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Background and Aims: In response to global heating, accurate climate data
are required to calculate climatic indices for long-term decisions about vineyard
management, vineyard site selection, varieties planted and to predict phenological
development. The availability of spatially interpolated climate data has the potential to
make viticultural climate analyses possible at specific sites without the expense and
uncertainty of collecting climate data within vineyards. The aim of this study was to
compare the accuracy and precision of climatic indices calculated using an on-site
climate sensor and an interpolated climate dataset to assess whether the effect of
spatial variability in climate at this fine spatial scale significantly affects phonological
modelling outcomes.

Methods and Results: Four sites comprising two topographically homogenous
vineyards and two topographically diverse vineyards in three wine regions in Victoria
(Australia) were studied across four growing seasons. A freely available database of
interpolated Australian climate data based on government climate station records
(Scientific Information for Land Owners, SILO) provided temperature data for grid
cells containing the sites (resolution 0.05◦ latitude by 0.05◦ longitude, approximately
5 km × 5 km). In-vineyard data loggers collected temperature data for the same time
period. The results indicated that the only significant difference between the two climate
data sources was the minimum temperatures in the topographically varied vineyards
where night-time thermal layering is likely to occur.

Conclusion: The interpolated climate data closely matched the in-vineyard recorded
maximum temperatures in all cases and minimum temperatures for the topographically
homogeneous vineyards. However, minimum temperatures were not as accurately
predicted by the interpolated data for the topographically complex sites. Therefore, this
specific interpolated dataset was a reasonable substitute for in-vineyard collected data
only for vineyard sites that are unlikely to experience night-time thermal layering.

Significance of the Study: Access to accurate climate data from a free interpolation
service, such as SILO provides a valuable tool tomanage blocks or sections within
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vineyards more precisely for vineyards that do not have a weather station on site.
Care, nevertheless, is required to account for minimum temperature discrepancies in
topographically varied vineyards, due to the potential for cool air pooling at night, that
may not be reflected in interpolated climate data.

Keywords: viticulture, climate change, phenology, climatic indices, climate data

INTRODUCTION

The concept of “terroir” has long been applied to wine regions.
It is a French word, which can be defined as “an elusive
combination of the effects of sun, soil, weather and history”
Deloire (2008). In Australia, there is a rapidly growing movement
and consumer demand for regionally authentic and recognisable
wines. Quantifying the components that contribute to the
distinct, recognizable flavour profile of a wine from a specific
region or indeed from a specific vineyard is important. This
quantification will aid in understanding how, if possible, to
mitigate the effects of global heating in order to sustain that
distinct, recognisable and marketable flavour profile. Of all the
aspects of terroir contributing to wine flavour, climate has been
found to have the greatest effect (Webb et al., 2008; Bonada et al.,
2015; Pons et al., 2017; Geffroy et al., 2019), because the stages
of grapevine growth (phenology) are driven by climate, or more
specifically by temperature (Gladstones, 1992, 2011; Jones and
Davis, 2000).

Climate is driven by the amount of solar radiation (insolation)
received by a surface (Oke, 2002), hence the latitude, altitude,
slope, and aspect of a vineyard site will influence the insolation
and therefore the climate it experiences (Jacquet and Morlat,
1997; Gladstones, 2011; Neethling et al., 2019). The amount
of insolation that reaches a surface depends on the angle
(slope) of that surface (Jones, 2007). Slope and aspect are
interconnected. The aspect of a slope will determine how much
insolation it receives so the aspect that most directly faces
the sun, receives the most insolation (Oke, 2002; Jones, 2007).
Water availability, insolation, and temperature are the main
drivers of photosynthesis in the grapevine which controls the
production of carbohydrates and the phenological stages after
budbreak (Medrano et al., 2003; Holzapfel and Smith, 2012).
They also influence soil temperature, which mediates post-
harvest carbohydrate accumulation (Holzapfel and Smith, 2012;
Hall et al., 2016) and enhanced vegetative and reproductive
growth (Field et al., 2009; Rogiers et al., 2011, 2014; Clarke et al.,
2015). Heat accumulation over time determines phenological
stages. In vineyards worldwide, the advancement of phenological
stages has been observed due to climate change (Caffarra and
Eccel, 2011; Bonnefoy et al., 2013; Malheiro et al., 2013; Cola et al.,
2017; Jarvis et al., 2017; Alikadic et al., 2019).

The categorisation of the climate of a vineyard site, referred
to as a mesoclimate (Coombe and Dry, 1988) or a wine region,
referred to as a macroclimate (Coombe and Dry, 1988) uses
a number of climatic indices. Climatic indices combine daily
temperature data to produce a single index figure, which can
then be categorised. These categories have been developed for
grape growers to determine the suitability of a site for the

growth habits and phenological development of a particular grape
variety. The mapping at a macroclimate scale of climatic indices
of wine growing regions has been undertaken in numerous
studies around the world (Tonietto and Carbonneau, 2004; Jones
et al., 2009; Hall and Jones, 2010; Irimi et al., 2014; Remenyi
et al., 2019). The categorisation of viticultural regions enables the
identification of climate analogues, i.e., identification of locations
whose historical climate is similar to the anticipated future
climate at a reference location (Grenier et al., 2013). Climate
analogues have been identified by Australian grape growers
as being useful when making long-term vineyard management
decisions (6 to 10 years) (Dunn et al., 2015).

Temporal variation in climate or climate variability is often
used to denote deviations of climatic statistics over a given
period of time (e.g., a month, season or year) when compared
to long-term statistics for the same calendar period. The World
Meteorological Organisation (2019) defines it as variations in the
mean state and other statistics of the climate on all temporal
and spatial scales, beyond individual weather events. Care is
required when comparing seasonal climate data to climatic index
categories, as season to season climate variability can be quite
extensive (Hall and Blackman, 2019).

However, spatial variation within a vineyard has been
identified as being directly related to the flavour profile of wines
(Marais et al., 2001; Bramley et al., 2011; Scarlett et al., 2014).
Vineyards on steep sites experience thermal layering at night,
as by day the earth’s surface is heated by the sun so there is
thermal mixing by convection as an upward transfer of heat
from the warmed surface to the cooler atmosphere occurs.By
night, when the earth’s surface cools rapidly, heat is transferred
downward which suppresses mixing and the formation of cold
layers near the surface is observed (Oke, 2002). Therefore,
climate data at a macroclimate scale are unlikely to provide
accurate climatic indices at the fine spatial scale of a specific
vineyard site, particularly if it is topographically varied. Hence,
for long-term decisions about vineyard management, varieties
to be planted, change of training system, row orientation,
vineyard sites and to predict phenological development, accurate
climate data at a mesoclimate scale are required to calculate
climatic indices. Interpolated climate databases are available
worldwide that provided climate data at the mesoclimate
scale (Hijmans et al., 2005; Spittlehouse, 2006; Mbogga et al.,
2010; Moreno and Hasenauer, 2016; Wang et al., 2016; Fick
and Hijmans, 2017). This study investigated two sources of
climate data in Australia and compared their capacity to
categorise climatic indices in vineyards with both homogenous
topography (open, flat plain) and diverse topography (at
elevation with multiple angles of slopes and aspects). Vineyards,
or other agricultural enterprises in other parts of the world
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FIGURE 1 | Map with location of vineyards marked.

could verify results in their location with local interpolated
climate databases.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Locations and Vineyards
Four vineyard sites were selected for this study in three Victorian
(Australia) wine regions, varying in topographic complexity
(Figures 1, 2).

Two vineyards were classified as topographically diverse (TD):

1. Accolade Yarra Burn (AYB) Beenak Road Vineyard,
Hoddles Creek (Yarra Valley GI), which is a steep hilly
site with a top elevation of 446 m. Coordinates -37.887S,
145.601E

2. Domaine Chandon (DCW), Mansfield-Whitfield Road,
Whitlands Vineyard (King Valley GI), which is an
undulating site with a top elevation of 790 m. Coordinates
-36.781S, 146.360E

Another two vineyards were classified as topographically
homogenous (TH):

3. Domaine Chandon (DCY), Maroondah Hwy Vineyard,
Coldstream (Yarra Valley GI) which is a relatively even, flat
valley site at an elevation of 150 m. Coordinates -37.677S,
145.431E

4. De Bortoli (DBR) (formerly Rutherglen Estates), Great
Northern Road vineyard, Rutherglen (Rutherglen GI)
which is a relatively even, flat wide valley site at an elevation
of 150 m. Coordinates -36.055S, 146.540E

The cultivars grown in the case study vineyards are those most
suited to the climate of that vineyard. Hence, the data logger
placement was in Chardonnay blocks for three of the vineyards:
AYB, DCW, and DCY. The DBR vineyard is a much warmer
site, where no Chardonnay is grown, so the data logger was in
a Shiraz block. Since the study is mainly concerned with within
vineyard differences caused by varying data sources, it is unlikely
the different variety at DBR will significantly impact the overall
results or conclusions around spatial variability in climate that
can be drawn from the study.

All sites are irrigated, so it was assumed that vine water status
was optimally maintained, minimising soil effects on vine water
status and vine growth.

Data Loggers
A Tinytag TGP-4500 data logger (TT) from Gemini Data Loggers
Ltd (Chichester, West Sussex, United Kingdom) (calibrated by
manufacturer) housed in a Stevenson screen was attached to
the tops of trellising posts in the middle of each of the four
vineyards recording temperature, humidity and dewpoint every
30 min for four consecutive growing seasons of 2015-16, 2016-17,
2017-18, and 2018-19.

Interpolated Climate Data Source
Scientific Information for Landowners (SILO) climatic data
corresponding to the above four vineyard sites for the four
growing seasons of the study was downloaded. Scientific
Information for Landowners uses temperature data from 4600
Australian Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) weather stations and
applies smoothing splines to generate interpolated surfaces on
a regular 0.05o grid (approximately 5 km × 5 km) of Australia
(Jeffrey et al., 2001) with latitude, longitude and elevation as
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FIGURE 2 | Digital elevation model of vineyard sites.

independent variables. SILO data is freely available and easily
accessible to grape growers from https://www.longpaddock.qld.
gov.au/silo/. It is acknowledged that the 5 km × 5 km pixel
may present issues in adequately accounting for the spatial
variation within the pixel, in particular at the higher altitude and
topographically varied vineyard sites at AYB and DCW. Scientific
Information for Landowners data contains measurements for
many climatic indicators, but for this project, maximum and
minimum air temperature SILO data were used.

Climate Summaries
The BOM climate summaries archive for the state of Victoria gave
the following descriptions of the four growing seasons monitored
in this study (Table 1):

Climate Data Analysis
The research produced 16 sets of minimum and maximum
temperature data (four vineyards, four growing seasons) from
two sources: SILO and in-vineyard Tinytag (TT) data logger.
These data were analysed, and climatic indices were calculated
using Excel 2016 and RStudio1.3 software as described below.

1. The growing season average minimum (GSminTave)
and maximum (GSmaxTave) temperatures for the seven
months from October to April from each study year at each
site were calculated from the in-vineyard TTdata logger
and from SILO data.

2. The growing season average minimum and maximum
temperatures recorded by the in-vineyard TT data
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logger and interpolated by SILO from each study
year at each site was analysed with Student’s t-test to
determine if there was a statistically significant difference
(P ≤ 0.05) between them.

3. Daily minimum and maximum temperatures for each
site for each season from both in-vineyard TT data and
SILO data were then used to calculate the climatic indices
as listed below.

a. Average growing season temperatures (GSTavg): the
mean air temperature of all days between October 1
and April 30 (Jones, 2006), which were categorised
according to Jones (2006).

b. Growing degree days (GDD): the summation of daily
average air temperature above 10◦C during the 7 month
growing season from October to April (Amerine and
Winkler, 1944) were calculated using the following
formula:

6GDD10 = max[(Tmax + Tmin)/2 − 10, 0]

These results were categorised into the Winkler Index
for the classification of wine growing regions.

c. Heliothermal index of Huglin (HI). The summation of
daily average air temperature above 10◦C during the six
months of the growing season from October 1 to March
31 in the southern hemisphere, incorporating a length of
day coefficient with the addition of a latitude correction
factor, K (Huglin, 1978).

HI =
n∑

d=1

max ((Tmean − 10+ Tmax − 10) /2, 0) K

The in-vineyard derived and SILO derived HI were
compared and classified according to Huglin (1978).

d. Mean January Temperature (MJT) is the mean
temperature of the warmest month (January in the
southern hemisphere), classified according to Smart
and Dry (1980). Mean January Temperature is well
correlated with GDD. The in-vineyard TT derived
and SILO derived MJT were compared and classified
according to Smart and Dry (1980).

Phenology
Two grapevine phenological stages were recorded for all four
vineyards in each of the four growingseasons of the study.

1. Budbreak: was defined as the date when 50% of vines
reached stage four of the modified EL system (Coombe,
1995), when green leaf tips are visible on buds. Daily
vineyard observations by vineyard staff determined this
stage. It is acknowledged that these observations by
different staff at the four sites may vary and as such
are a potential source of error. The budbreak dates
were compared to regional average phenological dates
determined by Hall et al. (2016). The regional predicted
dates are based on three scenarios: a 1975–2004 base
period using climate records, and two projected climate
scenarios described in terms of the mean temperature
anomalies (MTA) from the base period, i.e., +1.26 and
+2.61◦C. Mean temperature anomalies are the spatially
average temperature increase across Australia for specific
future scenarios from a selected global climate model
(Hall et al., 2016).

2. Maturity: this is usually defined as modified EL stage 38
(Coombe, 1995). For this study, harvest dates were used
to determine maturity. It is acknowledged that the use of
harvest dates to determine maturity is a potential source of
error. The harvest dates were compared to regional average
phenological dates determined by Hall et al. (2016). The
regional predicted dates are based on the three scenarios as
described for budbreak (above).

The calculated climatic indices provided information on
heat accumulation which drives the phenological stages of
budburst and maturity. Comparison of the climatic indices
determined whether those calculated from the SILO interpolated
data matched those from the in-vineyard TT data logger. The
phenological stages of budburst and maturity were compared to
regional average phenological dates to determine whether they
were within the base period ranges or within either of the two
projected climate change scenarios. In the currently warmest
wine grape-producing regions, the warming trend will likely
lead to the ripening period taking place earlier, in a warmer

TABLE 1 | Victorian climate descriptions for the four seasons of the study from the Bureau of Meteorology.

Spring (Sept–Nov) Summer (Dec–Feb) Autumn (Mar–May)

2015–16 Rainfall 47% below average of 181 mm Rainfall near average of 120 mm Rainfall near average of 156.8 mm

Mean temp 2.05 ◦C above long-term average Mean temp +1.73 ◦C above long-term average Mean temp 1.88 ◦C above long-term average,
highest on record

2016–17 Rainfall 42% above average of 181 mm Rainfall 7% below average of 120 mm Rainfall near average of 156.8 mm

Mean temp 0.10 ◦C below long-term average Mean temp 0.87 ◦C above long-term average Mean temp 1.08 ◦C above long-term
average.4th warmest autumn on record

2017–18 Rainfall slightly below average of 181 mm Rainfall 6 % above average of 120 mm Rainfall 39.2% below average of 156.8 mm

Mean temp 1.64 ◦C above long-term average Mean temp above average in top 10% of all
summers on record.

Mean temp 1.17 ◦C above long-term average

2018–19 Rainfall 42.7% below average of 181 mm Rainfall 12% below average of 120 mm Rainfall 21% below average of 156.8 mm

Mean temp 0.86 ◦C above long-term average Mean temp 2.54 ◦C above average, highest on
record

Mean temp 1.04 ◦C above long-term average
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part of summer, which, in addition to the general pattern of
warming, can greatly accelerate ripening leading to a potential
loss of fruit quality and wine value. Jones (2015) refers to
the balance of the four ripeness clocks of sugar accumulation,
acid respiration, phenolic ripeness, and fruit character being
disrupted by this warming pattern. This has been seen in other
studies (Boss et al., 2014; Gaiotti et al., 2018; Geffroy et al.,
2019).

RESULTS

Seasonal Temperatures
During the four growing seasons of the study in the two
topographically diverse (TD) vineyards, the average growing
season minimum temperature (GSminTave) at Accolade Yarra
Burn (AYB) were 0.7 to 0.9◦C lower for the in-vineyard TT
data logger results than for SILO results but were 0.7 to 2.3◦C
higher at Domaine Chandon Whitlands (DCW) (Figure 3).
The GSminTave in the both of the topographically homogenous
vineyards (TH) at Domaine Chandon Yarra (DCY) and De
Bortoli Rutherglen (DBR) showed no consistent trend between
the in-vineyard TT data logger results and the SILO results
(Figure 3).

For the four seasons of the study, the maximum (GSmaxTave)
temperatures for the in-vineyard TT data logger results were 0 to
1.8◦C higher than the SILO results for both the TH vineyards at
DCY and DBR and the TD vineyard at AYB. However, they were
0 to 1.0◦C lower at the TD vineyard at DCW (Figure 3).

GSminTave in the TD vineyards of AYB and DCW showed
significant differences (P ≤ 0.05) using Student’s t-test between
the in-vineyard measured and SILO interpolated data (Table 2).
For the TH vineyards, there were no statistically significant
differences in minimum temperatures except at DCY in the hot
2017–18 growing season.

The Student’s t-test results for the average growing season
maximum temperatures only showed significant differences
(P≤ 0.05) between the in-vineyard data loggers and SILO data in
the TH DBR vineyard in the two warmer seasons of 2015–16 and
2017–18, when in-vineyard temperatures showed consistently
higher values (Table 2).

Climatic Indices
All sites for the four seasons of the study were categorised
in the same viticultural classification for average growing
season temperature (GSTavg) (Figure 4) for both the
in-vineyard TT data and the SILO data. Despite the
topographically diverse vineyards having significant differences
in average minimum temperatures, this did not influence the
GSTavg classifications.

However, the classifications showed temporal variations. In
the cool growing season (2016–17), in both of the TD vineyards
at AYB and DCW the GSTavg classification was “Intermediate”
but was “Warm” in the other three growing seasons. For the
TH vineyard at DCY, GSTavg classification in the hot growing
season (2015–16) was “Hot” but was “Warm” in the other three TA
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FIGURE 3 | Average growing season minimum temperature (GSminTave) and average growing season maximum temperature (GSmaxTave) of four sites across four
seasons as calculated using Tinytag (TT) or SILO data.

FIGURE 4 | Average Growing Season Temperatures (GSTavg) of four sites across four seasons as calculated using Tinytag (TT) or Scientific Information for
Landowners (SILO) data.

growing seasons. De Bortoli Rutherglen (DBR) remained in the
“Hot” classification across all four growing seasons.

In the TD vineyard at AYB, the GDD classification based on
Winkler (Figure 5) remained the same within growing seasons
for both in-vineyard TT and SILO data. However, it was a Region
III classification in the hot growing season (2015–16) and Region
II in the other three seasons of the study.

The TD DCW vineyard had a higher GDD classification
(Region II) in the cool season (2016–17) for in-vineyard TT data
compared to SILO data (Region Ib) and also for the 2017–18 and
2018-19 seasons where in-vineyard TT data gave a classification
of Region III compared to Region II with SILO data. The hot
growing season (2015–16) showed classification of Region III
for both data sets.

The TH DCY vineyard showed consistent GDD classifications
between in-vineyard TT data logger and SILO data within

the same season, but changed from Region IV in the hot
2015–16 season, to Region II in the cool season (2016–17)
and to Region III in the intermediate seasons (2017–18
and 2018–19).

The TH DBR vineyard classifications were consistent between
in-vineyard TT and SILO data within the same season; however,
the classification changed from Region IV in the cooler season
(2016–17) to Region V in the other three seasons.

The TH vineyards at DCY and DBR showed consistent
classifications within the same season for Heliothermal index
of Huglin (HI) for both data collection methods, except for the
hotter 2015–16 season at DBR where TT data gave a “Very
Warm” classification and SILO gave a “Warm” classification
(Figure 6). Huglin classification remained consistent in both
TH vineyards for all seasons, except the hotter growing
season (2015–16).
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FIGURE 5 | Growing Degree Days (GDD) for four sites across four growing seasons as calculated using Tinytag (TT) or Scientific Information for Landowners (SILO)
data.

FIGURE 6 | Heliothermal index of Huglin (HI) across four sites and four seasons as calculated using Tinytag (TT) or Scientific Information for Landowners (SILO) data.

The HI classifications in the TD vineyards at AYB and
DCY remained the same for both sets of data in the cooler
season (2016–17) and the intermediate growing season (2017–
18). However, in the other seasons (2015–16 and 2018–
19), the SILO data gave a cooler HI classification than
the TT data at AYB, and a warmer HI classification in
2018–19 at DCY.

Mean January Temperature (MJT) results were consistent
between in-vineyard TT data and SILO data within the

same season for all sites across all four growing seasons,
although all sites recorded their highest MJT in the 2018–19
season (Figure 7).

Phenology
Topographically diverse (TD) AYB vineyard had consistent, early
budbreak dates in the second week of September, across the four
growing seasons (Table 3), with a range of five days between
the earliest and latest budbreak dates. The highest elevation
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FIGURE 7 | Mean January Temperature (MJT) across four sites and four seasons as calculated using Tinytag (TT) or Scientific Information for Landowners (SILO)
data.

TABLE 3 | Budbreak and maturity (harvest) dates in number of days from July 1
and number of days between both stages. Ch = Chardonnay, Sh = Shiraz.

Vineyard Budbreak (No.
of days from

July 1)

Harvest date
(No. of days
from July 1)

No. of days between
budbreak and

harvest

AYB 2015–16 (Ch) 71 240 169

AYB 2016–17 (Ch) 71 251 180

AYB 2017–18 (Ch) 76 257 181

AYB 2018–19 (Ch) 76 240 164

DCW 2015–16 (Ch) 101 245 143

DCW 2016–17 (Ch) 113 258 144

DCW 2017–18 (Ch) 106 249 142

DCW 2018–19 (Ch) 98 245 147

DCY 2015–16 (Ch) 79 227 148

DCY 2016–17 (Ch) 68 242 174

DCY 2017–18 (Ch) 81 228 147

DCY 2018–19 (Ch) 72 237 165

DBR 2015–16 (Sh) 83 230 147

DBR 2016–17 (Sh) 74 247 173

DBR 2017–18 (Sh) 98 246 148

DBR 2018–19 (Sh) 91 241 150

vineyard at DCW (790 m) recorded late budbreak dates in
early to mid-October each year, with a fair degree of variation
between the earliest and latest budbreak dates (15-day range
over the four seasons). The TH vineyards at DCY and DBR
showed a large variation in budbreak dates from early September
to early October between growing seasons (13 days and 24
days, respectively), with the earliest budbreak at both vineyards
occurring in the cooler (as calculated by heat accumulation)
2016–17 season.

Accolade Yarra Burn (AYB) had a range of 17 days between
the earliest and latest harvest dates over the four seasons;
DCW had a range of 14 days; DCY 15 days, and DBR 17
days (Table 3).

The number of days between budbreak and maturity/harvest
date (Table 3) for the two TH vineyards at DCY and DBR showed
a marked increase in the cooler 2016–17 season, but no clear
pattern was observed in the TD vineyards at AYB and DCW. The
highest elevation and cooler vineyard at DCW had a consistent
length of vintage, with only a five-day difference in number
of days between budbreak and harvest across the four seasons.
Topographically diverse vineyard AYB had a 16-day difference
between its longest and shortage vintage, and the TH vineyards
at DCY and DBR had large differences in vintage length at 27 and
26 days, respectively.

Budbreak dates were compared to the regional predicted dates
after Hall et al. (2016) (Table 4). Both the TH and TD vineyards
in the Yarra Valley (DCY and AYB, respectively) had budbreak
dates between the minimum and maximum values of the MTA
1.26 scenario. The TD and highest elevation vineyard at DCW
was within the minimum and maximum modelled dates without
an MTA scenario applied. The TH DBR vineyard had the greatest
range of budburst, coinciding with the MTA 1.26 scenario in
the 2018–19 season, and the MTA 2.61 scenario in the 2016–
17 season.

Harvest dates were compared to the regional predicted dates
after Hall et al. (2016) (Table 5). The TD vineyard in the
Yarra Valley, AYB had harvest dates coincident with the MTA
1.26 scenario. Harvest dates in the TH Yarra vineyard, DCY
coincided with both the MTA 1.26 and the MTA 2.61 scenarios.
The TD and highest elevation vineyard at DCW was within
the maturity dates determined for the 1974–2005 base period.
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TABLE 4 | Modelled budbreak dates (number of days from July 1) using a
1975–2004 base period and projected mean temperature anomalies (MTA) of
1.26 and 2.61◦C (after Hall et al., 2016).

Region Min Q1 Median Q3 Max

Yarra 75 82 86 89 93

Yarra MTA1.26 66 73 76 79 82

King Valley 93 94 98 105 113

Rutherglen 90 93 96 98 114

Rutherglen MTA1.26 80 83 85 88 100

Rutherglen MTA2.61 71 73 75 77 88

TABLE 5 | Modelled maturity dates (number of days from July 1) for base period
1975–2004 and projected mean temperature anomalies (MTA) of 1.26 and 2.61◦C
(after Hall et al., 2016).

Region Min Q1 Median Q3 Max

Yarra 259 277 284 297 329

Yarra MTA1.26 237 249 252 258 265

Yarra MTA2.61 220 230 232 236 240

King Valley 242 246 254 272 305

Rutherglen 233 237 242 247 281

Rutherglen 1.26 219 223 227 230 250

Rutherglen 2.61 205 209 212 216 231

The TH DBR vineyard had harvest dates coincident with the
MTA 1.26 scenario.

DISCUSSION

Scientific Information for Landowners (SILO) interpolation
generates climate maps for Australia by applying smoothing
splines to data at weather station locations on a 0.05o grid (Jeffrey
et al., 2001). Interpolations at this scale are unable to represent
fine spatial variability in climate for topographically complex sites
at the within vineyard management unit scale.

Temperatures
The main significant differences that were found when
comparing the data from the two sources were in the minimum
temperatures in the topographically diverse vineyards at AYB and
DCW. This would be consistent with the thermal layering that
would occur at night in these vineyards (Oke, 2002) which would
make interpolations of minimum temperatures more difficult on
the hilly sites where there would be numerous layers at different
temperatures. Due to daytime thermal mixing, maximum daily
temperatures would be vertically homogenous and therefore
more accurately interpolated by SILO in both topographically
homogenous and topographically diverse areas. This was found
to be the case (Table 2) with maximum daily temperatures not
differing significantly from each other. Of note was the direction
of the difference in minimum temperatures between TT and
SILO data. Scientific Information for Landowners overestimated
the minimum temperatures at AYB and underestimated the
minimum temperatures at DCW. Modelling at this scale uses a
broad environmental lapse rate (a rate of temperature change

with respect to elevation) and cool air pooling cannot be
represented at the within-vineyard scale. Accolade Yarra Burn
was topographically the most complex site, as can be seen in
Figure 2 compared to the high plateau of DCW. Cool air pooling
and multiple thermal layers were more likely at AYB, resulting
in observed minimum temperatures being lower than those
interpolated by SILO. At the undulating high plateau at DBW,
the potential exists for warmer than interpolated minimum
temperatures due to flatter terrain retaining greater heat than
sloping sites (Oke, 2002; Jones, 2007).

No correlation was found between the coolness of the day
and the magnitude of the difference between the minimum
temperatures recorded by the data logger and that interpolated
by SILO (data not shown). The lack of correlation is probably
due to weather factors that influence cool air pooling, such as
clear atmospheric conditions when the ground becomes relatively
cooler than the air temperature on that day (Oke, 2002, p. 180).
This can happen at any level of minimum temperature, not just
on cool days. Another weather factor that can affect cool air
pooling is wind speed, with more geostrophic wind resulting in a
mixed boundary layer, preventing cool air pooling at the surface.
Day to day weather, therefore, is more likely to be a factor that
determines the level of cool air pooling than simply an assessment
of minimum temperatures.

Climatic Indices
Daily temperature data from both data sources were used
to calculate heat accumulation climatic indices commonly
employed in viticulture to make long-term vineyard management
decisions. The two topographically diverse vineyards at AYB in
the Yarra Valley and DCW in the King Valley were also the
cooler sites in this study, based on their GSTavg (Figure 4),
GDD (Figure 5), HI (Figure 6), and MJT (Figure 7). It had
been expected that climatic indices calculated from SILO climate
data would be more likely to closely match climatic indices
calculated from data collected in-vineyard for TH vineyards
(DCY and DBR) than TD vineyards at higher elevations (AYB
and DCW). Furthermore, it was expected that the calculation of
the climatic indices in the TD vineyards may have resulted in
different classifications from the two sources of data (Figures 4–
7) within the same season. In fact, the classifications did differ
within the same season for GDD in the highest elevation and
TD vineyard at DCW for three of the seasons studied and with
the HI for both of the TD vineyards for two of the seasons.
As expected, the climatic indices calculated from both sources
at the topographically homogenous vineyards at DCY and DBR
had consistent classifications of climatic indices within the same
season, with the exception of HI at DBR in the highest heat
accumulation season in 2015–16.

Temporal Variation
Temporal variation between growing seasons was greater than
any spatial scale differences observed in the vineyards. As
evidenced in other studies (Holzapfel and Smith, 2012; Hall and
Blackman, 2019; Priori et al., 2019), the dominant effect of climate
variability due to seasonal changes in weather patterns is not
unusual. The greatest heat accumulation occurred in the 2015–16

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org 10 July 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 635299

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles


fpls-12-635299 July 7, 2021 Time: 18:35 # 11

Pipan et al. Vineyard Climate and Spatial Variability

season when all four sites recorded their highest GSTavg, GDD,
and HI. The lowest heat accumulation occurred in the 2016–17
season while the other two seasons tracked slightly cooler than
2015–16. The MJT was warmest at all four sites in 2019. This
is consistent with the BOM climate summaries (Table 1) where
the warmest summer on record was in 2019. These temporal
variations were also noted when the results were compared to
average indices calculated regionally, over 30 years (Hall and
Jones, 2010; Jarvis et al., 2017) (data not shown). Climatic indices
GSTavg, GDD, and HI at the TH sites at DCY and DBR were
higher than the regionally calculated indices for all seasons except
the cooler 2016–17. In contrast the TD vineyards at ABY and
DCW were within the Hall and Jones (2010) ranges compared
to the single averages given by Jarvis et al. (2017). This would
indicate that as noted by Jones (2006), warmer vineyard regions
can expect the effects of global warming to be more significant
than in cooler regions.

Phenology and Climate Change
Budbreak
It has been found that the actual bud temperature, rather than
air temperature drives the timing of budbreak (Keller and Tarara,
2010). This would be related to the amount of insolation received
by the plant, which is dependent on the latitude, altitude, slope
and aspect of the vineyard site (Jacquet and Morlat, 1997;
Gladstones, 2011; Neethling et al., 2019). There is the added
complexity of differing budbreak heat sums for clones of the
same variety (Ladányi et al., 2010), for different rootstocks
(Jogaiah et al., 2013) and for viticultural practices such as late
pruning (Silvestroni et al., 2018) which all influence the required
heat accumulation for budbreak. It needs to be acknowledged
that in an ideal situation all vineyard management practises
including pruning dates for the four study vineyards would
have been the same but considering these were commercial
vineyards this was not possible. Aside from temperature, these
inconsistent practises will likely have impacted to some extent
on the results. For example, increasingly later pruning into
early spring had been adopted at the TH vineyard at DBR
to delay budbreak. The 2015–16 season was pruned in mid-
August, the following three seasons were each pruned a week later
than the year before (M. Partridge, vineyard manager, personal
communication, February 18, 2020). However, delaying pruning
had no consistent effects on date of budburst. This highlights the
dominant effect of climate variability from season to season (Hall
and Blackman, 2019) on heat accumulation, therefore affecting
phenological development.

Maturity
In this study, the actual harvest dates were used in the comparison
with predicted maturity dates of Hall et al. (2016). This is a
potential source of error, as harvest date is determined by wine
style, and not determined by EL stage 38 (Coombe, 1995).
The three Chardonnay vineyards at AYB, DCW and DCY were
harvested quite early for sparkling wine, which requires lower
sugar ripeness (around 10.5 Baumé) and higher acid levels
(Rankine, 2007) than traditional table wine. A regionally acquired
prediction model based on table wine maturity may not be able to

fully account for the early picking for sparkling wine. Similarly, at
DBR, the winemaker explained that although the sugar ripeness
in the Shiraz may well have been reached earlier, the flavour
and tannin ripeness may not have been achieved. He stated that
they usually harvested at 14.2 to 14.5 Baumé in order to avoid
“green” flavour and tannins (M. Scalzo, personal communication
February 18, 2020). This is corroborated by Hall and Jones (2009)
who note that the period from veraison to maturity is particularly
important for the production of desirable wine grapes. A long
period and optimum temperature enables the fruit to develop
flavours that add value to a finished wine. Night temperatures
in particular have been found to be an important determinant of
wine composition (Mori et al., 2005; Cohen et al., 2008; Gaiotti
et al., 2018). In some cooler regions worldwide, the shortening of
the period between budbreak and maturity due to global warming
has actually led to an improvement in grape quality (Van Leeuwen
and Darriet, 2016; Koch and Oehl, 2018).

The seasonal effects on phenology in this study were
considerable. Maturity dates were up to 28 days apart from
year to year and the number of days between budbreak and
maturity being 30 days longer in both TH vineyards at DCY and
DBR in the cool season of 2016–17 compared to the warmer
seasons in 2015–16 and 2017–18 (Table 3). This shortening of
time between phenological stages in warmer seasons is consistent
with other studies (Jones et al., 2005; Malheiro et al., 2013).
This is also consistent with studies into the effect of increased
soil temperature on post-harvest carbohydrate accumulation
(Holzapfel and Smith, 2012; Hall et al., 2016) and enhanced
vegetative and reproductive growth (Field et al., 2009; Rogiers
et al., 2011, 2014; Clarke et al., 2015).

Over the four years of the study, all budbreak and harvest dates
were already in the projected MTA 1.26 or 2.61 ranges of Hall
et al. (2016) at all sites except the highest (790 m) vineyard at
DCW. This is in contrast with the findings of Alikadic et al. (2019)
that with climate change, advances in phenology were more
pronounced at higher elevation. There is some evidence that
vines have different phenological behaviour at higher elevation
sites (Caffarra and Eccel, 2010) where lower average temperatures
could lead to phenotypical adaptation of growth rates. However,
comparing the timing of phenological events at a particular
vineyard with regionally calculated dates requires some caution.
It has been useful to make a brief comparison to projected future
phenology for the regions, however, no firm conclusions about
long-term trends in phenological stages can be drawn as four
years of data does not provide enough statistical power to allow
definite determinations.

CONCLUSION

The aim of this study was to compare climatic indices calculated
from in-vineyard collected climate data (TT) and an interpolated
climate dataset (specifically, SILO) for two spatially homogenous
vineyards and two topographically diverse vineyards in three
wine regions in Victoria over four growing seasons. The data
retrieved from SILO for maximum temperatures generally
correlated well with the data collected from the data loggers at all
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sites. There was also good correlation for minimum temperatures
in the spatially homogenous vineyards but not in the spatially
diverse vineyards where night-time thermal layering is likely
to occur. Night temperatures are a significant determinant of
grape composition. Hence, from a practical point of view, the
use of the SILO data for the calculation of climatic indices
in spatially homogenous vineyards in order to plan vineyard
management for future climate scenarios or to investigate
climate analogues or to predict phenological phases, can
be considered to have similar accuracies to within-vineyard
collected climate data. However, caution would need to be
exercised by spatially diverse vineyards where cool air pooling
occurs at night.

Even at topographically complex sites, knowledge of local
conditions would allow interpretation of SILO derived indices
in order to gain climate information unique to the site terroir,
which would be more useful than published regionally derived
indices. Due to the readily accessible, downloadable nature of the
SILO data, this will allow any vineyard, anywhere in Australia
to calculate their own 30-year average climatic indices and
track these annually, providing them with an excellent tool for
long-term vineyard management decisions, albeit with some
interpretation required at hilly sites. Similar interpolated climate

databases exist worldwide. Vineyards, or other agricultural
enterprises, in other parts of the world could verify results in their
location with the local interpolated climate database.
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Characteristics of the baseline climate of the Cotnari (Romania) wine growing
region. Cercetari Agronom. Moldova 47, 99–111. doi: 10.1515/cerce-2015-0008

Jacquet, A., and Morlat, R. (1997). Characterization of the climatic variability in the
loire valley vineyard. influence of landscape and physical characteristics of the
environment. Agronomie 9, 465–480.

Jarvis, C., Barlow, E., Darbyshire, R., Eckard, R., and Goodwin, I. (2017).
Relationship between viticultural climatic indices and grape maturity in
Australia. Int. J. Biometeorol. 61, 1849–1862. doi: 10.1007/s00484-017-1370-9

Jeffrey, S. J., Carter, J. O., Moodie, K. B., and Beswick, A. R. (2001). Using spatial
interpolation to construct a comprehensive archive of Australian climate data.
Environ. Mod. Softw. 16, 309–330. doi: 10.1016/s1364-8152(01)00008-1

Jogaiah, S., Oulkar, D., Banerjee, K., Sharma, J., Patil, A., Maske, S., et al. (2013).
Biochemically induced variations during some phenological stages in thompson
seedless grapevines grafted on different rootstocks. South Afr. J. Enol. Viticult.
34, 36–45.

Jones, G. (2015). Climate Grapes and Wine: Terroir and the Importance of Climate
to Winegrape Production. Petaluma, CA: GuildSomm.

Jones, G., Duchene, E., Tomasi, D., Yuste, J., Braslavska, O., Schultz, H., et al.
(2005). “Changes in European winegrape phenology and relationships with
climate,” in Paper Presented at the XIV International GESCO Viticulture
Congress, (Geisenheim), 23–27.

Jones, G., Moriondo, M., Bois, B., Hall, A., and Duff, A. (2009). Analysis of the
spatial climate structure in viticulture regions worlwide. Bull. de l’OIV 82:507.

Jones, G. V. (2006). Climate and terroir: impacts of climate variability and change
on wine. Fine Wine Terroir Geosci. Perspect. 9, 1–14.

Jones, G. V. (2007). Climate change: observations, projections, and general
implications for viticulture and wine production. Econom. Department Working
Paper 7:14.

Jones, G. V., and Davis, R. E. (2000). Climate influences on grapevine phenology,
grape composition, and wine production and quality for Bordeaux, France. Am.
J. Enol. Viticult. 51, 249–261.

Keller, M., and Tarara, J. M. (2010). Warm spring temperatures induce persistent
season-long changes in shoot development in grapevines. Ann. Bot. 106, 131–
141. doi: 10.1093/aob/mcq091

Koch, B., and Oehl, F. (2018). Climate Change Favors Grapevine Production in
Temperate Zones. Germany: Scientific Research Publishing Irvine USA.

Ladányi, M., Hlaszny, E., Pernesz, G., and Bisztray, G. (2010). “Climate change
impact study based on grapevine phenology modelling,” in Paper Presented at
the VIIIth International Terroir Congress.

Malheiro, A. C., Campos, R., Fraga, H., Eiras-Dias, J., Silvestre, J., and Santos, J. A.
(2013). Winegrape phenology and temperature relationships in the lisbon wine
region, portugal. OENO One 47, 287–299. doi: 10.20870/oeno-one.2013.47.4.
1558

Marais, J., Calitz, F., and Haasbroek, P. (2001). Relationship between microclimatic
data, aroma component concentrations and wine quality parameters in the
prediction of Sauvignon Blanc wine quality. South Afr. J. Enol. Viticult. 22,
22–26.

Mbogga, M., Hansen, C., Wang, W., and Hamann, A. (2010). A Comprehensive
Set of Interpolated Climate Data for Alberta. Publication No. Ref. T/235. ISBN:
978-0-7785-9183-2.

Medrano, H., Escalona, J. M., Cifre, J., Bota, J., and Flexas, J. (2003). A ten-
year study on the physiology of two spanish grapevine cultivars under field

conditions: effects of water availability from leaf photosynthesis to grape yield
and quality. Functional Plant Biol. 30, 607–619. doi: 10.1071/fp02110

Moreno, A., and Hasenauer, H. (2016). Spatial downscaling of European climate
data. Int. J. Climatol. 36, 1444–1458. doi: 10.1002/joc.4436

Mori, K., Sugaya, S., and Gemma, H. (2005). Decreased anthocyanin biosynthesis
in grape berries grown under elevated night temperature condition. Sci.
Horticul. 105, 319–330. doi: 10.1016/j.scienta.2005.01.032

Neethling, E., Barbeau, G., Coulon-Leroy, C., and Quénol, H. (2019). Spatial
complexity and temporal dynamics in viticulture: a review of climate-driven
scales. Agric. Forest Meteorol. 276:107618. doi: 10.1016/j.agrformet.2019.
107618

Oke, T. R. (2002). Boundary Layer Climates. Milton Park: Routledge.
Pons, A., Allamy, L., Schüttler, A., Rauhut, D., Thibon, C., and Darriet, P. (2017).

What is the expected impact of climate change on wine aroma compounds and
their precursors in grape? OENO One 51, 141–146. doi: 10.20870/oeno-one.
2016.0.0.1868

Priori, S., Pellegrini, S., Perria, R., Puccioni, S., Storchi, P., Valboa, G., et al. (2019).
Scale effect of terroir under three contrasting vintages in the Chianti Classico
area (Tuscany, Italy). Geoderma 334, 99–112. doi: 10.1016/j.geoderma.2018.07.
048

Rankine, B. (2007). Making good wine. Sydney, NSW: Macmillan Publishers
Australia.

Remenyi, T., Rollins, D., Love, P., Earl, N., Bindoff, N., and Harris, R. (2019).
Australia’s Wine FutureA Climate Atlas, University of Tasmania, Hobart,
Tasmania. ISBN: 978-1-922352-06-4.

Rogiers, S. Y., Clarke, S. J., and Schmidtke, L. M. (2014). Elevated root−zone
temperature hastens vegetative and reproductive development in S hiraz
grapevines. Austr. J. Grape Wine Res. 20, 123–133. doi: 10.1111/ajgw.12053

Rogiers, S. Y., Smith, J. P., Holzapfel, B. P., and Hardie, W. J. (2011). Soil
temperature moderates grapevine carbohydrate reserves after bud break and
conditions fruit set responses to photoassimilatory stress. Functional Plant Biol.
38, 899–909. doi: 10.1071/fp10240

Scarlett, N. J., Bramley, R. G. V., and Siebert, T. E. (2014). Within-vineyard
variation in the ‘pepper’ compound rotundone is spatially structured and
related to variation in the land underlying the vineyard. Austr. J. Grape Wine
Res. 20, 214–222. doi: 10.1111/ajgw.12075

Silvestroni, O., Lanari, V., Lattanzi, T., and Palliotti, A. (2018). Delaying winter
pruning, after pre−pruning, alters budburst, leaf area, photosynthesis, yield and
berry composition in Sangiovese (Vitis vinifera L.). Austr. J. Grape Wine Res. 24,
478–486. doi: 10.1111/ajgw.12361

Smart, R., and Dry, P. (1980). A Climatic Classification for Australian Viticultural
Regions. Adelaide: Annual Technical Issue.

Spittlehouse, D. (2006). Climate BC: your access to interpolated climate data for
BC. Streamline Water. Manage. Bull. 9, 16–21.

Tonietto, J., and Carbonneau, A. (2004). A multicriteria climatic classification
system for grape-growing regions worldwide. Agric. Forest Meteorol. 124, 81–
97. doi: 10.1016/j.agrformet.2003.06.001

Van Leeuwen, C., and Darriet, P. (2016). The impact of climate change on
viticulture and wine quality. J. Wine Econo. 11:150. doi: 10.1017/jwe.2015.21

Wang, T., Hamann, A., Spittlehouse, D., and Carroll, C. (2016). Locally downscaled
and spatially customizable climate data for historical and future periods for
North America. PLoS One 11:e0156720. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0156720

Webb, L., Whetton, P., and Barlow, E. (2008). Modelling the relationship between
climate, winegrape price and winegrape quality in Australia. Climate Res. 36,
89–98. doi: 10.3354/cr00739

World Meteorological Organisation. (2019). What is Climate Variability? Available
online at: https://www.wmo.int/pages/prog/wcp/ccl/faqs.php (accessed May 13,
2021).

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 Pipan, Hall, Rogiers and Holzapfel. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the
original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No
use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org 13 July 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 635299

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2010.00100.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2010.00100.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-016-1133-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-016-1133-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/joc.1276
https://doi.org/10.5344/ajev.2012.11071
https://doi.org/10.1515/cerce-2015-0008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-017-1370-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1364-8152(01)00008-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcq091
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2013.47.4.1558
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2013.47.4.1558
https://doi.org/10.1071/fp02110
https://doi.org/10.1002/joc.4436
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2005.01.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2019.107618
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2019.107618
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2016.0.0.1868
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2016.0.0.1868
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2018.07.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2018.07.048
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajgw.12053
https://doi.org/10.1071/fp10240
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajgw.12075
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajgw.12361
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2003.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1017/jwe.2015.21
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0156720
https://doi.org/10.3354/cr00739
https://www.wmo.int/pages/prog/wcp/ccl/faqs.php
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles

	Accuracy of Interpolated Versus In-Vineyard Sensor Climate Data for Heat Accumulation Modelling of Phenology
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Locations and Vineyards
	Data Loggers
	Interpolated Climate Data Source
	Climate Summaries
	Climate Data Analysis
	Phenology

	Results
	Seasonal Temperatures
	Climatic Indices
	Phenology

	Discussion
	Temperatures
	Climatic Indices
	Temporal Variation
	Phenology and Climate Change
	Budbreak
	Maturity


	Conclusion
	Data Availability Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	References


