 
grape varieties, regions of origin or winemaking. This was mentioned in last year’s report but remains 
a major issue. The best papers all showed good all-round knowledge – while others were too easily 
exposed. Candidates thinking of sitting the exam could usefully look at the quotations below (all taken 
from this year’s papers). If it is not immediately clear what is wrong with these statements, then we 
would advise that it may be best to take some more time before sitting the exam. Most candidates have 
the talent and potential to pass – but they do need to have done all the preparation to make that 
possible. 
 
“Not Grand Cru level but certainly Alsace Premier Cru”  
“Alsace Grand Cru Pinot Blanc” 
“100% Marsanne… Chateauneuf Blanc” 
 “Mosel Spatlese…..25 g/l r.s.” 
“The presence of American oak suggests cool climate region in USA such as Russian River” 
“Classic oak-aged Hunter Valley Semillon” 
“The light body and elegant fruit point to a cool region such as Mendoza”. 
 “Cabernet Sauvignon, Merlot and Cabernet Franc. Pomerol. There is no predominant varietal”. 
For Martinborough Pinot Noir (correct) – “fermented at 18-20C”. 
“Albarino….logic therefore suggests Rueda”. 
“Suggests coastal Colchagua rather than inland Maipo” 
“Rueda …..100% Viura” 
“The palate suggests the use of a substantial portion of new oak during fermentation” (wine = red 
Bordeaux) 
 
As important as outright mistakes is avoidance of generalisations. A comment like “no use of US oak 
rules out Spain” is certainly dangerous. 
 
There were also some misspellings: Mossel; Dolchetto; Beaujoulais; Chorilbes; Fleury; Semillion; 
Swarzland; Stellenbosh; St Julian. 
 
A note of reassurance to those for whom English is not their first language. - there is no penalty for 
misspelling non-wine words. As long as we can understand your meaning we ignore any such 
mistakes. But everyone has to learn the correct spelling of terms such as those above. Four of those 
mistakes were contained in one paper which came very close to passing. 
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Paper One  

From one examiner: 
Overall, identification of grape varieties and regions was very good. However only the best 
candidates maximised points by using adequate evidence from the glass to support their answers, 
and by correctly assessing maturity, quality and winemaking. Failure to mention a wine’s capacity 
to age as part of the quality assessment, especially with very high quality wines that can improve in 
the bottle, was common. 

 

Paper One Question 1 

Alsace was correctly identified by almost all. Varietal identification was good too, although many 
answers selected Wine 1 as Gewurztraminer without even considering Muscat. 
 
Do remember that wines with residual sugar can appear outside of Paper 3 and a reasonable 
assessment of Residual Sugar (RS) levels was required but sometimes avoided. 
 
Points were most commonly lost when answers incorrectly assessed quality (including failing to 
mention VT when appropriate) or completely forgot to assess quality.  (If a single question has two 
halves it may be worth underlining both parts, as a reminder). 
 
Only a few answers correctly judged the age of these Alsatian wines – do bear in mind that well made 
white wine can still (sometimes) mature slowly and successfully! 

 

Paper One Question 2 

This may have been the most challenging question on the paper. The Chablis was well answered by 
most. However, many candidates could not correctly identify the origin, quality or winemaking 
techniques for the Australian Chardonnay, with a number placing it as White Burgundy, even at 
Premier Cru level. Credit to Wolf Blass, evidently; candidates should note how New World 
winemakers are now reducing flamboyant fruit flavours and producing wines, even in volume, of some 
subtlety. Wine 6 was a high quality California Chardonnay and, as mentioned last year, candidates 
must recognise top quality New World Chardonnay rather than marking it down simply because it is 
not Burgundy. Having said that, it was also often mistaken for a Burgundy! 
 
One examiner (on the Wolf Blass): This partly reflects how deceptively well big companies can craft 
Chardonnay, in particular, but also how quickly candidates jumped to conclusions – maybe based 
on initial impressions rather than detailed structural analysis. They may also have been some 
double guessing the examiner that because W4 was Chablis this was bound to be a question on 
Burgundy – always a dangerous tactic, if this was the case. 
 
And another: Candidates must be able to assess oak treatment (type, size, origin, % new, toast level, 
duration) and other winemaking techniques using evidence from the glass. While a good number of 
candidates correctly identified the California Chardonnay, too many then automatically assumed 
the oak was American (without basing their answer on sound evidence) or that fermentation was in 
steel followed by maturation in wood. This was a well made, ‘properly’ oaked wine and candidates 
must recognise good quality new world Chardonnay rather than assuming an element of richness or 
even opulence automatically precludes finesse.   
 
The best answers correctly recognised the use of malolactic, not simply by mentioning the presence or 
absence of butter notes, but also by commenting on the wine’s acid balance/integration and overall 
palate impression. A number assumed the Chablis had no malolactic when in fact malo is common in 
the area. 

 

Paper One Question 3 

This traditional mixed bag question included a mix of relatively easy and more tricky wines. 
Candidates often earned good points with the latter when deductive methods were used, proving to 
the examiners that they could employ the rational approach necessary to gain an overall pass. Too 
many answers went with their first impression and failed to consider any other options. This was 
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especially true for the Rioja, which was extremely difficult to identify and so required candidates to 
consider at least a few possibilities. The best answers went beyond simply aroma/flavour and 
structure to include winemaking/style, quality and maturity to provide the best answers. 

 
From one examiner: 
Candidates should be reminded that the majority of answers lie in the structural analysis of most 
wines – i.e. the levels of extract, acid, sugar, tannin, alcohol, etc. -and the nature of these and their 
interrelationships. By focusing on these key factors not only is the origin and style of the wine 
unveiled but also the quality level. Even when an obvious wine is in front of you – e.g. wine 10, 
which shrieked Sauvignon Blanc, candidates should pause and go through the same process of 
analysis. 

 
From another: 
They needed to approach this question partly as a process of elimination. In other words, spot the 
obvious and reduce your options. Within this paper were a number of bankers and others which 
were clearly more difficult. The last wine (12) was by far the most difficult on the paper – and 
deliberately so. These were wines that needed to be dissected. How many had the time and 
confidence to say what a wine was not (and why) as much as what it was? It is about showing that 
you have enough broad tasting experience and confidence that even when you are wrong (which we 
all often are) you still display logic in your in analysis and conclusions. 
 

Paper Two 

From one examiner: 
The general level seems much improved with clearer answers, relevant pointers and less formulaic 
answers. Some outstanding candidates. Good to see many candidates stating their answer at the 
beginning and then justifying it – makes it much easier to see the logic of their argument. 
Good candidates who struggled with time gave relevant bullet point answers, which gave them good 
marks. Many candidates forgot to specify if English first language on front sheet. There was an 
unacceptable level of confusion on appellations, and spelling of some particular grape varieties and 
origins. 

 

Paper Two Question 1 

Most candidates recognised Wine1 as Cabernet Sauvignon but few considered the full possibilities of 
the ‘Bordeaux blend’ that it in fact was. Finding the origin was clearly difficult, with a majority of 
answers going to the ‘Old World’. Good answers gained marks (and a pass overall) if they pointed 
towards warm regions. Many candidates were led astray by Wine1, assuming that, as a Cabernet 
blend, it had to be from Bordeaux. The best of these specified a warm vintage, or a ‘modern’ approach 
to ripeness levels, to justify the richness of this wine. 
 
One examiner commented: 
When candidates got SA the reasons were often via negative (hints of rubber etc.). Yet, as many 
good candidates pointed out, these wines were relatively free of ‘rubber’ or other old-fashioned 
South African traits. There are other ways to conclude SA – New World ripeness with some Old 
World structure being the most obvious. This is a general point, with candidates too often 
identifying (elsewhere in the paper) Chile because of a detected ‘green’ element (when the Chilean 
wine shown was in fact ripe; it was the ‘brightness’ of fruit that marked it out). Negative pointers 
can be useful but they need to be used in balance with positive ones.  

 

Paper Two Question 2 

Invariably very well identified as Beaujolais. However many answers missed the quality of Wine 5 
(more subtle) and over estimated the quality of Wine 4 (more exuberant). There was little reference to 
the good quality of the 2009 vintage. 
 
One examiner: 
Some candidates mentioned cold soak followed by carbonic maceration. We assume they meant that 
a part went through cold soak and another portion through carbonic maceration. Notes were 
sometimes confusing on ‘quality in the context of the region of origin’. The term “Village AOC” was 
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not helpful. It needs to be made clear if they are referring to the general level of Beaujolais, 
Beaujolais Villages or a Cru Beaujolais, with perhaps an indication of a possible village (although of 
course producer style can be just as important here). 

 

Paper Two Question 3 

From one examiner: 
The majority of candidates correctly identified Piedmont as the region for wines 6-8, but specific 
knowledge was generally poor. There were misspellings of Piedmont and Dolcetto, appellation 
inaccuracies and, more importantly, grape variety confusion between Barbera and Dolcetto. It was 
a surprise how many students confused the ‘kitchen sink’ approach to the wine making of the 
Barbera with the early consumption style of the Dolcetto.  
 
Candidates should avoid generic comments such as “firm tannins = extended maceration”. Firm 
tannins in this case (Nebbiolo) are a characteristic of the grape variety. There is a strong argument 
that a prolonged maceration can in fact encourage polymerisation of tannins, making for the opposite 
impression on the palate. Tannin management is a complex and interesting area; candidates need to 
show that they have an understanding of the relevant methods that may have been employed, rather 
than resorting to shorthand cliché. Space and time is always limited in this regard, but the best 
candidates tend to vary their approach rather than appearing formulaic. 

 

Paper Two Question 4 

Wine 9 (Giscours) was generally well recognised whilst Wine 10 was rarely identified correctly. This 
perhaps represents the current state of classic Rioja well, mixing French and American oak for a 
relatively modest maturation period. There was a danger that notes on winemaking, particularly for 
the Bordeaux, fell into a theoretical formula.  
 
From one examiner: 
When asked about the method of production students often provided a level of detail that was not 
obviously apparent in the glass and was based on the origin and quality assumptions of the wine. 
This was particularly evident in Question 4.  
It was also a pity that a well written answer identifying (in both cases) the wine and method of 
production was often let down by lack of vintage knowledge.  

 

Paper Two Question 5 

From one examiner: 
Merlot is a difficult grape variety to spot; good candidates highlighted the grape’s capacity to offer 
very different styles. High marks, however, could be gained for Cabernet or even Syrah. Wine 11 was 
generally placed in the Old World, with identities as various as Crozes Hermitage, Bordeaux and 
Gevrey Chambertin.  
 
From another: 
This exam is as much about technique as knowledge and it was evident that many students had not 
paused before the exam to draw up a tasting matrix of country, variety and structure to help assess 
the wines and plan answers. Such an approach might help prevent inconsistencies within answers 
such as: “old world cooler climate……..could possibly be Malbec from Mendoza”.  

 

Paper 3 

In this paper, detecting the geographical origin of the wines proved relatively easy. Port and Sauternes 
were identified almost unanimously. Sugar and alcohol were also generally answered accurately. 
Answers relating to method of production were much more varied, with few giving a logical 
“chronological” description including justification at each stage from the glass. Many missed easy 
marks by not mentioning grape variety(ies) and blending as part of the production process. 
 



23 
 

Only the best answers specifically addressed the "within context of the region" element of the quality 
question. Quality assessments also often require a statement about state of maturity. Few attempted 
to consider the maturity of the Vintage Port, or the age of the German wines.  

 

First Pair  

Some good candidates failed to put these in Champagne, or over-stated the quality of Wine 2. Most 
saw the quality of Wine 1 but few had the confidence to place it in the top bracket. It was difficult to 
‘recover’ for those who put it as Cava or even New World sparkling wine. 
 

Second Pair 

From one examiner: 
The vast majority of those who did not identify the two wines from Madeira failed to make an 
observation on the acidity; these candidates usually ended up in Jerez. Many seemed unfamiliar 
with the production of Madeira and the difference between Estufagem and Canteiro. Only a few had 
the correct grapes and knew whether or not the wines had seen skin contact. 

 

Third Pair 

Generally well answered. Interestingly, however, there was for some an automatic default to Burgundy 
on the recognition of good quality Pinot Noir.  Fascinatingly, almost everyone who went to Burgundy 
put the lesser wine as the better of the pair; feeling that the extra richness and alcohol must indicate a 
higher quality level, while those who got the origin right also got the quality comparison right. Logical, 
perhaps, that in the context of Burgundy the richer wine would be the better. In fact it was residual 
sugar rather than true concentration that gave this impression. 

 

Fourth Pair 

From one examiner: Despite everyone getting the origin, these Ports were the least well handled 
pair.  This was a timeless question requiring the candidate to discern the difference between bottle 
aged and wood aged. Several found the acidity in Port to be “extremely high”. 

 

Fifth Pair 

The Prum Kabinett was often badly assessed with candidates missing its underlying quality, despite its 
relative youth. Youthful fruit character does not equate to lesser quality. From one examiner: In 
Germany, QMP has been replaced with Prädikatswein. While this is a minor point, failing to make 
that distinction makes a candidate seem uninformed and less convincing – perhaps best to avoid 
such distinctions and stick to the clearly understood regulations such as Kabinett, Spätlese etc. 

  

Sixth Pair 

The final pair (Sauternes / Loupiac) was the best answered. Full marks could be gained for lesser 
Sauternes rather than having to spot the ‘satellite’ appellation. 

 
 
 

 
 
 


