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Abstract: The efficient management of irrigation water can affect crop profitability quite significantly.
The application of precision irrigation based on soil monitoring can help manage water resources.
In viticulture, the irrigation technique is thought to strongly influence grape ripening and the final
grape composition. In this study, an irrigation decision support system was compared to a surface
drip irrigation system in a commercial vineyard located in Andrea (Southern Italy) planted with
Vitis vinifera cv. Montepulciano. We aimed to investigate the ability of the DSS to save water
while maintaining an acceptable yield and quality of the grapes. To allow for the comparison,
eco-physiological as well as yield parameters were measured during the irrigation periods in both
irrigation systems over two years (2019 and 2020). The results indicate that the vines grown using the
DSS treatment were less stressed compared to the plants grown using farm irrigation in both years.
The yield attributes showed slight or no significant differences between the treatments. The quality
results showed no significant differences between the treatments in both years. Our results indicate
that with savings of 10% and 17% of the irrigation water in the first and second year, respectively, the
DSS was able to maintain good yield and quality levels as compared to the farm irrigation system.
These two-year results provide a promising implementation of its use in precision irrigation.

Keywords: cv. Montepulciano; irrigation; sensors; vineyard; precision management

1. Introduction

The world population is expected to increase to 9.1 billion by 2050, resulting in a
35% food demand increase [1]. This projected increase along with the variability in the
rainfall amount and timing, climate change events, and competition for water among users
are putting pressure on agricultural water demands [2], especially in arid and semi-arid
areas where water is scarce. Several studies indicated that the projected change in climate
events will lead to an increase in crop water requirements, resulting in more severe drought
periods [3]. Furthermore, climate change forecasts indicate that some scenarios for 2050
predict a 30–50% decrease in freshwater availability, while its demand in eastern and
southern areas could be doubled [4]. To cope with these challenges, it is necessary to utilize
the best advanced technologies to make it possible to improve irrigation efficiency and
safeguard water resources [5].

Precision agriculture, in this regard, is believed to be a sustainable solution, with
the possibility to enhance crop yield and quality, to some extent, by increasing water
use efficiency [6]. Navarro-Hellín et al. [7] indicated that the application of a proper
irrigation strategy to improve the watering process is thought to affect crop profitability
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quite significantly. In addition, the concept of the MAD (management allowed deficiency),
developed by Merriam [8], relates the maximum soil moisture deficiency, through the soil
moisture tension, to crop production and the economic value of water and crop value.
Nevertheless, the trade-off between the efficient management of water resources and
improving crop yield is a tough challenge and has been highly discussed in the present
and future agendas regarding food security [9]. In fact, water resources are increasingly
being scrutinized due to the changing surface water or groundwater availability at both the
regional and global levels. Even though there is a relative abundance of water resources in
Italy, the southern part of the country is suffering from seasonal water scarcity phenomena
due to inefficiency in water governance and management [10]. In fact, agriculture is by far
the largest consumer (70%) of water resources in the world [11]. In Italy, it is estimated
that nearly two thirds of the available water resources are used for irrigation [12]. In the
Apulia region (Southern Italy), as in the other southern regions, water supply is becoming
a social and economic emergency primarily because of increasing water demand and a lack
of management practices [13]. Further associated decreases in the mean precipitation could
aggravate this situation and threaten the regional and, therefore, the national economy. In
this regard, the efficient use of water is becoming an increasingly important consideration,
sometimes at the expense of crop quality [7].

In viticulture, several literature studies indicate that proper irrigation management can
optimize grape ripening and the overall vine performance [14,15] including the quality of
the berries [16]. Furthermore, canopy management (for example apical or basal defoliation
and shoot trimming) could affect the grape quality and berry composition at harvesting
time [17]. However, irrigation effects need to be interpreted regarding soil water status,
crop eco-physiological parameters and the studied cultivar [18]. Moreover, sustainable
viticulture is directly linked to a low input in terms of water [19]. It is widely accepted
that soil moisture content affects, directly and indirectly, several important soil biological
processes important for plant growth, and, therefore, productivity [20]. Therefore, under-
standing the patterns of soil moisture distribution is useful for efficient irrigation water
management in agriculture. Several studies have indicated that the accurate estimation
of soil water content is important for improving crop yield, the efficient application of
irrigation water, and reducing the potential environmental impacts of farming [21]. The
authors also indicated that when the soil water content is well-characterized across the
field, nutrients can be applied more efficiently. Such findings have led to a growing interest
in the development of real-time soil moisture monitoring tools. Therefore, to play a major
role in addressing the current and future global food security problems, more innovative
and sustainable irrigation management approaches are required.

Today, the importance of the rationalization of water use in tackling sustainability
challenges in agriculture within a multidisciplinary approach has called for the develop-
ment of a decision support tool for confronting these challenges. The adaptation of sensor
information and communication technology can help farmers improve water use efficiency
and, therefore, crop yields. Soil moisture sensors can provide important information on
plant-available water as a function of the soil volumetric water content. The timing of
irrigation can, therefore, be determined by monitoring the soil moisture and starting ir-
rigation when the soil moisture reaches a predetermined level. There are different types
of available soil moisture sensors that have been used in precision irrigation. Among the
main goals of precision irrigation are the increase in water efficiency, reduction in energy
consumption, and improvement in crop yield by using technology such as wireless sensor
networks, mobile devices, remote sensing, real-time control, and information systems [22].
However, a good understanding of soil texture, which defines important parameters, is
important for effective irrigation water management [23]. Different sensors have been used
in conjunction with instrumentation systems to control the irrigation process. In recent
years, the quick development of wireless sensor networks has led to the use of sensor
equipment with no or very little wiring, and great improvements in their installation and
maintenance [24,25]. In the Mediterranean environment, the limited availability of water
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implies the need to search for agronomical strategies that can mitigate the consequences of
water deficits and increase the efficiency of the irrigation supply [26].

Therefore, in this study, we proposed an easy-to-apply irrigation decision support
system (DSS) based on a software system that can support effective and efficient decisions
on the amount and the timing of irrigation interventions for water irrigation management
in agriculture. However, our tested DSS lacks the degree of autonomy that activates or
deactivates the irrigation system compared to several DSSs (i.e., [27,28]).

The main objective was to validate an irrigation scheduling procedure based on the
use of a newly improved engineering soil moisture sensor, which allows for the adjustment
of the irrigation inputs according to the soil moisture, which varies across the different
development stages of the crop. For that, we tested the viability of the DSS against the
traditional farm irrigation system in terms of the crop productivity and quality in a vineyard
located in Southern Italy. The aim is to introduce a decision support tool to enhance the
trade-off between crop productivity and water resource use from a sustainable water
management point of view.

2. Material and Methods
2.1. Site Description and Meteorological Data

The experiment was conducted on an area of about 1.45 ha within a commercial
vineyard located near Andria (41◦14′11.05′′ N, 16◦11′33.01′′ E) (Apulia region, Southern
Italy) over two irrigation seasons (2019 and 2020). The study site was planted, in 2004, with
Vitis vinifera L. ‘Montepulciano’, grafted on Paulsen 1103 rootstock. The grapevines were
trained to a vertical trellis system on a cordon oriented north–south and were planted with
a spacing of 2.30 × 1.0 m (4348 vines/ha). The site is 142 m elevated above sea level. The
soil is sandy clay loam according to the USDA classification (soil depth 0.60 m), and the
climate in the area is Mediterranean, with mild winters and hot and dry summers. The
average annual rainfall is 597 mm, the average maximum temperature is 21.7 ◦C, and the
average minimum temperature is 11 ◦C (from a thirty-year time series of climatic data).

In addition, meteorological data were recorded at the station located in the experi-
mental field and were used to estimate reference evapotranspiration (ETo) and saturated
vapor pressure deficit (VPsat; saturation minus actual water vapor pressure) of the studied
vineyard during the 2019 and 2020 growing seasons. The VPsat is believed to be used
as an accurate measure for predicting plant transpiration and water loss [29], and it was
calculated as the difference (deficit) between the amount of moisture in the air and how
much moisture the air can hold when it is saturated according to the Murray equation
based on the Clausius–Clapeyron approximation [30], while ETo was calculated using
Penman–Monteith equation, as an important variable for the development of a rational
irrigation management plan in arid/semi-arid environments such as the Mediterranean
region [26]. Figure 1 shows the seasonal and inter-seasonal variation in reference evapo-
transpiration (ETo, mm month−1), the amount of rainfall (R, mm month−1), and saturated
vapor pressure deficit (VPsat, kPa) during the two years of the experiment.

2.2. Irrigation Treatments and the Experimental Design

In this study, an innovative decision support system (DSS) for crop irrigation was
tested and compared with the traditional irrigation practice (hereinafter called farm ir-
rigation) used to irrigate the vineyard at the study site. The comparison considered the
sustainability of the irrigation system in terms of water saving while maintaining or en-
hancing (if possible) crop yield and quality. The farm irrigation system, on the one hand,
was managed by specialised personnel at the study farm. The water amount supplied
during both irrigation seasons in the vineyard field following the farm irrigation system
can be seen in Table 1. On the other hand, the DSS, developed by Robert Bosch GmbH
Company, Stuttgart, Germany, is based on the use of the sensor (TEROS10, by METER
GRroup, Inc., Pullman, WA, USA) that measures the daily soil moisture (w%) for continu-
ous monitoring of soil water status supporting farmers in water irrigation management.
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The DSS consists of three main parts: hardware (sensors, device-to-web-data logger and
thermo-hygrometer), algorithm, and graphic user interface (app) [31]. Within the monitor-
ing of soil moisture via the DSS, the TEROS10 sensor is connected directly to the internet
via a communication box which sends the data securely to a web platform (DeepField IoT
Cloud ‘(c) 2022 Deepfield Connect GmbH, Ludwigsburg, Germany’) on a regular basis,
which in turn sends information and alerts to the farmer on the app, which is compatible
with smartphones, tablets, or computers [32]. Once the soil moisture sensor is installed in
one location, it will start sending weather (i.e., temperature and humidity) as well as soil
moisture information periodically. Farmers, in this case, can monitor through the app, so
that unnecessary journeys to the field to check on frost, heat, or dryness can be avoided [33].
Such information can allow the farmer to keep track of field water status at any given
time, and can provide assistance with the proper timing for irrigation intervention and the
quality of water to be used for irrigation thanks to an algorithm which considers the soil
texture characteristics. TEROS10 sensors were used to monitor soil moisture values in both
treatments.

Agronomy 2023, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 4 of 17 
 

 

 

Figure 1. The amount of rainfall, saturated vapor pressure deficit, and ET0 values per month, 

monthly trend of the average temperature, and daily trend of rainfall during both study years. 

2.2. Irrigation Treatments and the Experimental Design  

In this study, an innovative decision support system (DSS) for crop irrigation was 

tested and compared with the traditional irrigation practice (hereinafter called farm 

irrigation) used to irrigate the vineyard at the study site. The comparison considered the 

sustainability of the irrigation system in terms of water saving while maintaining or 

enhancing (if possible) crop yield and quality. The farm irrigation system, on the one 

hand, was managed by specialised personnel at the study farm. The water amount 

supplied during both irrigation seasons in the vineyard field following the farm irrigation 

system can be seen in Table 1. On the other hand, the DSS, developed by Robert Bosch 

GmbH Company, Stu�gart, Germany, is based on the use of the sensor (TEROS10, by 

METER GRroup, Inc., Pullman, WA, USA) that measures the daily soil moisture (w%) for 

continuous monitoring of soil water status supporting farmers in water irrigation 

management. The DSS consists of three main parts: hardware (sensors, device-to-web-

data logger and thermo-hygrometer), algorithm, and graphic user interface (app) [31]. 

Within the monitoring of soil moisture via the DSS, the TEROS10 sensor is connected 

directly to the internet via a communication box which sends the data securely to a web 

platform (DeepField IoT Cloud ‘(c) 2022 Deepfield Connect GmbH, Ludwigsburg, 

Germany’) on a regular basis, which in turn sends information and alerts to the farmer on 

the app, which is compatible with smartphones, tablets, or computers [32]. Once the soil 

moisture sensor is installed in one location, it will start sending weather (i.e., temperature 

and humidity) as well as soil moisture information periodically. Farmers, in this case, can 

monitor through the app, so that unnecessary journeys to the field to check on frost, heat, 

or dryness can be avoided [33]. Such information can allow the farmer to keep track of 

field water status at any given time, and can provide assistance with the proper timing for 

irrigation intervention and the quality of water to be used for irrigation thanks to an 

algorithm which considers the soil texture characteristics. TEROS10 sensors were used to 

monitor soil moisture values in both treatments.  

The DSS irrigation system was proposed with the aim of saving a significant amount 

of irrigation water; the irrigation interventions in both compared systems (DSS and farm 

irrigation) were performed based on the climate condition and crop development stage. 

Therefore, the irrigation season for the studied vineyard started on DOY 158 and ended 

Figure 1. The amount of rainfall, saturated vapor pressure deficit, and ETo values per month, monthly
trend of the average temperature, and daily trend of rainfall during both study years.

Table 1. The amount of irrigation water supply during the two irrigation seasons (2019 and 2020)
under both irrigation systems (DSS and farm irrigation). Saving indicates the water percentage saved
by using the DSS.

Year Treatment Seasonal Irrigation Volume (m3 ha−1) Saving (%)

2019
DSS 1400

10farm irrigation 1551

2020
DSS 1347

17farm irrigation 1625
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The DSS irrigation system was proposed with the aim of saving a significant amount
of irrigation water; the irrigation interventions in both compared systems (DSS and farm
irrigation) were performed based on the climate condition and crop development stage.
Therefore, the irrigation season for the studied vineyard started on DOY 158 and ended
with the fruit harvest on DOY 283 in the 2019 season, whereas, in 2020, the irrigation season
started on DOY 172 and ended with the fruit harvest on DOY 280.

In this study, the soil moisture values for the grapevine during each irrigation season
were set in accordance with the water requirement across the different phenological phases.
Therefore, irrigation interventions in the proposed DSS were performed to keep the soil
water content (SWC) of the first 30 cm (active root zone) of the soil at an optimum level (set
as a recharge point (RP), where water can be easily taken up by the plant). This was made
possible by identifying the field capacity and the RP according to the specific physical soil
characteristics of the study site. Each year, irrigation interventions within the DSS were
applied in full irrigation (FI) and deficit irrigation (DI) regime scheduling, considering the
differences in water needs as the crop grows, according to the phenological stages. In both
regimes, soil moisture was kept at 30% θ while RP was set to be 15% for FI and between
30% and 35% for DI during fruit setting and post-veraison phases, respectively.

Within each irrigation management, sensors were organised in a complete randomized
block design with 3 replicates. TEROS10 sensors were installed at 30 and 60 cm of soil depth
to allow the soil moisture comparison at the considered soil layers. The DSS continuously
monitored the soil volume water content at 30 cm and 60 cm of soil depth. Within the
DSS, the treatments were assigned as B1, B2, and B3; Z1, Z2, and Z3 were the treatments
within the farm irrigation system. In each treatment, 6 vines, placed close to the sensor and
within its range of detecting soil moisture, were signed and considered representative of
the production and quality determination. All the replicates (3 DSS and 3 farm irrigation)
were equipped with water flow meters to accurately measure the amount of water supply
during every irrigation event.

All treatments, both for the vines irrigated by DSS and for the vines irrigated by
traditional farm irrigation, received the same amount of fertilizers according to the regional
guidelines for sustainable agronomic crop management. Other agronomic practices applied
in the vineyard followed the common practices used in the area including shoot trimming
applied after fruit set.

2.3. Plant and Soil Parameters
2.3.1. Plant and Soil Water Status

The installation of the TEROS10 sensors allows for the measurement of soil water
content on a daily basis, in both irrigation seasons (2019 and 2020). Sensor readings were
obtained as soil moisture content values which were then reported as the volume of the
water content of the soil (VWC; %). In addition, in both irrigation systems, important
parameters such as plant water status and soil water content were estimated in each year.
Plant water status was determined by measuring stem water potential (SWP; mPa) using
a pressure chamber (Plant Water Status Console 3000F01, SOILMOISTURE CORP., Santa
Barbara, CA, USA). Each year, SWP was measured during the different phenological phases
expressed as days of the year (DOY). The SWP was measured every 10 days during the
2019 season and every 15 days during the 2020 season due to differences in irrigation
season length between the two years; however, this was believed to cover the whole
irrigation season (from first irrigation to crop harvest) to evaluate plant water status. In
both seasons, each time, SWP measurements were taken at midday (11.30 to 12.30 h solar)
and at light saturation (PAR ≥ 1800 mol photons m−2 s−1) from 2 leaves per plant of the six
representative vines in each treatment. The leaves were placed in hermetic aluminum foil
bags for at least 1 h prior to the measurement. Additionally, to describe the accumulated
effect of the irrigation treatments [34], data on the seasonal variations in midday SWP
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(MmPa) were used to calculate water stress integral (WSI) using the equation defined by
Myers [35] as follows:

WSI =
∣∣∣∑i=t

i=0 (I − c)n
∣∣∣

where Ψi,i+1 is the average midday stem water potential for any time interval i, i + 1 (mPa);
c is the value of the maximum midday stem water potential measured during a season; and
n is the number of days in each interval.

2.3.2. Leaf Gas Exchange Determination

In this study, in both years and for each irrigation system, leaf gas exchange in terms
of stomatal conductance (gs; mM H2O m−2 s−1) and net assimilation (Pn; µm CO2 m−2 s−1)
were measured using a gas exchange system (LI-6400, LI-COR Inc., Lincoln, NE, USA) on
healthy and well light-exposed leaves of 6 vines, located close to the sensor and believed
to be representative of the replicate (as shown in Figure 1). Readings were taken on three
leaves per plant and the average of the three readings was used for the analysis. In addition,
as important parameters to ensure sustainable water management in viticulture [36], the
Pn/gs ratio was used as an estimation of the intrinsic water use efficiency and the Pn/leaf
transpiration was used to estimate the instantaneous water use efficiency (WUEi).

2.4. Berry Sampling, Yield Components, and Quality Determination

At the harvesting time, 10 clusters per treatment and per replicate were randomly
taken to determine yield and its components and technological, biometric, and chemical
parameters. Grapes were harvested by hand at full ripening on DOY 277 in the 2019 season
and on DOY 280 in the 2020 season, from each treatment and replicate. The measured
biometric parameters measured from 10 bunches per plot were length (cm), weight (g), and
number of berries per bunch. After crushing, the juice of 100 berries per treatment and per
replicate the total soluble solids (TSS; ◦Brix), pH, and titratable acidity (TA; g L−1) were
determined. The pH and the titratable acidity were measured using a pH meter (Crison
507; Crison Instruments, S.A., Barcelona, Spain). The titratable acidity (TA) was determined
by titrating 10 mL of juice with 0.1 N NaOH until pH 8.3 and the results were expressed as
g L−1 of tartaric acid. The TSS was determined using a hand-held refractometer (Atago,
Tokyo, Japan). With 10 berries per treatment and per replicate, the skin color (ScieLab
coordinates), berry weight (g), skin weight (g), and seed weight (g) were measured. The
color of the skin was determined on two opposite faces (equatorial zone) for each berry
using a tristimulus colorimeter (mod. CR300, Minolta Co., Ltd., Osaka, Japan) with an
8 mm measuring aperture, diffused illumination, and a viewing angle of 0◦.

2.5. Statistical Analysis

The statistical analysis was carried out using Rstudio (Rstudio, PBC, Boston, MA, USA) for
Windows, version 1.3.1093.0 [37]. Within each season, a comparison of means was performed
using the Welch two sample t-test at a 95% probability level (p < 0.05). Year × treatment interac-
tion was calculated using the two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) at a 95% probability level
(p < 0.05). Probability levels used were p < 0.05 (*), p < 0.01 (**), and p < 0.001 (***). Graphs were
made by using SigmaPlot (Systat Software, Inc., San José, CA, USA), for Windows, version
14.0 [38].

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Agrometeorological Data and Soil Water Balance
3.1.1. Agrometeorological Data

The meteorological data were collected from the agrometeorological station located
near the experimental field and the data are shown in Figure 1. In particular, the amount of
rainfall was 374 mm during the 2019 season, higher than the rainfall amount reported in
the 2020 season (321 mm). The first season (2019) showed non-uniformity of the rainfall
water spells, in which more than 70% of the total seasonal rainfall amount occurred during
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the months of January, May, July, and September, with more than 50 mm in each month
(Figure 1). In the season, a larger amount of rainfall over the deficit irrigation period was
reported. In 2020, the rainfall events experienced some uniformity during this season, how-
ever, with less than 50 mm monthly. In 2019, the irrigation began on the DOY 158. During
this year, there was rainfall during the flowering phase (May and June) and during the fruit
setting phase (July) (Figure 1). Similarly, in the 2020 season, there were spells of rainfall
during the flowering and fruit setting phases; however, to a lesser extent. The cumulated
annual value of the reference evapotranspiration (ETo) for the two experimental seasons
was 1130 mm and 1001 mm during the 2019 and 2020 seasons, respectively (Figure 1). In
both seasons, the ETo was higher during the fruit setting phase (July, with the highest
rate being reported in the 2020 season) and lower during winter (November–January).
Considering that the vapor pressure deficit (VPD) can influence water stress in grapevines
depending on the crop’s phenology [39], the saturated VPD was estimated in this study
throughout both irrigation seasons. The VPD data (Figure 1) tends to follow the same trend
of the ETo in both seasons. The highest VPD value was reported during August, while the
lowest value was reported in January in both seasons.

3.1.2. Soil Water Balance

The application of deficit irrigation (DI) in the vineyard was performed at later plant
growth stages as a common practice in the area in order to save water without affecting
the crop yield. In fact, several studies found that deficit irrigation in vineyards during
specific phenological phases such as fruit setting [40,41] and pre- and post-veraison [42]
can maintain yield and improve crop quality. In this study, the DI regime consisted of two
different irrigation interventions which were applied to keep the soil moisture at 30% with
an RP between 30–40%. The first deficit irrigation was applied during the fruit setting
phase, in which every time the sensors detected a reduction in the humidity up to 21.00% θ

(RP 30%), the vineyard was irrigated to bring the soil moisture back to 30% θ. The second
deficit irrigation was instead applied during the post-veraison phase, in which every time
the sensors detected a reduction in the humidity up to 19.50% θ (RP 35%), the vineyard
was irrigated to bring the soil moisture back to 30% θ.

In both the 2019 and 2020 irrigation seasons, the soil water content in the root
zone (0–60 cm) fluctuated greatly during both full irrigation and deficit irrigation periods
(Figure 2) due to the fluctuation in rainfall events; however, the VWC values were within
the range previously set by the calibration of the probe. There were statistically significant
differences between the global mean of the VWC of each treatment at both depths; the
interaction between year × treatment was significant per each depth too.

We believe that the VWC values out of the identified soil moisture range was due to
heavy spells of rainfall, as in the case of July 2019 during the fruit setting period (Figure 1).
Similarly, the VWC values out of the range of the threshold used for DI applied during
the fruit setting and the post-veraison phase were due to the lack of water from rainfall;
moreover, a wide temporal variability in the soil water content during the irrigation season
might be due to soil structural changes, for example as a result of shrinkage cracks [43].
As mentioned above, the rainfall data (Figure 1) experienced a non-uniform distribution
throughout the seasons, which was more evident during the 2019 season, and especially
during the DI period (Figure 2). During the 2020 seasons, the relatively heavy, however,
homogeneous distribution of rainfall throughout the season during the fruit setting phase
allowed for the maintenance of the VWC within the defined range, especially during the DI
period. During the FI period, however, the VWC reported higher values (out of the range)
due to heavy rainfall events.
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Figure 2. Variation in the volume water content (VWC) during both seasons (2019 and 2020) as
affected by soil depths (30 cm (black line) and 60 cm (red line)) in the farm irrigation system (A, 2019;
B, 2020) and DSS irrigation system (C, 2019; D, 2020). The thresholds indicate the limit values during
full irrigation (FI) (corresponding to the field capacity of the soil) and deficit irrigation (DI) across the
irrigation season; (a) is the threshold used for deficit applied during the fruit setting phase (DI1) and
(b) is the threshold used for deficit applied during the post-veraison phase (D2). In each graph the
global mean and the standard error of the volume water content are also reported.

3.1.3. Plant Water Status

In this study, we measured the SWP throughout the development stages of the vines.
The measurement time was expressed as days of the year (DOY) and SWP measurements
were taken 12 times throughout the 2019 irrigation season, while, in 2020, the SWP measure-
ments were taken 11 times due to differences in the irrigation season length between the
two seasons (in 2020, the irrigation season started later and ended a bit earlier compared
to the 2019 season (see Section 2.2. Irrigation Treatments and the Experimental Design)). In
particular, in the 2019 season, the SWP was measured on the 163rd, 171st, 178th, 185th,
192nd, 199th, 204th, 213th, 217th, 233rd, 239th, 246th, 254th, 260th, 268th, and 277th DOY in
each irrigation treatment and replicate. In the 2020 season, instead, the SWP was measured
on the 178th, 185th, 196th, 204th, 220th, 237th, 244th, 246th, 260th, 290th, and 300th DOY in
each irrigation treatment and replicate.

The vine water status is believed to be an important factor that determines crop
quality in viticulture [44]. The analysis of the SWP results indicates that vines under
the DSS treatments showed lower water stress levels compared with farm irrigation in
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both years. The seasonal and inter-seasonal variations in the midday SWP (mPa) in both
irrigation seasons are reported in Figure 3. In the 2019 season, the plants in both irrigation
treatments did not show a high level of water stress compared to the stress threshold value
(SWP > −1.2 mPa). Nevertheless, the plants irrigated with the DSS were less stressed and
in some growth stages (DOY), the differences were significantly in favor of the DSS when
compared to the farm irrigation system. In particular, on DOY 178, the vines irrigated
by DSS were significantly less stressed than the vines irrigated using the farm irrigation
system (SWP-DSS = −0.77 mPa vs. SWP-farm irrigation = −0.96 mPa). Similarly, in
DOY 213, the SWP of the plants irrigated using the DSS was significantly higher than
those irrigated using the farm irrigation system (SWP-DSS = −0.95 mPa vs. SWP-farm
irrigation = −1.03 mPa) (Figure 3). On DOY 192, the plant stress levels were much lower
in both treatments (SWP-DSS = −0.33 mPa vs. SWP-farm irrigation = −0.31 mPa) mainly
due to heavy rainfall events. On the contrary, during the veraison phase, the lack of rainfall
events (Figure 1) led to a significant decrease in the SWP values (below the threshold level)
under both irrigation systems, particularly on the 239th, 254th, 260th, and 268th DOY. In
particular, on DOY 239, the SWP values were lowered far beyond the stress threshold value
(SWP < −1.2 mPa) in both treatments; however, the SWP value was higher for the plants
irrigated using the DSS, but the difference was not significant as compared to the SWP
for the plants irrigated using a farm irrigation system. In September (260th and 268th
DOY), during the pre-ripening phase, the SWP values were significantly lower in the plants
irrigated using the DSS as compared to the plants irrigated using the farm irrigation system
(Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Seasonal/inter-seasonal variations in midday SWP (mPa) in a Montepulciano vineyard
during the 2019 and 2020 irrigation seasons under both irrigation treatments (DSS and farm irriga-
tion). Water stress thresholds are indicated for each period corresponding to the different irrigation
treatments (full irrigation, FI; deficit irrigation applied during the fruit setting phase, DI1; deficit
irrigation applied during the post-veraison phase, DI2) [45]. DOY = days of the year. Error bars
indicate the standard errors; *, ** and *** are significantly different at p ≤ 0.05, p ≤ 0.01, and p ≤ 0.001
significant level, respectively while n.s. = not significant.

In 2020, irrigation began on DOY 172. During this year, the rainfall was distributed
more homogenously compared to the 2019 season, with good rainfall amounts reported in
August (during the veraison phase) (Figure 1). We believe that the rainfall distribution in
the 2020 season directly and/or indirectly influenced the SWP values, in which the values
dropped under the stress threshold value on just two occasions (in four occasions, the SWP
values were reported under the stress threshold values in the 2019 season), specifically,
on the 237th and 260th DOY, and the plants irrigated using the DSS were less stressed
(Figure 3). In general, there were no significant differences in the SWP values between the
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two irrigation treatments except for the 220th DOY, on which the plants under the DSS were
significantly less stressed (SWP-DSS = −0.99 mPa vs. SWP-farm irrigation = −1.11 mPa).

In addition, the water stress integral (WSI) values can be used as a quality indicator [46];
therefore, it was calculated using the data on the seasonal variations in the midday SWP
(mPa) in both irrigation seasons and under both irrigation treatments. In both years of the
experiment, no significant differences were found between the DSS and farm irrigation
treatments; despite this, the WSI values tended to be higher for the farm irrigation vines in
both years than the DSS vines (Table 2).

Table 2. Calculated WSI (mPa per day) in a Montepulciano vineyard during the 2019 and 2020
irrigation seasons and for both irrigation treatments (DSS and farm irrigation).

Year Treatment WSI Year × Treatment

2019
DSS 72.80 ± 2.40

*
n.s.

farm irrigation 82.87 ± 0.49

2020
DSS 61.06 ± 3.56 n.s.

farm irrigation 68.33 ± 4.18
* p ≤ 0.05 significant level, while n.s. = not significant.

Concerning the leaf gas exchange results, it is widely accepted that the optimum
stomatal behavior should occur when the opening of the stomata during the day allows for
minimum transpiration and maximum photosynthesis, and their ratio remains constant [47].
In this study, stomatal conductance tended to be higher for the plants subjected to the
DSS irrigation treatment. Figure 4 shows that a statistically significant difference was
observed on DOY 217 in 2019, during the pre-veraison phase (DSS: 0.14 mmol m−2 s−1;
farm irrigation: 0.09 mmol m−2 s−1). On the same DOY, the SWP values indicate that
the vines irrigated according to the DSS were less stressed (SWP-DSS = −0.92 mPa vs.
SWP-farm irrigation = −1.12 mPa). In fact, the 2020 season was drier than the 2019 season
(in the irrigation season, the amount of rainfall was 216.3 mm in 2019 and was 153.2 mm in
2020); therefore, the stomatal conductance was lower in response to drier soil conditions
(Figure 4) as was found by Beis and Patakas [48]. Similarly, net assimilation followed
the trend of stomatal conductance. As shown in Figure 4, net assimilation tended to be
higher for plants subjected to DSS treatment in the 2019 season; however, there were no
statistically significant differences between the two seasons, despite the deficit irrigation
that was applied during the post-veraison phase in vines under the DSS irrigation treatment.
Zufferey et al. [49] reported that water stress influences the net assimilation. In this study,
the net assimilation was higher during the fruit set phase in the 2020 season than in the
2019 season for both irrigation treatments (Figure 4).

In the 2019 season, on DOY 182, there were statistically significant differences between
the two treatments, with a greater intrinsic water use efficiency (Pn/gs) for the vines
irrigated using the DSS probably due to improved irrigation management, with an optimal
evaluation of the soil water status by the probes. On the contrary, on DOY 217, there were
significant differences in the (Pn/gs) value, with a higher intrinsic water use efficiency
reported for the vines irrigated using the farm irrigation system. The significantly lower
intrinsic water use efficiency value on the 217 DOY for the vines irrigated using the DSS
was probably due to a significantly higher stomatal conductance (Figure 4) (in August
2019, there was no rain and irrigation using the DSS probably allowed the plants to
maintain a higher stomatal conductance). In the 2020 season, there were no statistically
significant differences between the two irrigation treatments regarding the intrinsic water
use efficiency, probably thanks to a better distribution of meteoric inputs throughout the
summer under the DSS. In 2019, the WUEi followed the trend of the intrinsic water use
efficiency for both treatments; however, different from the intrinsic water use efficiency, the
WUEi showed no statistically significant differences only in the last measurement of the
irrigation season; in 2020, the WUEi decreased less markedly than the intrinsic water use
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efficiency in the first part of the irrigation season. No statistically significant differences
were detected between the treatments in 2020 (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Seasonal/inter-seasonal variations in stomatal conductance (gs, mol m−2 s−1; a, 2019, a’,
2020), net assimilation (Pn, µmol m−2 s−1; b, 2019, b’, 2020), intrinsic water use efficiency (Pn/gs,
(mmol m−2 s−1 mol m−2 s−1); c, 2019, c’, 2020), and instantaneous water use efficiency (WUEi,
Pn/transpiration (mmol m−2 s−1 mol m−2 s−1); d, 2019, d’, 2020) in a Montepulciano vineyard
during the 2019 and 2020 irrigation seasons under both irrigation treatments (DSS and farm irrigation).
DOY = days of the year. Error bars indicate the standard errors; * and *** are significantly different at
p ≤ 0.05 and p ≤ 0.001 significant level, respectively while n.s. = not significant.
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3.2. Yield and Yield Components

Vine productivity can be limited by water availability and preceding rainfall during
the season [50]. In agreement with the results reported by Acevedo-Opazo et al. [51], we did
not find a significant difference in the average cluster weight between the two treatments
in the 2019 season (Table 3); however, in the 2020 season, there was a significant difference
between the treatments in favor of the farm irrigation system. Similarly, the number of
berries and cluster length in the 2020 season was significantly higher for the vines irrigated
using the farm irrigation systems (Table 3). Salón et al. [52], evaluated small irrigation
contributions along with seasonal rainfall and found that irrigation increases the yield by
increasing the berry weight; in our study, although we were not comparing with rainfed
conditions, we found that water reduction due to the deficit irrigation did not result in
statistically significant differences in the weight of 10 berries in both seasons (Table 3).

Table 3. Characteristics of berries and clusters of grapes from a Montepulciano vineyard during the
2019 and 2020 seasons as affected by irrigation treatment (DSS vs. farm irrigation).

Year Treatment Cluster Length
(cm) Year × Treatment Cluster Weight (g) Year × Treatment

2019
DSS 16.6 ± 0.4 n.s.

*

274 ± 12.7 n.s.

**
farm irrigation 16.1 ± 0.3 253 ± 11.9

2020
DSS 16.1 ± 0.4

*
251 ± 14.1

**farm irrigation 17.2 ± 0.3 304 ± 11.6

Berries per
Cluster Year × Treatment Weight of Berries per

Cluster (g) Year × Treatment

2019
DSS 156.3 ± 7.6 n.s.

*

263.1 ± 12.4 n.s.

**
farm irrigation 146.1 ± 7 243.3 ± 11.3

2020
DSS 131.9 ± 6.8

*
244.2 ± 12.8

**farm irrigation 154.6 ± 6.5 291.1 ± 11.1

10 Berries
Weight (g) Year × Treatment Weight of 10 Skins (g) Year × Treatment

2019
DSS 17.4 ± 0.7 n. s.

n.s.

1.5 ± 0.05 n.s.
n.s.

farm irrigation 18 ± 0.3 1.6 ± 0.005

2020
DSS 26.9 ± 1.7 n.s. 2.3 ± 0.3 n.s.

farm irrigation 26 ± 1 2.3 ± 0.1

Seed No. of
10 Berries Year × Treatment Seed Weight of

10 Berries (g) Year × Treatment

2019
DSS 12.3 ± 0.5 n.s.

n.s.

0.42 ± 0.01 n.s.
n.s.

farm irrigation 13.3 ± 0.8 0.41 ± 0.01

2020
DSS 19.3 ± 0.9 n.s. 0.63 ± 0.03 *

farm irrigation 17.6 ± 0.4 0.52 ± 0.02

* and ** are significantly different at p ≤ 0.05 and p ≤ 0.01 significant levels, respectively while n.s. = not
significant.

In 2019, there were no statistically significant differences in other clusters’ components;
on the contrary, in 2020, there was a statistically significant difference in the cluster length
in favor of the farm irrigation treatment (Table 3). High temperatures near the budburst can
reduce the number of flowers [53]. In this case, the number of berries per cluster was not
affected by both treatments in 2019; however, in 2020, there was a statistically significant
difference in fertility, with a reduction in the number of berries per cluster with the DSS,
probably due to the combined effect of high temperature and deficit irrigation (Table 3).
Despite the values of the cluster weight, cluster length, number of berries per cluster,
and weight of berries being significantly greater for plants irrigated by farm irrigation in
2020, there were no statistically significant differences in yield parameters between both
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treatments; in particular, the number of clusters per vines and the production per vines
on a hectare base were similar for both treatments (Table 4). These results indicate that
the application of the DSS for irrigation made it possible to maintain crop production in
both seasons, allowing for water savings of 10% in the 2019 and 17% in the 2020 seasons
(Table 1).

Table 4. Number of clusters, production per vine, and total soluble solids (TTS) in a Montepulciano
vineyard during 2019 and 2020 seasons as affected by irrigation treatment (DSS vs. farm irrigation).

Year Treatment No. Clusters
per Vine

Year ×
Treatment Yield (kg ha−1) Year ×

Treatment

Water
Productivity

(Yield/Irrigation)

2019
DSS 20.75 ± 1.87 n.s.

n.s.

23,400 ± 2210 n.s.
n.s.

16.71
farm irrigation 22.55 ± 2.19 22,800 ± 3100 14.70

2020
DSS 17.22 ± 2.11 n.s. 14,700 ± 1500 n.s. 10.91

farm irrigation 17.66 ± 2.77 16,500 ± 1750 10.15

n.s. = not significant.

3.3. Technological Maturity

The biochemical composition of the grapes from the pre-veraison phase to the post-
veraison phase could be influenced by cultivation practices, light, and temperature [54,55].
The total soluble solids, pH, and titratable acidity are the most important parameters to
evaluate the ripeness of grapes, which were reported in this study for both treatments and
study years (Table 5).

Table 5. Effects of two different irrigation treatments (DSS vs. farm irrigation) on pH, total soluble
solids TSS (◦Brix), and titratable acidity of grape juice at the time of harvesting in both years of the
experiment.

Year DOY Treatment pH Year ×
Treatment TSS (◦ Brix) Year ×

Treatment
Titratable

Acidity (g L−1)
Year ×

Treatment

2019 282
DSS 4.05 ± 0.05 n.s.

n.s.

21.5 ± 0.30 n.s
n.s.

5.05 ± 0.20 n.s.
n.s.

farm irrigation 3.94 ± 0.10 21.2 ± 0.60 5.01 ± 0.30

2020 280
DSS 2.81 ± 0.07 n.s. 23.7 ± 0.34 n.s 3.62 ± 0.18 n.s.farm irrigation 2.81 ± 0.09 23.1 ± 0.55 3.65 ± 0.25

n.s. = not significant.

In this study, we found no differences in the content of the TSS between the irrigation
treatments in both seasons, in agreement with the findings of Barbagallo et al. [56]. For
the titratable acidity, we did not find differences between the irrigation treatments, unlike
Barbagallo et al. [56], who found differences in the TA concentrations depending on the
irrigation treatment. The data related to the pH (Table 5) indicate that the irrigation
treatments had no influence on the pH in both seasons. This was in line with the results of
Chaves et al. [57]; however, in contrast to what was reported by Esteban et al. [58], who
found differences in the pH based on the availability of water in the soil. According to
Hrazdina et al. [59], a different pH could be due to the metabolism of major acids and the
accumulation of cations, which lead to salification.

The maturity index, calculated as the TSS/TA ratio, as indicated by Du Plessis and
Van Rooyen [60], was similar for both treatments in 2019 (DSS: 4.25; farm irrigation: 4.23)
and 2020 (DSS: 3.75; farm irrigation: 3.65). Pinillos et al. [61] reported that the application
of deficit irrigation caused changes in the colorimetric index values; in this experiment,
there were no statistically significant differences in the colorimetric index values (Table 6).
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Table 6. Effect of irrigation treatments (DSS vs. farm irrigation) on colorimetric attributes
(L—lightness, bright to dark; A—redness, green to red; B—yellowness, blue to yellow) of the berry
skin measured on the side exposed towards the outside of the bunch in both seasons (2019 and 2020).

Year Treatment L Year ×
Treatment A Year ×

Treatment B Year ×
Treatment

2019
DSS 44.71 ± 0.22 n.s.

n.s.

0.45 ± 0.04 n.s.
n.s.

1.56 ± 0.16 n.s.
n.s.

farm irrigation 45.07 ± 0.31 0.51 ± 0.06 1.33 ± 0.25

2020
DSS 29.81 ± 0.51 n.s. −0.08 ± 0.12 n.s. −3.23 ± 0.30 n.s.farm irrigation 30.28 ± 0.53 −0.04 ± 0.10 −2.64 ± 0.23

n.s. = not significant.

4. Conclusions

In arid and semi-arid regions, drought conditions call for the efficient usage of available
water. In arid areas like the Puglia region, the continuous monitoring of the soil water status
is crucial for an efficient agricultural irrigation system due to the scarcity of irrigation water.
Wireless sensors can enhance data availability and be used in decision support systems
to facilitate farm irrigation and enable more sustainable water usage (avoiding stress or
over-irrigation). In this study, we tested whether the proposed DSS irrigation system,
which used 10% and 17% less water than traditional farm irrigation during two consecutive
years (2019 and 2020, respectively), could maintain or even improve the productivity and
quality of grapes in the studied vineyard. Our tested DSS’s important feature was its ability
to detect water shortage within the active root zone throughout the irrigation seasons,
where irrigation interventions were applied accordingly. Additionally, the farmer was
able to receive an alarming notification not only recommending him to start irrigation
(when water was not available due to a stress period or when winter precipitation was
not adequate) but also to stop irrigation whenever the crop had received enough water to
avoid over-irrigation (filling soil pores beyond soil water holding capacity).

The analysis of the SWP data indicated that, despite the overall lower irrigation vol-
umes applied, the vines irrigated following the DSS treatments were generally comparable
to the vines irrigated with the farm system in terms of the plant water stress. In addition,
most quality and yield parameters obtained under the DSS were comparable to those
obtained under the farm irrigation system, with some exceptions. These results indicate
the viability of the DSS in maintaining the good production and quality of grapes, with a
significant reduction in the irrigation water, despite the limitation of irrigation management
of using only the soil moisture parameter. The overall results of this study can provide
useful information to growers for the constant monitoring of soil moisture, therefore, ap-
plying water only when needed or at strategic times. This two-year study indicates that
the DSS for water irrigation management in vineyards can participate in the sustainability
effort for managing irrigation water, especially under the arid and semi-arid conditions of
the Mediterranean region. However, further studies should be conducted to evaluate the
long-term efficiency of the DSS in different agronomic and varietal conditions. Our results
can also open the door for further research for a further reduction in irrigation water in the
frame of the sustainable use of water resources.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, G.A.V. and D.S.I.; methodology, G.A.V. and D.S.I.; soft-
ware, S.P.G.; validation, G.A.V.; formal analysis, S.P.G.; investigation, L.T., G.L., and S.P.G.; data cura-
tion, S.A.A., G.D.M., L.T., G.L., and S.P.G.; writing—original draft preparation, S.P.G.; writing—review
and editing, S.C., G.L., S.A.A., L.T., G.D.M., D.S.I., and G.A.V.; visualization, S.P.G.; supervision,
G.A.V.; project administration, G.A.V.; funding acquisition, G.D.M. All authors have read and agreed
to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Società Centro Studi Componenti per veicoli SPA CVIT—
BOSCH. Upgrade e validazione del sistema di monitoraggio Deepfield—Basic Soil per la gestione di
precisione dell’irrigazione.

Data Availability Statement: Data are available upon request.



Agronomy 2023, 13, 2821 15 of 17

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. FAO. High Level Expert Forum—How to Feed the World in 2050; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2009.
2. Woznicki, S.A.; Nejadhashemi, A.P.; Parsinejad, M. Climate Change and Irrigation Demand: Uncertainty and Adaptation. J.

Hydrol. Reg. Stud. 2015, 3, 247–264. [CrossRef]
3. Menenti, M.; Alfieri, S.M.; Bonfante, A.; Riccardi, M.; Basile, A.; Monaco, E.; Demichele, C.; De Lorenzi, F. Adaptation of

Irrigated and Rainfed Agriculture to Climate Change: The Vulnerability of Production Systems and the Potential of Intraspecific
Biodiversity (Case Studies in Italy). In Handbook of Climate Change Adaptation; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2014.

4. Milano, M.; Ruelland, D.; Fernandez, S.; Dezetter, A.; Fabre, J.; Servat, E.; Fritsch, J.M.; Ardoin-Bardin, S.; Thivet, G. Current
State of Mediterranean Water Resources and Future Trends under Climatic and Anthropogenic Changes. Hydrol. Sci. J. 2013, 58,
498–518. [CrossRef]

5. Kulkarni, S.A.; Kulkarni, S. Innovative Technologies for Water Saving in Irrigated Agriculture. Int. J. Water Resour. Arid. Environ.
2011, 1, 226–231.

6. Sanchez, L.A.; Sams, B.; Alsina, M.M.; Hinds, N.; Klein, L.J.; Dokoozlian, N. Improving Vineyard Water Use Efficiency and Yield
with Variable Rate Irrigation in California. Adv. Anim. Biosci. 2017, 8, 574–577. [CrossRef]

7. Navarro-Hellín, H.; Torres-Sánchez, R.; Soto-Valles, F.; Albaladejo-Pérez, C.; López-Riquelme, J.A.; Domingo-Miguel, R. A
Wireless Sensors Architecture for Efficient Irrigation Water Management. Agric. Water Manag. 2015, 151, 64–74. [CrossRef]

8. Merriam, J.L. A management control concept for determining the economical depth and frequency of irrigation. Trans. ASAE
1966, 9, 492–498. [CrossRef]

9. Rosegrant, M.W.; Ringler, C.; Zhu, T. Water for Agriculture: Maintaining Food Security under Growing Scarcity. Annu. Rev.
Environ. Resour. 2009, 34, 205–222. [CrossRef]

10. Arcieri, M. Water Resources and Soil Management in Italy. Irrig. Drain. 2016, 65, 165–181. [CrossRef]
11. Natasha, G. Water under Pressure. Nature 2012, 483, 256–257.
12. Massarutto, A. Agriculture, Water Resources and Water Policies in Italy. SSRN Electron. J. 2000. [CrossRef]
13. Vanino, S.; Nino, P.; De Michele, C.; Bolognesi, S.F.; Pulighe, G. Earth Observation for Improving Irrigation Water Management: A

Case-Study from Apulia Region in Italy. Agric. Agric. Sci. Procedia 2015, 4, 99–107. [CrossRef]
14. Mccarthy, M.G. The Effect of Transient Water Deficit on Berry Development of Cv. Shiraz (Vitis vinifera L.). Aust. J. Grape Wine Res.

1997, 3, 102–108. [CrossRef]
15. Roby, G.; Harbertson, J.F.; Adams, D.A.; Matthews, M.A. Berry Size and Vine Water Deficits as Factors in Winegrape Composition:

Anthocyanins and Tannins. Aust. J. Grape Wine Res. 2004, 10, 100–107. [CrossRef]
16. Chaves, M.M.; Zarrouk, O.; Francisco, R.; Costa, J.M.; Santos, T.; Regalado, A.P.; Rodrigues, M.L.; Lopes, C.M. Grapevine under

Deficit Irrigation: Hints from Physiological and Molecular Data. Ann. Bot. 2010, 105, 661–676. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
17. Mataffo, A.; Scognamiglio, P.; Molinaro, C.; Corrado, G.; Basile, B. Early Canopy Management Practices Differentially Modulate

Fruit Set, Fruit Yield, and Berry Composition at Harvest Depending on the Grapevine Cultivar. Plants 2023, 12, 733. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

18. Cifre, J.; Bota, J.; Escalona, J.M.; Medrano, H.; Flexas, J. Physiological Tools for Irrigation Scheduling in Grapevine (Vitis vinifera
L.): An Open Gate to Improve Water-Use Efficiency? Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2005, 106, 159–170. [CrossRef]

19. Calderan, A.; Cogato, A.; Braidotti, R.; Alberti, G.; Lisjak, K.; Herrera, J.C.; Peterlunger, E.; Sivilotti, P. Physiological Characteriza-
tion of Vitis Hybrid Cv Merlot Khorus under Two Different Water Regimes in Northeastern Italy. Sci. Hortic. 2023, 321, 112318.
[CrossRef]

20. Al-Kaisi, M.; Lowery, B. Soil Health and Intensification of Agroecosystems; Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2017.
21. Grote, K.; Anger, C.; Kelly, B.; Hubbard, S.; Rubin, Y. Characterization of Soil Water Content Variability and Soil Texture Using

GPR Groundwave Techniques. J. Environ. Eng. Geophys. 2010, 15, 93–110. [CrossRef]
22. Lozoya, C.; Mendoza, C.; Aguilar, A.; Román, A.; Castelló, R. Sensor-Based Model Driven Control Strategy for Precision Irrigation.

J. Sens. 2016, 2016, 9784071. [CrossRef]
23. Kukal, S.S.; Hira, G.S.; Sidhu, A.S. Soil Matric Potential-Based Irrigation Scheduling to Rice (Oryza sativa). Irrig. Sci. 2005, 23,

153–159. [CrossRef]
24. Yu, X.; Wu, P.; Han, W.; Zhang, Z. A Survey on Wireless Sensor Network Infrastructure for Agriculture. Comput. Stand. Interfaces

2013, 35, 59–64. [CrossRef]
25. Khan, S.; Lloret, J.; Loo, J. Intrusion Detection and Security Mechanisms for Wireless Sensor Networks. Int. J. Distrib. Sens. Netw.

2014, 10, 747483. [CrossRef]
26. Campi, P.; Palumbo, A.D.; Mastrorilli, M. Evapotranspiration Estimation of Crops Protected by Windbreak in a Mediterranean

Region. Agric. Water Manag. 2012, 104, 153–162. [CrossRef]
27. Saini, S.S.; Soni, D.; Malhi, S.S.; Tiwari, V.; Goyal, A. Automatic irrigation control system using Internet of Things (IoT). J. Discret.

Math. Sci. Cryptogr. 2022, 25, 879–889. [CrossRef]
28. Arshad, J.; Aziz, M.; Al-Huqail, A.A.; Zaman, M.H.U.; Husnain, M.; Rehman, A.U.; Shafiq, M. Implementation of a LoRaWAN

based smart agriculture decision support system for optimum crop yield. Sustainability 2022, 14, 827. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2014.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/02626667.2013.774458
https://doi.org/10.1017/S2040470017000772
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2014.10.022
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.40014
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.environ.030308.090351
https://doi.org/10.1002/ird.1985
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.200151
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aaspro.2015.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.1997.tb00128.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2004.tb00012.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcq030
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20299345
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants12040733
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36840079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2004.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2023.112318
https://doi.org/10.2113/JEEG15.3.93
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/9784071
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00271-005-0103-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csi.2012.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/747483
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2011.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/09720529.2022.2068597
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14020827


Agronomy 2023, 13, 2821 16 of 17

29. Seager, R.; Hooks, A.; Williams, A.P.; Cook, B.; Nakamura, J.; Henderson, N. Climatology, Variability, and Trends in the U.S. Vapor
Pressure Deficit, an Important Fire-Related Meteorological Quantity. J. Appl. Meteorol. Climatol. 2015, 54, 1121–1141. [CrossRef]

30. Murray, F.W. On the Computation of Saturation Vapor Pressure. J. Appl. Meteorol. 1967, 6, 203–204. [CrossRef]
31. De Mastro, G.; Vivaldi, G.; Camposeo, S.; Tedone, L.; Berardi, M.; Grandolfo, F.; Diaferia, A.; Sciusco, A.; Lastella, A.; Arvizzigno,

A.; et al. Deepfield Connect, an Innovative Decision Support System for Crops Irrigation Management under Mediterranean Conditions;
ISHS: Matera, Italy, 2019.

32. Bosch. Deepfield Connect Field Monitoring Basic; Bosch: Stuttgart, Germany; Available online: https://appcenter.bosch.com/
applications/deepfield-field-monitoring-rm (accessed on 14 November 2023).

33. Misra, N.N.; Dixit, Y.; Al-Mallahi, A.; Bhullar, M.S.; Upadhyay, R.; Martynenko, A. IoT, Big Data, and Artificial Intelligence in
Agriculture and Food Industry. IEEE Internet Things J. 2022, 9, 6305–6324. [CrossRef]

34. Ortega-Farias, S.; Espinoza-Meza, S.; López-Olivari, R.; Araya-Alman, M.; Carrasco-Benavides, M. Effects of Different Irriga-
tion Levels on Plant Water Status, Yield, Fruit Quality, and Water Productivity in a Drip-Irrigated Blueberry Orchard under
Mediterranean Conditions. Agric. Water Manag. 2021, 249, 106805. [CrossRef]

35. Myers, B.J. Water Stress Integral- a Link between Short-Term Stress and Long-Term Growth. Tree Physiol. 1988, 4, 313–323.
[CrossRef]

36. Medrano, H.; Tomás, M.; Martorell, S.; Escalona, J.M.; Pou, A.; Fuentes, S.; Flexas, J.; Bota, J. Improving Water Use Efficiency of
Vineyards in Semi-Arid Regions. A Review. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 2015, 35, 499–517. [CrossRef]

37. R Studio Team. RStudio; R Studio Team: Boston, MA, USA, 2020.
38. Systat Software. SigmaPlot; Systat Software: Palo Alto, CA, USA, 2017.
39. Olivo, N.; Girona, J.; Marsal, J. Seasonal Sensitivity of Stem Water Potential to Vapour Pressure Deficit in Grapevine. Irrig. Sci.

2009, 27, 175–182. [CrossRef]
40. Caruso, G.; Palai, G.; Gucci, R.; D’Onofrio, C. The Effect of Regulated Deficit Irrigation on Growth, Yield, and Berry Quality

of Grapevines (Cv. Sangiovese) Grafted on Rootstocks with Different Resistance to Water Deficit. Irrig. Sci. 2023, 41, 453–467.
[CrossRef]

41. Basile, B.; Girona, J.; Behboudian, M.H.; Mata, M.; Rosello, J.; Ferré, M.; Marsal, J. Responses of “Chardonnay” to Deficit Irrigation
Applied at Different Phenological Stages: Vine Growth, Must Composition, and Wine Quality. Irrig. Sci. 2012, 30, 397–406.
[CrossRef]

42. Faci, J.M.; Blanco, O.; Medina, E.T.; Martínez-Cob, A. Effect of Post Veraison Regulated Deficit Irrigation in Production and Berry
Quality of Autumn Royal and Crimson Table Grape Cultivars. Agric. Water Manag. 2014, 134, 73–83. [CrossRef]

43. Janssen, M.; Lennartz, B.; Wöhling, T. Percolation Losses in Paddy Fields with a Dynamic Soil Structure: Model Development and
Applications. Hydrol. Process. 2010, 24, 813–824. [CrossRef]

44. Van Leeuwen, C.; Tregoat, O.; Choné, X.; Bois, B.; Pernet, D.; Gaudillére, J.P. Vine Water Status Is a Key Factor in Grape Ripening
and Vintage Quality for Red Bordeaux Wine. How Can It Be Assessed for Vineyard Management Purposes? J. Int. Sci. Vigne Vin
2009, 43, 121–134. [CrossRef]

45. Mirás-Avalos, J.M.; Intrigliolo, D.S. Grape Composition under Abiotic Constrains: Water Stress and Salinity. Front. Plant Sci. 2017,
8, 851. [CrossRef]

46. Zúñiga, M.; Poblete-Echeverría, C.; Riveros, C.; Ortega-Farías, S. Water Stress Integral as Indicator of Grape Quality and Yield
Parameters in a “Carménère” Vineyard with Regulated Deficit Irrigation. Acta Hortic. 2017, 1150, 501–506. [CrossRef]

47. Wong, S.C.; Cowan, I.R.; Farquhar, G.D. Stomatal Conductance Correlates with Photosynthetic Capacity. Nature 1979, 282,
424–426. [CrossRef]

48. Beis, A.; Patakas, A. Differential Physiological and Biochemical Responses to Drought in Grapevines Subjected to Partial Root
Drying and Deficit Irrigation. Eur. J. Agron. 2015, 62, 90–97. [CrossRef]

49. Zufferey, V.; Spring, J.L.; Verdenal, T.; Dienes, A.; Belcher, S.; Lorenzini, F.; Koestel, C.; Rösti, J.; Gindro, K.; Spangenberg, J.; et al.
Influence of Water Stress on Plant Hydraulics, Gas Exchange, Berry Composition and Quality of Pinot Noir Wines in Switzerland.
Oeno One 2017, 51, 37–57. [CrossRef]

50. Fraga, H.; García de Cortázar Atauri, I.; Malheiro, A.C.; Santos, J.A. Modelling Climate Change Impacts on Viticultural Yield,
Phenology and Stress Conditions in Europe. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2016, 22, 3774–3788. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Acevedo-Opazo, C.; Ortega-Farias, S.; Fuentes, S. Effects of Grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) Water Status on Water Consumption,
Vegetative Growth and Grape Quality: An Irrigation Scheduling Application to Achieve Regulated Deficit Irrigation. Agric. Water
Manag. 2010, 97, 956–964. [CrossRef]

52. Salón, J.L.; Méndez, J.V.; Chirivella, C.; Castel, J.R. Response of Vitis vinifera Cv. “Bobal” and “Tempranillo” to Deficit Irrigation.
Acta Hortic. 2004, 640, 91–98. [CrossRef]

53. Keller, M. Environmental Constraints and Stress Physiology. In The Science of Grapevines; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands,
2020; pp. 279–356.

54. Teixeira, A.; Eiras-Dias, J.; Castellarin, S.D.; Gerós, H. Berry Phenolics of Grapevine under Challenging Environments. Int. J. Mol.
Sci. 2013, 14, 18711–18739. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Chorti, E.; Guidoni, S.; Ferrandino, A.; Novello, V. Effect of Different Cluster Sunlight Exposure Levels on Ripening and
Anthocyanin Accumulation in Nebbiolo Grapes. Am. J. Enol. Vitic. 2010, 6, 23–30. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1175/JAMC-D-14-0321.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0450(1967)006%3C0203:OTCOSV%3E2.0.CO;2
https://appcenter.bosch.com/applications/deepfield-field-monitoring-rm
https://appcenter.bosch.com/applications/deepfield-field-monitoring-rm
https://doi.org/10.1109/JIOT.2020.2998584
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2021.106805
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/4.4.315
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-014-0280-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00271-008-0134-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00271-022-00773-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00271-012-0353-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2013.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7525
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2009.43.3.798
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.00851
https://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2017.1150.69
https://doi.org/10.1038/282424a0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2014.10.001
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2017.51.1.1314
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13382
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27254813
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2010.01.025
https://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2004.640.9
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms140918711
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24030720
https://doi.org/10.5344/ajev.2010.61.1.23


Agronomy 2023, 13, 2821 17 of 17

56. Barbagallo, M.G.; Vesco, G.; Di Lorenzo, R.; Lo Bianco, R.; Pisciotta, A. Soil and Regulated Deficit Irrigation Affect Growth, Yield
and Quality of ‘Nero d’Avola’ Grapes in a Semi-Arid Environment. Plants 2021, 10, 641. [CrossRef]

57. Chaves, M.M.; Santos, T.P.; Souza, C.R.; Ortuño, M.F.; Rodrigues, M.L.; Lopes, C.M.; Maroco, J.P.; Pereira, J.S. Deficit Irrigation in
Grapevine Improves Water-Use Efficiency While Controlling Vigour and Production Quality. Ann. Appl. Biol. 2007, 150, 237–252.
[CrossRef]

58. Esteban, M.A.; Villanueva, M.J.; Lisarrague, J.R. Effect of Irrigation on Changes in Berry Composition of Tempranillo During
Maturation. Sugars, Organic Acids, and Mineral Elements. Am. J. Enol. Vitic. 1999, 50, 418–434. [CrossRef]

59. Hrazdina, G. Recent Techniques in the Analysis of Antho- Cyanins in Fruits and Beverages. In Liquid Chromatographic Analysis of
Food and Beverages; Academic Press: New York, NY, USA, 1979; Volume 1, pp. 141–159.

60. Du, C.S.; Van Rooyen, P.C. Grape Maturity and Wine Quality. S. Afr. J. Enol. Vitic. 1982, 3, 41–45. [CrossRef]
61. Pinillos, V.; Ibáñez, S.; Cunha, J.M.; Hueso, J.J.; Cuevas, J. Postveraison Deficit Irrigation Effects on Fruit Quality and Yield of

“Flame Seedless” Table Grape Cultivated under Greenhouse and Net. Plants 2020, 9, 1437. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/plants10040641
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7348.2006.00123.x
https://doi.org/10.5344/ajev.1999.50.4.418
https://doi.org/10.21548/3-2-2380
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants9111437

	Introduction 
	Material and Methods 
	Site Description and Meteorological Data 
	Irrigation Treatments and the Experimental Design 
	Plant and Soil Parameters 
	Plant and Soil Water Status 
	Leaf Gas Exchange Determination 

	Berry Sampling, Yield Components, and Quality Determination 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results and Discussion 
	Agrometeorological Data and Soil Water Balance 
	Agrometeorological Data 
	Soil Water Balance 
	Plant Water Status 

	Yield and Yield Components 
	Technological Maturity 

	Conclusions 
	References

