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Theory Report 

 

Question 1. Can Cabernet Sauvignon and Riesling be successful in the same location? 

(Paper 1) 

 

In general, most candidates did a good job of addressing the main issues relevant to this 

question.  The most persuasive answers defined the main terms (what was meant by 

“successful” and “same location”) and also covered a wide range of issues. It was important to 

discuss places where both of these grapes are currently successful (i.e. Claire Valley, the 

Okanagan, Columbia Valley) as well as the factors influencing success (viticultural practices, 

characteristics the grapes have in common, etc.). It was perfectly acceptable to take a counter-

view that these grapes can’t be successful in the same location – in fact it was important to 

address both sides of the issues – but candidates needed to keep in mind that success does not 

necessarily just mean “high-quality wines”.  

 

Overall, candidates need to work on the following: 

• Level of detail 

o Many essays lacked specific facts and figures that are necessary to include in a 

MW essay. 

o If costs are mentioned as a factor, give examples of specific costs. 

 

• Essay structure 

o A well-written essay is essential to the communication of knowledge and 

understanding. 

o Many essays were poorly structured which prevented information from being 

clearly communicated.   

o Candidates need to practice their outlines and make sure that they have a clear 

structure around which to build an essay.   

o The importance of a well-written introduction can’t be understated, and it is 

essential to make sure terms are clearly defined. 

o Be careful in imposing your own limitations on the scope of the essay. More often 

than not, there is an implied limit to the essay in the question – adding in your 

own limitations or defining terms too narrowly can frequently result in an essay 

that misses covering an important or significant issue that is, in fact, relevant to 

the question. 

o Conversely, be careful of covering topics not relevant to the question. In this 

case, this was a Paper 1 question and therefore spending too much time 

addressing business of wine issues (marketing and sales topics for example) 

was not necessary here. 

 

• Specific examples 

o Examples need to be used critically.  Examples are a way to offer support for 

your argument – they are not necessarily the focus of the paragraph, but rather a 

way of illustrating your point. 

o Be careful of putting well-known producers in the wrong regions or making gross 

generalisations (especially in the introduction). 

 



• Specific viticultural knowledge 

o Specific facts about Cabernet Sauvignon and Riesling (i.e. when they ripen, how 

they adapt to different conditions, when they are harvested, etc) is important to 

include in this kind of essay. 

 

Question 2. Have supermarkets been a positive or negative force for mainstream 

consumers around the globe? (paper 4) 

The importance of a good introduction and conclusion cannot be underestimated. It was 
important to start with a definition of mainstream consumers – this would have helped scope the 
essay. Answers frequently lacked depth of analysis. Many answers were superficial. 
A historical perspective was worthy of consideration. It is important to remember that the focus 
of the question was consumers and not the wine industry in general.  
 
Examples were required in support of the argument; unfortunately, these were frequently 
lacking.  Some answers focused on the positives to the exclusion of negatives, try to balance 
this. 
 
The response to the question needed a global perspective to be successful. 
 

Question 3. Why and how should wine be stabilised before bottling? (paper 2) 

This question was generally well answered with many students writing a passing script. Poor 

answers failed in several categories, scope, content, examples and style. 

The question clearly asked about stabilisation before bottling however some students started in 

the vineyard and others continued into maturation post bottling. It is important to consider the 

Paper and specific question at hand to focus comments into answering the question. 

The question had two distinct parts the “how” and the “why”? Some scripts clearly and 

knowledgeably answered the “how” but made little or no reference to the “why”. Others purely 

focused on the “why” with little reference to the “how” suggesting that there was a lack of 

technical knowledge. The question could have followed several successful structures. Some 

followed a process flow with fining, filtration, cold stabilisation and pasturisation whereas others 

structured the essay around the “why” structuring with proteins, tartrates and microbial 

stabilisation points. Both were successful. Surprisingly a lot of students missed out on microbial 

stability. 

Good examples were sadly missing in a number of scripts. Some purely limiting examples to 

one or two producers and others stating a fact without explaining it. An example has to 

demonstrate a point otherwise it is not relevant.  Stating that producer A uses Benonite is not 

sufficient. 

Finally, and as always, many papers missed having a good introduction and conclusion. 

Spelling and typos were again an issue.  Candidates must plan their time as well as their essays 

– don’t forget to allow five minutes to check at the end to review your work and correct typos 

 

 

 



 

 

Practical  

 

Q1 (wines 1 – 3) 

In general, candidates did well identifying wines 1-3, with wine 1 being the “banker”. A number 

of candidates did an excellent job of assessing both the quality and methods of productions that 

influenced the style of wine 1. A number of candidates though did opt for Italy over Australia, 

which made it very difficult to earn many marks. If the style of wine 1 (the sparkling Shiraz) was 

one that you struggled with, it would be strongly advisable to do a tasting of Lambrusco and 

Shiraz side by side to try to avoid making this mistake again. 

 

As always, notes on quality, commercial potential and style are ones that can, and should be 

practiced regularly. Even when the identification of the wine is incorrect, it should be possible to 

attain marks on these types of questions. Finally, remember to read the question – question A 

asked for both origin and grape(s) and in many cases, candidates only mentioned origin. 

 

Q2 (wines 4 – 6)  

The three wines with sugar levels between 2.2g/l and 72.4g/l and alcohol levels ranging from 

7.5% to 13% combined with high acid were clearly Rieslings and fortunately most candidates 

did identify the grape variety correctly. This should have been a gift then to answer part a) 

identify the origin. However, some students failed to answer with reference to all three wine or 

answers were too short thus missing valuable points.  

Wine 6’s origin as Germany was the easiest to identify but only the good students funneled or 

supported their choice of origin with supporting evidence from the glass. 

Wine 4 was probably the hardest to identify and those that funneled were able to score well 

even if the origin was incorrect. 

Part c) was the most poorly answered with many students failing to answer the question fully. 

When asked for quality in the context of the region of origin it is not sufficient to talk about 

absolute quality with no reference to the region. Whether the origin had been correctly identified 

or not it was possible to score well if reference had been made to the quality hierarchy in the 

chosen region. For example, Grand Cru if in Alsace or Grosses Gewachs in Germany.  Some 

students correctly identified the wine as coming from the Wachau but then opted to say it was 

Wachau DAC instead of using the correct classifications within the Wachau. 

Wine 5 was not easy to spot as a single vineyard site but students were expected to show that 

they considered it to be high quality within the context of the region. 

Similarly, with wine 6 in the Rheingau only a few students considered the German Law 

classification - it was important to mention Spatlese. 

The second part of the question was completely missed out by quite a few students or 

inadequately answered by others. “Specific reference to capacity to age” requires an 

assessment of where the wine currently is on its maturity curve, how and whether it will improve 

or develop and finally its further aging potential.  



 

Q3 (wines 7 – 10) 

This question was challenging for many candidates. More practice is required for grape and 
origin identification. 
 
It is recommended that students write a list of grape possibilities before tackling the question as 
this narrows the field and assists with funneling. Candidates need to go back to basics and 
analyse the basic structure of each wine and use the evidence to draw conclusions.   
 
Occasionally candidates appeared to be clutching at straws rather than using the evidence, in 
some instances the evidence was correct, but the conclusion reach was not aligned. 
 
There was a tendency to omit aspects of question 3b and candidates need to cover all 
elements, style, quality and commercial appeal. It is important to note that food matching does 
not equal commercial appeal. Many students didn’t take a global perspective when answering 
commercial appeal questions.  
 

 

Q4 (wines 11 – 12) 

Candidates seemed to struggle with these two wines and many had a very difficult time 

assessing the sugar and alcohol levels correctly. Calibration exercises focused on structural 

component tastings can be very helpful as a way to practice these assessments. Method of 

production notes were also fairly weak – something that could be easily remedied with focused 

study and tasting practice.  

 

For wine 11, it was important to mention that it was a 5 Puttonyos wine and evidence needed to 

be provided to support this conclusion as well as other comments about method of production 

for the wine. Funneling here was valuable as it allowed consideration of other botrytized wines 

but then elimination of some options (such as Sauternes) based on structural components such 

as the alcohol level of the wine. 

 

For wine 12, assessing the alcohol correctly here would have helped to steer away from 

Portugal and other fortified wines. The more moderate tannins were another clue.  

 

 

 

 


