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1. Summary 

 

This research paper seeks to investigate which of the 170 Menzioni Geografiche Aggiuntive 

(MGAs) of Barolo show a quantifiable and consistent uplift in price when compared to 

standard labelled Barolo. If there are consistencies in price uplift this research paper seeks to 

examine what the possible reasons for this are by analysing the properties that are intrinsic to 

the vineyard site: exposition, soil type, altitude and vine age and which of these has the 

greatest impact. Is it a southerly exposition, as suggested in common lore? 

 

Based on the responses to the questionnaire, this paper found that an overwhelming majority 

of the MGAs found on labels had some significant economic benefit in being labelled 

separately, taking into account increased costs from yield reduction and marginal uplift in 

price. Is this enough to further a case for the producers of Barolo to implement a hierarchical 

classification of the MGAs along the lines of a three tier system as in Burgundy, as first 

proposed in the late 1960s by Luigi Veronelli? 

 

In other words, this paper seeks to compare what is suggested by local lore and anecdotal and 

personal belief with commercial fact. 
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2. Introduction 

 

Barolo is a DOCG wine region of Piedmont. Within these borders, the land has been sub-

divided into Menzioni Geografiche Aggiuntive, (MGAs) or ‘Additional Geographical 

Mentions’. Until the release of the 2010 vintage, when these parcels of vineyards were 

formally recognised in the Disciplinare di Produzione dei Vini a DOCG Barolo 

(Langhevini.it, n.d.), they were known colloquially as the ‘Crus’ of Barolo. These MGAs are 

first broken down into 11 communes, and then further divided into individual sites of which 

170
1
 have been officially recognised. 

 

Barolo totalled 1,827 hectares in 2010, the year for which the following statistics are cited. 

There are 670 growers of whom 286 were also wine producers and bottlers in 2010
2
. Total 

production has now reached 12 million bottles, including wine initially sold in bulk, but the 

average estate is a mere 2.73 hectares (Consorzio, 2011). 26% of the total production changes 

hands as bulk. Only figures for wines grown, produced and bottled by the same entity are 

included in this study. As can be seen, there is a large proportion of small growers; 80% of 

producers make less than 60,000 bottles apiece. Many of these are family businesses, quite 

often with several parcels of vineyards in various sites, naturally leading to comparisons with 

Burgundy. The parcelling-out of the Crus of Barolo owes much to the old Piedmontese 

inheritance law (Ratti, 2011) which divided the property between male children. This is 

similar but not identical to the Napoleonic Code of Burgundy (Civil Code, 1804, cited in The 

Napoleon Series, n.d.). This contrasts with Tuscany where primogeniture was practised, 

                                                 
1
 The Approved Synopsis (see appendix) states 171. During the intervening period, 1 MGA, 

Bricco Vigna Mirasole, has been dropped from the list of official MGAs as stated in the 

current version of the Discliplinare. 
2
 Data gathered and compiled from all the wine guides shown in the bibliography and the 

Consorzio database. Other than these sources there is no official nor comprehensive list of 

producers. 
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resulting in a more ‘estate’ style culture with larger and more contiguous properties like those 

found in Médoc. 

 

Local lore suggests that among the 170 MGAs, there is a wide range of quality across grapes 

and wine produced and that a southerly aspect has always been regarded as the overriding 

factor affecting potential quality.  

 

This research paper seeks to develop a list of those MGAs which contribute a significant 

increase in value for the producer when named on a label, compared to a standard blended 

Barolo. It also seeks to examine whether there are external and internal factors that contribute 

to ex-cellar price uplift from Standard Barolo to named MGA and, more specifically, whether 

or not a southerly exposure is the most significant of these. If a consistency in price uplift is 

demonstrated, this paper will also examine whether or not a case for an official hierarchy, 

along the lines of the Burgundy Cru Classification, should be considered by the producers. As 

far as possible, it seeks to exclude or discount producer reputation and ability to market. It 

will do this by calculating the cash and percentage uplift of each producer’s MGA labels 

compared with their own basic Barolo labels. The overall uplift figures will be weighted by 

the proportion of each producer’s production against the total to produce an average uplift 

figure in cash and as a percentage.  

 

2.1 The History and Development of the Crus in Literature 

 

The oldest bottle of Barolo in known existence is simply labelled as ‘Cannubi 1752’ 

(Wasserman, 1991) which shows the importance of this site. However, during the modern era 

of Barolo, it is not until 1958 (Wasserman, 1991) that these Crus start to reappear on labels 
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with Fontanafredda’s La Villa, followed in 1961 by Prunotto’s Bussia. Since that time, more 

and more Cru labelled Barolos have appeared, so much so that ‘virtually all top Barolo today 

is, or purports to be, from single-vineyards or at least from delimited sub-zones’ (Belfrage, 

1999, p57).  

 

Fantini (1895 cited in Ratti, 2004), was the first person to produce a map of the vineyards of 

Barolo. It provided a detailed list of the vineyards with accompanying gradings such as 

‘Good position... choice position... optimal position’; this was a personal classification of 

sorts. 

 

Vignolo-Lutati (cited in Ratti, 2004) published a more detailed map of the zone in 1927 and 

considered making a classification but decided in the end that the producers would benefit 

from a zone’s prestige without having it officially defined (Rosso, 2009, p43). This was 

followed by Renato Ratti in 1979 who proffered his own classification of the great vineyards 

into three tiers (Ratti, 1979). This map is still used by producers today; Ratti’s 1
st
 or 2

nd
 

category vineyards are colloquially known as the ‘Historic’ Crus. The prominent Italian 

journalist, Luigi Veronelli, sought the creation of an official classification and tried to 

persuade producers to adopt the Burgundian system, but to no avail (Vines.org, n.d.). 

 

The next major work was the Wine Atlas of the Langhe (Petrini, 2008). This work rates 111 

of the region’s Crus as the ‘great vineyards’, using Ratti’s maps as the starting point. This 

guide claims not to have set out a ‘top 20-style classification’ but expresses an opinion on the 

future desire for classification of the vineyards: ‘it will be possible, and useful, to make a full 

classification when the delimitation of sub-zones currently under way is complete.’ (p10). 
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In 2014, the prominent journalist, Antonio Galloni produced an article 

(vinousmedia.com/statistics/barolo_map, n.d.) in which all the 170 MGAs have been ranked 

under one of four quality headings: ‘Exceptional’, ‘Outstanding’, ‘Noteworthy’ and 

‘Delimited’. Galloni uses the four-tier Burgundy analogy of ‘Grand Cru’, ‘Premier Cru’, 

‘Village’ and ‘Regional’ to explain these quality assessments. His methodology covers purely 

his personal evaluation, stating, ‘The ranking of vineyards is based on tangible evidence. In 

other words, what is in the bottle.’ 

 

O’Keefe (Barolo and Barbaresco: The King and Queen of Italian Wines, 2014) draws 

attention to the fact that there are 170 MGAs and states that ‘the vast majority of these 

subzones in Barolo and Barbaresco have no distinguishing features, nor do they impart any 

superior quality.’ This issue is pertinent to this study in identifying which, if any, carry a 

distinction in terms of significant uplift in value. 

 

Alessandro Masnaghetti (Barolo MGA: The Barolo Great Vineyards Encyclopedia, 2015) has 

completed a comprehensive study of the MGAs. Whilst there are no quality assessments 

made in this work, there is a replication of the ‘Carta della Unità di Terre’ produced by the 

Piedmont Regional Government which is used as the basis for the soil types in this Research 

Paper. Recently, Masnaghetti has since gone further and published his own suggested 

ranking, even though the Encyclopedia itself avoided the controversy that the topic might 

have aroused. 
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2.2 Terminology 

 

The term ‘MGA’ (Menzione Geografica Aggiuntive) is the expression that the producers of 

Barolo have created for what was previously known as the ‘Crus’ or Subzones of Barolo, 

since the word ‘Cru’ does not exist in Italian legislation, but still exists in common parlance. 

Each parcel of land in Barolo DOCG belongs to one of these MGAs. 

 

2.3 Recent Developments 

 

The formalisation of the MGAs with the release of 2010 vintage in January 2014 has meant 

that producers are obliged to follow a more standardised approach to the labelling. A 

classification of Barolo Con Menzione Geografica Aggiuntiva, therefore, now exists in the 

Disciplinare (Langhevini.it, n.d.) with formal geographical boundaries from which the grapes 

for these wines must be sourced. Maximum yield for Barolo DOCG is 8 tonnes/hectare (with 

the exception of those with a “Vigna” designation: a category which is not being examined in 

this research): legal and actual production limits are 680L of wine per tonne of grapes for 

Barolo DOCG. In practice, the producers taking part in this study were asked for their typical 

yield for each category. These are the average figures taken from answers of those who 

responded to the questionnaire and have been used for calculations throughout:  6.53 tonnes 

per hectare for standard Barolo and 6.00 tonnes per hectare for Barolo Con MGA and Barolo 

Riserva Con MGA. 
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2.4 Current Use of the MGA 

 

There are 170 MGAs in the 11 communes of Barolo. Of these, 114
3
 are currently used (as of 

2010 vintage) on labels in the established fashion (see methodology). The remaining 56 are 

used in blending to make standard Barolo, or may be used to make single-site Barolo but with 

no acknowledgment of its MGA designation on the label. The 11 communes can also 

constitute MGAs since they are additional geographical mentions, but for the purpose of this 

research, only the specific sites, formerly known as ‘Crus’ are being considered
4
.  

 

This research has uncovered 286 producers of Barolo who also bottle their wine. Of these, 

122 produce Standard Barolo together with Barolo Con MGA (5 of those produce Barolo, but 

their Barolo Con MGA is at Riserva level). For the purposes of this paper these will be 

referred to as Category 1 Producers. 69 produce only Barolo Con MGA. One producer makes 

only Riserva Con MGA. For the purposes of this paper these producers will be referred to as 

Category 2. 94 produce only Standard Barolo. These have been classified as Category 3 

Producers. As they do not have a Barolo Con MGA with which to compare price and yield 

figures they have been excluded from the main part of this study. This leaves a significant 

proportion (67%) of producers still eligible for this study. 

 

For a Barolo to be considered Barolo Con MGA it must have only one recognised site on the 

label, so the former practice of dual Crus on the label is now officially no longer approved. 

                                                 
3
 This figure has been compiled from various sources. The starting point is the list of 

producers taken from all the major guides, as referenced in the bibliography, and producers’ 

websites; a database of each producer’s range has been created and verified by the producers 

responding to the questionnaire. 
4
 There are several instances of communal MGAs in usage, but not in significant enough 

numbers to warrant inclusion in this study. Further grounds for omission from this study are 

that they are not included in any of the hierarchical classifications in literature as cited in 2.1. 
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However, there are still examples from the 2010 vintage in common use which appear in this 

manner. Nevertheless, producers such as Rinaldi Giuseppe have adapted their blends to 

adhere to the new rules. Formerly this producer made two blends: Cannubi-Ravera and 

Brunate-Le Coste. Since 2010 there is now an MGA Brunate and a Barolo from the other 

three sites simply named ‘Tre Tine’. 

 

It will be interesting to note over the coming years, whether there is a gradual phasing out of 

the officially unrecognised names which form part of a larger MGA. For example, the Cru of 

Pressenda is not an MGA, instead forming part of the MGA of Castelletto but is still in use as 

of the 2010 vintage. This site is established in literature, mentioned both by Masnaghetti 

(2010) and Petrini (2008). Bussia has become very complicated, as this is a large MGA 

extending 5kms from top to bottom and contains all of the aspects, and wide ranging 

elevations. Within Bussia several producers have decided to continue to use their proprietary 

names such as Romirasco in the case of Conterno Aldo and Corsini from Ruggeri Corsini. 

This is despite the fact that the list of MGAs for each commune were originally put forward 

by the producers themselves. 

 

2.5 The Limitations of Classifications 

 

There have been three recent classification introductions. In Italy, the reclassifying of the 

Prosecco production zones; in France, the redrawing and sub-division of the Crus Bourgeois 

Médocains; and the redrawing of the St Emilion Grands Crus Classés (GCC) & Premier 

Grands Crus Classés of 2006 (PGCC). Although the creation of DOCG zones within the 

Prosecco region of production has been a critical and commercial success, the latter two have 
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both been the subject of legal wrangles and, in the case of the Cru Bourgeois classification, it 

was subsequently annulled. 

 

The Crus Bourgeois classification of 2003 proposed that the 1932 classification of Châteaux 

should be ranked and sub-divided into three categories: Crus Bourgeois Exceptionnels, Crus 

Bourgeois Supérieurs and Crus Bourgeois. However, the classification was ‘marred with 

conflicts of interest’ (Rosen, 2007), and was later annulled in 2007. The affair was said to 

have ‘tarnished the lustre of the Cru Bourgeois name’ (Hecquet, cited in Rosen, 2007). The 

appellants who disputed the 2003 classification claimed that the tasting panel, which included 

several negociants who were commercially allied to particular Châteaux, were guilty of 

‘cronyism’ (Mau, cited in Lechmere, 2010) and the French courts agreed.  

 

As opposed to the Crus Bourgeois 2003 classification, the re-drawing of the St Emilion GCC 

and PGCC had a starting point of an existing hierarchy. The 2006 classification, the 5th of its 

kind, saw several Châteaux demoted; these then went on to challenge the classification 

legally. On the 1st July 2008 the Conseil d’Etat ruled that the classification had not been 

impartial, making the entire classification invalid (Kevany, 2008). A later version of the 

classification was approved by the French government (Anson, 2011). 

 

These two cases demonstrate the necessity of impartiality in any creation of an official 

classification. They also throw light onto why it may be undesirable to formalise a 

hierarchical classification for Barolo. 
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3. Methodology 

 

Although many conversations with producers that were recorded and annotated have taken 

place throughout the process of gathering factual evidence, the results are based on the 

figures supplied by respondents to the questionnaire. Conclusions may take into account the 

weight of expressed opinion in the region concerning the desirability of formalising a 

hierarchy of MGAs. 

 

3.1 Criteria for Scope of Study 

 

Prices throughout are ex cellars per 75cl bottle in euros before tax. 

 

Questionnaires and follow-up questionnaires were sent to eligible producers and all statistics 

used in the remainder of the Research Paper were derived from the responses.  

 

This yielded the following numbers for the scope of this study: 

The region can produce up to 12M bottles per year.  

Of this 26% changes hands in bulk either as grapes, or in wine (Consorzio 2011).  

Of the remaining 74%, two-thirds of the number of producers is eligible for this study, being 

either Category 1 or Category 2. 

 

Number of Responses Received: 

Category 1 Producers: 55 out of a possible 122. Including the 2 co-ops and the largest private 

vineyard owner. 

Category 2 Producers: 21 out of a possible 70. 
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Estimate of Production in bottles for 2010 vintage for Eligible Producers (67% of Producers 

are eligible): 2.77M out of 5.9M (excludes bulk). 

MGAs used by respondents: 72 out of a possible 114 that now appear on labels. 

Geographical Spread by Commune for MGAs made by Category 1 & Category 2 Producers:  

 

Commune Number of MGA 

Responses Received 

for Category 1 and 

Category 2 Producers 

Number of Eligible 

MGAs for Category 1 and 

Category 2 Producers 

Total 72 114 

Barolo 11 19 

Barolo & La Morra 3 3 

Barolo & Novello 1 1 

Castiglione Falletto 10 16 

Diano d’Alba & Serralunga d’Alba 1 1 

Grinzane Cavour 1 1 

La Morra 14 25 

Monforte d’Alba 7 10 

Monforte d’Alba & Barolo 1 1 

Novello 1 3 

Roddi 1 1 

Serralunga d’Alba 16 26 

Verduno 5 7 

 

As can be seen total response is evenly spread geographically across the region. 

 

3.1.1 Producer Eligibility 

 

 Category 1. Producers who make and offer Barolo together with Barolo Con MGA 

and/or Riserva Con MGA to provide the most relevant data for evidence of price 

uplift. 

 Category 2. Producers who make and offer solely Barolo Con MGA will also be 

eligible for inclusion. For example, if a true ranking is to be considered for all the 

MGAs then sites such as Falletto in Serralunga and Francia in Serralunga must be 



© Institute of Masters of Wine 2016 12 

considered as they are made exclusively by Bruno Giacosa and Giacomo Conterno, 

neither of whom produces a standard Barolo. Naturally these results will be excluded 

from uplift calculations as there is no base value for comparison. 

 Category 3. Producers with only standard Barolo and/or Barolo Riserva will not be 

eligible for inclusion in the data for price comparison.  

 

3.1.2 Site Eligibility 

 

 Sites which are included in the official list of MGAs from the Disciplinare 

(Langhevini, n.d.)  

 The name of the MGA must appear on the bottle label. 

 Barolo Riserva Con MGA will also be considered to give a true comparison, though 

Barolo Riserva will not. However, the earliest release of Barolo Riserva Con MGA 

must be a minimum of 2 years in arrears of the Barolo Con MGA, and is often longer. 

 Stock holding costs of Riserva MGA have been considered for inclusion in the 

analysis but discounted as the DOCG has no mandatory increase for time spent in 

barrel for this denomination (18 months in all categories of Barolo DOCG), merely 

the time spent in bottle. This is coupled with the paucity of satisfactory empirical or 

anecdotal data as to what the stock holding costs might be. 

 Proprietary named Barolos, even though they may be sourced from one single MGA 

are not eligible for inclusion as a Barolo Con MGA, an example being Ciabot Mentin 

from Domenico Clerico. For this reason, they will be considered as Standard Barolo. 

 Historic Crus which are not MGAs will be included if they comply with: a) being 

made by more than one producer, or b) having their credentials established in 

literature. The reason for this is that, following the establishment of the MGAs, many 
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producers have decided to continue with the tradition of their named site despite the 

fact that they are sub-Crus of a larger MGA, as is the trend with the MGA Bussia. The 

Disciplinare (Langhevini, n.d.) allows for this, as long as they existed prior to the 

2010 vintage. This means that Historic Crus such as, for example, Colonello from 

Prunotto and Aldo Conterno which would otherwise have been excluded from this 

research, are included since they form part of the larger MGA of Bussia. Throughout 

the paper these figures are included as part of their respective MGAs. 

 Since the 5 separate sites which are prefixed with the appellation ‘Cannubi’ (Cannubi 

Moscatel, Cannubi Boschis, Cannubi San Lorenzo, Cannubi Valletta & Cannubi 

itself) are officially recognised as having their own MGA status, they will be 

considered in the fashion that they appear on the bottle label, as this is how the market 

will perceive them. For example, Cannubi from Giacomo Fenocchio will be 

considered as Cannubi despite the fact that the grapes are grown in Cannubi Boschis. 

This is a common practice and is fully covered in the Discliplinare (Langhevini, n.d.). 

 The new regulations now decree that Barolos with more than one MGA on the labels 

are no longer permitted. For this reason, those that continue to label as such will be 

regarded only as Barolo DOCG. 

 

3.2 Data Gathering 

 

A simple questionnaire
5
 has been sent to all eligible producers requesting standard export 

pricing and volume produced in quantity of bottles for three vintages of Barolo, Barolo Con 

MGA and Riserva Con MGA. A mean across the three has been produced and has been 

volumetrically weighted to even out vintage fluctuations. Vintages which are considered are 

                                                 
5
 See appendix 6.2 
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2010 – 2008 for standard Barolo and Barolo Con MGA and 2008 – 2006 for Barolo Riserva 

Con MGA as release dates for the latter are 2 years in arrears. 

 

Producers have also been asked to provide details of altitude of vineyards (mean altitude), 

aspect and age of vines (mean and using 2010 for a single point of reference). 

 

3.2.1 Economic Benefit 

 

Category 1 Producers were sent a questionnaire
6
 asking for their yield on their Standard 

Barolo and for their Barolo/Riserva Con MGA in order for this calculation to be made. The 

value of the mean price uplift obtained through volumetric weighting of the provided data 

will be used to compensate for yield reduction of Barolo Con MGA compared to Standard 

Barolo to arrive at a control/theoretical break even point. This will be compared to all prices 

charged for Standard Barolo. The averages of these will be applied to the price uplift data to 

arrive at a list of MGAs which show consistent economic gain above this break even point. 

 

3.2.2 Ranking of Exposition & Elevation 

 

Local lore suggests that a straight South aspect is the most favoured followed by South-East 

and South-West, then West and East, and then by North-West and North-East. The 

Disciplinare (Langhevini, n.d.) no longer allows for plantings of Nebbiolo for Barolo on sites 

facing straight north, unless they were in existence prior to 2010. Part of the reason for 

examining whether this still holds true is to start looking at any material influence that 

climate change may have. 

                                                 
6
 See appendix 6.3 
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In the same way that each MGA will be assigned a value and ultimately a rank, each 

exposition will be grouped according to the data provided by the producer and its value will 

be weighted for volume and an average value for each exposition will be obtained. Due to the 

nature of the topography of the region more than one exposition may be provided, in which 

case the parcel will be split into however many expositions are provided to avoid the 

complexity of having so many combinations and a scattering of the data.  

 

Similarly, for the elevation, the producers will be asked to provide a mean for each parcel. If 

a range is provided by the producer, then a median value will be allocated, since vineyards on 

hillsides will normally cover a range of elevations. The data will then be valued with 

volumetric weighting to obtain a ranking of elevations. 

 

3.2.3 Soil Type 

 

Since a study was made by the Piedmont Regional Government of the ‘Carta della Unita di 

Terre’ (cited in Masnaghetti, 2015) which provides data and mapping of the 5 major soil 

types for the region, this will provide the data for this section. This writer did consider 

canvassing the producers to provide this data, but the initial responses were quite vague, and 

to provide consistency throughout, one comprehensive source for the data was considered to 

be the most viable method. Each MGA will be assigned a soil type. It will then be given a 

value with volumetric weighting and ranked accordingly. This data will then be analysed for 

trends and examined for any possible contribution to uplift. 
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4. Results and Analysis 

 

4.1 Category 1 Producers 

 

4.1.1 Price Comparison of Barolo Con MGA With Standard Barolo 

 

These producers have opted to use the nomenclature of standard Barolo, or use of a 

proprietary name, or in a few circumstances, still use the old (now officially outlawed) 

system of two or more Cru names, which may or may not be MGAs, on the label. All of the 

producers in this set also produce one or more Barolo Con MGA or Riserva Con MGA. The 

weighted average values are as follows: Standard Barolo is €16.01, Barolo Con MGA is 

€24.25, Riserva Con MGA is €30.31. Barolo/Riserva Con MGA combined is €24.84. 

Altogether these categories give a weighted average value of €18.35. In terms of volume and 

value: Standard Barolo is 74.45% of volume and 64.07% of value, Barolo Con MGA is 

23.97% of volume and 31.67% of volume, Riserva Con MGA is 2.58% of volume and 4.26% 

of value. Barolo Con MGA and Riserva Con MGA combined are 25.55% of volume and 

35.93% of value. 

 

There is, of course, an understandable reduction in overall share from all respondents as 

producers who only bottle Barolo or Riserva MGA have been excluded from the results 

(Category 2 Producers). This also means that some of the MGAs have been excluded due to 

the fact that some of the top performing monopoles (e.g. Francia and Monprivato) are not 

produced in this fashion, as these producers do not make a standard Barolo. These are added 

into this study at section 4.2. 
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Category 2 Producers have been excluded from these calculations for reasons already 

discussed. When they are added in, the percentage of Barolo Con MGA and Riserva Con 

MGA together would rise to 35.04% of volume and 47.55% of value. Naturally, their 

exclusion means that some of the top monopole MGAs can now be added to the list under 

consideration giving 72 out of the 114 MGAs names initially found on any label. 

 

Response rate in Category 1 Producers is 55 out of a possible 122 who used 58 out of a 

possible 91 MGAs. 

 

Table 1 shows the figures which are taken from the value and volume across the vintages 

provided (2010, 2009, 2008 for Barolo Con MGA and 2008, 2007 and 2006 for Riserva Con 

MGA) and shows the average increment of €8.83 per bottle for MGA & MGA Riserva 

categories. 

 

Category Volume (bottles) Mean Value % of Volume Revenue % of Revenue 

Standard Barolo 5,367,200.00 € 16.01 73.45% € 85,910,049.00 64.07% 

MGA 1,751,280.00 € 24.25 23.97% € 42,471,031.00 31.67% 

Riserva MGA 188,485.00 € 30.31 2.58% € 5,712,445.00 4.26% 

MGA & Riserva MGA Combined 1,939,765.00 € 24.84 26.55% € 48,183,476.00 35.93% 

Total 7,306,965.00 € 18.35 
 

€ 134,093,525.00 
 

Table 1: Mean Value of Barolo Categories of Category 1 Producer Respondents Across 3 Vintages 

 

This is the most apposite method of assessing the premium in price uplift that Barolo Con 

MGA can achieve as there is a direct and quantifiable Standard Barolo from each producer by 

which it can be measured. The average price uplift is 155.15% from €16.01 per bottle to 

€24.84. 
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4.1.2 Economic Benefit 

 

4.1.2.1 Consideration of Yield Reduction for MGA & MGA Riserva 

 

The maximum yield for all categories of Barolo DOCG (Barolo, Barolo Riserva, Barolo Con 

MGA, Barolo Riserva Con MGA) in this research, is 8 tonnes per hectare. However, in 

common practice, the majority of producers reduce their yield to below these limits and 

further still when producing MGA or MGA Riserva with consistent responses. The yield data 

is shown in table 2, extrapolated to form averages across the region.  

 

 

Mean 
Yield 
t/ha 

Bottles 
per 

Hectare
7
 

Mean 
Value per 

Bottle 

Revenue Per 
Tonne 

% 
Production 

Total Combined 

Standard Barolo 6.530 5920.53 € 16.01 € 94,787.74 73.45% € 69,621.59 
€ 105,498.50 

MGA & MGA Riserva 6.000 5440.00 € 24.84 € 135,129.60 26.55% € 35,876.91 

Control 6.530 5920.53 € 16.01 € 94,787.74 100.00% € 94,787.74 € 94,787.74 

Table 2: Category 1 Producer Respondents Yield Averages and Revenues Across 3 Vintages 

 

The data show that in separating out Standard Barolo from MGA & MGA Riserva, despite 

the reduction in yield, there is an incremental uplift in total earnings from €94,787.74 to 

€105,498.50 or 111.30% where the base of 100% is €94,787.74. Therefore, theoretically, if 

the producers of Category 1 were to sacrifice their Barolo Con MGA and/or Riserva Con 

MGA to produce one single standard blended Barolo as shown in the Control row, assuming 

that there is no yield reduction and no discernable increment in quality, then they would make 

a substantially lower revenue. For the producer, in this scenario, to achieve the same revenue 

of €105,498.50 then he/she would need to reach €17.82 for this hypothetical single Standard 

Barolo. 

                                                 
7
 The Disciplinare (langhevini.it, n.d) states that 1 tonne of grapes is to yield a maximum of 

680L of finished wine. 
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Referring to fig. 1 the distribution chart shows that the majority of Category 1 Producers 

samples sell their Standard Barolo for less than €17.82. Only 21 of 60 questioned (some of 

whom may or may not produce more than one) succeed in selling their standard Barolo at 

over this price; of these 21, 4 are hangovers from the old rules which allowed dual-MGA 

labelled Barolos. These 21 samples, when isolated, also have a higher than mean value for 

their Barolo/Riservas Con MGA as well at €30.88 against a base of €19.79 for Standard 

Barolo giving them a slightly higher than average price uplift of 156.07% 

 

 

Figure 1: Distribution Chart of Pricing of Barolo Categories Averages Across 3 Vintages 

 

However, we need to examine the threshold of price uplift at which point the MGA produces 

incremental revenue taking yield reduction into consideration. If the averages of table 2 are 

extrapolated across the region, and assuming that the producer reduces the yield in line with 

this, then there must be a minimum Barolo/Riserva Con MGA uplift of 108.81%. This means 
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that all but 3 of the 58 MGAs as shown in table 3 are generating enough uplift to justify 

economically their separation as Barolo/Riserva Con MGA. 
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4.1.2.2 Price Uplift of MGAs 

 

Table 3 shows the 58 MGAs sold by the Category 1 producers in order of their ability to 

generate price uplift. Only the last two named MGAs fail to produce a higher overall revenue 

compared with what they would have earned by simply selling their whole production as 

standard Barolo. 

 

MGA Uplift Rank   MGA Uplift Rank   MGA Uplift Rank 

Bricco Rocche 500.00% 1  Giachini 155.18% 20  Ravera 138.58% 39 

Briccolina 358.34% 2  Rocche dell' Annunziata 154.82% 21  Sarmassa 132.24% 40 

Case Nere 219.45% 3  Fossati 154.16% 22  Rocchettevino 129.51% 41 

Vignarionda 196.31% 4  Parafada 152.49% 23  Bricco Luciani 128.80% 42 

Lazzarito 184.13% 5  Castello 152.22% 24  Liste 126.93% 43 

Fontanafredda 183.06% 6  Villero 150.33% 25  Ornato 125.14% 44 

Conca 181.78% 7  Arborina 149.45% 26  Sorano 124.64% 45 

Ginestra 180.96% 8  Margheria 148.72% 27  Capalot 121.94% 46 

Ascheri 180.92% 9  Castellero 146.27% 28  Scarrone 121.76% 47 

Cerequio 179.64% 10  Brunate 143.28% 29  Bricco Ambrogio 121.41% 48 

Parussi 177.19% 11  Gattera 142.59% 30  Gabutti 120.00% 49 

Bricco delle Viole 173.80% 12  Cerretta 141.40% 31  Bricco San Biagio 119.15% 50 

Bussia 170.38% 13  Paiagallo 141.13% 32  Pernanno 118.92% 51 

Prapo 170.34% 14  Cannubi Boschis 141.03% 33  Pugnane 118.67% 52 

La Volta 167.77% 15  San Giovanni 140.55% 34  Cerviano-Merli 118.02% 53 

Baudana 167.74% 16  Rocche di Castiglione 140.13% 35  Pisapola 110.23% 54 

San Pietro 167.72% 17  Badarina 139.52% 36  Castelletto 109.70% 55 

La Serra 157.14% 18  San Bernardo 138.64% 37  Le Coste di Monforte 104.78% 56 

Cannubi 156.01% 19  Monvigliero 138.58% 38  Perno 96.81% 57 

                Roere di Santa Maria 91.67% 58 

Table 3: Price Uplift of MGAs of Category 1 Producer Respondents Across 3 Vintages 

 

The average uplift of this category is 155.15% from €16.01 to €24.84, therefore 20 out of 58 

have an above average uplift. Could these be candidates for a higher level of Cru 

classification?  
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4.2 The Region: Category 1 and Category 2 Producers Together 

 

From the 3 categories of Barolo DOGC that have been analysed; Barolo, Barolo Con MGA 

and Barolo Riserva Con MGA it can be seen in table 4 that the mean standard ex-cellars 

export price, volumetrically weighted, for Barolo of €16.01 must now be compared to €26.28 

for Barolo Con MGA and €33.59 for Barolo Riserva Con MGA. It is significant that despite 

the fact that Barolo accounts for 64.96% of the volume it now has only 52.45% of the value 

share, whereas Barolo Con MGA has 32.08% of the volume and 42.53% of value. The 

remainder is Riserva MGA of 2.96% of volume and 5.02% by value. These figures illustrate, 

in general terms, a clear incentive in incremental revenue to produce Barolo Con MGA as a 

major part if not all of the trading mix. 

 

Table 4 shows the result by category. Response Rate is 76 out of a possible 192 producers 

and 72 out of a possible 114 MGAs mentioned on labels. 

 

 
Volume (Bottles) 

Mean 
Value 

per 
Bottle 

% of total 
Volume 

Revenue 
% of 

Revenue 

Barolo 5,367,200.00 € 16.01 64.96% € 85,910,049.00 52.45% 

MGA 2,650,751.00 € 26.28 32.08% € 69,658,205.40 42.53% 

Riserva MGA 244,857.00 € 33.59 2.96% € 8,223,979.20 5.02% 

MGA & MGA Riserva Combined 2,895,608.00 € 26.90 35.04% € 77,882,184.60 47.55% 

Total 8,262,808.00 € 19.82 
 

€ 163,792,233.60 
 

Table 4: Mean Value of Barolo Categories of Category 1 & Category 2 Producer Respondents Together Across 3 Vintages 

 

4.2.1 Individual Sites of Category 1 and Category 2 Producers 

 

In its simplest form it is interesting to look at the average price, volumetrically weighted over 

three vintages, for each MGA with producers combined. This includes those sites which are 
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held in high regard, but may be made by producers who do not necessarily make a standard 

Barolo alongside a Barolo Con MGA, such as Monprivato from Mascarello Giuseppe and 

Francia from Conterno Giacomo. Naturally, this data cannot exclude other variables such as 

producer reputation, and exposes the pricing anomalies which come from high-end wines 

sourced from monopole vineyards. But, if a classification were to exist, then these crus must 

be considered. There is an argument that the value of the MGA is closely aligned with the 

reputation and power of the producer that makes it. To give a Burgundy analogy, Clos St.-

Jacques Premier Cru of Gevrey-Chambertin regularly fetches higher prices than some Grands 

Crus of this commune, partially due to the reputation of Domaines Armand Rousseau and 

Fourrier that produce it. 

 

For this purpose, as cited in the methodology, the sites which are not official MGAs but 

follow the rules of labelling according to historical practice have been grouped under their 

larger MGA. For example, Vigna Colonello has been grouped under Bussia. 

 

Table 5 shows the list of MGAs from respondents with their weighted average price. It is 

worth noting that of the top 8 performing MGAs, 4 of them are monopoles. Then in the 

remaining 63, there is only one other instance of a monopole. This exhibits another alignment 

with Burgundy, where among the top priced Grands Crus, there are also several examples of 

monopoles: Romanée-Conti, La Tâche, La Romanée, for example. 
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MGA Mean Value  
per bottle 

Rank   MGA Mean Value  
per Bottle 

Rank 

Bricco Rocche*
8
 € 95.00 1  Conca € 23.45 37 

Francia* € 67.74 2  Parafada € 23.28 38 

Briccolina € 64.86 3  Gattera € 23.26 39 

Monprivato* € 50.38 4  Massara € 23.06 40 

Vignolo € 45.00 5  Castello € 22.33 41 

Liste € 42.00 6  Castelletto € 22.19 42 

Cerretta € 39.24 7  Arborina € 22.17 43 

Bricco Boschis* € 37.61 8  Pernanno € 22.00 44 

Bussia € 35.45 9  Monvigliero € 21.96 45 

Meriame € 35.00 10  Margheria € 21.86 46 

Lazzarito € 33.78 11  San Giovanni € 21.28 47 

Cerequio € 33.20 12  Ascheri € 21.25 48 

Case Nere € 32.31 13  Cannubi Boschis € 20.45 49 

Ginestra € 32.08 14  Castellero € 20.43 50 

Fontanafredda* € 32.00 15  Ravera € 20.33 51 

Prapo € 31.52 16  Sarmassa € 20.26 52 

La Volta € 30.50 17  Giachini € 20.17 53 

San Pietro € 30.49 18  San Bernardo € 19.41 54 

Fossati € 29.53 19  Badarina € 19.30 55 

Vignarionda € 29.32 20  Bricco Ambrogio € 19.08 56 

Perno € 29.28 21  Rocche di Castiglione € 18.80 57 

Cannubi € 29.00 22  Riva Rocca € 18.67 58 

La Serra € 28.74 23  Sorano € 17.59 59 

Parussi € 28.67 24  Ornato € 17.52 60 

Rocche dell' Annunziata € 28.49 25  Roggeri € 16.70 61 

Rocchettevino € 27.89 26  Neirane € 16.68 62 

Bricco delle Viole € 27.62 27  Pugnane € 16.46 63 

Arione € 27.62 27  Scarrone € 16.00 64 

Villero € 27.04 29  Gabutti € 15.00 65 

Brunate € 26.77 30  Capalot € 14.84 66 

Bricco Luciani € 26.61 31  Bricco San Biagio € 14.50 67 

Cerviano-Merli € 26.52 32  Pisapola € 14.33 68 

Baudana € 26.00 33  Le Coste di Monforte € 14.04 69 

Mosconi € 26.00 33  Bricco San Pietro € 12.61 70 

Terlo € 25.16 35  Roere di Santa Maria € 11.00 71 

Paiagallo € 24.67 36   Boschetti € 9.84 72 

Table 5: Mean Values of MGAs of Category 1 and Category 2 Producers Across 3 Vintages 

 

There are 9 MGAs which fail to achieve the €16.01 average for standard Barolo. Two of 

these do not fall under Category 1 Producers (Boschetti and Bricco San Pietro), but of the 

                                                 
8
 *Indicates MGAs which are monopoles of one producer. 
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others, only Le Coste di Monforte and Roere di Santa Maria fail to make the threshold uplift 

of 108.81% to justify separation into Barolo/Riserva Con MGA. The remaining 5 all have 

sufficient uplift, but are made by producers whose Standard Barolos have a significantly 

lower than average mean value. 

 

4.3 Analysis of Physical Factors Which Influence Price

4.3.1 Price Comparison with Vineyard Exposition 

 

Local lore states that southerly followed by south-easterly and south-westerly exposures are 

the most desirable. The Disciplinare (Langhevini.it, n.d.) now states that sites which face 

straight north are no longer permitted for new plantings of Nebbiolo for Barolo, with the 

caveat that if they already exist prior to 2010 then dispensation is given. Traditionally, 

northern slopes are planted to earlier ripening varieties such as Dolcetto and white varieties 

such as Chardonnay and Sauvignon Blanc. None of the respondents provided ‘north’ as their 

exposition for their MGAs. 

 

Over the coming years it may be interesting to note whether South will remain the most 

desirable exposition. O’Keefe (2014) notes that “Increased temperatures during the growing 

season have shortened Nebbiolo’s infamously long growing cycle by an average of two 

weeks’. Yet is still a ‘notoriously difficult grape when it comes to reaching ideal maturation”. 

Perhaps growers will seek out cooler expositions (and altitudes) if this trend continues. 

 

In general terms a valuation of the expositions has been created from allocating each 

individual producer’s parcel an exposition as provided by the growers. This can be valued 
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using the pricing and volume data. Where two or more expositions have been provided (for 

example, south and south-west) then the parcel has been split, otherwise too many 

combinations would have become available.  

 

Exposition Total Production in Bottles Total Revenue Mean Value per Bottle Rank Deviation from Mean 

South-West 809,945.50 € 27,135,664.03 € 33.50 1 124.56% 

West 145,429.50 € 4,778,428.66 € 32.86 2 122.16% 

South 891,697.00 € 21,618,424.83 € 24.24 3 90.14% 

South-East 872,768.00 € 20,496,649.07 € 23.48 4 87.31% 

East 124,268.00 € 2,801,068.00 € 22.54 5 83.80% 

North-East 44,000.00 € 928,500.00 € 21.10 6 78.46% 

North-West 7,500.00 € 123,450.00 € 16.46 7 61.20% 

Total 2,895,608.00 € 77,882,184.59 € 26.90 
  

Standard Deviation 
 

6.204668468 
  

Table 6: Mean Value and Standard Deviation of Exposition of MGAs of Category 1 and Category 2  Producers Respondents 

Across 3 Vintages 

 

Table 6 shows an overall mean of €26.90 with two expositions having greater than mean 

vale: South-West and West. These results are contrary to the common lore that South is the 

most desirable exposition, which is rank 3 with 90.14% deviation from mean. These results 

are consistent with on-going research by Prof Silvia Guidoni of the University of Turin (cited 

in Daniëls 2013) who has discovered that West and South-West facing sites never reach the 

high berry temperatures of South and East facing sites, yet profit from the sunlight until much 

later in the evening. This aforementioned research claims that these conditions are conducive 

to forming greater levels of anthocyanins and lessening the harshness of tannins.  
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4.3.2 Price Comparison with Soil Type 

 

The Disciplinare of Barolo (langhevini.it, n.d) states that Barolo should be grown on soils 

that are “clay, limestone and their possible combinations”. These possible combinations 

result in five main soil types described in table 7 (Carta delle Unità di Terre, cited in 

Masnaghetti, 2015): Messiniano, Messiniano Vene Gessifere, Serravalliano, Tortoniano 

Arenarie di Diano and Tortoniano Marne di Sant Agata.  

                                                 
9
 Source: Carta della Unità di Terre (Regione Piemonte, cited in Masnaghetti, 2015) 

10
 Descriptions gathered from various sources but in the main from Cipolla (2013). 

Geological Epoch Geological Stage Soil Type
9
 Characteristics

10
 

Miocene 

Serravallian 
(formerly known as 

Helvetian) 

Serravalliano Formazione 
di Lequio 

Layers of grey marl alternating with sandstones 
formed from silica sand, more or less 

compacted, with the presence of calcium 
carbonate and iron confering the shade of grey-

brown soils. 

Tortoniano Arenarie di 
Diano 

Alternating layers of sand more or less compact, 
grey-brown or yellowish color, with grey 
sandstones (compact sand cemented by 

carbonates of marine water). 

Tortonian 

Tortoniano Marne di S. 
Agata Fossili 

Grey-blue marl, rich in carbonates of magnesium 
and manganese, which on the surface become 
whitish-grey shades as a result of the action of 

weathering: it is mixed with clay and fine sands, 
impregnated with a strong calcareous 

component. 

Messiniano 
Land originated in the most recent Messinian 

period. Deep fertile soils characterized by chalky-
sulphurous formation. 

Messiniano Vene Gessifere Messinian soils with chalk veins. 

Table 7: Characteristics of the Geological Formations and Soil Types of Barolo 
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Messiniano is the type found in the areas west of the township of La Morra and Cherasco. 

Messiniano Vene Gessifere is the North-Western part of La Morra and the Western half of 

Verduno. Serravalliano Formazione di Lequio is found in the Southern two-thirds of 

Serralunga d’Alba and includes some of the easternmost MGAs of Monforte d’Alba. 

Tortoniano Arenarie di Diano is found in the higher parts of Monforte d’Alba and Castiglione 

Falletto and some lower altitude MGAs of eastern La Morra. Tortoniano Marne di Sant Agata 

is the dominant soil type and is found in most of La Morra, Barolo, Novello, northern 

Serralunga d’Alba, Eastern parts of Verduno and, to a lesser extent, in the Southern parts of 

Monforte d’Alba, as well as Grinzane Cavour, Diano d’Alba and Roddi. 

 

In relation to price the MGAs have been allocated a soil type to see what trends have 

occurred and whether some of these soil types can produce a more desirable, hence more 

expensive wine. The results of the average values are shown in table 8. 

 

Soil Type 
Total Production  

in Bottles 
Total Revenue 

Mean Value 
per Bottle 

Rank Deviation from Mean 

Serravalliano Formazione di Lequio 377,503.00 € 11,947,824.00 € 31.65 1 118% 

Tortoniano Arenarie di Diano 830,107.00 € 25,875,265.00 € 31.17 2 115.89% 

Tortoniano Marne di S. Agata 1,659,398.00 € 39,490,995.60 € 23.80 3 88.48% 

Messiniano 14,000.00 € 324,500.00 € 23.18 4 86.18% 

Messiniano Vene Gessifere 14,600.00 € 243,600.00 € 16.68 5 62.03% 

Total 2,895,608.00 € 77,882,184.60 € 26.90 
  

Standard Deviation 
 

6.240209771 
  

Table 8: Mean Value and Standard Deviation of Soil Types of MGAs of Category 1 & Category 2 Producer Respondents 

Across 3 Vintages 

 

It can be seen that there is a wide difference between the top performing soil type: 

Serravalliano Formazione di Lequio and the lowest: Messiniano Vene Gessifere. There are 

two soil types which perform above mean, both from the Serravallian geological stage. The 

two variables of Messiano and Messiniano Vene Gessifere show small samples sizes which 
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reflects the low usage of these soil types as Barolo/Riserva Con MGA. This evidence 

indicates of a form of self-selection by the producers of what sites warrant separation from 

Standard Barolo into Barolo/Riserva Con MGA supporting the case for hierarchical 

classification. 

 

4.3.3 Price Comparison with Altitude 

 

The Disciplinare (Langhevini.it, n.d.) states that Nebbiolo for Barolo must not be grown 

below 170 metres above sea level nor above 540. The reason for this is that below 170 is 

largely speaking the valley floor and due to the early budding of Nebbiolo it may be 

susceptible to spring frosts.  Above 540 is currently considered too cool for the adequate 

ripening of this variety. 

 

This is a complex characteristic to measure since vineyards planted on slopes (as stipulated in 

the Disciplinare as a regulation) occupy a range of Altitudes. Since the data received from the 

producers has come in the form of a range, or as a single Altitude, medians between the upper 

and lower limits of each parcel have been allocated. 
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Figure 2: Distribution of Mean Value of MGAs by Ascending Altitude of Category 1 and Category 2 Producer Respondents 

Across 3 Vintages 

 

Fig. 2 shows the distribution of the altitudes with two variables achieving higher than mean, 

covering the altitudes of 400-449 metres a.s.l followed by 250-299 metres a.s.l. As the data 

show it is currently more favourable to be in the lowest altitude than the highest, but will this 

remain this way over the coming years due to global warming? 

 

Altitude 
Metres Above Sea Level 

Total Production  
in bottles 

Total Value 
Mean Value  
per Bottle 

Rank Deviation from Mean 

400-449 368,444.00 € 13,032,374.00 € 35.37 1 131.51% 

250-299 538,611.00 € 15,209,871.60 € 28.24 2 105.58% 

350-399 820,251.00 € 21,938,593.00 € 26.75 3 99% 

300-349 884,502.00 € 23,292,883.00 € 26.33 4 97.91% 

200-249 53,000.00 € 1,129,500.00 € 21.31 5 79.23% 

450-500 230,800.00 € 3,278,963.00 € 14.21 6 52.82% 

Total 2,895,608.00 € 77,882,184.60 € 26.90   

Standard Deviation   7.101689278   

Table 9: Mean Value and Standard Deviation of Altitude of MGAs of Category 1 and Category  Producer Respondents 

Across 3 Vintages 
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The variable of 400-449 metres a.s.l. has a clear advantage over all the the other altitudes and 

has the highest recorded value of any characteristic at €35.37 

 

To illustrate that higher altitudes may be more desirable, Maria Teresa Mascarello (Pers. 

Comm, 2011) the proprietor of Bartolo Mascarello anecdotally states that the “sweet-spot” 

for Cannubi was 250 metres (see appendix 6.1). Notwithstanding the fact that her parcel of 

this MGA lies at this altitude, she later added that these vines now suffer from a great deal of 

heat stress during the summer and she uses wines from cooler parcels such as the MGA of 

Ruè to even out her final blend.  

 

4.4  Other Possible Contributing Factors 

 

4.4.1 Vine Age 

 

 

Figure 3: Distribution Chart With Trendline of Vine Age and Mean Value of Category 1 and Category 2 Producer 

Respondents Across 3 Vintages 
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As the scatter chart of vine age data shows in figure 3 it is possibly too random and too 

widely distributed for this characteristic to have any real statistical significance for the 

purpose of this research. There is a marginal incline on the trendline, but not one significant 

enough to show any conclusive evidence that there is a distinct correlation between price 

uplift and vine age. Of the 15 samples with the highest value per bottle, only 8 have an 

average vine age of 45 years or more. So only a marginal majority of those could be 

considered from ‘old vines’
11

. 

 

 

Figure 4: Average Vine by Value in Groups of 9 of Category 1 and Category 2 Producer Respondents Across 3 Vintages 

 

When grouped into series of 9s the figures show that wines from the oldest vines have a 

higher average price, than the youngest but the remainder of the data doesn’t show a trend 

                                                 
11

 There is no legal nor formal decree on the definition of ‘old vines’, nor is there a general 

consensus. 45 years has been used as the threshold in this case as it is the median of the data 

received. 
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and the highest is 49-58 years. Therefore, it is logical to say that due to the randomness of 

this characteristic it can be discounted as a deciding factor on mean value.  
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However, if we look at two MGAs in more widely fragmented ownership: Rocche dell’ 

Annunziata (fig.5) and Cannubi (fig.6), these two sites demonstrate the results that might 

have been expected. This didn’t hold true for other sites with similarly fragmented 

ownership. We may then begin to understand that although having old vines may have impact 

on price uplift of individual parcels, its contribution region-wide to be able to contribute to 

the augmented equity of an individual MGA is less significant.  

 

 

Figure 5: Price Uplift by Vine Age of Category 1 Producer Respondents in Rocche dell'Annunziata Across 3 Vintages 

 

 

Figure 6: Price Uplift by Vine Age of Category 1 Producer Respondents in Cannubi  Across 3 Vintages 
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4.5 Significance of the Factors That Influence Price Uplift 

 

Standard deviation is a “measure of dispersion around the mean, calculated so that 

approximately 68 percent of cases will lie within plus or minus one standard deviation from 

the mean, 95 percent will lie within plus or minus two standard deviations, and 99.9 percent 

will lie within three standard deviations” (Babbie, 2013). Thus, this is a statistically correct 

form of examining the relevance and significance each characteristic that has been analysed 

will impact on the price data. It can be seen that vine age is too random and dispersed to be of 

any statistical relevance, but the other three characteristics that have been examined are: 

 

 Altitude 7.101689278 

 Soil Type 6.240209771 

 Exposition 6.204668468 

 

These data indicate that all three characteristics have a quantifiable influence on the price, yet 

there is a distinct order of which has the most influence. In contrary to local lore it is Altitude 

that has the greatest influence on price, followed by soil type. This is supported by the 

altitude of 400-449 metres a.s.l. having the highest recorded weighted average of any 

characteristic at €35.37. 

 

4.6 Comparison of Uplift Data and Physical Characteristics 

 

Now that we know the impact of the individual characteristics of an MGA on price, the 

Deviation from Mean data can be collated and applied to each individual site to obtain an 
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overall score, so we are able to look for any correlation between the physical characteristics 

and price uplift. 

 

Each MGA has the sum of Deviation from Mean value for each of the three characteristics, 

exposition (e), soil type (s) and altitude (a) divided by three to assign a Deviation from Mean 

Overall Score (d). Thus: 

 

 𝑑 = 𝑒+𝑠+𝑎

3
   

 

Then use the rankings from table 5 (r), and group the 72 MGAs into 6 categories of 12 (g1to 

g6) in descending rank order. For example, g1 below, in this case r1 is Bricco Rocche, etc. 

 

𝑔1 = 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 (𝑟1. . 𝑟12) 

 

If there is any correlation between the uplift data and the physical characteristics, then 

theoretically, g1 through g6 should have descending accumulated scores. 
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Figure 7: Comparison of Price Data and Physical Characteristics 

 

Fig.7 shows that there is correlation between the physical characteristics and price uplift 

following the trend line from around 105 down to around 94. 

 

There are some notable eccentricities in the data, which cause the peaks. g1 where the mean 

deviation is 108.30% contains the 12 top performing sites. The top 4 of these by price also 

contains the top 3 by characteristic rank (d): Francia, Briccolina and Monprivato. This not 

only causes a high spike in the chart, but also strongly correlates the theoretical quality based 

on physical characteristics with the price data. 

 

The irregular spike in g4 is largely caused by the MGAs of Margheria with a mean value of 

€21.86 and Castelletto with a mean value of €22.89. These two are each below the mean 
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value of €26.90, but perform well on characteristic data. Castelletto has little mention in the 

classifications, having been ignored by Ratti (1979) and a mere ‘**’ from Masnaghetti (n.d.), 

yet an ‘Outstanding’ rating from Galloni (2014). Margheria was also ignored by Ratti, whilst 

given ‘****’ by Masnaghetti and again, ‘Outstanding’ by Galloni. These MGAs are 

underperforming on price given their theoretical potential for quality, which may be 

somewhat accounted for in the lack of consensus in quality of wines produced in these 

aforementioned ratings, but also may be the results other socio-economic factors, such as the 

ability to market. 

 

4.7 Is There a Case for Creating an Official Hierarchical Classification of the MGAs? 

 

As shown in section 2.5, recent classifications have been mired in controversy, cronyism and 

jealousy. Yet there have been 3 prominent personalities deeply involved with Barolo and its 

MGAs that have created their own hierarchical classifications: Ratti (1979), Masnaghetti 

(n.d), and Galloni (2014), based, by their own admission, on the quality of the wines 

produced from each MGA rather than its potential to produce better quality grapes. An 

inherent pitfall in this system is that, to some extent, it fails to exclude the skill, inclination or 

otherwise, on the part of the producer to craft a great wine, rather than the intrinsic quality of 

the site. 

 

Barolo, due to its parcelisation, mono-variety and the ability of Nebbiolo to convey its sense 

of place in the final wine, should be a natural candidate for classification, since there are 170 

MGAs, many of which convey no signal of augmented quality to the general consumer to 

distinguish them from each other. The case for classification is made by Delmastro (2005): 

‘the Italian system may benefit from the introduction of a further local classification (as in 
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France), ordering the quality of the wines according to the quality of the vineyards.’ But 

many state that there is a lack of political will among the producers to implement such a 

system. Ziliani (2006, p72) states ‘a classification of vineyards, as in the French system, with 

grands, premiers, and deuxièmes Crus, is neither achievable nor desirable.’ Ziliani may be 

right in his assertion, but in practice there is already an economic rift opening up between 

sites, and in the last two years there have been two major published works by Galloni and 

Masnaghetti which have offered us classifications along the lines of the French system, in at 

least two of the cases. 

 

The case for hierarchical classification can be examined through SWOT analysis. 

 

4.7.1 Strengths 

 

Recognition 

At the moment there is no way of distinguishing an MGA from a ‘fantasy’ name on a label. 

For example, ‘Monfortino’ of Conterno Giacomo is sourced from a single MGA but carries 

no indication of its origin, which is in this case Francia (at least since 1974, previously its 

origin was mobile): and ‘Dagromis’ from Gaja which is sourced from at least three sites in 

two different communes. For the benefit of the high-involvement consumer who is deeply 

interested in these matters, a mandatory indication on the labels of what constitutes or does 

not constitute a Barolo/Riserva Con MGA, tying it in to a specific piece of land, would be 

practical, since fantasy names will continue to exist under the current legislation. 
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Indication of Quality 

It has been shown that just by having an MGA on the label there is an increment in expected 

minimum quality, but does even the most informed consumer recognise the style and quality 

of more than a handful of MGAs? There are 114 of these used on labels, as well as many 

other Vignas and fantasy names.  If there were a classification the consumer would at least be 

able recognise the potential for quality as he/she would with, for example, Burgundy.  

 

Premiumisation 

At the moment there are a few MGAs which on uplift and characteristic data, appear to 

under-perform in terms of their reputation. For example: the MGA of Brunate is given the top 

rating by each of the three writers who have prepared recent classifications (see appendix 

6.4), yet only achieves position 29 in this uplift ranking. If it is true that Brunate consistently 

produces excellent wine, then it should achieve a better price than it does when compared to 

other MGAs. This suggests that the major producer of this MGA is charging less per bottle 

than he otherwise could, since it is widely recognised as being excellent. 

 

4.7.2 Weaknesses 

 

Apathy 

Barolo is in a reasonably strong financial position. The average bulk price rose in 2010 from 

€3 per litre to €7 per litre in 2012 despite the fact that this was a big vintage (Ratti 2012, 

pers.comm). There is little or no surplus stock, and, therefore, arguably no overriding desire 

on the part of the producers to implement a change in the hierarchy, despite the fact that in 

producing MGA under the current rules, there is economic benefit. The Consorzio has 

indicated that the creation of the current MGA system “was originally intended as an attempt 
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to create an Italian ‘cru’
12

 system, but it has not been widely adopted” (langhevini.it, n.d.); 

there has been no driving force from the producers to change to a hierarchical system. This 

lack of will is echoed by Speller (2011), “It is worth noting that there is no classification of 

single vineyards in a system analogous to Burgundy with its premiers crus and grands crus. 

That is not to say that these vineyards do not exist, nor that there isn't sufficient local 

knowledge to assess them, but there is a total lack of political will to tackle such a delicate 

topic.” 

 

The Question of Which Grounds Should Be Applied? 

Since the implementation of a hierarchical classification would have to be driven by the 

producers, there are 286 opinions which must be canvassed and 170 MGAs which would 

need classifying. Aside from that, despite the fact it is clear that the overwhelming majority 

of MGAs used on labels have a quantifiable uplift on price, it is marginal for many of these 

sites.  In a few cases MGAs which should possibly have been the best performers, have not 

achieved expected results, as demonstrated by the Brunate example. Therefore, it is arguable 

that the grounds on which a particular site might be classified are not entirely overwhelming: 

whether it be price, physical characteristics, or recognition of quality of wine, or a 

combination of all three. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
12

 The assumption here is that the term ‘cru’ would one day allude to a hierarchical 

classification, and not to a named single-vineyard based system, as the MGAs have been 

widely adopted. 
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4.7.3 Opportunities 

 

Barolo in the Spotlight 

Barolo has a good opportunity to put itself at the centre of attention in the wine world. An 

example of how reclassifying origins can be beneficial is demonstrated in the augmentation 

from DOC to DOCG status for Prosecco di Conegliano-Valdobbiadene.  It now has a clear 

indication of incremental quality in the eye of the consumer, and commands a premium price 

over and above DOC Prosecco.  

 

Alignment with Other Fine Wine Regions 

Official hierarchical classifications currently exist in many other fine wine regions of the 

world: Bordeaux, Burgundy, Champagne, Alsace, Tokaj, for example. These classifications 

have been widely accepted and largely recognised among informed consumers, and have 

gained premium price levels as a result. Barolo with its fragmentation of vineyards, historical 

significance and complexity of names is highly suited to this form of classification.  

 

4.7.4 Threats 

 

Power Shift 

Conterno (2011, pers.comm) believes that the brand equity held by an MGA is allied to the 

power of the producer that owns it, so those that are the most established and have the best 

reputations will be the greatest beneficiaries of such a system rather than a theoretically fair-

for-all system that the producers currently enjoy.  
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5. Conclusions 

 

5.1 Which MGAs show Quantifiable Uplift? 

 

In general terms, table 1 showed that overall there is economic benefit in producing Barolo 

Con MGA over and above standard Barolo, and of the 58 individual sites that were analysed 

in table 3, 55 showed an above-threshold-for-break-even score for uplift in doing so. This 

also takes into account the average reduction in yield that the respondent producers 

employed.  

 

It is worth noting that producers are not obliged to reduce their yields, and are perfectly 

within the rules of the Disciplinare to produce up to 8 tonnes per hectares for each of the 

categories of Barolo and Barolo Con MGA and Barolo Riserva Con MGA. Therefore, if they 

so wished, they would able to show an economic benefit on any increment in price of Barolo 

Con MGA or Barolo Riserva Con MGA. However, on average they do restrict yields 

voluntarily from an average 6.53 tonnes to 6.00 tonnes as figure 2 demonstrated. 

 

It is not too much of a stretch to imagine that many Category 1 Producers have not even 

looked closely enough at the economic benefit, or otherwise, of producing from separate 

MGAs. Incremental profit is a motivating factor in any venture, when considering one’s 

business choices, since premiumisation, particularly when there is a finite supply, is a natural 

course to take for growth. However, it is difficult to imagine a small producer of 6,000 bottles 

of Barolo, a third of which is Con MGA, crunching the numbers on yield and revenue to see 

if he can make greater returns. He is more likely to be motivated by the pursuit of excellence 

and incremental quality, and the greater prestige he/she will obtain in doing so. 



© Institute of Masters of Wine 2016 44 

5.2 The Significance of the Vineyard’s Characteristics On Its Price 

 

There were three characteristics of the MGAs that were analysed to see if any particular 

aspect of those were more important than the others. The common lore in Barolo is that a 

southerly exposition is the most important factor for quality, which should logically follow 

that the wines from such sites should command a higher price. The research uncovered 7 

possible variations for exposition and proved that South-West followed by West were not 

only the most valuable of these but South had a lower then mean value. To examine the 

significance of this against the other characteristics that were examined, a similar exercise 

was performed on altitude and soil type. Again on both occasions the results were not 

unexpected with the range of 40-449 metres of altitude proved to the the most valuable and 

Serravalliano Formazione di Lequio the most valuable soil type. These three characteristics 

were analysed for their standard deviation, since the characteristic which has the highest 

standard deviation will be the one which has the greatest impact on value. This was found to 

be ‘Altitude’. Thus, the data show that the local lore does not stand up to the test of 

commercial fact. 

 

The data show that there is a fine balance to tread in locating an ideal site for ripening 

Nebbiolo. It favours the moderately sunny south-westerly sites, followed by a tendency 

towards the evening sun rather than morning of the westerly sites. Yet it also thrives better at 

a relatively high altitude. This unexpected shift from the common lore may be the first signs 

of climate change, or it may be that there is now better knowledge and understanding of the 

growth cycle of Nebbiolo, and the impact of the improved anthocyanins and decrease in the 

harshness of the tannins in grapes from these less exposed sites, has on the finished wine. 

There is, however, an apparent tipping-point where the highest level of altitude in the region 
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is the least valuable, therefore, desirable, of all the variables in the 3 examined characteristics. 

This occurs from 450-500 metres.  It is worth remembering the anecdote about 250 metres in 

Cannubi where the vines now suffer from heat stress. Could it be that altitude and, to a lesser 

extent, aspect, are mitigating the result of climate change and that the common lore of the 

region is now outdated? 

 

5.3 Are There Other Site Specific Characteristics That May Influence Price? 

 

This study also examined whether there are trends in vine age that may influence the price. 

Whilst there is evidence that across several producer’s parcels within the MGAs of Rocche 

dell’Annunziata and Cannubi there was greater price uplift with increasing vine age, region-

wide the dispersion of price data is far too scattered to form any patterns.  This is not entirely 

surprising, as this is a characteristic which has human input in terms of when to replant, and 

therefore, the occurrences will be more scattered and random. 

 

5.4 Is There a Case for Creating a Hierarchy of the MGAs? 

 

A case can certainly be made for creating a hierarchy, since there are many parallels between 

Barolo and other classified regions. Perhaps it is fair to say that this region is more suitable 

than Champagne as the latter has its hierarchy based on entire villages, some as large as 

500ha, rather than on the more compact Barolo MGA region where the average size of an 

MGA is 11.67 ha (Masnaghetti 2015). The case is further supported by a proven hierarchy of 

quality which is based upon intrinsic properties of the site. 
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The SWOT analysis of section 4.7 suggests that the positives in bringing premiumisation and 

clarity to the Barolo Con MGA category will perhaps make the region even more successful 

and makes its image more prestigious in the eyes of the informed consumer. There are 

drawbacks too, but none of these is unique to Barolo. Certainly, other old world regions, 

which also have centuries of wine-making history, have ultimately overcome their in-fighting 

and legal wrangles to form site-based, hierarchical classifications which have, largely 

speaking, held the test of time, and brought added value to the producers.  

 

Finally, appendix 6.4 shows not only the personal classifications of Ratti, Galloni and 

Masnaghetti but also alongside them the results of the statistical analyses of this paper. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



© Institute of Masters of Wine 2016 47 

6. Appendices 

 

6.1 Approved Synopsis 

 

Proposed Title: Barolo: Is there an economic benefit in producing under a Cru Label 

Designation? If there is, what are the reasons? 

 

 

Define the subject of your Research Paper and specify the research questions you plan 

to pursue: 

(approximately 150 words) 

 

Barolo is now divided into 171 Crus. The practice of naming a Barolo after its Cru has been 

in common usage, in modern times, since 1958. Until the release of the 2010 vintage, these 

Crus have been hitherto unregulated. 

 

This research will quantify any commercial success of Barolo showing a Cru on the label. It 

then assesses the major factors which contributed to this success or lack thereof.  

 

1. Which of the Crus show quantifiable price-uplift compared with the standard Barolo 

from the same producer? 

2. Local lore suggests that aspect is the most important qualitative factor. Does this hold 

up when compared with the price data?  

3. Are there other vineyard site specific related criteria that may be significant in 

contributing to price uplift? 

4. Are some Crus showing consistently greater price uplifts than others? Is there a case 

for creating an official hierarchy of the Crus? 

 

 

Background and Context: 

Explain what is currently known about the topic and address why this topic requires/offers 

opportunities for further research. 

(approximately 200 words) 

 

Prior to 2014, upon the release of the 2010 Barolo vintage, the nomenclature of the wines of 

Barolo, particularly of the ‘Cru’ wines has been unregulated. The official Disciplinare has 

delimited the boundaries of each of the 171 Menzioni Geografiche Aggiuntive and has 

granted them official status in recognition of their increasing usage. Barolo Con Menzione 

Geografica Aggiuntiva (the official nomenclature for what has previously been known as 

‘Cru’ Barolo) now has official status and must conform to further qualitative standards, over 

and above standard Barolo DOCG, such as reduction in maximum yields and minimum 

alcohol content. 

 

Although the whole of Barolo is now covered by one or other of the Cru names, some appear 

to be better known than others already. Despite this, the majority of producers are reluctant 

(Langhevini.it) to see a legally established hierarchy of crus put in place even though some 

experts have attempted to define one (Galloni 2014, Ratti 1975, Vignolo-Luttati 1927). This 



© Institute of Masters of Wine 2016 48 

paper will examine the possibility that a de facto hierarchy might be establishing itself. If the 

evidence suggests that this is the case, the paper will look at possible causation. 

 

 

Sources: 

Identify the nature of your source materials (official documents, books, articles, other studies, 

etc.) and give principle sources if appropriate. 

(approximately 100 words) 

 

Data: 

From the producers of Barolo. 

Official Documents: 

Disciplinare di Produzione delle Denominazione di Origine Controllata e Garantita [Barolo] 

(2010)Ministero delle Politiche Agricole Alimentari  e Forestali  

Books 

O’Keefe, K. (2014) Barolo and Barbaresco. University of California Press 

Wasserman, S. (1991) Italy’s Noble Red Wines. New York. Macmillan 

Garner, M., Merritt, P. (1990) Barolo Tar and Roses: A Study of the Wines of Alba. London. 

Century. 

Petrini, C. (ed) (2008) A Wine Atlas of the Langhe: The Great Barolo and Barbaresco 

Vineyards. Bra. Slow Food Editore 

Brozzoni, G., Thomases, D. (2014) I Vini di Veronelli. Alba. Well Com 

Articles 

Thode, S.,  Maskulka, J.  (1998) ‘Place Based Marketing Strategies, Brand Equity and 

Vineyard Valuation’, International Journal of Product Brand Management, Vol 7 (issue 5, 

p379-399)[to illustrate the theory that more specific geographical designations signal quality 

enhancement]. 

Speller, W.  (2011) The Grosslagen of Barolo 

Masnaghetti, A. (2010) I Cru di Enogea. Monza. Alessandro Masnaghetti Editore. 

Ratti, R. (1979) Carta di Barolo. La Morra. Renato Ratti 

Delmastro, M. (2005) ‘An Investigation into the Quality of Wine: Evidence from Piedmont’, 

The Journal of Wine Research, Vol 16 (No 1) 

Websites 

www.erobertparker.com 

www.jamessuckling.com 

www.vinousmedia.com 

www.decanter.com 

www.winesearcher.com 

 

 

Research Methodology: 

Please detail how you will identify and gather the material or information necessary to 

answer the question(s) and discuss what techniques you will use to analyse this information. 

(approximately 350 words) 

 

Pricing uplift 

1. A list of all Barolo producers will be created. From this list those which produce a 

generic Barolo alongside a Barolo Con Menzione will be isolated. Preliminary 

research shows that of the 168 producers in the Consorzio, 88 produce both.  

2. All producers on this shortlist will be contacted regarding a) when did they first 

http://www.erobertparker.com/
http://www.jamessuckling.com/
http://www.vinousmedia.com/
http://www.decanter.com/
http://www.winesearcher.com/
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produce a Cru Barolo? b) a provision of historical to current day 1
st
 release ex-cellar 

prices for each c) an indication of volumes of each produced.  

3. Data will be analysed according to deviation from the generic Barolo and weighted 

for volume produced. What this research is looking for is percentage difference to 

allow for premiums caused by producer reputation. To isolate variables, comparisons 

will be made across specific and similar vintages. Charts will be produced showing 

the deviation. Crus will be ranked in hierarchy in terms of greatest uplift. 

4. Historical vintages will go as far back as the data allows from when the Barolo Cru 

was first produced and the limitation of availability of historical records. The ideal 

data set is a producer who produces Barolo DOCG & Barolo Con Menzione 

Geografiche Aggiuntive with pricing and volume data over several vintages. 

5. Producers will be asked for estimates on incremental fixed costs for producing 

separate Crus. This will be offset against any gain in price uplift. An average will be 

used across all comparisons. 

 

Site Comparison 

1. Once the Cru hierarchy has been created, the physical characteristics of each cru will 

compared against its ranking. Crus will be collated and ranked according to their 

aspect. Straight South given the highest ranking, followed by South-East and South-

West, then East and West, and so forth until straight North is given the lowest 

ranking. 

2. Other aspects such as soil type (provided by the producer), elevation, vine-age will 

also be taken into consideration to see if there are other contributing factors. Local 

lore suggests that the classic soil types of iron-rich chalk, of the Serravallian Epoch, 

and the soils rich in organic fossils of the Tortonian Epoch are the more desirable. 

Those of a sandier composition are less well regarded in those along the borders of 

the DOCG (as found in Cherasco, Roddi, Grinzane Cavour and those to the West of 

the commune of La Morra). Anecdotally it has also been suggested (Maria Theresa 

Mascarello) that the ideal elevation is 250 metres. 

 

 

Potential to Contribute to the Body of Knowledge on Wine: 

Explain how this Research Paper will add to the current body of knowledge on this subject.  

(approximately 100 words) 

 

This paper will provide an understanding of the commercial success of Barolo Cru and will 

provide quantifiable evidence of the benefits and weaknesses of this strategy. 

 

This research will provide evidence about whether amongst the 171 Crus of Barolo, there are 

sites which are more favourable, showing distinct increment in price uplift to justify 

separation from a generic blend into a Cru wine. This may then serve as an indication to 

growers, that this hierarchy of sites will further the case for introduction of a formal 

classification of the Crus, which has been proposed by journalists and a proportion of 

growers. 

 

Proposed Time Schedule/Programme: 

This section should provide a summary of the time schedule for the research, analysis and 

write-up of the Research Paper and should indicate approximate dates with key deliverables. 

(approximately 100 words) 
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January 2015: Further background research. Collation of database of producers and those 

eligible for inclusion 

January 2015 – March 2015: Collection and collation of data from wineries. 

March to May 2015: Writing up. Submission of Research Paper. 
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6.2 Sample Questionnaire 

 

Original Date:  

Dates Revised:  

 

 

 

 

Questionario 

Tutte le domande contenute nel questionario sono strettamente confidenziali 
Esclusivamente per studio accademico 

Nome del 
produttore: 

  Email:  

Si pregadi 
tornare a: 

 

  Date:  

Barolo: I Menzioni Geografiche Aggiuntive 

 
Si prega di compilare le zone di 'verde' 

Barolo DOCG 

 Prezzi Quantita’ 

Primo Anno di 
Produzione 

Altitudine 
Della 
Vigna 

Aspetto 
Della 
Vigna 

Eta’ 
Della 
Vigna 

 
Utilizzare storico dei 

prezzi 
all'esportazione 

quantità prodotta (bottiglie) 
 

Vini 2010 2009 2008 2010 2009 2008 

Barolo Le Mie 
Vigne 

      
 

   

Barolo Con Menzione Geografiche Aggiuntive 

 Prezzi Quantita’ 

Primo Anno di 
Produzione 

Altitudine 
Della 
Vigna 

Aspetto 
Della 
Vigna 

Eta’ 
Della 
Vigna 

 
Utilizzare storico dei 

prezzi 
all'esportazione 

quantità prodotta (bottiglie) 
 

Vini 2010 2009 2008 2010 2009 2008 

Rocche dell’ 
Annunziate 

      
 

   

Rocchette           

Barolo Riserva Con Menzione Geografiche Aggiuntive 

 Prezzi Quantita’ 

Primo Anno di 
Produzione 

Altitudine 
Della 
Vigna 

Aspetto 
Della 
Vigna 

Eta’ 
Della 
Vigna 

 
Utilizzare storico dei 

prezzi 
all'esportazione 

quantità prodotta (bottiglie) 
 

Vini 2008 2007 2006 2008 2007 2006 

Rocche 
dell’Annunziata 

      
 

   

Rochette           

Questionario compilato da (nome) 
 

 

Positizione nella Societa’  

Data  
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6.3 Sample Follow Up Questionnaire 

Barolo: I Menzioni Geografiche Aggiuntive 

Tutte le riposte contenute nel questionario sono strettamente confidenziali 
Esclusivamente per studio accademico 

Si prega di compilare le zone di 'verde' 

Nome del Produttore 
   

    

    

Categoria Vino 
Tipo di terruno (scegliere 
una opzione dalla lista) 

Resa Medio (uva t/ha) 

Barolo Barolo     

Barolo Con Menzione Bricco Rocche     

Barolo Con Menzione Brunate     

Barolo Con Menzione Prapo     

    

Questionario compilato di (nome) 
  

  

Positizione nella societa' 
  

  

Data 
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6.4 The Complete List of MGAs and Their Usage and the Classifications of Ratti, 

Galloni and Masnaghetti 

MGA Commune Ratti Galloni Masnaghetti 
Barolo 

Con 

MGA? 

Eligible 
for 

Uplift? 13 

Uplift 

Score 

Above 

Break 

Even 
Price 

Uplift of 

108.81%
? 

Bricco Rocche Castiglione Falletto   Outstanding **** Yes Yes 500.00% Yes 

Briccolina Serralunga d'Alba   NC *** Yes Yes 358.34% Yes 

Case Nere La Morra   Noteworthy *** Yes Yes 219.45% Yes 

Vignarionda Serralunga d'Alba 2nd Exceptional *****S Yes Yes 196.31% Yes 

Lazzarito Serralunga d'Alba 1st Outstanding **** Yes Yes 184.13% Yes 

Fontanafredda Serralunga d'Alba   Noteworthy ** Yes Yes 183.06% Yes 

Conca La Morra 2nd Outstanding **** Yes Yes 181.78% Yes 

Ginestra Monforte d'Alba   Exceptional *** Yes Yes 180.96% Yes 

Ascheri  La Morra   Noteworthy NC Yes Yes 180.92% Yes 

Cerequio Barolo & La Morra 1st Exceptional *****S Yes Yes 179.64% Yes 

Parussi Castiglione Falletto   Noteworthy *** Yes Yes 177.19% Yes 

Bricco delle 
Viole Barolo   Outstanding *** Yes Yes 173.80% Yes 

Bussia 

Monforte d'Alba & 

Barolo 2nd Noteworthy *** Yes Yes 170.38% Yes 

Prapò Serralunga d'Alba   Outstanding *** Yes Yes 170.34% Yes 

La Volta Barolo   NC * Yes Yes 167.77% Yes 

Baudana Serralunga d'Alba 2nd Noteworthy *** Yes Yes 167.74% Yes 

San Pietro Barolo   NC * Yes Yes 167.72% Yes 

La Serra La Morra   Outstanding **** Yes Yes 157.14% Yes 

Cannubi Barolo 1st Noteworthy *** Yes Yes 156.01% Yes 

Giachini La Morra   Outstanding ** Yes Yes 155.18% Yes 

Rocche 

dell'Annunziata La Morra   Exceptional ***** Yes Yes 154.82% Yes 

Fossati Barolo & La Morra   Noteworthy *** Yes Yes 154.16% Yes 

Parafada Serralunga d'Alba 1st Outstanding **** Yes Yes 152.49% Yes 

Castello Grinzane Cavour   NC * Yes Yes 152.22% Yes 

Villero   Castiglione Falletto 1st Outstanding ***** Yes Yes 150.33% Yes 

Arborina La Morra   Outstanding *** Yes Yes 149.45% Yes 

Margheria Serralunga d'Alba   Outstanding **** Yes Yes 148.72% Yes 

Castellero Barolo   Noteworthy ** Yes Yes 146.27% Yes 

Brunate Barolo & La Morra 1st Exceptional *****S Yes Yes 143.28% Yes 

Gattera La Morra 2nd Outstanding *** Yes Yes 142.59% Yes 

Cerretta Serralunga d'Alba 2nd Outstanding *** Yes Yes 141.40% Yes 

                                                 
13

 The MGAs marked as ‘Yes’ are eligible for analysis under Category 1 Producers who may 

or may not have responded. 
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MGA Commune Ratti Galloni Masnaghetti 

Barolo 

Con 

MGA? 

Eligible 

for 

Uplift?  

Uplift 
Score 

Above 

Break 

Even 

Price 

Uplift of 
108.81%

? 

Paiagallo Barolo   Outstanding *** Yes Yes 141.13% Yes 

Cannubi 

Boschis Barolo 2nd Outstanding *** Yes Yes 141.03% Yes 

         

San Giovanni  Monforte d'Alba   Noteworthy ** Yes Yes 140.55% Yes 

Rocche di 
Castiglione Castiglione Falletto 1st Exceptional *****S Yes Yes 140.13% Yes 

Badarina Serralunga d'Alba   Noteworthy ** Yes Yes 139.52% Yes 

San Bernardo Serralunga d'Alba   NC *** Yes Yes 138.64% Yes 

Monvigliero Verduno   Outstanding *** Yes Yes 138.58% Yes 

Ravera Barolo & Novello   Outstanding ** Yes Yes 138.58% Yes 

Sarmassa Barolo 2nd Outstanding *** Yes Yes 132.24% Yes 

Rocchettevino La Morra 2nd Noteworthy ** Yes Yes 129.51% Yes 

Bricco Luciani La Morra   Outstanding **** Yes Yes 128.80% Yes 

Liste Barolo   Outstanding ** Yes Yes 126.93% Yes 

Ornato Serralunga d'Alba   Outstanding ***** Yes Yes 125.14% Yes 

Sorano 
Diano d'Alba & 
Serralunga d'Alba   NC *** Yes Yes 124.64% Yes 

Capalot La Morra   Noteworthy ** Yes Yes 121.94% Yes 

Scarrone Castiglione Falletto   Outstanding ** Yes Yes 121.76% Yes 

Bricco 

Ambrogio Roddi   Noteworthy ** Yes Yes 121.41% Yes 

Gabutti  Serralunga d'Alba 1st Outstanding *** Yes Yes 120.00% Yes 

Bricco San 

Biagio La Morra   NC ** Yes Yes 119.15% Yes 

Pernanno Castiglione Falletto   Noteworthy *** Yes Yes 118.92% Yes 

Pugnane Castiglione Falletto 2nd Noteworthy * Yes Yes 118.67% Yes 

Cerviano-Merli Novello   NC ** Yes Yes 118.02% Yes 

Pisapola Verduno   Noteworthy ** Yes Yes 110.23% Yes 

Castelletto Monforte d'Alba   Outstanding ** Yes Yes 109.70% Yes 

Le Coste di 

Monforte Monforte d'Alba   Outstanding ** Yes Yes 104.78% No 

Perno Monforte d'Alba 2nd Outstanding * Yes Yes 96.81% No 

Roere di Santa 

Maria La Morra   NC * Yes Yes 91.67% No 

Albarella Barolo   Noteworthy ** No No     

Altenasso o 

Garblet Suè Castiglione Falletto   Outstanding ** Yes Yes     

Annunziata La Morra   Noteworthy * No No     

Arione Serralunga d'Alba   Noteworthy **** Yes No     

Bablino Grinzane Cavour   NC * No No     

Bergeisa Barolo   NC ** Yes Yes     

Bergera-Pezzole Novello   NC ** Yes Yes     

Berri La Morra   NC * No No     

Bettolotti La Morra   NC NC No No     
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MGA Commune Ratti Galloni Masnaghetti 

Barolo 

Con 

MGA? 

Eligible 

for 

Uplift?  

Uplift 
Score 

Above 

Break 

Even 

Price 

Uplift of 
108.81%

? 

Boiolo La Morra   NC * No No     

Borzone Grinzane Cavour   NC * No No     

Boscareto Serralunga d'Alba   Noteworthy *** Yes Yes     

Boscatto Verduno   NC * Yes Yes     

Boschetti Barolo   NC * Yes No     

Brandini La Morra   NC * Yes Yes     

Brea Serralunga d'Alba 2nd Exceptional **** Yes Yes     

Breri Verduno   NC * No No     

Bricco Boschis  Castiglione Falletto   Outstanding *** Yes No     

Bricco Chiesa La Morra   NC * Yes No     

Bricco Cogni La Morra   NC ** Yes No     

Bricco 

Manescotto La Morra   NC * No No     

Bricco Manzoni La Morra   Outstanding ** Yes Yes     

Bricco Rocca La Morra   NC ** Yes Yes     

Bricco San 
Giovanni Barolo   NC * No No     

Bricco San 

Pietro Monforte d'Alba   NC * Yes Yes     

Bricco Voghera Serralunga d'Alba   Noteworthy *** Yes Yes     

Broglio Serralunga d'Alba   NC *** Yes Yes     

Brunella Castiglione Falletto   NC ** No No     

Campasso Verduno   NC NC No No     

Cannubi 
Muscatel Barolo 2nd Noteworthy *** No No     

Cannubi San 

Lorenzo Barolo   Outstanding *** Yes Yes     

Cannubi 
Valletta Barolo   Outstanding *** No No     

Canova Grinzane Cavour   NC NC No No     

Cappallotto Serralunga d'Alba   NC * No No     

Carpegna Serralunga d'Alba   NC ** No No     

Castagni La Morra   NC NC Yes No     

Cerrati Serralunga d'Alba 2nd NC *** Yes Yes     

Ciocchini La Morra   NC NC No No     

Ciocchini-

Loschetto Novello   NC NC No No     

Codana Castiglione Falletto   Outstanding ** No No     

Collaretto Serralunga d'Alba   NC ** Yes No     

Colombaro Serralunga d'Alba   NC NC No No     

Corini-

Pallaretta Novello   NC NC No No     

Costabella Serralunga d'Alba   NC * No No     

Coste di Rose Barolo   Noteworthy *** Yes Yes     

Coste di Vergne Barolo   Noteworthy NC No No     
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Uplift 
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Price 
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Crosia Barolo   NC NC Yes No     

Damiano Serralunga d'Alba   NC NC No No     

Drucà Barolo   NC NC No No     

Falletto Serralunga d'Alba   Exceptional **** Yes No     

Fiasco Castiglione Falletto   Outstanding **** Yes Yes     

Francia  Serralunga d'Alba   Exceptional ***** Yes No     

Galina La Morra   NC * Yes No     

Gallaretto Diano d'Alba   NC NC No No     

Garretti Grinzane Cavour   Outstanding ** No No     

Gianetto Serralunga d'Alba   NC NC No No     

Gramolere Monforte d'Alba   Outstanding *** Yes Yes     

Gustava Grinzane Cavour   NC * No No     

La Corte Grinzane Cavour   NC NC No No     

La Vigna Diano d'Alba   NC * No No     

Le Coste Barolo   Outstanding *** Yes Yes     

Le Turne Serralunga d'Alba   NC NC No No     

Lirano Serralunga d'Alba   NC NC No No     

Manocino Serralunga d'Alba   NC NC No No     

Mantoetto Cherasco   NC * No No     

Marenca Serralunga d'Alba 1st Outstanding *** Yes Yes     

Mariondino Castiglione Falletto   Outstanding *** Yes Yes     

Massara Verduno   NC ** Yes No     

Meriame Serralunga d'Alba   Noteworthy *** Yes Yes     

Monprivato Castiglione Falletto 1st Exceptional ***** Yes No     

Monrobiolo di 
Bussia Barolo   NC NC Yes Yes     

Montanello Castiglione Falletto   NC ** Yes No     

Mosconi Monforte d'Alba   Outstanding *** Yes Yes     

Neirane Verduno   Noteworthy * Yes Yes     

Panerole Novello   NC * No No     

Pianta Castiglione Falletto   NC * Yes No     

Pira Castiglione Falletto   Outstanding *** Yes Yes     

Prabon Serralunga d'Alba   NC NC No No     

Preda Barolo   NC ** Yes Yes     

Ravera di 

Monforte Monforte d'Alba   Outstanding ** Yes Yes     

Raviole Grinzane Cavour   NC * No No     

Riva Rocca Verduno   NC ** Yes No     

Rivassi Barolo   NC NC No No     

Rive La Morra   NC * No No     
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Rivette Serralunga d'Alba 1st Outstanding *** No No     

Rocche 

dell'Olmo Verduno   NC NC No No     

Rodasca Verduno   NC NC No No     

Roggeri La Morra   NC ** Yes No     

Roncaglie La Morra   Noteworthy NC Yes No     

Ruè Barolo   Outstanding ** Yes No     

San Giacomo  La Morra   NC * Yes Yes     

San Lorenzo Barolo   NC * No No     

San Lorenzo di 

Verduno Verduno   Outstanding * Yes Yes     

San Ponzio Barolo   NC NC No No     

San Rocco  Serralunga d'Alba   Outstanding *** Yes Yes     

Sant'Anna La Morra   NC * No No     

Santa Maria La Morra   NC NC No No     

Serra Serralunga d'Alba   Noteworthy * No No     

Serra dei Turchi La Morra   Noteworthy * Yes Yes     

Serradenari La Morra   Noteworthy * No No     

Silio La Morra   Noteworthy NC No No     

Solanotto Castiglione Falletto   NC ** No No     

Sottocastello di 
Novello Novello   Outstanding ** Yes Yes     

Teodoro Serralunga d'Alba   NC * Yes No     

Terlo Barolo   Outstanding ** Yes Yes     

Torriglione La Morra   Noteworthy *** Yes No     

Valentino Castiglione Falletto   NC NC No No     

Vignane Barolo   Outstanding * No No     

Vignolo Castiglione Falletto   Outstanding *** Yes No     

Zoccolaio  Barolo   NC * No No     

Zonchetta Barolo   Noteworthy * No No     

Zuncai Barolo   NC * No No     
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6.5 List of Respondents 

Producer Category  Producer Category 

Abbona Marziano Category 1 
 

Fontanafredda  Category 1 

Accomasso Lorenzo Category 1 
 

Gabutti di Boasso Franco Category 1 

Alario Claudio Category 2 
 

Germano Ettore di Germano Sergio Category 1 

Alessandria Gianfranco Category 1 
 

Gomba Category 2 

Ascheri Giacomo Category 1 
 

Grimaldi Bruna Category 1 

Barale Fratelli Category 1 
 

Le Cecche Category 2 

Baudana Luigi Category 1 
 

Mascarello Giuseppe Category 2 

Bersano Vini Category 1 
 

Monchiero Fratelli Category 1 

Boglietti Enzo Category 2 
 

Negretti  Category 1 

Bolmida Silvano Category 1 
 

Oberto Marco - Ciabot Berton  Category 2 

Bongiovanni Category 1 
 

Oddero Fratelli Category 1 

Borgogno Francesco Category 2 
 

Oddero Luigi e Figli Category 1 

Borgogno Giacomo Category 1 
 

Palladino Category 1 

Boroli Silvano e Elena Category 1 
 

Penna Massimo Category 2 

Bosco Agostino Category 2 
 

Pira E. e Figli Category 2 

Brezza Giacomo e Figli Category 1 
 

Podere Ruggeri Corsini Category 2 

Cà Romè Category 1 
 

Prunotto Category 1 

Cadia Category 2 
 

Revello Fratelli Category 1 

Cascina del Monastero Category 1 
 

Rinaldi Francesco e Figli Category 1 

Casetta Fratelli Category 1 
 

Rinaldi Giuseppe Category 1 

Castello di Verduno  Category 2 
 

Rivetto Category 1 

Cavallotto Tenuta Bricco Boschis Category 2 
 

Rivetto Alessandro - I Pola Category 1 

Ceretto Category 1 
 

Roccheviberti Category 2 

Chiarlo Michele Category 1 
 

Rosso Gigi Category 2 

Conterno Aldo Category 2 
 

Rosso Giovanni Category 1 

Conterno Diego Category 1 
 

Saglietti Flavio Category 1 

Conterno Fantino Category 2 
 

San Biagio - Roggero G. Category 1 

Conterno Franco  - Cascina Sciulun Category 1 
 

Scarzello Giorgio  Category 1 

Conterno Giacomo Category 2 
 

Seghesio Aldo e Riccardo Category 2 

Conterno Paolo Category 1 
 

Settimo Aurelio Category 1 

Cordero di Montezemolo Category 1 
 

Sukula Category 2 

Corino Giovanni Category 1 
 

Terre da Vino Category 1 

Corino Renato Category 1 
 

Terre del Barolo Category 1 

Dosio Category 1 
 

Trediberri Category 1 

Ellena Giuseppe Category 1 
 

Vajra G.D. Category 1 

Erbaluna Category 1 
 

Viberti Giovanni Category 1 

Fenocchio Giacomo Category 1 
 

Vigna Rionda - Massolino Category 1 

Fontana Livia Category 1 

 

Virna Category 1 
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6.6 Map of Barolo DOCG with MGAs (Consorzio 2011) 
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