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Frantik, F. — Cejka, P.: Novy model soutéZe piv. Kvasny Prum. 57, 2011, &. 3, s. 58-63.

Pocet soutézi piv pofadanych v nasi republice stoupd, a zvySuje se rovnéz poptavka po zafazovani specialnich a malo obvyklych piv.
To pfinasi fradu metodickych problému — poéty vzorkd s podobnymi vlastnostmi jsou nizké, takze predpokladané kategorie ¢asto nelze
naplnit; je velmi obtiZzné standardnimi zpUsoby, které vyuzivaji porovnavani vzorkl mezi sebou, urcit poradi vzork(, potfebné pro udélovani
cen. Model vychazi z nominacniho principu, znamého v jinych oblastech (na veletrzich, pfi uméleckych soutézich apod.). Tento princip
dovoluje posuzovat vedle sebe vzorky s vyrazné odliSnymi vlastnosti a poc¢et udélenych cen je odvozen pfimo od senzorické kvality
vzorkd, nikoli od relace mezi nimi. To umozni na minimum redukovat pocet soutéznich kategorii. Metodika rovnéz omezuje mechanické
aplikace matematickych kritérii a daleko vice pracuje s kvalitativnim pfistupem: hodnotitelé neudéluji body, které se néjakym zplisobem
scitaji, ale nominuje vzorky na nékterou z cen. Novinkou je rovnéz zavedeni dvou subkomisi: odborné (panel expertd) a laické (panel
reprezentantll) s pevné danou vahou hlasll (60:40) a rliznym pozadavkem na pfistup k hodnoceni kazdé z nich. To umoznuje zavést
i tzv. eliminacni etapu, ktera ma za cil vyradit vzorky se zavaznou vadou. Novy model byl prakticky realizovan ve dvou ro¢nicich soutéze
piv Znojemsky hrozen.

Frantik, F. — Cejka, P.: A new model for beer competitions. Kvasny Prum. 57, 2011, No. 3, p. 58-63.

The number of beer competitions organized in the Czech Republic increases and also the number of specific and novel beers entered
into the competitions rises. That brings a lot of methodological problems. The number of samples with similar properties is low and
therefore, the proposed categories often cannot be filled. It is very difficult to determine ranking of the samples needed for the awards
by using the standard methods which are based on comparison. The new model is based on nominations, as known in other fields such
as in festivals or art contests. This principle allows the judging of samples with distinctly different properties and the number of awards
depends directly on the sensory quality of the sample rather than on comparison. The advantage is a reduction in the number of categories.
The method also reduces mathematical calculations and more often applies qualitative approaches. The jury does not award points for
addition but it proposes samples for the awards. The novelty is also the introduction of two subcommittees: an expert panel and a rep-
resentative panel with fixed voting rights (60:40). Each panel has different requirements for its classifying approach. Additionally, it allows
the establishment of a halfway step with the aim of eliminating samples with serious faults. This new model was tested in practice at two
yearly holdings of the beer competition “Znojemsky hrozen” (“Znojmo Grape”).

Frantik, F. — Cejka, P.: Neues Modell des Bierwettbewerbes. Kvasny Prum. 57, 2011, Nr. 3, S. 58-63.

In der Tschechischen Republik steigen die Nummer der Bierwettbewerbe und die Nachfrage nach speziellen und ungewéhnlichen Bieren
standig zu. Dies bringt eine Reihe der methodischen Probleme, zum Beispiel die Zahl der angemeldeten Muster mit &hnlichen Eigenschaften
ist zu niedrig, was bringt Probleme die Kategorien mit den speziellen Bieren zu belegen, im diesen Falle ist es unter Anwendung der Stan-
dardmethoden sehr schwierig die Reihenfolge von speziellen besiegbaren Bieren festzustellen, was fiir die Medaillenverleihung nétig ist.
Ein neues Modell der Bierauswertung geht von dem nominationen Prinzip aus, das aus den anderen Wettbewerben (die Messe, kinstle-
rischen Wettbewerbe) bekannt ist. Das Prinzip ermdglicht die Biere mit betréchtlich unterschiedlichen Eigenschaften laut inren sensorischen
Werten zu beurteilen, die gegenseitige Korrelation unter den Biermustern jedoch nicht akzeptiert wird. Dies ermdglicht auch die Zahl der
Wettbewerbkategorien auf das Minimum zu reduzieren. Die mechanische Applikationen von mathematischen Kriterien werden durch diese
Methodik auch begrenzt, mehr arbeitet man mit einer wertmaBigen Annaherung. Die Bewerter geben keine Auswertungspunkte, die spater
auf einer unterschiedlichen Weise zusammengerechnet werden kénnen, aber nominieren die ausgewahlten Biere auf die verschiedenen
Preisen. Als eine Neuigkeit gibt’s auch eine Einflilhrung von zwei Subkommissionen, die erste Subkommission stellt ein Panel von Experten
(Panel von Experten) dar, die zweite Subkommission wird aus den Laien (Panel von Reprasentanten) zusammengesetzt. Am Anfang des
Wettbewerbes wurden schon den beiden Subkommissionen eine feste Verteilung der Wiege von Auswertungsstimmen im Verhaltnis (60:40)
und eine Forderung auf den verschiedenen Zutritt zur Auswertung gegeben. Dies ermdglicht auch eine Einfihrung einer Eliminationsetappe
mit dem Ziel die Muster mit einem gravierenden Problem aus dem Wettbewerb auszuschalten. Das neue Modell der Auswertung wurde
schon in den zwei Jahrgangen des Bierwettbewerbes ,Znojemsky hrozen“ angewandt.

Kli¢ova slova: pivo, soutéZ, senzorickd analyza, hodnoceni

1 UVOD

todice usporadani a hodnoceni téch nejstarSich se vSak zadné infor-
mace nedochovaly. Pfed rokem 1989 byly tyto akce viceméné interni
zalezitosti koncernu Pivovary a sladovny, publicita byla minimalni a or-
ganizatorem byl Vyzkumny Ustav pivovarsky a sladarsky. PouZivalo
se tzv. absolutni hodnoceni — ¢lenové komise pfidélovali znamky
v rozpéti 1-9 a podle souctu bylo vytvofeno koneéné poradi.

K zasadnimu obratu doS$lo kratce po roce 1989. Na pocatku 90. let
vzniklo hned nékolik soutézi, které (s jedinou vyjimkou) dodnes nejen
prezivaji, ale pocet vzorku i kategorii kazdoroéné nartsta. Mnoho
¢lend odbornych komisi ma zku$enosti i ze zahranici, a to vée vyvo-
lava silici tlak na zménu propozic soutézi a inovaci pravidel. Cim dal
vétsi pestrost sortimentu, pficemz fada typu piv je u nas zastoupena
nékolika malo nebo jednou znackou, také pfimo vola po zménach. To
v8e vedlo autory k zamySleni nad tim, jakou cestu zvolit, protoze
ptimo prevzit nékteré zahrani¢ni zkuSenosti z fady divodu nelze.

Keywords: beer, competition, sensory analysis, evaluation

1 INTRODUCTION

The beer competitions in our country have a tradition of more than
100 years, but there are no records of their organisations or the eval-
uation processes. Before 1989 these competitions were more or less
an internal affair of the beverage industry almost without any publicity.
They were organized by the Research Institute of Brewing and Malt-
ing. So called absolute evaluation was used in which the panel mem-
bers gave points in range of 1-9 and the total determined the final
ranking.

A fundamental change happened shortly after 1989. At the begin-
ning of 90’s several competitions emerged which (with one exception)
not only survived but they have even more entries and a higher num-
ber of categories. Many members of the expert panels also have in-
ternational experience. All these circumstances exert pressure for
changing the competition propositions and the rule innovations. In ad-
dition a greater range of diversity combined with the fact that many
types of beer are represented by few or even single brands calls for
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V této praci se nevénujeme obecnym podminkam, nutnym pro Us-
pésné provadéni senzorické analyzy, které jsou popsany napfiklad
v pracich [1, 2], pouze principlim, na nichZ jsou poradany soutéze
piv, a metodikam jejich hodnoceni.

2 ZPUSOBY HODNOCENI SOUTEZI PIV

V zasadeé existuji dva mozné principy soutézniho hodnoceni: po-
rovhavaci a nominacni.

2.1 Porovnavaci princip

Na tomto principu je zaloZena drtiva vétsina vSech soutézi piv u nas
i ve svété, at uz jejich vlastni usporadani je jakékoli. Vzorky soutézi
mezi sebou a v prlibéhu jednoho i vice krokl (stupriti soutéze) jsou
nakonec ur¢ena zpravidla tfi nejlepsi piva. Vlastni moznosti, jak ky-
zeného cile dosahnout, jsou pomérné pestré:

a) kooperativni postup — nékolikaclenna komise ve vzdjemné spolu-
praci uréuje postup nékolika (nejcastéji tfi) vzorkd do dalsi faze
soutéze. U nas je toto uspofadani neznamé, nutnou podminkou je
nezavislost ¢leni komise a komunikaéni schopnosti, aby se pre-
deSlo manipulacim ¢&i neschopnosti dosahnout dohody;

b) relativni zndmky — tento nejvice rozsiteny zplUsob, kdy hodnotitel
sefadi piva ve svém souboru od nejlepsiho k nejhorSimu a celkovy
soucet znamek z komise uréi postupujici nebo vitéze. Nespornou
vyhodou je jednoduchost hodnoceni i vypo¢tu a omezeni moznosti
hodnotiteld taktizovat. Tato metoda je v8ak nevhodnd v pfipadech,
kdy se pouzije pro srovnani typové nesrovnatelnych vzork(;

¢) absolutni znamky —existuji dva zakladni modely: Ize bud pfidélovat
znamku za celkovy dojem, nebo je celkova absolutni znamka souc-
tem dil¢ich zndmek za vybrané parametry, které maji obvykle raz-
nou vahu. Prvni z variant se dnes pouziva jen vzacné nebo v kom-
binaci s relativnimi znamkami. Druha je velmi bézna v zahranic¢i
(stejny princip je uzivan v mezindrodnim méfitku u soutézi vin).
Vyhodou obou modell je, Ze pfina$eji i kvalitativni pohled na véc
a jejich pouziti je zdanlivé jednoduché. Davaji vSak daleko vétsi
prostor pro taktické uvahy (coz ma vyznam tam, kde komise tvofi
pfinejmensim z¢asti odbornici vyrobcll soutéznich piv). Zejména
u druhé varianty se v8ak ¢asto vyskytuje nechut hodnotitell pou-
zivat zndmky z kraji vymezeného intervalu pro dany parametr,
a vysledkem pak je, Ze celkova znamka drtivé vétSiny piv je kon-
centrovana do malého bodového intervalu blizko prdméru. Pro-
blému Ize Eelit pouze systematickym vycvikem élend komise, coz
neni jednoduché zejména z ¢asového hlediska.

Podrobnéji se popsanym modeldm vénuje publikace autori Fran-
tik-Cejka [3].

Jak jiz bylo fe¢eno, véechny zminéné metody jsou zaloZeny na vza-
jemném porovnavani soutézicich piv — nékteré pfimo (a, b), jiné ne-
pfimo (c), kdy hodnotitel sice boduje piva na sobé nezavisle, ale o po-
stupu &i vitézi nakonec rozhoduje srovnavaci tabulka zalozena na
souctu bodl. Hodnovérnost vystup(l takovychto uspofadani (zejména
nejcastéji pouzivané metody b) je pfimo zavisla na typové podobnosti
piv, které dostane ¢len komise k posouzeni. Je totiz subjektivné prak-
ticky nemozné urcit, které ze dvou piv odliSného charakteru je lepsi.
Lze je proto bez problému pouzit u rozSifenych typu piv (u nas svétlé
lezaky, svétla vy€epni piva a nealkoholicka piva, dost dobfe i u tma-
vych vy&epnich piv a lezaku). Ve velkych zahraniénich soutézich s né-
kolika tisici vzorky a mnoha desitkami kategorii i subkategorii rovnéz
nebyva problém najit dostatek piv podobného typu k porovnani.

U specialnich piv a piv u nas neobvyklych (svrchné kvasena di
ochucend piva) jsou v podstaté jen tfi moznosti: ojedinélé druhy ne-
zarfazovat, slu¢ovat piva riiznych typl do jedné ¢i nékolika malo ka-
tegorii nebo hledat jiné zplsoby hodnoceni. Maloktery organizator se
rozhodne pfihlaSené pivo kvali typové odli$nosti nezaradit, vétsina se
uchyluje ke kategoriim s volnou definici a vysledky jsou pak ¢asto di-
lem nahody.

Dlouholeté zkuSenosti s poradanim soutézi pfivedly autory k mys-
lence pouzit metodu hodnoceni, zalozenou na odliSném principu —
nominaénim.

2.2 Nominac¢ni princip

Tento princip neni ni€im novym, pouziva se desitky let na fadé ve-
letrhG a prehlidek produktll v doprovodnych soutézich téchto akci
(proto se pro néj Casto pouziva termin ,prehlidkovy“). Na soutéz piv
v8ak — pokud je nam znamo — nikdy aplikovan nebyl ani u nas, ani
v zahrani¢i. Podstatou je, Zze kazdy vzorek je posuzovan zvlast (na

changes. For of all these reasons the authors considered another ap-
proach since, for a number of reasons the international experience
cannot be directly applied.

The general conditions which are necessary for a successful sen-
sory analysis have already been described in other studies, for ex-
ample [1, 2]. This study only deals with the principles for organising
beer competitions and with the evaluation methodology.

2 EVALUATION METHODS FOR BEER
COMPETITIONS

In principle, there exist two possible approaches for the evaluation:
the comparative and the nomination methods.

2.1 Comparative method

The majority of beer competitions in the Czech Republic and in the
world are based on the comparative approach regardless of other ar-
rangements. The samples are compared at one or more levels in the
competition and in the end usually the three best beers are selected.
There are many ways to reach this desirable honour.

a) Cooperative method — a panel of several co-operating members
usually select three beer samples which proceed to a further stage
of the competition. This approach is unknown in the Czech Repub-
lic. It assumes that there are independent panel members with
good communication skills in order to prevent manipulations or an
inability to reach an agreement.

b) Relative ranking — this approach is widely spread. Each panel
member ranks the beers from the best to the worst and then a total
sum of all marks determines the qualifiers or the winner. An indis-
putable advantage of this approach is the simplicity of both the
evaluation and the assessment of the winners. It also cuts down
the opportunity for panel members to manipulate the results. This
method however is not suitable for incomparable types of beers.

c) Absolute ranking —two basic variations exist: either the points are
given for general impression or the total mark is a sum of partial
points for chosen parameters usually with different impacts. Nowa-
days, the first variation is seldom used or only in combination with
relative ranking. The second variation is very popular abroad. The
same approach is used for the evaluation of wines in international
competitions. The advantages of both variations are the benefit of
judgement of a beer quality and their apparent simplicity. However,
they open the field to manipulations and tactical calculations es-
pecially if the panel members are associated with the producers
of the beers involved. Furthermore, particularly with the second
variation the panel members often do not use the full scale of points
for the given evaluation parameters. The result is that the total
marks for the majority of the beers in the competition are concen-
trated in a small interval around the average. This problem can only
be solved by a systematic training of the panel members. This is
not an easy task particularly with respect to time.

As already mentioned, these approaches are based on compari-
son, some of them direct (a, b) the other indirect (c). The panel mem-
bers rank the beers albeit independently however the winner is de-
termined from a scoreboard based on the sum of the points. The
validity of these methods, particularly of the most popular method b),
depends directly on the evaluated beers being of similar types. It is
virtually impossible to determine which beers from different types are
better. Therefore, these approaches can be used without difficulties
only for the evaluation of common types of beers (in the Czech Re-
public for lager beers, draught pale beer and non-alcoholic beers). It
can also be used for dark draught and lager beers. Also in big inter-
national competitions involving several thousands of samples and
many categories and subcategories it is no problem to find enough
beers of a similar type to compare.

These approaches are described in more detail by Frantik and Cej-
ka [3].

There are only three possibilities for the evaluation of special beers
(according to Czech Republic rules the special beer is bottom fer-
mented beer 11°P and more) and in this country uncommon beers
(for example top fermented beers or flavoured beers): exclusion of
the rare beers from the competition, or combining beers of different
types in the same category or looking for a different evaluation model.
Only a few organisers refuse a beer already submitted in the compe-
tition solely because of type dissimilarity. Most of them class the beers
in a category with a free definition and the results are often completely
odd.
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veletrzich obvykle neanonymné), a u vzorkl muize byt pfiloZzena urcita
charakteristika. Hodnotitel posuzuje kazdy vzorek samostatné a na-
konec se rozhodne, zda jej nominuje na cenu nebo nikoli. Pfedem
jsou dana pouze pravidla, kolik nominaci je tfeba na ziskani urcitého
ocenéni, nikoli po€et cen ani celkové, ani na jednotlivych pozicich
(zlato, stfibro, bronz). Vysledkem je obvykle pfiblizné 30 procent oce-
nénych vzorku. Lze tak bez problému hodnotit produkty velmi odli§né
a s urCitou nadsazkou lze konstatovat, Ze kategorie jiz ma pro sa-
motné hodnoceni marginélni vyznam a tvofi se zejména pro medialni
a marketingové vyuziti vysledka.

Vyse struéné popsany princip byl vyuzit pfi praci na metodice [4],
a posléze i jeji praktické aplikaci v nové soutézi pro specialni a ne-
obvykla piva ,Znojemsky hrozen*.

3 METODA HODNOCENI SOUTEZI PIV
NA NOMINACNIM PRINCIPU

Metoda vyuziva hned nékolika novinek, v soutézich piv dosud ne-
znamych.

Zakladem kazdé uspésné soutéze je hodnotitelska komise. V me-
todice [4] je ustavena dvaceti¢lenna komise, z toho 60 % (12) tvofi
vySkoleni nezavisli odbornici jmenovani pofadatelem (panel ex-
perti), 40 % (8) neprofesionalové z fad novinard, vyznamnych osob-
nosti atd. (panel reprezentantti). Po¢et samotny neni zasadni — je
spi§ dan moznostmi zajistit pfitomnost ¢asové vytizenych odbornik{
(ale nemél by byt vyrazné niz§i), dulezita je proporce obou paneld.
Kromé odborného pohledu se tak ziska i pohled konzumenta, coz je
pro vyrobce dllezité — vzdyt pfedevSim pro néj nové typy piv vyviji.

Oba panely maji ponékud odli$na zadani, nicméné véha hlasu kaz-
dého z jich je stejna. Kazdy z panell mize zasedat v jinou dobu
(vpraxi probiha hodnoceni odborniky v Praze, reprezentanti zasedaji
pfimo v misté konani festivalu Znojemsky hrozen).

Soutéz je vypsana ve tfech kategoriich: svétla a polotmava/tmava
specialni piva (dle definice v nasi legislativé) a piva neobvykla (defi-
nice je velmi volna — od ochucenych nealkoholickych piv az po
svrchné kvasena piva).

3.1 Panel expertt

PFi préaci tohoto tymu jsou vyuzity jak prvky samostatného hodno-
ceni, tak konsensualni spoleény postup. Prvnim krokem pfi hodno-
ceni kazdého piva je totiz moznost eliminace nékterého vzorku pro
zavazné senzorické vady. Navrh na vyfazeni vzorku mdze podat kte-
rykoli z élend, a pokud dojde ke shodé vSech &élenll panelu, je vzorek
vyfazen a o konkrétnich dlivodech eliminace sepise predseda komise
protokol.

V dalsi fazi jiz postupuje kazdy ¢len panelu samostatné vyplhova-
nim protokolu (obr.1). U kategorie neobvyklych piv ma pfihlaSovatel
pravo (nikoli povinnost) pfilozit k pfihlasce specifikaci vlastnosti, cha-
rakteristickych pro dany vzorek. Hodnotitel je pak povinen posuzovat
i shodu deklarovaného parametru s pfedlozenym vzorkem.

Obr. 1 Vzor nominacniho protokolu ¢lenti panelu expertt

PROTOKOL - PANEL EXPERTU
O NOMINACICH VZORKU V KATEGORII ...................

SOUTEZE
Vzorek Parametry Nomina-
¢. plnost | horkost | cizi |viné |vyvazenost|neshoda| ce
chut )

Parametry vyjadrete symboly 0 (bez vyhrad)

1 (vyhrady stfedni zavaznosti)

2 (zavazné vyhrady)
*) neshoda — tento parametr vypliite pouze v kategorii lll (neob-
vykla piva), pokud pfihlaSovatel deklaruje néjakou specifickou
vlastnost, a to v pfipadé, kdy vzorek tuto vlastnost stfedné nebo
vyrazné neobsahuje, nebo mé senzoricky viem jiny deklarovany

The long-term experience with the organisation of beer competi-
tions enables the authors to suggest a new evaluation model based
on a different approach — the nomination.

2.2. Nomination method

This approach is not a new one. It has been used for several years
at a number of beer festivals and exhibitions during competitions in-
cluded at these events. For this reason the term “exhibition method”
is often used. According to our knowledge, this model has never been
used previously for a beer competition either in the Czech Republic
or abroad (apart from the testing). The principle is that each sample
is individually evaluated (at the festivals mostly not anonymously).The
sample can be accompanied by a short description (characteristic).
The jury members evaluate each sample and finally they decide
whether or not to nominate it for a prize. In advance it is only stated
how many nominations are necessary to attain a particular award,
but neither the total number of awards nor the number of awards levels
(gold, silver or bronze). Usually about 30 % of the beers were awarded.
Itis very possible to assess significantly different samples. With some
exaggeration we can say that, for the evaluation itself the categories
have a marginal significance. They are mostly made because of media
and marketing exploitation of the results.

The principle briefly described above was used for the development
of methodology [4] and for its practical application in the new com-
petition for novel beers “Znojemsky hrozen” (“Znojmo Grape”).

3 METHOD FOR BEER EVALUATION
BASED ON THE NOMINATION APPROACH

This method takes advantage of several unknown/novel ap-
proaches for beer competitions. The basis of each successful com-
petition is an evaluation jury. In the method [4] a jury of twenty mem-
bers is assigned: 12 members (60 %) are trained independent experts
appointed by organisers (expert panel) and 8 members (40 %) are
non professionals such as journalists or celebrities (representative
panel). The total number of evaluators is not significant. It is more or
less limited by the means to ensure the presence of today’s busy ex-
perts but it should not be significantly lower. The proportion of both
panels is important. The additionally obtained opinion of consumers
apart from that of the experts is very valuable information for the prod-
uct since new types of beer are developed especially for them.

Both evaluation panels have different tasks but each vote has the
same value. The panels need not be in session at the same time. In
practice the expert panel evaluated in Prague whereas the represen-
tative panel evaluated directly at the place of the competition “Znojmo
Grape”. The competition was launched for three categories: Pale
Beers and Semi Dark/Dark Beers (according to the definition in our
legislation) and Novel Beers (the definition was very free — from
flavoured non-alcoholic beers to top fermented beers).

3.1 Expert panel

This panel use elements from each individual evaluation thus mak-
ing a consensual process. In the first step of the evaluation each panel
expert has a right to propose samples with serious sensory faults for
elimination. If all panel members agree, the sample is eliminated and
the particular reasons are reported by chairman of the jury. In the
next step each panel member individually fills in a form (Fig. 7). In
the category Novel Beers the submitter has an opportunity but not
a duty to add to the entry an attachment with specific characteristics
of the sample. In such cases the jury must also consider the match
of a described parameter with the submitted sample.

Fig. 1 Example of a nomination report for the expert panel

REPORT - EXPERT PANEL
SAMPLE NOMINATION IN CATEGORY.........
IN THE COMPETITION......

Sample Parameters Nomina-
No. | Palate-| Bitter-| Off- |Odour|Harmony|Mismatch| tion
fullness| ness | flavour| *)
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Nominace: Nominace na nékterou z cen vyjadrete &islici vyjad-

fujici hodnotu navrhované ceny (1, 2, 3). Pokud vzorek nenomi-

nujete na zadnou z cen, napiste 0

Pouceni k nominacim

— v pfipadé, kdy néktery parametr ohodnotite znamkou 2, nelze
vzorek nominovat na zadnou z cen;

— nominovat na 1.cenu nelze vzorek, u néhoz ohodnotite znam-
kou 1 vice nez dva parametry;

— nominovat na 2. cenu nelze vzorek, u néhoz ohodnotite znam-
kou 1 vice nez tfi parametry;

— nominaci 0 Ize uvést i v pfipadé, kdy vzorek splnuje vSechny
vyse uvedené podminky

Podpis hodnotitele:

Pro praci ¢lenl panelu expertl je dulezité, ze jsou ve svych roz-
hodovanich o nominacich vazani nékolika konkrétnimi kritérii, které
maji znemoznit ziskani ceny pro vzorky, které maji jednu zavaznou
¢i vétsi poCet méné zavaznych senzorickych vad.

3.2 Panel reprezentantd

Panel reprezentantd ma ulohu zjednodu$enou, protoze nejde
o specialné cvi¢ené degustatory. Postupuje podle protokolu na obr. 2
a jedinou jeho ulohou je navrhnout ocenéni pro nékteré vzorky podle
celkového dojmu (stejné jako panel expertll dostava i specifikaci ne-
obvyklych piv, pokud ji pfihlasovatel doda).

Obr. 2 Vzor nominacniho protokolu panelu reprezentantt

PROTOKOL - PANEL REPREZENTANTU
O NOMINACICH VZORKU V KATEGORII .......ccovenrrinereresesssnsens
SOUTEZE

Vzorek Nominace

C.

Nominace: Nominace na nékterou z cen vyjadrete Cislici vyjad-
fujici hodnotu navrhované ceny (1, 2, 3). Pokud vzorek nenomi-
nujete na zadnou z cen, napiste 0

Pokud jsou pfi sestavovani komisi dodrzeny proporce obou paneld,
nemuze dojit k tomu, aby nékterou z cen ziskalo pivo, které ma za-

3.3 Vyhodnoceni vysledki
V legendé k protokolu (obr. 3) jsou uvedeny podminky pro ziskani

nékteré z cen. Pro praktické vyuziti v nékteré soutézi je samoziejmé
mozné podminky zpfisnit &i uvolnit.

Obr. 3 Vzor protokolu o vyhodnoceni soutéze

Parameters: Express the parameters in figures
0 (without reservations)
1 (moderate reservations)
2 (severe reservations)
*) Mismatch  Fill in this column only in the category of unusual
beers when a submitter describes some specific characteristic and
only in cases with moderate or severe reservations or in the case
of a different palate than described.
Nomination: Express the nomination for any awards in figures
reflecting the proposed position (1, 2 or 3). If you do not nominate
the sample for any award fill in 0.
Comments on the nominations:
— In case that any of the parameters are rated with figure 2 the
nomination for any awards is not permissible.
— The nomination for the 15t prize is not permissible if the sample
is rated with figure 1 for more than two parameters.
— The nomination for the 2" prize is not permissible if the sample
is rated with figure 1 for more than three parameters.
— The nomination 0 (no nomination) can also be used in cases
where the sample fulfils all listed conditions.

Signature of evaluator:

VYHODNOCENI SOUTEZE ......ccccvrererenens

Kategorie: ........cccommvrmmrmnnsennnnsssnnnnns
Kod Znacka Pocet nominaci Ocenéni
vzorku 1. cenal 2.cena| 3. cena 0
Legenda:

0 — nenominovan.V pfipadé vylou€eni vzorku v eliminaéni fazi za-
piste V.

For the work of the expert panel members it is important to be bound
by some specific criteria which do not allow awards for samples with
one severe or with more than one moderate sensory reservation.

3.2 Representative panel

The representative panel has a simplified task, since the members
are not specially trained tasters. They have to use the report in Fig. 2.
Their only task is to suggest awards for some samples according to
a general impression. As with the expert panel they also get the spec-
ification of the novel beers if available.

Fig. 2 Example of a nomination report for the representative panel

REPORT- REPRESENTATIVE PANEL
SAMPLE NOMINATION IN CATEGORY.........
IN THE COMPETITION......

Sample |Nomination

No.

Nomination: Express the nomination for any awards in figures ref-
lecting the proposed position (1, 2 or 3). If you do not nominate
the sample for any award fill in 0.

As long as the proportions of both juries comply with the directive
it cannot happen that a beer with any severe sensory reservation
could receive an award.

3.3 Evaluation of the results
The conditions for obtaining any award are given in the comments
below Fig.3. Of course, for practical use in a particular competition it

is possible to tighten up or loosen the conditions.

Fig. 3 Example of the evaluation report

EVALUATION OF BEER COMPETITION .......cccovsururnnns
Category: .....ccuervrnsenssersaenns

Number of nominations
15t Prize| 2" Prize| 3" Prize 0

Sample Brand

code
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Ocenéni:

— vyjadfete symboly 1 (1. cena), 2 (2. cena), 3 (3. cena), 0 bez
ocenéni

— u vzorku s absolutné nejvy$Sim poctem nominaci (resp. vy$Sim
poctem nominaci na 1. cenu pfi shodé) uvedte za hodnotu oce-
néni symbol C

Podminky pro udéleni cen

Prvni cena:

— nejméné 12 nominaci na jakoukoli cenu a

— poc¢et nominaci na prvni cenu je vy$S$i nez soucet po¢tu nominaci
na druhou a tfeti cenu

Druha cena:

—nejméné 11 nominaci na cenu a

— soucet po¢tu nominaci na prvni a druhou cenu je vy$Si nez pocet
nominaci na tfeti cenu

Treti cena:

— nejméné 10 nominaci na cenu a

— vzorek nespliuje nékterou z podminek na ziskani vy$si ceny

Dne: 20xx Podpisy:

Comments on the nominations:

0 — no nomination If the sample was already taken out during the

elimination stage fill in V.

Awards:

— Express the nomination in figures 1 (1%t prize), 2 (2™ prize), 3
(39 prize) 0 no award.

— In the case that two samples have the same amount of nomina-
tions add the symbol C to the sample with the highest number
of awards or with a higher number of nominations for the 15! prize

Conditions for awards

1st prize:

— At least 12 nominations for any prize and

— the number of nominations for first prize must be higher than the
sum of nominations for second and third prizes

2nd prize:

— At least 12 nominations for any prize and

— the sum of nominations for first and second prizes must be higher
than a number of nominations for third prize

3rd prize:

— At least 10 nominations for any prize and

— the sample does not comply with any condition necessary for
obtaining a higher prize.

Signature of evaluator

3.4 Soutézni kategorie

Na rozdil od metod zaloZenych na porovnavacim principu, vyme-
zeni soutéznich kategorii a jejich jemné déleni neni v tomto uspora-
dani soutéze zasadni pro praci komise (¢lenové panell samoziejmeé
musi védét, jaky druh piva posuzuji), protoze piva nejsou porovna-
vana mezi sebou. Maji vSak vyznam z hlediska prezentace vysledku
verejnosti. Je proto mozné, aniz by byl jakkoli narusen mechanismus
soutéze, vyhlasit kategorii vétsi po€et nebo naopak pfi niz§im poctu
pfihlaSenych piv, je sluovat — pocet ocenénych piv by mél zlstat
stejny.

3.5 Moznosti vyuziti

Metodiku Ize uplatnit pfi jakékoli soutéZzi piv v pfipade, kdy organi-
zator pfedpoklada moznost udélovat vice nez jednu cenu za kazdé
pofadi. Po urcité upravé vyhodnocovacich kritérii ji Ize pouzit i v sou-
tézich, které se drzi vzitého modelu jednoho ocenéného na kazdém
poradi. Své uplatnéni v8ak najde nejspise prave v pripadé, kvali kte-
rému byla vyvinuta — pro soutéze specialnich a neobvyklych piv, pfi-
padné i pro soutéze s ,otevienymi“ kategoriemi.

Jednou z vyhod je, Ze umoznuje udélit vétsi poCet cen nez obvyklé
tfi, coz zvySuje atraktivitu akce pro pfihlaSovatele. Sou¢asné tento
mozny nardst je pfirozeny, vychazi z kvality, deklarované poétem no-
minaci na konkrétni ceny a matematicky proces vyhodnocovani je
minimalizovan.

VysSe popsany model soutéze piv ma samoziejmeé i sva omezeni.
ské komise, pfedev$im na jeji odborny panel. Clenové obou panelt
(a panelu expertli zvlast) by méli typy piv, které se v soutéZi objevi,
znat a umét rozeznat jejich zakladni atributy. Pokud dojde pfi vybéru
¢lent komisi k podcenéni tohoto poZadavku, mohou byt vyfazena
piva s neobvyklymi, nicméné jejich typu odpovidajicimi vlastnostmi,
jako zavadna. Nema ani velky vyznam tento model uplatiiovat v sou-
tézich béznych typl piv, kde hodnoceni napfiklad pofadim je stan-
dardni a vyhovujici.

Nevyhodou je rovnéz zvySeny narok na technicky Stab, pokud se
ceny vyhladuji jiz na misté — az do kompletniho vyhodnoceni neni
znamo, kolik cen a v jaké kvalité bude udéleno, coz ponékud kompli-
kuje prace pfi pfipravé diplomd.

4 SOUTEZ ZNOJEMSKY HROZEN

V dobé pfipravy této publikace probéhly dva ro¢niky soutéze Zno-
jemsky hrozen, ktera je doprovodnou akci pivovarské ¢asti stejnojmen-
ného mezinarodniho festivalu zamérfeného na gastronomii, konaného
kazdoro€né v poloviné zafi. Organizatorem soutéze je agentura Port,
s.r.0., odbornym garantem Vyzkumny Ustav pivovarsky a sladarsky, a.s.

3.4 Competition categories

Unlike the methods based on the comparative approach it is not
a crucial task of the jury to assess different competition categories
because the beers are not compared against each other. Of course,
the panel members must know which type of beer they are evaluating.
The categories are however important in terms of the presentation of
the results to the public. Consequently it is possible introduce more
categories or through smaller numbers of beers submitted fewer cat-
egories. Neither the mechanism of the competition nor the number
of beer awards would be affected.

3.5 Possibilities for usage

This method can be applied to every beer competition if the organ-
iser plans to honour more than one award for each rank. After a small
modification of the evaluation criteria it could also be use for compe-
titions with a common model of only one prize for each rank. However,
the method will probably mostly be used for competitions for novel
beers or for competitions with “open categories”. That is for which it
was developed.

The main advantage of this method is the possibility to honour more
than one beer in each category. This increases the attractiveness of
the competition for the submitters. Simultaneously, the increase in the
number of awards is based on the sample quality expressed by the
amount of nominations and the mathematical manipulation is min-
imised.

The method however also has its limitation. It is more time con-
suming and demanding with regards to the constitution of the evalu-
ation panels, especially that of the expert panel.

The members of the panels, especially of the expert panel should
know the types of beer entered into the competition and be able to
recognise their fundamental attributes. If this condition is undervalued
the danger is that beers with unusual but for beer type typical attributes
will fail. However, it is pointless to apply this method in competitions
for common types of beers. In these cases the evaluation using the
ranking method is common and fully compliant. A disadvantage is
also an increased demand for the technical staff. If the winners are
announced immediately at the end of the competition then it remains
unknown until the total completion of the evaluation just how many
prizes and in which rank are to be awarded. That could rather com-
plicate the preparation of diplomas.

4 COMPETITION ZNOJEMSKY HROZEN

During the building up of this publication the new evaluation method
was tested in two annual competitions of “Znojemsky hrozen“ (“Zno-
jmo Grape”) which were part of the brewery section of the international
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Soutéze probéhly za Ucéasti 26 a 32 piv z komerénich pivovard,
v obou byly vyhlaeny tfi kategorie (svétla specialni piva, polotmava
a tmava specialni piva, neobvykla piva). K dispozici je tak Sest sad
vysledkUl, pficemz pocty piv v kazdé z nich byly velmi odliSné — od
péti do dvandcti soutézicich piv. Panel expertl byl v obou ro€nicich
témér stejny, panel reprezentantll naopak témér Upiné obménény.
| pfesto, Zze soubor vysledkl je dosud pomérné maly, jisté obecné
trendy |ze zaznamenat.

1) Pres odliSnost ve slozeni obou komisi se jen vzacné vyskytly pfi-
pady neshody mezi obéma panely (byly zaznamenany u tfech
vzorkl z celkovych 58, kdy jeden panel vétSinové urcité pivo no-
minoval a druhy prakticky viibec).

2) Mira shody uvnitf paneld je rovnéz pomérné vysoka — zhruba tre-
tina v8ech vzork(l ziskala dvé a méné nominaci, dalsi pfiblizné tfe-
tina se pohybovala okolo ¢isla 10, coz je minimum nutné na ziskani
tfeti ceny, 6 piv ziskalo 15 a vice nominaci (v jednom pfipadé 19
z dvaceti moznych), zbytek byl v pasmu 3-8 nominaci.

3) Pocet udélenych cen se pohyboval mezi tfemi az Sesti (souvislost
mezi celkovym pocétem vzork(l v kategorii neni nijak markantni,
obeslanych kategorii.

4) Rozdéleni jednotlivych cen u v8ech Sesti sad vysledkl se shodlo
v jediném parametru — pokazdé byla udélena pravé jedna prvni
cena. Tento fakt ovéem muze byt vysledkem nahody, a teprve dal$i
ro¢niky akce potvrdi, zda byla volba pozadavku na jednotlivé ceny
spravna, nebo budou potfeba urcité korekce (z medialniho hlediska
je existence pravé jednoho prvniho mista velmi vyhodna). U dru-
hych a tretich mist bylo rozdéleni velmi nepravidelné. Ani jednou
nenastala varianta typicka pro porovnavaci princip — jedno prvni,
druhé a tfeti misto. NejCastéji (Ctyfikrat) byla zastoupena vSechna
umisténi (jednou s distribuci 1-2-3, zbylé tfi pfipady byly jiné). Ve
zbylych dvou pfipadech druha nebo tfeti cena udélena nebyla.

Z uvedenych dvou ro¢nikl jesté nelze délat definitivni zavéry o zi-
votaschopnosti popsaného usporadani, zatim se v8ak zda, Ze jedi-
nym problémem by mohl byt dal$i narGst poctu vzorkd, a to zejména
pro praci panelu reprezentant(i pfimo v misté konani akce, kde je ur-
Cité casové omezeni. Princip soutéZe vSak dovoluje pfizplsobit pri-
béh soutéze podminkam (rozlozit ji na vice etap), omezeni je pouze
v ¢asovych moznostech ¢lend komise.

Podékovani

Metodika je  vystupem  projektu  Vyzkumny  zamér
MSM6019369701 — ,Vyzkum sladarskych a pivovarskych surovin
a technologii®.
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gastronomic festival of the same name held in the middle of Septem-

ber. It was organised by agency Port Ltd. and the experts were

vouched for by the Research Institute of Brewing and Malting Plc.

In the competitions firstly 26 and then next year 32 beers from the
commercial breweries were submitted and in both years three cate-
gories were declared — Pale Special Beers, Semi Dark/Dark Special
Beers and Novel Beers so that 6 evaluation series resulted. The num-
bers of beers in the different categories varied from 5 to 12. The expert
panels in both years were almost identical whereas the representative
panels were almost completely changed. Despite the fact that the
evaluation series were rather small it was possible to recognize cer-
tain general trends.

1. Despite the different setups of both panels the cases of disagree-
ments were few. Only with 3 samples out of a total of 58 samples
was a particular beer nominated by the majority of one panel
whereas almost not at all by the other panel.

2. The agreement rate within the panels was also relatively high.
About one third of the samples received two or less nominations
and another third got about 10 nominations (10 nominations is
a minimum for receiving an award). Six beers got 15 or more nom-
inations and the rest received 3—8 nominations. In one case a beer
received 19 nominations out of a possible 20.

3. The number of beers honoured varied from 3 to 6. This did not de-
pend directly on the total number of samples in the category, al-
though naturally, the smallest number of awards was given in the
category with only a few submitted beers.

4. The distribution of the awards in all 6 evaluation series only agreed
in one parameter. Each time only one 1% prize was awarded. Nev-
ertheless, this fact could be coincidental and only further compe-
titions will confirm the right choice of requirements for the individual
prizes or a necessity for some corrections. From the media point
of view only one award for the 1%t prize is very favourable. The num-
bers of 2" and 3 prizes given were very irregular. It never hap-
pened however that only one prize was awarded for each rank,
which is a very typical situation when using a comparative method.
Most times (four times) more awards were given for each rank.
Once the distribution was 1-2-3. The other three distributions were
different. In the remaining two series 2" and 3" prizes were not
awarded.

After the use of the new method in only two annual competitions it
is not yet possible to make definitive conclusions about its suitability.
One potential problem is namely an increased number of samples
submitted. It would put the panel members evaluating directly at the
place of the competition under time pressure. The principles of this
method are however very flexible. They allow for adjustment of the
process of the competition to the required conditions, for example,
an expansion into more phases. The only real restriction is the time
availability of the panel members.
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