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in the margin next to the individual question 3-1. Some 
questions were asked of both growers and vintners and 
the corresponding bar graphs are shown in the margins 
on each side of question, growers in the left margin and 
vintners in the right margin. 

When reading the criteria benchmark text, an obser-
vant reader may find percentages adding to more than 
100% because a particular category may include prac-
tices in the category below. For example, for criterion 
8-9 Enhancing Habitat through Vegetation, the text 
reads “91% of growers maintain cover crops, while 60% 
of the growers also maintain hedgerows or use native 
grasses and shrubs, and 25% maintain both hedgerows 
and native grasses and shrubs.” The 91% is comprised of 
31% (Category 2), 35% (Category 3), and 25% (Category 
4) because they all maintain cover crops. The 60% is 
comprised of Categories 3 and 4, and the 25% only 
Category 4, due to the additional practices that must be 
done to score in the higher categories.   

When interpreting the results among criteria it is 
important to consider that not all criteria are scaled 

the same, meaning that category “4s,” “3s,” “2s” and “1s” 
among criteria, and more importantly across chapters, 
do not represent the same level of sustainability. For 
example, it may be much more difficult to implement a 
category “3” or “4” for some criteria. This is especially 
true for winery chapters 9 through 15. 

“Best Practices” is the next section found in each chap-
ter. These vignettes illustrate current practices at winer-
ies and vineyards in California and include personalized 
stories of individual efforts on a path to sustainability. 

Each chapter concludes with a section on “Comparative 
Results & Next Steps,” which highlights progress since 
the 2004 report, as well as next steps to ensure continu-
ous improvement. More detailed next steps are also 
described in the Conclusion of the Report.
 
AddiTionAl infoRmATion AbouT THE dATA SET

Confidentiality of individuals and Regions 

The SWP program assures participants that their indi-
vidual information is kept strictly confidential. At no 

about the 2009 Sustainability report
The Code workbook includes a built-in measurement 
system. Participants assess their practices according to 
a four-category system. Category one illustrates prac-
tices which are considered to be the minimum level of 
sustainability for that criterion but within regulatory 
compliance, if regulations exist. For instance, the table 
below illustrates the four performance categories for 
the criterion “Organic Matter” in the Soil Management 
chapter. The categories and associated practices repre-
sent increasing sustainability moving from right to left.

In addition to programmatic progress described in 
chapter 1 of this report, the following 14 chapters pres-
ent the assessment results for each of the 227 criteria 

in the 14 assessment chapters of the Code workbook. 
Each chapter includes a ”Response Distribution” graph, 
illustrating the percent distribution of responses from 
the winegrowers and/or vintners (see example on p. 9). 
Each chapter also includes a “Background” section, 
which provides an overview of current practices, fol-

lowed by a detailed examination of the 
responses to each criterion.

To provide a visual concept of percentages  
for each question, a single bar graph has been 
placed in the margin next to the question 
being discussed. For example, the bar graph 
for question 3-1 will be found in two places: 
once towards the beginning of the chapter in 
the “Response Distribution” graph and again 

example of the 4-category Self-assessment Continuum of Increasing Sustainability

Soil mAnAGEmEnT - TilTH 

inCREASinG SuSTAinAbiliTy

CRiTERiA CATEGoRy 4 CATEGoRy 3 CATEGoRy 2 CATEGoRy 1

4-8 organic matter

(Skip if organic 
matter sufficient 
for your soil
type)

a combination of 
organic matter is 
added to the soil
annually (e.g. 
permanent or 
annual cover crop, 
compost, and/or 
manure).

And
tillage is reduced 
or eliminated to 
lower the rate of 
organic matter
breakdown.

Some form of 
organic matter is 
added to the soil
annually (e.g.  
annual cover crop, 
compost, manure, 
or a combination
of cover crop and 
manure or 
compost).

resident vegeta-
tion is allowed to 
grow in the winter. 

no organic matter 
is added to the soil 
other than what 
the vine produces,
and resident vege-
tation is minimized 
in the winter.

And
the vineyard is 
clean tilled.

  
  

  
   organic matter improves soil tilth and structure, improves aeration and infiltration, increases water-holding capacity, buffers soil ph, increases 
    the availability of micronutrients, provides a source of plant nutrients, and feeds beneficial micro-organisms.

3%
2%

10%

51%

34%

example of a “response Distribution” graph 
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time are individual names linked to reporting results. 
In addition, the SWP program does not publicly report 
county or regional results-only statewide results. This 
policy was put in place to encourage statewide partici-
pation. County and regional results have been confiden-
tially provided to regional grower and vintner associa-
tions to help them plan educational events for their 
members that are targeted to areas identified through 
the data as having opportunity for improvement.

data Analysis  
Assessment results from the 868 vineyard organiza-
tions and from 173 winery organizations were entered 
into the SWP software. Means were calculated for each 
chapter from vineyard and winery criteria (227 total 
criteria). The frequency distribution of category  
4-3-2-1-N/A and missing data were also calculated  
for each vineyard and winery criterion. 
 
Population, missing data and Reporting Errors  
The data presented in this report is not taken from 
a random sample of the overall vineyard and winery 
enterprise populations. Therefore, no claims are made 
regarding the statistical validity of the dataset relative 
to the entire vineyard and winery enterprise popula-
tions. However, the sample size in terms of numbers of 
participants (particularly for vineyard participants) and 

percent of acres or cases produced relative to statewide 
totals (particularly for cases produced) are high.  
Occasionally a participant did not assess all the criteria, 
or may answer some criteria incorrectly. Unanswered 
questions create missing data and cause the response 
rate in the sample to be different for each criterion.  
Criteria answered incorrectly due to misunderstanding 
the directions and so forth turn up in the data as report-
ing errors. These create small data inconsistencies.

limitations in interpreting Results  
Like all survey data, this report has limitations which 
should be considered when interpreting the results. It 
is not possible to know when responses reflect actual 
behavior. This disadvantage applies to all survey and 
assessment studies. Growers and winemakers who did 
not attend a workshop or turn in their assessments may 
differ from those that did turn in their assessments. 
This limitation, coupled with the fact that these results 
are not drawn from a random sample of growers and 
winemakers, means that these data are not applicable to 
the entire California vineyard and winery community. 
However, the data does represent more than 56% of 
the winery case production and more than 39% of the 
vineyard acres. The datasets also reflect a wide range of 
vineyard and winery sizes.  


