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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’S INTRODUCTION

This report highlights the key observations of the Examiners so 
as to provide information and help for those who sat the 2012 
examination as well as guidance for future candidates.

A video of the exam feedback day of 5th November 2012 will be 
published on the Institute’s website and if candidates were not 
able to attend the day, they should look at the recording. It is a 
valuable addition to this report.

Each section has been written by the chair of the respective 
panel of examiners, and draws on the detailed comments 
made by the individual examiners assessing the papers. This 
introduction provides an overview of the more general issues 
arising from the exams.

General comments
Although the 2012 results did not break any significant 
records, it is good to note that many of the positive trends 
of 2011 continue. Successful candidates, their educators and 
mentors are to be congratulated. There continues to be a small 
(and decreasing) number of candidates who are put forward, 
but are clearly not ready to sit the exam. Their mentors would 
have saved these candidates money (and examiners time) if 
they had not signed their entry papers. Those mentors who 
resisted pressure from unready candidates should be thanked 
by the candidates, and are by the examiners.

In writing their reports, the Panel Chairs are conscious 
that they should not sound negative. However, they would 
not be doing the job properly if they did not point out what 
went wrong as well as right. The objective is to give help and 
guidance to those sitting the exam in the future.

Theory Paper 1 results continue to improve, although it 
remains the paper with the lowest pass rate. Both Theory 
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Papers 1 and 2 are technical papers and require both 
specialised knowledge and understanding. Candidates with 
practical knowledge and understanding tend to shine. In 
both Theory Papers 3 and 4, examiners have commented on 
a number of factual errors. These papers require examples to 
support arguments – it also helps if they are correct.

In the Practical part of the closed-book examination 18 
passes (out of 92 candidates) gave us a record number of 
passes, but not the highest percentage. There were also a 
significant number of candidates who scored well enough to 
be encouraged to try again. As in the past, the Panel Chair 
has written a long and helpful report, which will help future 
candidates.

The Dissertation
We do not comment in detail on the 2011/12 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 is by no means a foregone conclusion. The poor 
2012 results illustrate the point. 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. They also 
need to be honest with themselves and consider whether they 
actually have a suitable topic to reach a pass.

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 and 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 noted in the 
award of marks. Grammatical errors that obscure meanings 
are problematic.

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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THEORY PAPER 1
– THE PRODUCTION OF WINE

Norrel Robertson MW

General
It is encouraging to note that whilst Theory Paper 1 remains 
the paper with the lowest overall pass rate, we once again saw a 
slight increase in the pass rate over the previous year’s results.

The 2012 paper was designed to test candidates over a wide 
range of questions and, to allow candidates to express their 
knowledge in a well-argued way with a mix of broad and 
specific questions.

One of the frequent comments from examiners was the lack 
of breadth of examples used by candidates when reinforcing 
technical definitions, facts and arguments. It would appear 
that many candidates are still relying on a limited number of 
texts to illustrate their technical knowledge. It is the view of 
the examiners that candidates should be attempting to cross 
reference more than one text when studying key viticultural 
and winemaking definitions in their revision.

1.  How does soil influence wine quality?
A fairly popular choice amongst candidates with over 34% 
achieving a pass.

Soil has always been a key topic to the Paper 1 syllabus and 
this question was posed to test the candidates’ understanding 
of how soil can influence the end quality of wine. There should 
be a brief description of soil and how it anchors the vine. 
Candidates should explain how soil influences wine quality 
with reference to different types of soils and climate and how 
different soils’ water retention characteristics will define 
vineyard practices, vine balance, regular growth and ripeness. 
Good answers explained the relevance of soil analysis, pH 
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of soil and difference between different soil strata (topsoil/
subsoil) and how soil should be managed to optimise quality of 
grapes and resulting wine.

Examiners commented that there was little mention of 
how the grower can change the characteristics of soil to 
adapt to climate or soil deficiencies. Again very few answers 
explained the importance of the organic content of soil, how 
to control vigour through soil practices and how these directly 
affect canopy and pruning systems and grape quality. Most 
candidates understood the role of different soil constituents 
but few discussed the relevance of concentration, absence and 
management of macro and micronutrients in soil.

2.   Compare and contrast the harvesting 
options available to a vineyard owner  
and explain how these options affect 
grape quality.

A straightforward question asking what type of harvesting 
options are available to the grower and their effect on grape 
quality. Good scripts covered a wide variety of wine styles, 
including legal requirements in some regions, mechanisation, 
labour force availability, timing of harvest etc. and negatives 
and positives of hand and mechanised harvesting.

In terms of essay structure the question lends itself to a split 
between hand and mechanised harvesting, where the candidate 
has lots of scope to compare and contrast wine styles on a 
global basis and how the methods can affect grape quality.

Very few candidates developed implications on how the 
harvest is processed in the winery (grape handling, crushing, 
destemming, pressing technique, skin contact). These are 
important, dictating features of the harvest method and how 
it impacts on different winemaking techniques – botrytis, 
sparkling wine, carbonic maceration, whole bunched pressed 
whites, etc.
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Good answers gave precise knowledge on the advance of 
technology in machine harvesting and also how reception 
vessel (cases, bins, trailers) will ultimately affect grape quality 
of hand-picked fruit.

3.   What are the roles of tannins in wine 
and how can a winemaker vary their 
extraction and presence in wine?

An interesting question which allowed the candidate to 
use some cross over to the practical paper in terms of the 
importance of tannins to wine style, longevity, balance, etc. 
These concepts needed to be combined with a solid technical 
knowledge of the types and sources of tannin and how 
these can be manipulated via extraction, addition and other 
winemaking processing procedures.

Very few candidates attempted to define different types of 
tannins of the grape and where they occur and how they should 
be managed – skins, pulp, seeds, stem. Most made no mention 
of other non-grape tannins that can be added to must or wine. 
Many candidates seemed to only mention red wine-making, 
however tannin and phenolic extraction is also key to sparkling 
wines and some whites. Many scripts were basic and only 
dealt with classical extraction techniques in reds with common 
examples of pre-fermentation maceration of Pinot styles, 
carbonic maceration, flash and thermo with little mention of 
the end results and type of tannin extracted. Similarly very 
few candidates talked about temperature ranges and tannin 
extraction rate.

Complete answers should have shown a basic understanding of 
some phenolic chemistry and the basic phenolic units, which 
go to make up tannin in wine, but there were very few that 
addressed this. Additionally mention should have been made 
as to how the role of oxygen changes the structure of tannins in 
wine, the size of tannin and organoleptic effect.



9

4. Examine the advantages and 
disadvantages of using cultured yeasts in 
winemaking.
Another perennial Paper 1 topic. On the whole, well answered.

A big, but straightforward question aimed at testing technical 
knowledge of candidates. Answers could be emotive but 
successful arguments needed to be backed up with sound 
technical detail.

Good papers gave a detailed definition of cultured yeasts. 
Similarly, some solid scripts also showed an understanding 
of spontaneous fermentation where cultured yeasts 
are not used. These scripts observed that spontaneous 
alcoholic fermentation is a sequential process whereby non 
saccharomyces yeasts become non-viable and die once alcohol 
levels normally exceed 2-3% (some can work up to 7 or 8% but 
rarely) then S. Cerevisiae takes on the major task of alcoholic 
fermentation.

The best papers described the major yeast types and the 
variation in Cerevisiae strains according to wine style and 
how yeast use comes down to the philosophy of the individual 
winemaker and the correct desired outcomes.

Very few candidates mentioned the importance of must 
nutrition (whether using cultured or indigenous yeast) 
with regards to usually the most important concern of the 
winemaker – dry, fault free wine.

5.   Analyse the ways in which changing the 
trellising system in a vineyard can have an 
impact on the yields and health of the vines.

A very specific question that asked for a high level of technical 
knowledge combined with case examples covering different 
climates.

It was important to talk about trellising systems with and 
without wires. Whilst pruning is linked to trellis system and 
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the trellis system may greatly influence pruning, the two are 
not inextricably linked.

Many answers became bogged down as many candidates 
struggled to address the question: namely the impact of 
changing the trellising system on the yields and health of vines. 
Good scripts included how changes in trellis can reduce vine 
disease; increase bud illumination and fecundity in follow on 
years and how some trellis systems can mitigate against frost 
risk. They also mentioned the importance of canopy health in 
achieving ripeness, efficacy of disease control and the influence 
of trellis system on overall vine vigour and health whilst 
providing a broad range of examples.

Many scripts struggled to illustrate with examples, whilst 
others just gave a long list of different trellising systems and 
their characteristics without addressing how health and yield 
are affected by changing the system.

6.   Examine the relevance of pH in wine 
making up to the completion of the 
malolactic conversion.

pH remains the cornerstone to the understanding of most 
chemical and biological reactions in winemaking. It has an 
influence on reaction speed, stability, extraction, colour and 
microbiological activity in wine.

Most candidates gave a solid textbook definition of pH, but 
then many scripts started to ramble and it became obvious that 
many were not wholly comfortable with the question.

Good scripts mentioned pH ranges for different wine styles. 
Similarly, good candidates expressed their knowledge of how 
pH levels are related to buffering effects of metals and how the 
metal ions combine with hydrogen ions in must and wines. 
Candidates needed to mention that bitartrate ion formation, is 
facilitated at a pH over 3.6. The relationship between pH and 
total acidity and titratable acidity should also have been 
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covered. This question was not a question about acidification 
or de-acidification as some candidates chose to interpret.

Efficacy of sulphur dioxide needed to be mentioned and how 
pH affects its different forms in wine. Anthocyanin solubility 
and extraction also should have been mentioned with regards 
to different pH levels.

Good scripts gave detailed examples of how different pH 
levels can affect microbiological activity of different bacteria 
including the different species of Lactic Acid Bacteria and the 
desired outcomes with or without malolactic conversion.

Candidates should be advised to gather a better understanding 
of pH in wine as its importance crosses over into many Paper 1 
questions on viticulture and oenology.
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THEORY PAPER 2
– THE PRODUCTION OF WINE

Neil Tully MW

General
Whilst, overall the standard in this year’s Paper 2 was strong, 
the less successful scripts were mainly lacking in technical 
detail and clarity, or did not stick to the question. There is no 
substitute for a sound understanding of the principles on the 
syllabus for this paper.

It should be kept in mind that Paper 2 is a technical paper, 
with many of the questions, therefore, requiring technical 
responses, both in terms of content and the written 
style required to convey a convincing answer. An overtly 
“journalistic” style is not best suited to the requirements of 
this paper. Accuracy is also vital; “high” pH, “low” SO2, “low” 
residual sugar should preferably be given numbers or ranges, 
where appropriate.

It is vitally important to keep the response closely tailored to 
the question being asked; a careful reading of the question, and 
ensuring that the answer always remains relevant, will save 
time and gain marks.

Question 1
Consider the purpose, use and limitations of wine 
analyses.
This question effectively has three parts, and the most 
successful candidates considered “purpose”, “use” and 
“limitations” within the overall context. The answer was 
expected to cover post alcoholic fermentation analyses 
only. A number of responses covered vineyard, receival and 
fermentation analyses, which is outside the scope of Theory 
Paper 2. Good responses covered basic chemical wine analyses, 
stabilisation analysis, fining analysis and microbial analysis. 
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Many answers focused on the legal requirements of analyses 
and their corresponding limits but the better ones covered 
wine style as well. This is a question where detail and technical 
accuracy matters, as well as knowing regulations and laws 
such as the correct EU limits on VA, SO2, etc.; without these it 
would be difficult to provide a complete answer.

Question 2
Examine the risks and rewards of bottling wine 
unfiltered.
This question called for an evaluation of the consequences of 
bottling wine unfiltered, a critical assessment underpinned by 
a sound knowledge and understanding of the issues associated 
with filtration. A certain perspective, acknowledging that this is 
both a traditional method of bottling, as well as a current “hot” 
topic contributed insight to the best scripts. Many candidates, 
however, seem to believe that bottling unfiltered is driven 
by the natural wine movement, without understanding that 
this was the traditional approach before modern technology 
was introduced. The better accounts presented a balanced 
argument supported by sound technical knowledge. A number 
of answers muddled up fining and filtration, which is a basic 
error at this level. Pore size for membrane filtration was often 
inaccurately recorded, and high and low pH confused. Answers 
needed to cover both stability and clarity issues, though many 
failed to do so. The better responses confronted the “risks” and 
“rewards” aspect of this question.

Question 3
When and how should racking be carried out? Assess 
the risks and benefits of the different procedures in 
racking wines.
As a Paper 2 question, responses to this question should 
ideally have been focused on post alcoholic fermentation 
rackings only. Therefore cap management techniques in reds 
(i.e. rack and returns/delestage) need not have been covered, 
though answers were not penalised for mentioning them. It is 
important to differentiate between the process of racking and 
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the mere transfer of wine. Good responses showed a logical 
coverage of rackings over the entire winemaking process post 
alcoholic fermentation, at all times considering the “when 
and how” element of the question. While there was often 
good coverage of rackings from yeast/malo lees, the equally 
important area of rackings from bentonite and/or tartrate lees 
was sometimes less well covered. The risks and benefits of each 
racking process should have been discussed, not forgetting the 
actual processes involved (pump, gravity, gas injection; closed, 
open, etc.).

Question 4
What practical steps may be taken to avoid a 
Brettanomyces contamination in a winery, and why?
This question required a technical answer. A large majority 
of responses covered many of the general principles and 
ideas associated with Brettanomyces, but did not get to grips 
with the technical detail. A successful response required a 
detailed account of steps required to avoid Brettanomyces 
contamination, not only mentioning hygiene, adequate 
SO2 levels, Brett in oak, pH management, filtration, ullage, 
residual sugar, plating, temperature, etc., but also giving a 
technical number/range/examples to fully demonstrate an 
understanding of these matters. At all times it is vital to relate 
the detail back to the question, and where possible to illustrate 
the points being made with good, relevant examples.

Most responses covered the hygiene aspects of this question 
well, giving thorough explanations and good examples, but 
failed to explore the winemaking controls in equal detail, 
sometimes hedging around the specifics. Some otherwise 
strong, technical accounts overlooked the more obvious, such 
as temperature and oxygen controls.
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Question 5
What technical issues should be considered when 
assessing any THREE of the following packaging 
formats for wine?

a) Lightweight glass bottles b) Tetra prisma c) PET d) 
Bag-in-box
This was a question on the technical issues, rather than 
the environmental or marketing consequences of choosing 
different packaging formats. Candidates needed to cover the 
technical issues specific to each selected format: different 
SO2 regimes, OTRs, light strike, CO2 levels, filtration levels, 
bottling line specifications, specialist equipment requirements, 
closure options (without going in to enormous detail about 
the different closures), dry goods storage and stock rotation. 
Relatively few candidates did this. Many answers focused on 
the environmental aspects (carbon footprint, etc.) but failed 
to discuss the issues relevant to the wine style and packaging 
type. Listing issues without discussing their relevance was not 
sufficient. Again, candidates are encouraged to think through 
the processes involved and discuss them in a logical, coherent 
manner.

Question 6
Following the malolactic conversion, what options are 
available to reduce alcohol levels in finished wine? 
When and how should they be deployed?
For candidates with good understanding and facts at their 
fingertips, this should have been a straightforward question, 
particularly given the current awareness of increasing alcohol 
levels. There were some excellent responses to this question; 
well-structured essays showing clear definitions of the 
technologies, an understanding of their application, with good 
examples from real life cited. Good answers addressed the 
“when and how” part of the question; lesser ones failed to do 
this, just describing or stating the options.
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Many answers showed a general understanding of the options 
available, but were weak on the science and understanding 
of the technologies. A number of responses focused only 
on one or two of the possible options, albeit in good detail; 
stronger responses considered all the possible options in a 
good level of detail. A small minority concentrated on the 
more technological means of alcohol reduction, ignoring 
the more traditional methods, such as blending or must 
addition. Spinning cone technology appeared to be least well 
understood. An answer to a question such as this does not 
need to be lengthy, but it does need to be factually correct. 
Some welcome comparison of the relative costs of equipment 
for the technologies were quoted, however in some cases costs 
were very inaccurate: if in doubt, leave it out. Knowledge of 
the legal issues was weak – what is and isn’t allowed in various 
countries in terms of alcohol reduction and by what method. 
Equally, reference to the permitted use or otherwise of water 
was often vague.
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THEORY PAPER 3
–  THE BUSINESS OF WINE

Laura Jewell MW

General Remarks
Overall, this was a well answered paper this year, with a 
good percentage of passes. Most of the questions were 
straightforward, which allowed candidates to use a wide range 
of examples and statistics, and to plan their answers well, with 
a clear structure and strong conclusion.

The emphasis of this paper is the Business of Wine, and 
candidates must always consider the financial aspects and cost 
implications in their answers. Weaker answers simply dumped 
statistics without explanation or analysis. A list of facts shows 
knowledge, but not necessarily understanding of the subject or 
the ability to argue and reason the points.

The questions demand clear definitions within the 
introductions in order to define the scope of the answer. Facts 
and figures quoted must be accurate – the examiners do check. 
One answer quoted Constellation owning Blossom Hill. You 
can never have enough examples in this paper to illustrate the 
relevant points. 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.

Timing seemed to be an issue this year, with several candidates 
only answering two questions reasonably well but tailing off in 
the third. It is essential that you plan your time.
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Question 1.
Critically analyse the challenges for wine producers 
posed by the imbalances between supply and demand 
for wine in the global wine market.
There was a fairly even split in numbers of candidates 
choosing to answer the two section A questions. Those who 
chose question 1 seemed fairly well prepared for a supply and 
demand question, with plenty of statistics being proffered. 
However a list of imbalance situations did not answer the 
question; answers needed to focus on the challenges producers 
face and why.

Strong answers showed understanding of why imbalances 
occur and how the challenges are affected by varying factors 
such as geography, price point and market segmentation. 
They also considered undersupply as well as oversupply. 
Good answers went beyond impacts on price and costs, 
and considered issues such as brand image, continuity of 
relationships with key customers and suppliers, long and 
short term logistical issues, and potential changes to industry 
structure and companies as a result.

Some answers spent too much time on Bordeaux and fine wine, 
and some figures quoted were not up to date – the impact of 
the smaller 2012 vintage in New Zealand was conveniently 
ignored when discussing the oversupply of the previous three 
vintages.

Weaker answers had little on cause and effect, and failed to 
demonstrate the consequences for producers of both over 
and undersupply. Some focused only on weather as a cause of 
challenges, which was too narrow to answer the question.



19

Question 2.
Which elements of the marketing mix are most 
effective in influencing the choices made by today’s 
wine consumers?
This question was generally not as well answered, with many 
answers just a list of the marketing mix elements and little 
analysis as to which are effective. Few defined who ‘today’s’ 
consumers are, and rarely referred to the emerging countries 
such as China and India.

Surprisingly, a number of answers ignored the internet and 
social media, while others centred their whole answer on them, 
ignoring more traditional marketing areas. This question was 
not just about new media and required a balanced discussion 
between it and the traditional approach to explore the question 
thoroughly.

Good answers highlighted recent trends in demographics 
and information technology, and demonstrated that certain 
elements of the marketing mix are more suited to different 
parts of the consumer base. Consumers vary by geography, 
age, drinking habits, wealth, access to technology, and 
sophistication, and the effectiveness of communication will 
vary accordingly. There is no single solution which suits all, 
and markets are rapidly changing as channels of distribution 
and communication change and emerge.

Less successful answers were an amble through the marketing 
‘p’s with no discussion of demographics, geography or 
effectiveness, and some with some glaring inaccurate facts. 
Many had little structure – it pays to spend 5 minutes planning 
your essay.
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Question 3.
What factors would you consider when creating a 
distribution strategy for a range of New World wines 
in a mature market?
A successful paper needed to describe why and how mature 
markets are different from emerging ones (e.g. existing 
demand, established routes to market, established consumer 
preferences, established competition, established legal 
structures) as well as the opportunities and challenges New 
World wines might face in them. Papers that took a generic 
approach that could have applied to any market or any wine 
did not answer the question.

Importantly this is a route to market (‘distribution’) question 
not a broader marketing strategy question. While a 4-P 
structure could work, many answers which followed this path 
wandered into discussions of price, promotion and product 
that might have been relevant to a marketing strategy but not 
to the specific distribution implications as asked.

Successful papers demonstrated the understanding that the 
route to market (choice of partners, channels, target markets) 
depended on such factors as price point, volume, style, 
resources, consumer preferences, trade structure, logistics, 
costs, laws that could easily differ market by market.

Very few answers looked in depth at the costs involved in 
the choices of distribution, and no one highlighted the fact 
that entry into a mature market with so much competition is 
extremely expensive and likely to fail. There was a distinct lack 
of relevant examples.

Question 4. How important is a strong 
co‑operative in a European wine region?
Not many chose to answer this question but of those who 
did, the majority did well. A successful answer required 
demonstrating understanding of the unique characteristics 
of cooperatives (e.g. benefits, drawbacks, governance) and 
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their importance (or not) to various European wine regions. 
Importantly, the question required some discussion of strong 
vs. weak cooperatives. The best answers provided historical 
context, extended the discussion to constituencies beyond 
members and considered socio-economic and non-monetary 
issues.

This was a question about the role of winemaking co-operatives 
in Europe and their success in fulfilling that role. Successful 
answers demonstrated an understanding of the cooperative 
as an alternative form of commercial organization and what 
the key differences are. It required a critical assessment of the 
role of the co-op in European wine regions and should have 
shown a clear understanding of the factors that lie behind the 
strengths/successes of some well-chosen examples. It also 
needed a firm conclusion.

The strongest co-operatives succeed for all stakeholders, 
retaining a strong and active interest in cooperative principles 
but mixing them with a more disciplined approach to meeting 
market demands. These enterprises provide a good income and 
strong incentives for growers, achieve sufficient market success 
to ensure a secure future for members supporting continued 
investment and provide a market focused production base. The 
strongest co-ops support the development of regional identity 
and by virtue of scale, efficiency and highly adaptive market 
focus, can offer value to trade and consumer alike.

Examples were key to demonstrate understanding of this 
question, and were used well by the majority, although some 
were focused on only one country such as Austria, rather than 
showing a breadth of knowledge.

Good examples included Plaimont, La Chablisenne and Blason 
de Bourgogne in total, Mont Tauch, Sieurs d’Arques Aimery, 
Cantina di Soave, Avize and N Feuillatte in Champagne, 
Celliers de Marrenon.
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Question 5. What factors would you consider 
when creating a brief for a wine bottle label 
design?
A very popular question which should have been 
straightforward, with a clear discussion of who the customer is, 
channels of distribution, limitations of production capabilities, 
costs and price points.

Many answers missed out the practicalities and costs of 
production, and most were weak on legal requirements. 
There were some strange structures and approaches which 
did not help the clarity of the answer, and one digressed 
into a discussion of bottle vs other formats, which was not 
appropriate. Several answers lacked a clear structure and were 
long winded and unconvincing.

The best answers considered brand image, key messages, 
production limitations and practicalities, quality of print, 
costs, intended price points, channel of distribution, legal 
requirements, social media requirements (e.g. QR codes), 
provenance and history. A clear brief ultimately guides the 
designer not just on the practicalities of label size and paper 
type, but also who will be the target consumer, how it will 
get to that consumer (on trade vs. off trade vs. online), and 
what the key brand messages should be. What will make the 
customer pick it up and buy it, or be satisfied when the bottle is 
put in front of him? A number of answers used the marketing 
‘p’s as a base structure which generally worked well.

Question 6. What is the future for low 
alcohol wines?
Overall this was not a well tackled question. Answers needed 
to be limited to the business of wine paper and not stray into 
lengthy details of production methods. It was essential to 
define ‘low alcohol’ and there were some muddled answers. 
Definitions varied from 13% to 5.5% to 0%. Not many answers 
were clear on facts; there were very few examples and little 
discussion of quality.
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Strong answers covered the market forces behind the demand 
for low alcohol wines, including tax breaks and government 
pressure, as well as health, price points and style. A number 
of answers discussed the gap between genuine consumer 
demand and trade and government pressure. The technology 
was understood and referred to, but not too much time was 
spent on it, while understanding the challenge of making a low 
alcohol product drinkable. Examples were also drawn from 
other beverage groups such as beer and cider.

Weaker answers claimed the future is bright, but then failed 
to explain how, and often misunderstood the definition of 
low alcohol, leading to discussions of winemaking generally 
reducing alcohol by 1 or 2% or consumers turning to lighter 
German wines which covered only a small part of the 
sector. Generally they were not commercial enough in their 
conclusions and did not quote facts or examples.
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THEORY PAPER 4
–  CONTEMPORARY ISSUES

Arne Ronold MW

General Remarks
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 candidate 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. To develop a proper 
essay writing technique should be part of the preparation for 
the MW exam, in particular for Paper 4, and this year many 
candidates could have done better in this respect. Many 
answers were presented as poorly written essays, lacking in 
structure and with insufficient arguments and examples. Some 
candidates whose mother tongue is not English might have 
done better had they written in their own language and had the 
answers translated. By writing in English many of these essays 
appear rather simplistic, whereas writing in their own language 
would facilitate more complex arguments. Many of those who 
passed Paper 4 in 2012 were borderline passes, and there were 
few shining 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.
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Question 1
Critically examine the extent to which the increasing 
emphasis on “natural wine” is a positive development 
for wine consumers.
This was by far the most popular question in this year’s Paper 
4, and many candidates seemed to have prepared well on the 
topic of “natural wine”.

Candidates needed to show a clear understanding of what is 
meant by “natural wine” and “wine consumers”. Furthermore 
the terms “increasing emphasis on” and “a positive 
development” should be addressed. Both sides of the argument 
needed an analysis, and this should lead to a clear conclusion.

Good answers included a historical perspective, were 
broad ranging, and included many supporting examples. 
They touched on pro’s and con’s related to viticulture and 
vinification, notably yeast and SO2, storage and wine faults 
as well as price issues. The best essays considered different 
categories of consumers and showed maturity of thought 
underpinned with plenty of original examples demonstrating 
extensive industry experience. Weaker answers tended to be 
disorganised, lacking in examples, and some were more trade 
focused than consumer oriented.

Question 2
Is ingredient labelling for wine necessary?
The main challenge of ingredient labelling in the food industry 
is to secure some degree of harmonisation across markets, so 
the burden for producers is manageable, with the message to 
the consumers still being clear. So the key question is not only 
whether it is necessary, but also what is necessary.

Some good answers referred to the wider food industry and 
showed a general understanding of ingredient listing with 
a good range of international examples. Furthermore the 
word “necessary” in the question needed some consideration. 
Necessary for whom?
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One reason why this question came up this year was the recent 
introduction of new rules about allergen labelling for wine.  
A few answers mentioned that this had been an issue within 
the OIV, but only one candidate displayed a solid knowledge on 
the topic.

Overall this was a very disappointing set of answers for a 
question that made structuring the answer very easy. There 
was a lack of facts and examples, even from those few that 
passed, and a broad tendency to “write all you know about the 
subject” rather than answering the question.

Question 3
What can the wine industry do to attract the next 
generation of consumers?
This was an interesting and broad question, which could be 
approached in many different ways, and there was no right or 
wrong answer. However, a definition of the terms ‘the wine 
industry’ and ‘the next generation’ would have helped focus the 
answers. An international perspective was necessary in order 
to gain a pass.

This was the second most popular question in this year’s Paper 
4, and one that provoked some excellent answers – and some 
appalling ones. Lack of understanding or full appreciation of 
emerging markets, as well as younger consumers, sent marks 
off in opposite directions. There were too many descriptions 
of what is happening currently when the question was looking 
for innovation and insights. Those which explored new 
technologies and their potential for the wine trade generally 
did very well, as did those answers which used quotes, 
examples and references in abundance. Poor answers just 
tended to “write what they know about” rather than answering 
the specific question.
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Question 4
Is wine too expensive?
Again this was a straightforward, but broad question, which 
could be answered in many different ways.

This was the third most popular question in this year’s Paper 
4, but overall the result was a surprisingly poor set of answers, 
with a great deal of description of what the candidates knew 
about the wine trade – generally written not at MW level – 
and little analysis or discussion of the elements which work 
together to answer this very thought-provoking question. 
Strong responses really excelled by pushing the boundaries of 
“expensive for whom?”

In such a vast question, where answers need to discuss a 
wide range of issues, planning 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 sound 
conclusion.

Question 5
Does Fairtrade benefit both consumers and producers 
of wine?
A similar question – How fair is Fairtrade wine? – appeared 
in the MW exam in 2009, and as in that year surprisingly few 
students chose this option. It should have been an easy choice 
for those who knew the Fairtrade system.

Answers needed to demonstrate a clear understanding of the 
Fairtrade concept, and analyse benefits for both consumers 
and producers, supported with a good range of international 
examples. Weaker answers tended to be more descriptive than 
analytical, and many answers were not sufficiently critical in 
their approach.
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PRACTICAL PAPERS 2012

John Hoskins MW, Practical Chairman

A record number of entries (92) produced 18 passes. We 
would all like to see a higher percentage pass rate, but 18 is the 
highest ever total and should be celebrated. 22 others averaged 
over 58%, indicating they have the potential to pass soon.

At the other end of the scale 32 averaged less than 55%. 
Anyone can ‘crash’ on one paper but to average a D grade or 
below implies that these candidates were not fully prepared. Of 
those doing ‘Practical Only’ over 40% passed. It remains true 
that passing this exam does require natural tasting talent, but 
much more important are experience and focus.

Notes on individual tasting papers follow, but first some 
general points. Many of them have been made in previous 
reports. (We do suggest that candidates and mentors re-visit 
the earlier documents, all of which are on the website). Some 
issues will be elaborated on in the ‘feedback video’.

GOOD LOGIC vs. ‘HOWLERS’
It can be argued that identifying origin or grape variety is 
becoming more difficult as winemakers become ever more 
skilled. So it is often the case that mistaking origin or variety 
can be entirely ‘forgivable’, even understandable. A number 
of such mistakes does not, within reason, undermine our 
confidence in the candidate. However what can undermine that 
confidence is naivety or ignorance in a more general sense.

Just a few examples:

Following correct identification of a Douro red: “….suggests 
pre fermentation extraction. Intense fruit profile suggests high 
temperature fermentation. Strong tannic structure suggests 
heavy extraction with intense punching down”. (This example 
is discussed later under ‘Hedging’).
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“Medium body and brisk acidity indicates Merlot dominant….”

“Pomerol……dominant grape Cabernet Sauvignon”

Passing the exam is about getting the requisite number of 
marks. It is vital that candidates don’t risk their examiner 
losing confidence in their all-round knowledge and 
understanding.

QUALITY ASSESSMENTS
“Good quality” is a phrase that generally needs some further 
qualification or context.

Comment from one examiner: Candidates need to talk about 
quality with more knowledge of the region and using more 
varied language than simply “Good” or “Premium”. These 
terms need to be put in context by using either retail price, 
or regional quality designations as well as a broad range of 
adjectives.  We need to be sure that the candidate understands 
the quality of the wine in question.

“Quality within the context of the region of origin” – 
Candidates should remember to answer this question 
specifically. Many did not refer to the region at all, while 
others left it out for the less ‘classic’ wines. Most candidates 
recognised, for example, the German Pinot Noir in Paper 2 but 
for quality just put “good” or similar. With almost every wine 
one can take a view as to where the wine stands against its 
peers.

HEDGING/BEING SPECIFIC
One candidate lost valuable points by repeatedly putting, when 
asked about age/maturity, “a young wine” or “shows some 
maturation in the bottle”, without qualifying either phrase. 
“Young” can have very different meanings for different wines 
and so needs some clarifying.

The same candidate referred throughout Paper 2 question 1 
(six wines made of ‘Bordeaux grapes’) to “classic Bordeaux 
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winemaking”. We need to understand the specifics of your 
suggestions; such a generalisation is far too vague.

This same (otherwise excellent!) candidate also referred to 
“some oak influence”. It is true that it is not always clear how 
much or what type of oak is being used (for instance on the 
Zwiegelt and the German Pinot in Paper 2), but an indication 
of ‘likely’ or even ‘possible’ type of and time in oak would win 
more points. We are aware that it is often hard to get this ‘spot 
on’ and so much more marking tolerance is shown on ‘difficult’ 
wines.

Another good paper repeatedly referred to red wines which had 
been through “temperature controlled fermentation”. If you 
are really not sure of the temperature range then such a vague 
comment may be the best you can offer. But if you feel that 
the control of temperature was a key part of the winemaking 
under discussion, then it would be best to give specifics to 
make the point. If figures are avoided repeatedly the examiner 
may suspect that the candidate is unsure of this aspect of 
winemaking.

The same paper occasionally mentioned “warmer temperature 
fermentation”, giving no clue as to what the comparative term 
meant in its context. (Please note this candidate passed the 
exam; you don’t have to be perfect to pass.)

One candidate argued that each of wines 1-6 in Paper 2 (all 
made from ‘Bordeaux varieties’) were likely to have had pre-
fermentation macerations because of their deep colours. This 
is not a likely outcome for 6 wines of this style. Beware of using 
formulaic responses.

Another good candidate got stuck on the term “high 
temperature ferment, 28-32C, to extract structure”, using it 
on over half of the wines in Paper 2. Such a comment was fine 
when relevant, but a wine like the Douro red had certainly 
not required high temperatures to “extract structure”. A wine 
of that sort may well be fermented slightly cooler in order to 
retain freshness alongside the easily attained ‘structure’. This 
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is a detailed point; the key issue is that by repeating the same 
mantra a candidate can seem naïve – which may well not be 
the case. The answer does need, of course, to fit the question.

QUESTIONABLE HUMOUR/GENERALISATIONS/
IRRELEVANCIES
“Journalists may enjoy it as it gives them something different 
to write about”. Candidates should refrain from denigrating 
any profession.

A good candidate, arguing for an Australian Riesling: 
“Old World discounted due to lack of concentration”. A 
generalisation that shows a rather old-fashioned prejudice. 
There are plenty of non-concentrated old world Rieslings.

See last year’s report on the use of “restrained style” as a 
generalisation about all old world wines. It cropped again this 
year at inappropriate places (Alsace Gewürz; Douro red).

No need to state the absolutely obvious. For instance, 
on a group of sparkling wines: “CO2 suggests a second 
fermentation”. Or, as one candidate wrote consistently on 
Paper 2: “fermented on the skins”.

There is no need to mention malo on a red wine unless you are 
suggesting something interesting like the possibility of malo 
in barrel, or the prevention of malo. This has been mentioned 
before. (It really is important that students read previous 
Examiners’ Reports).

SPELLING
As ever, a catalogue of mis-spellings. Please look at ‘General 
Wine Knowledge’ in last year’s report. The message has not 
changed.

PANIC
It is normally clear when mistakes are down to nerves or 
rushing. However it remains difficult to give good marks to the 
following:
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“The wine is best drunk now +5 years. It is for early 
drinking”.

“Confirms Chenin Blanc and Loire. Purity of fruit and 
concentration lead to a premium producer in Sancerre”.

“simple complexity”

“restrained ripe style”

“soft mousse suggests cool climate”

One candidate answering quality for wines 8-10, numbered 
them 10-12. In another instance a candidate identified 10 as 
Chablis but then in the quality conclusion called it Meursault.

These mistakes are almost certainly careless rather than 
ignorant. There is only one solution: find time to check your 
paper at the end.

HANDWRITING
If this is a problem for you, write less. Bad handwriting 
inevitably becomes illegible as the writer tires.

ABBREVIATIONS
See last year’s report. To which we can add that we would 
ask you not to use random abbreviations like conc for 
concentration and sugg for suggest.
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PRACTICAL PAPER 1

Question 1 (Loire whites)
Part A asked “Identify the specific origin as closely as possible”. 
Generally well answered with many candidates getting close to 
full marks. Others missed those full marks by not giving good 
reasons each time. So for instance one candidate put for Wine 2:

“Vouvray; logic of wine 1 – Loire. Bruised apple, honey, high 
acid – Chenin. Vouvray and Anjou considered. Delicacy of 
fruit, more likely Vouvray. Note of rs (6-8gl), abv 13, support. 
Concentration consistent with a quality region”.

This is all true (and so earned 8/10); but mentioning wine 1 is 
not a substitute for saying why this wine (2) comes from the 
Loire. There has to be some straightforward link made between 
the taste and the origin (and normally the climate). High 
acidity is mentioned but not in relation to the origin.

Answers also missed marks by answering part D on maturity by 
simply saying the wine was ‘mature’, without saying how old.

Comment from one examiner: There did seem to be a trend to 
overstate the quality and age of the Côteaux du Layon. I think 
this was an obvious instance of second-guessing the examiner 
with candidates thinking there’s bound to be an old Chenin, 
rather than tasting what was in the glass. In a similar way 
many candidates made claims for the winemaking which 
were not discernible in the glass.

Question 2 (Pinot Grigio/Gris)
Generally well answered with most students correctly spotting 
the right grape variety and with good reasoning. Good marks 
were sometimes gained even when the variety was missed 
(particularly for one or two Riesling answers). Many assumed 
heavy botrytis in the Alsace wine purely because of the residual 
sugar.
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Question 3 (Burgundy)
The least well answered in general, despite most finding the 
generic region. Again there was clearly some second-guessing 
going on.  Wines seemed to be placed in Chablis and Mâcon on 
the assumption that the entire region would be represented.

Instead of comparing the quality of the wines, answers often 
reiterated the description of each wine individually rather than 
clearly stating the relative merits. Many failed to put quality 
into the context of the region of production.

Good marks were given to people who over-rated the Puligny 
1er Cru and under-rated the Meursault. The former was 
outstanding at its level; the Pierre Morey was a relatively 
elegant, under-stated style of Meursault. But many candidates 
lost points by massively under-rating the Corton Charlemagne. 
Some did, however, gain high marks if concluding Chablis 
Grand Cru – the linear style did indeed have a hint of Chablis-
ness.

2009, although only a year out, generally received no marks 
in the vintage section. Vintage characteristics were just too 
dissimilar.

Question 4 (Marsanne)
The last pair was clearly not easy, with very few correct or 
logical answers. Many students who ran out of time left blank 
spaces here, missing relatively easy marks on quality and style. 
This is a fatal mistake. It is normally easier to get 3/10 (as 
opposed to 0/10) on an apparently ‘tough’ wine, as opposed to 
getting 10/10 (as opposed to 9/10) on a wine you find easy.

Semillon was a sensible alternative suggestion and could gain 
good marks. But the knee jerk positioning of wine 11 as a 
Hunter Semillon undermined this argument. There were none 
of the key structural Hunter elements in this wine.
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PRACTICAL PAPER 2

Question 1 (Bordeaux varieties)
The downfall for many candidates. Many went searching for an 
Argentine Malbec. Many more fitted quality and winemaking 
around their chosen origin, twisting their tasting notes to fit. 
Please note that origin and variety represented less than half 
of the potential marks. A careful assessment could easily gain a 
pass mark even if Part A was incorrect.

Question 2 (Three European reds)
Much better results here. Occasionally absurd suggestions 
(Greek Pinot) were very much in the minority. However only 
the best answers managed to get maximum marks for their 
Douro red or German Pinot Noir – too many others revealed a 
lack of understanding of winemaking or quality contexts within 
less classic areas.

Question 3 (Syrah)
By far the best section on this paper. Good answers noted the 
relative subtlety and under-stated power of the Cornas. Less 
good ones marked it down, ‘softened up’ perhaps by the more 
powerful wines on either side.

However it was interesting to note that very few answers 
recognised the alcohol of wine 12 as over 16. This is not a 
major criticism, but perhaps a reminder that the wine trade is 
generally quick to assume that ‘big’ new world reds are always 
‘monsters’; balance is achievable within any wine style.

When asked to comment on the wines as a group there were 
many and varied styles of answer. Too many, however, were 
addressed randomly, making it difficult to follow the logic of 
the argument; or without evidence from the glass, making it 
impossible to earn maximum points.
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PRACTICAL PAPER 3

Question 1 (Champagne)
Most answers identified the region, few the winemaking or 
the level of quality. Confusion stemmed from the youthful 
freshness of the 2004 vintage as opposed to the relatively 
mature non-vintage example.

Question 2 (Mixed Sparkling Wines)
Students do need to understand and learn the common 
methods for producing sparkling wines in order to be able to 
relate those methods to their tasting notes with accuracy and 
authority.

Of the 4, the Vouvray was the least well identified and assessed. 
It is worth re-visiting the less ‘obvious’ sparkling styles.

Question 3 (Riesling)
The key to success here was not to miss the subtlety and 
delicacy of the Eiswein when juxtaposed with a much richer 
botrytised style. It is also important to have a good idea of 
the ‘likely’ RS levels. You do not have to be spot-on but your 
answer has to be credible. This applied through question 4 and 
equally with alcohol levels.

Question 4 (Muscat)
Some answers missed easy marks in Part B (“Identify the most 
relevant production techniques evident in the wine”). The 
problem is illustrated by this answer for wine 9:

“Sweet ripe grapes were harvested, de-stemmed, crushed. 
Minimum skin contact. Settled. Juice straight to enclosed 
tank with yeast. Only one fermentation. Fermented in tank. 
Fermentation arrested maintaining high sugar. Filtered 
straight to bottle. No secondary fermentation. CO2 maintained 
from fermentation”.



37

The best answers used fewer words, but showed how the most 
relevant of those techniques were ‘evident in the wine’. They 
also remembered to mention ageing capacity when considering 
quality.

Wine 12 was clearly the most difficult of the 4. It is worth 
tasting passito styles against fortified, particularly to improve 
your accuracy in noting alcohol levels.
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