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Abstract: Viticulture faces unprecedented challenges due to the rapidly changing climate,
particularly in regions like the Mediterranean Basin. Consequently, climate change adap-
tation strategies are crucial in viticulture, with short-term strategies being widely used
despite increasing concerns about their sustainability, and long-term strategies considered
promising, though costly. A promising but understudied strategy is varietal selection, as
grapevines exhibit vast intervarietal diversity with untapped potential for climate-resilient
varieties. By integrating research across plant physiology, biochemistry, histology, and
genetics, we can better understand the traits behind the grapevine’s capability for adapta-
tion. Several traits, including morphological, physiological, and molecular aspects, have
been shown to be crucial in adapting to environmental stresses such as drought and heat.
By studying the abundant grapevine intervarietal diversity, the potential for viticulture
adaptation to climate change through varietal selection is immense. This review article
focuses on the potential of varietal selection in the adaptation of viticulture to climate
change. For this, we will delve into the research regarding how climate affects grapevine
growth and grape quality and how the grapevine responds to stress conditions, followed
by a summary of different climate change adaptation strategies of viticulture. Finally, we
will focus on varietal selection, discussing and summarizing different studies surrounding
grapevine variety behaviour.

Keywords: grapevine; climate change; abiotic stress; mitigation strategies; varietal selection;
molecular mechanisms

1. Introduction
The grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) is one of the most important fruit crops worldwide [1]

and viticulture is a major socioeconomical activity in most parts of the world [2]. The
total vineyard area worldwide has been estimated at 7.2 million hectares, and by 2023
the wine production was presumed to be around 237 million hectolitres [3,4], with the
European continent being the major contributor due to renowned wine-making countries,
such as Spain, France and Italy, leading the production charts [4]. Although these regions
present diverse climatic characteristics, they belong to the Mediterranean Basin and are
considered of Mediterranean climate, with warm dry summers and wet winter periods [5,6].
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Grapevines grown under these conditions often face numerous environmental constraints,
which typically increase the quality of grapes, and, in turn, enrich the quality of the pro-
duced wines [7]. Nevertheless, the typical climatic conditions of the Mediterranean Basin
are foreseen to alter significantly due to climate change, with projections identifying this
region as a prominent “hot spot” [8,9]. Mediterranean countries are expected to experience
substantial temperature rises, extended periods of severe drought, increased levels of
ultraviolet (UV) radiation, and a higher occurrence of extreme weather events [8–12]. As
such, research regarding climate change and viticulture has been one of the hottest topics
in the past years, focusing on understanding how climatic conditions modulate and affect
the grapevine and grape quality, while also developing mitigation strategies to help reduce
the projected negative effects [13–16]. One of the mitigation strategies which is consistently
mentioned in recent research as a promising tool for viticulture against climate change is
varietal selection [17–20]. Research surrounding this topic is usually focused on pheno-
logical data, which, despite being extremely important in the context of climate change,
discounts other aspects of plant behaviour with potential for adaptation [21]. Therefore,
the objective of this review is to provide further insight on varietal selection as a climate
change mitigation strategy for viticulture. For this, an extensive search was conducted for
relevant publications, focusing on (i) climate change impacts on viticulture and adaptation
strategies; (ii) the effects of abiotic stress on grapevine growth, development and grape
quality; and (iii) comparative studies on the behaviour of different grapevine varieties
under the same conditions. To better understand the capability of this strategy, information
was compiled according to the following topics: how climatic conditions modulate the
growth and development of the grapevine and the quality of the grape; the mechanisms
underlying grapevine response to stress; the different adaptation strategies of viticulture
to climate change, with a special focus on the potential of varietal selection; and lastly,
research undertaken in understanding the behaviour of different grapevine varieties in
the same conditions, with the last part focusing on the potential molecular mechanisms
underlying it.

2. Effects of Climate Change on Viticulture—An Overview
Viticulture is highly dependent on environmental variables, as the growth and de-

velopment of the grapevine is influenced by a complex interactive system of climate, soil,
geography, variety and cultural practices known as terroir [22–24]. This interactive system
is recognized in all viticultural regions worldwide, especially in European countries where
tradition is also a determinant in the quality of the produced wines [25]. Despite the
grapevine’s adaptability to different environments, their growth conditions have a great
impact on the production of wine [13,24–27]. This is one of the reasons why researchers
have been focusing on understanding how the climatic components of the terroir affect the
growth and development of the grapevine and grape quality, as well as how the predicted
changes in climate will affect viticulture as a whole [8,28–31].

As stated by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), climate is pre-
dicted to shift due to anthropogenic effects, with temperature expected to keep rising [32].
In fact, higher temperatures and longer drought periods are some of the worse of the
anticipated climate change consequences, and are expected to severely impact several
agronomic sectors worldwide, especially those in the Mediterranean Basin [9,32,33], where
harsher conditions and the occurrence of extreme events have been documented in recent
years [34,35]. The tight relationship between climate and winemaking means that sector is
one of the most susceptible to climate change [36], with air temperature and precipitation
having a pivotal role in grapevine phenology [37–39], physiology [40,41], yield, and berry
composition [27,42]. As the grapevine’s vegetative and reproductive cycles are tightly
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connected to the climatic conditions of each region, temperature and water availability play
the biggest roles in this plant’s development and fruit quality [6,10].

3. Unveiling the Impact of Abiotic Stress on the Grapevine
The grapevine, like any other crop, relies heavily on temperature and water availability

as crucial abiotic factors, with the first determining the duration of each phenological stage
during the grapevine’s growth cycle [43,44]. It is also this relationship between temperature
and phenology that leads to varieties being classified from early to late ripening, depending
on their thermal requirement [45,46]. Precipitation is also constraining to grapevine growth,
as the availability of water in the soil directly affects the plants’ water status [47]. However,
as the grapevine is moderately tolerant to stress conditions, climate change effects need to
be analysed as a whole, taking into account the conjunction of increased air temperature,
lower water availability, and increased radiation and CO2 levels [48,49].

Evidence heavily suggests that water stress, higher temperatures and increased radia-
tion have different effects on the grapevine depending on the region, though the general
agreement is that grapevine growth and development are impaired and that there is a
general decrease in grape quality [30,49,50]. These abiotic factors trigger several biolog-
ical responses from the plant, which can impact their survivability, quality and overall
productivity (summarized in Figure 1) [13,36].
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3.1. Summer Stress and the Major Constraints for Grapevine

As previously mentioned, temperatures are expected to rise in every predicted climate
change scenario [32]. In recent years, advancements in the grapevine phenological stages
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have been extensively reported due to the increasing temperatures [29,31,36,51–54]. In fact,
a number of studies have evaluated the impact of the century-long rise in temperature and
predicted future trends [28,29,36,55,56], concluding that climate change could shorten the
growing season by up to a month with the advancement of the bud break and flowering
periods, causing the maturation period to occur during the hottest periods [36,53,56,57].
Additionally, higher temperatures during budburst could also lead to reduce flowering,
while at the flowering stage they may cause flower abscission, leading to a decrease in
plant yield [58,59]. These phenomena are expected to affect wine typicity due to the
altered properties of the berries, resulting in wines with high alcoholic content and lower
acidity, as well as atypical aroma and colour [44]. Earlier phenophases have been reported
over the past years in several winegrowing regions, especially those of the Old World,
such as France [52,60], Italy [61,62], Germany [63,64], and Portugal [40,65–67]. Higher
temperatures, namely during the grapevine’s winter dormancy period, alter the timing
of phenological stages. This is due to a lack of chilling accumulation, which negatively
impacts bud break [61]. This increase in temperature will most likely defy the ability of the
older regions to produce quality grapes and wines, especially in combination with lower
water availability [12,68]. Furthermore, prolonged periods of summer stress during grape
ripening are frequently reported as negatively influencing the quality and composition of
the grapes, and thus of wine [69].

It is therefore important to understand how grapevine physiology is affected by high
temperatures and drought periods, and how it affects the different organs of the plant.

3.2. The Impact of Water Stress and High Temperatures on Grapevine Leaves’ Physiological and
Biochemical Stress Markers

While most of the research focuses on the effects of high temperatures and water
stress on grape quality, it is crucial to delve into the leaf-level dynamics in order to gain
fundamental insights for summer stress tolerance. The leaves serve as important interfaces
between the plant and the environment, functioning as photosynthetic organs, promoting
light interception, hydraulic constraints, gas exchange, and thermoregulation [70,71]. When
these organs are subjected to high temperatures, photosynthesis is one of the first biological
processes to undergo inhibition because of its extreme heat sensitivity [72,73], with this
inhibition being one of the most evident effects observed in grapevines under summer
stress [13]. In fact, as temperatures rise above 35 ◦C, the electron transport rate of photosys-
tem II (PSII) is severely affected, leading to an increase in non-photochemical quenching
(NPQ) as a defensive response and a safeguard measure of grapevine leaves against ex-
cessive radiation [74]. At higher temperatures, specifically above 40 ◦C, grapevine leaves
face damage to their PSII, particularly if this stress is sustained for an extended period [75].
When temperatures exceed the 45 ◦C mark, the photosynthetic rate of the leaves diminishes
considerably, something which is not only attributed to stomatal closure [76] but also to the
inactivation of ribulose-1,5-biphosphate carboxylase oxygenase (RuBisCO) [77]. However,
grapevines grown in Australia are constantly subjected to periods of temperatures above
40 ◦C during their growth and development [78] and, despite the aforementioned RuBisCO
limitations, the effects of this exposure appear to be different between varieties [79]. In fact,
this can also be attributed to differences in canopy temperature, which has been observed
to vary between varieties grown under the same conditions [80].

Another limiting factor to photosynthesis in grapevines under abiotic stress is Ru-
BisCO activity, which has been observed to be reduced due to heat stress, along with
photosystem II (PSII) activity [81], while having reduced regeneration capacity under
severe drought [77]. Though water stress is in part responsible for decreased photosyn-
thetic activity in this species, this is mostly due to the plant preventing water loss through
stomatal closure, leading to reductions in gas exchange rates [82–84]. Moreover, the com-
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bination of drought and heat stress is well known to lead to leaf wilting, impaired plant
development, and, ultimately, reduced grape productivity and quality [85,86].

As the grapevine endures environmental stresses, other pathways become affected,
while some are stimulated to help mitigate the negative effects. Changes in redox balance,
such as increases in reactive oxygen species (ROS) concentration, are reported throughout
the literature for summer stress, and are in part associated with the sensitivity of PSII
to temperature [87]. Oxidative stress homeostasis in grapevine leaves is a complex sys-
tem, involving ROS themselves, enzymes, hormones, and antioxidant compounds [88].
In fact, ROS are normally produced under various metabolic processes, but, as expected,
increase drastically under stress conditions [88]. This leads to oxidative stress, which affects
important leaf and berry metabolic processes, enzymatic activity, gene regulation, and
even cause oxidative damage in cell membranes, leading to cell death on several [89]. An
example is carbohydrates, which are found to increase in grapevine leaf when under heat
stress [90]. Starch and soluble sugars are synthesized during photosynthesis, being used
to store energy, produce organic compounds, and as the building blocks of cellulose and
hemicellulose [91]. However, higher temperatures affect their partitioning, leading to accu-
mulation in grapevine leaves [59,92], especially during night time, as warmer temperatures
hinder their transport to the berries [92,93]. This increase is also theorized to be responsible
for affecting the photosynthetic activity of grapevines during the day due to mechanisms of
end product feedback downregulation [92]. Other metabolites, such as volatile compounds
like terpenes and carotenoids, seemingly increase in concentration when these plants are
under heat stress [94], having been attributed several protective properties, including the
alleviation of the aforementioned oxidative stress [95,96]. In fact, previous studies have
observed that grapevine plants capable of releasing monoterpenes are able to maintain
higher photosynthetic rates and stomatal conductance [94], while carotenoids have been
described as alleviators of the effects of heat stress, acting as quenchers of chlorophyll
molecules and as direct scavengers of ROS, with their action being dependent on the
grapevine variety [97–99].

Leaf anatomy has also been revealed to be modulated in the process of acclimatization
to climatic conditions [100], with some studies hypothesizing that the number of leaves
and the leaf size of a grapevine plant are not only influenced by the conditions of the
growing season, but also by the climatic conditions endured on the previous year [101,102].
Several leaf parameters have been previously studied in the context of climatic influence;
however, in-depth analysis of leaf parameters and intraspecific diversity in grapevine are
still scarce. These studies could be important in terms of the understanding of varietal
adaptability. For instance, stomata in grapevine leaves are known to be highly influenced
by environmental factors, including radiation, air temperature, humidity, and the concen-
tration of atmospheric CO2 [103]. Furthermore, stomatal density is usually influenced by
the growing condition of the plant, with smaller stomata and/or higher stomatal density
seemingly reducing transpiration, a possible adaptation to water stress [104,105]. Despite
stomata density being previously associated with varietal differences, recent studies have
shown this morphological parameter to present some plasticity, being mostly influenced by
environmental conditions [84,104,106,107]. Understanding if grapevine varieties possess
different plasticity regarding some of these characteristics can actually aid on improving the
adaptability of the culture to climate change. This also includes other leaf cell parameters,
such as cell thickness and the waxy cuticle layer of the leaf, which have been associated
with protection against dehydration, UV radiation, and pathogen infection [108,109]. This
is mainly attributed to the waxy cuticle, a thin layer of wax composed of alkanes, alcohols,
and esters, which covers the surface of plant leaves as well as the outer surface of the grape.
This cuticle is crucial in fruit protection, shielding the plant organs from the environmental
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conditions, with its thickness, structure, shape, and chemical composition influencing the
impermeability of the leaf and the berry, and, thus, the ability of the plant to retain water
and nutrients [109].

Lastly, and despite the effects of the aforementioned climatic impacts, the increase
in CO2 concentration in the atmosphere would be expected to have a positive effect in
grapevine growth and development, as it is the elementary molecule in the origin of plant
biomass [110]. In fact, the high concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere might increase
the photosynthetic rate, water use efficiency, and vegetative growth of these plants [76].
However, as both the changes in temperature and precipitation are expected to have
negative effects, the interaction of all of these changes might not be beneficial to the plant.
By understanding the effects of summer stress in the biological processes and anatomy
of the leaf we can better comprehend the plant’s response to environmental challenges,
as well as other phenomena such as leaf shedding [109]. These metabolic changes in the
leaf are known to affect grape quality, as source–sink relationships are affected under
stress conditions and can lead to imbalances and abnormal berry development. Thus, it is
important to consider how fruit parameters and quality are influenced by the environment.

3.3. Climate Change Associated Effects on Grape Quality

Evidence heavily suggests that extreme temperatures and long periods of drought
lead to a general decrease in grape quality, with smaller berry size and weight, and altered
biochemical properties [30,49,50]. However, changes in grape berry composition due to abi-
otic stress are vast, and far from being fully understood [111]. Grape berries are composed
of water, sugars, nitrogen compounds, organic acids, minerals, phenolics, and aromatic
compounds [112]. It is the differences in concentration and quality of these compounds that
partially dictate wine typicity, as they affect the flavour, aroma, colour, and overall character
of each wine [26]. Thus, the ripening process and sugar accumulation are essential for grape
berry quality, and both are accelerated by exposure to high temperatures [69,113], or even
higher atmospheric CO2 levels [114]. Nonetheless, despite the grapevine’s capability of
enduring stress, this is only true up to a certain threshold in temperature, with extreme and
prolonged periods of heat harming both processes [111,115]. In fact, grapevines subjected to
higher temperatures during the night usually have their sugar transportation mechanisms
impaired [92], and as a sustained influx of sugar is extremely important for cell division,
cell expansion and ripening, this reduced concentration severely affects the quality and the
development of the berry [113]. This is one of the reasons why berry size usually reduces
if prolonged and intense periods of summer stress occur during the veraison to maturity
stages [114]. In the same manner, increased severity and prolonged periods of drought lead
to lower yields and smaller, despite some level of water deficit being necessary to improve
fruit quality [85]. Accompanying these changes in plant yield and berry size are alterations
in biochemical composition of the fruit.

Of the compounds present in grape berry, organic acids, including tartaric acid and
malic acid, are what characterize the fruit titratable acidity and the acidic harmony of the
wines produced [116], and, similarly to sugar metabolism and transport, their metabolism
is also affected by high temperatures [111]. Malic acid and tartaric acid are both synthetized
in the early phases of berry development, and their concentration in grape berry is vari-
able [117,118]. Malic acid is usually found in lower quantities, due to its degradation by
the enzymatic action of malic enzymes, a process known as malic acid respiration [119],
which is increased under heat stress [118]. Meanwhile, tartaric acid concentration seems
to be extremely stable and genotype dependent [117,120], with few studies mentioning
environmental influence [121,122]. Besides organic acids, potassium also plays a pivotal
role in grape acidity and pH, increasing in concentration under higher temperature and
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water stress, which leads to higher pH levels [123]. As pointed out by Duchêne et al. [117],
and given the importance of grape acidity in the wine production, understanding the
behaviour of grapevine varieties regarding these organic acids, could be a key component
in the adaptation to climate change.

Phenolics, such as flavonols, stilbenes, phenolic acids, and anthocyanins, are some of
the most important secondary compounds in grape berry, with their synthesis being mostly
affected by higher temperatures and radiation [111,124]. These compounds are responsible
for the colour, aroma and flavour of grapes and wines, while also being attributed several
health benefits [125]. For instance, flavonols, including catechins, proanthocyanidins,
quercetin and kaempferol, are partly responsible for the antioxidant properties observed
in grape products, as well as being associated with the bitterness and astringency of
wines [126]. In terms of grapevine tolerance to stress, at the berry level this class of
flavonoids is associated with protection against UV radiation [127], with their synthesis
being stimulated under higher temperatures. Nonetheless, long-term exposure leads to
their breakdown and reduced concentration in the grape berry [128,129]. Other phenolic
compounds, namely quercetin and kaempferol, are important in the yellow coloration of
white grape varieties, similar to how anthocyanins are responsible for the typical shades
of red, purple, and blue in red grape varieties [130,131]. As colour is actually one of the
most important sensory properties in wines, especially to consumers, their concentration
an extractability dictates the hue of wines [132–134]. Anthocyanins are actually sensitive
to high temperature, which accelerates their degradation leading to lower concentrations,
and in turn affecting wine colour intensity and stability [114,135–138], despite some studies
pointing towards increased anthocyanin biosynthesis under stress conditions [127,139].

Lastly, of stilbenes compounds in grape berry, resveratrol is usually highly mentioned
due to its potential health benefits [140,141]. Similarly to the aforementioned phenolic
compounds, high temperatures have been shown to negatively influence their concen-
tration, decreasing progressively under high temperatures [142,143], and being inversely
proportional to anthocyanin concentration [136]. However, these might play some kind of
role under drought, as studies of the influence of water deficit in the stilbene biosynthesis
have shown these compounds to accumulate under these stress conditions [144,145].

In order to mitigate the aforementioned effects in the grapevine, and given the im-
portance of vitiviniculture in the economy of several countries, it is essential to develop
new and improved adaptation strategies. Over the past years, research has focused on
different adaptation strategies by which to provide viticulturists and winemakers with
accessible tools for mitigating the negative effects of climate change [2,12–14,31,146–149],
while also taking into consideration the sustainability of its processes and accounting for
the producers’ and the consumers’ points of view [133,150,151].

4. Adaptation Strategies Amidst Climate Change
With regards to viticulture and climate change, adaptation strategies are defined as

sets of actions, processes and approaches that aim at reducing the negative effects of climate
change [152]. These strategies have been the focus of intensive research over the past
years [13,45,110,147–149,152,153], with most authors dividing them into two categories,
short-term or long-term (summarized in Figure 2), solely based on when the change can be
implemented, with short-term strategies being applicable during the growing season and
long-term strategies requiring more invasive procedures in the vineyard [14,147].
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Figure 2. Infographic summarizing the different climate change adaptation strategies available for
viticulture, classified as short term (orange) or long term (blue).

Short-term strategies are the most common, as they do not require substantial in-
terventions in the vineyard, while also being flexible, allowing for adaptation to yearly
conditions [147]. These include cultural practices, protection against extreme weather
events, irrigation, pest and disease control, and soil management [147]. Cultural practices
consist mostly of canopy management techniques, such as pruning, trellising, removing
leaves, or altering shoots, and have been used for centuries in viticulture, aiming at improv-
ing grapevine productivity and berry quality [154–156]. In a similar way, irrigation, pest
and disease control, and soil management are strategies that are becoming increasingly
needed, and have even been established as mandatory for a good production [157–162].
Moreover, new products and techniques have been developed over the past years to
aid with protection/adaptation to extreme weather events and abiotic stresses, such as
protective covers [163] and protective films [164,165].

Unlike short-term adaptation strategies, long-term ones require more invasive pro-
cedures, encompassing changes in the training system, varieties used, scion–rootstock
combinations, and even whole vineyard relocations. These strategies, despite being consid-
ered more sustainable in the long run, call for greater initial investment, major changes in
agricultural practices, and time, making viticulturists more hesitant on their implementa-
tion [14]. This group of strategies is often deemed more effective in the adaptation to climate
change, but the higher demand in time and financing make their study mor challenging.
Nonetheless, recent literature regarding this topic has emerged. A more intensive strategy
is vineyard site relocation, which is frequently mentioned in review articles [12,14,47],
but is mostly a last resort strategy for regions where viticulture is truly threatened, with
its viability and success depending on several factors. In contrast, the training system,
which dictates grape production and quality [166], could be adapted to increase drought
resistance, delay phenology, optimise canopy geometry, and even alter leaf and bunch
microclimates [12,14,47]. In the same manner, scion–rootstock selection is also promis-
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ing, as changing the rootstock used can lead to increased grapevine tolerance to abiotic
stress, while maintaining local wine typicity [147,167,168]. In fact, this approach has been
practiced throughout the history of viticulture with the selection of more drought-tolerant
rootstocks [168], while scion selection has been typically focused on disease resistance,
yield, and quality [169]. Nonetheless, varietal selection aims to go a little further, basing
itself on the adaptability differences of grapevine varieties [18,170]. These characteristics
can range from phenological timing to abiotic stress tolerance, while also encompassing
the development of new genotypes [170].

Selecting and implementing an adaptation measure in a given vineyard is an elaborate
process which requires determining costs and benefits. Furthermore, and despite the
capability of these strategies, it is still predicted that some of the negative impacts of climate
change will remain noticeable in viticulture [146]. Moreover, as the effectiveness of each
strategy is difficult to assess over different regions and growing conditions, there is an
increasing need in the variability of studies for each one.

Increasing viticulture resilience by using the already available intraspecific crop di-
versity can be a promising adaptation strategy. Given the traditional practices and local
regulations, along with the time taken and financial costs associated with the replantation
of vineyards, changing cultivated grapevine varieties might not be the first choice of pro-
ducers, who prefer faster results [17]. However, and given the previous work done over
decades, varietal selection is seemingly a robust long-term adaptation strategy.

5. Varietal Selection in Viticulture—Steps Towards the Understanding
of Adaptation

The urgency for climate change adaptation has led to increased research surrounding
adaptation strategies for viticulture, including studies on the intraspecific diversity of
grapevine [17,171–173]. Studying the genetic diversity of grapevine varieties and their
overall behaviour to environmental conditions can in fact lead us to either finding varieties
better prepared for the predicted climate change scenarios or varieties that possess the
desired traits for new crossing projects [17].

It is well established that the phenology of grapevine is highly affected by the climate,
and tied to the genome, which affects sugar and organic acids metabolism [174]. Conse-
quently, one of the most common suggestions in varietal selection involves the use of late
ripening varieties [13,16], as the advancement of the phenological stages will lead to the
maturation occurring during warmer conditions [29,52,66]. However, these might become
unreliable in the future, as plant phenology is guided by various polygenetic traits [175,176]
and yearly environmental conditions [11,67,177]. In fact, fluctuations in the amount and
timing of rainfall, as well as the frequency and intensity of extreme temperature events,
from one year to another and from one location to another is substantial in several agricul-
tural regions and may be intensifying due to climate change [67,178]. However, cultivar
turnover is projected to be able to decrease the loss of agricultural areas by over 50% in
a 2 ◦C warming scenario, reducing the negative impacts of climate change in viticulture,
especially in warmer countries which might need to implement more than one mitigation
measure in order to prevent losses [17]. This turnover is based on the premise of vari-
etal selection, where grapevine varieties could be selected according to their adaptation
capabilities and used in different combinations of scion × rootstock × training system.

5.1. Grapevine Varieties and Their Distinctive Adaptation Strategies

As mentioned earlier, long-term adaptation strategies, such as using optimally adapted
grapevine varieties to a given region, might be one of the best measures to implement and
to increase the sustainability of this agricultural sector [179]. Despite being the same species,
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grapevine varieties still present a lot of genomic and phenotypic plasticity [180,181]. This
high diversity is especially observed in Vitis vinifera, as years of artificial selection among
viticulturists has led to plants with specific traits and adaptative mechanisms to assist with
growing in unfavourable conditions [182,183].

The leaves are the interface between the plant and the environment, acting as photo-
synthetic organs, and promoting light interception, hydraulic constraints, gas exchange
and thermoregulation [70,71]. Morphoanatomical differences can be observed in the leaves
of different grapevine varieties, not only in leaf size and shape but also in epidermal
cells, stomata number and morphology and cuticle thickness [100,183]. Environmental
conditions have actually been shown to modulate the development of the leaf in several
Vitis species [102], despite the complex genetic architecture associated with it [184]. In
fact, the morphoanatomy of the leaf is modulated by the environmental conditions, being
especially evident if the plant is subjected to drought [185–187], and increased temperature
and radiation [70,72,188–190]. However, the response and even the adaptability might
differ between varieties. For instance, Teixeira et al. [105] analysed six Portuguese white
varieties grown under the same conditions, concluding that genotypes with smaller leaves,
higher leaf density and higher stomata density, such as those of cv. Viosinho, were possibly
better adapted to drier and warmer climates. Another work with red varieties also led
to similar conclusions, proposing that cvs. Trincadeira, Cabernet Sauvignon, and Syrah
could have a comparative advantage to sustaining abiotic stresses [191]. Beyond this, leaf
stomata has also been observed to vary in architecture and density between varieties of V.
vinifera [192,193]. Despite there being a lack of studies surrounding this topic in grapevines,
stomata play a crucial role in water loss, while also being highly regulated by environmen-
tal conditions [194]. Grapevine leaves only present these structures in the lower epidermis,
which aids in decreasing water loss by transpiration. However, as the size, width, and
length of the stomata differ between varieties [192], so does their capability of withstanding
longer periods of abiotic stress. In fact, smaller and more dispersed stomata have been
correlated to lower transpirations rates, while longer and wider stomata increase response
plasticity under summer stress [105,195]. Moreover, though these structures have barely
been previously studied in grapevine, stomata were previously observed to be rearranged
to optimize stomatal conductance, and even decrease in size in order to improve WUE
in other species [194]. Along with these differences in morphoanatomy, the regulation
of leaves also varies among grapevine varieties, and physiological parameters, such as
stomatal conductance, photosynthetic rate and transpiration rates differ between varieties
under the same conditions [103,196–200]. For instance, Vaz et al. [201] observed that cv.
Tempranillo and cv. Trincadeira, despite having similar leaf area, behaved differently under
drought, contrasting in leaf water potential, stomatal conductance and reflectance. The
same has been observed in other red grapevine varieties, where cv. Touriga Franca and cv.
Syrah, despite being well adapted to warmer conditions, behaved differently depending
on the soil water availability [107]. Another study with cv. Semillon and cv. Muscat Blanc à
Petits Grain grown under the same pedo-climatic conditions also hypothesized cv. Muscat
Blanc à Petits Grain to be better adapted to abiotic stress due to higher CO2 assimilation
rate, photosynthetic pigment concentration and midday leaf water potential [202]. These
differences in response to water availability, specially under drought conditions, have led
authors to classify each variety as isohydric, plants who close their stomata when soil water
potential drops, or anisohydric, those who continue to transpire despite the decrease in soil
water potential [203,204]. Nonetheless, this classification is plant-environment dependant
in the case of grapevine, as, despite having a tight stomatal control, the same variety can
present different hydraulic strategies, with the environmental conditions of its development
dictating this behaviour [193,203,205–207].
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Grapevine varieties differ in mesophyll thickness, trichome density, leaf area, and
canopy architecture, despite the lack of scientific literature on this matter [179], as well as in
the concentration of photosynthetic pigments, chlorophyll a, chlorophyll b, and carotenoids.
This variability in photosynthetic pigments might be associated with tolerance to abiotic
stress, especially as certain varieties rely on carotenoids to scavenge ROS [98]. Moutinho-
Pereira et al. [208] observed that Portuguese variety cv. Tinto Cão presented a different
ratio of chlorophyll pigments and concluded that it could be an adaptation strategy to both
higher radiation levels and the combination of increased air temperature with drought. In
fact, other studies with heat, water, and light stresses, revealed that cv. Touriga Nacional
and cv. Trincadeira present different contents of photosynthetic pigments, highlighting the
contrasting behaviour of different varieties [98]. As varieties differ in what is arguably the
most important component of leaves, this can indicate intrinsic varietal behaviour that can
lead to different adaptability.

With regard to tolerance traits in the grape berry, most of the studies focus on the
morphoanatomical traits and resistance to pathogens, with very little attention being given
to abiotic stress. In fact, the abiotic stress tolerance mechanisms of berries is still quite
understudied [209]. Nevertheless, recent research has focused on the influence of water
deficit in the cuticular waxes of the grape berry, and has observed a correlation between the
increase in stress with increasing wax content and the upregulation of several candidate
genes of the wax biosynthetic pathway [210]. In fact, Hewitt et al. [211] have shown that
berries of different varieties do in fact respond differently to the same stress. In their study
with cv. Cabernet Sauvignon and cv. Riesling after exposure to heat and water stress,
these authors observed that both varieties activated different genetic mechanisms, despite
resulting in a similar physiological outcome [211].

Although promising, these studies (summarized in Table 1) mostly reflect the be-
haviour of these varieties to a certain stress and could very well be completely different
under other environmental conditions. Therefore, it is important to infer what molecular
mechanisms are underlying these responses.
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Table 1. Studies assessing differences in the response/tolerance of different grapevine varieties to abiotic stress.

Variety Berry Colour Country Growth Conditions Type of Stress Observations Tolerance to Stress Reference

Albarin Blanco White Spain Field trial Summer stress Medium stomatal length, width, and density. Unconclusive [192]

Alvarinho White Spain Field trial Summer stress Medium stomatal length, width, and density. Unconclusive [192]

Alvarinho White Portugal Field trial Summer stress
Smaller leaves, epidermal cells with intermediate

thickness, thinner waxy cuticle. Lower
stomatal density.

Sensitive [105]

Alicante Bouschet Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Medium stomatal length, width, and density. Unconclusive [192]

Antão Vaz Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Response varied between different field conditions,
being sensitive to light stress, and moderately

sensitive to drought and heat stresses in one, while
being sensitive to light, drought, and heat under

harsher conditions.

Sensitive [173]

Aragonez Red Portugal Field trial Drought

Higher leaf temperature, lower stomatal
conductance, gradual decrease of water potential,

lower water use efficiency, lower net
photosynthetic values.

Unconclusive [107]

Aragonez Red Portugal Field trial Drought

Drought regime led to decreased stomatal
conductance. Higher values of total leaf

chlorophyll maintained during drought. Reduced
maximum assimilation rate, maximum and

apparent quantum yield. Increased reflectance
under drought. Decreased brix.

Less tolerant [201]

Aragonez Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Highest chlorophyll and carotenoid content, lowest
net photosynthetic rate, lowest soluble sugar and

starch content, lower net photosynthetic rate,
lowest stomatal conductance.

Less tolerant [76]

Aragonez Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Higher concentration of chlorophylls and
photochemical response, low stem water potential,
low values of stomatal conductance and net CO2

assimilation rate.

Tolerant [212]

Aragonez Red Spain Field trial Drought

High concentration of photosynthetic pigments
and high values of photosynthetic parameters, low

intrinsic water use efficiency, higher stomatal
conductance, and net CO2 assimilation.

Sensitive [213]
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Table 1. Cont.

Variety Berry Colour Country Growth Conditions Type of Stress Observations Tolerance to Stress Reference

Arcos Red Spain Field trial Summer stress

Lower stomatal conductance values and is
considered one of the most stressed varieties. High

stomatal density coupled with lower
stomatal dimensions.

Tolerant [200]

Argamussa White Spain Field trial Drought Under progressive water depletion presented the
maximum intrinsic water use efficiency. Tolerant [213]

Arinto White Portugal Field trial Summer stress
Larger leaves, epidermal cells with intermediate

thickness, thinner waxy cuticle. Lower
stomatal density.

Sensitive [105]

Bastardo Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress Overall tolerant to light, drought, and heat stresses.
Response varied between different field conditions. Unconclusive [173]

Bobal Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Higher stomatal conductance values, high intrinsic
water use efficiency. Tolerant [200]

Cabernet
Sauvignon Red Chile Pots, open-air Drought High stomatal sensitivity to water deficit, lower

reductions in photorespiration. Sensitive [197]

Cabernet
Sauvignon Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress Smaller leaves, high leaf density, and small and/or

sunken stomata. Tolerant [191]

Cabernet
Sauvignon Red Portugal Field trial Drought

Medium leaf temperature, lowest water use
efficiency, highest number of stomata, highest

specific leaf area.
Unconclusive [107]

Cabernet
Sauvignon Red Spain Field trial Drought

Low minimum stem water potential values, low
intrinsic water use efficiency, tight control of

stomatal aperture.
Sensitive [213]

Cabernet
Sauvignon Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Medium stomatal length, width, and density. Unconclusive [192]

Cabernet
Sauvignon Red USA Greenhouse/laboratory Drought/leaf

dehydration
Intermediate leaf water loss, medium stomatal
density, low stomatal sensitivity to water loss. Tolerant [193]

Caiño Blanco White Spain Field trial Summer stress Medium stomatal length, width, and density. Unconclusive [192]

Caiño Tinto Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Medium stomatal length, width, and density. Unconclusive [192]

Callet Red Spain Field trial Drought Low stem water potential values. Sensitive [213]
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Table 1. Cont.

Variety Berry Colour Country Growth Conditions Type of Stress Observations Tolerance to Stress Reference

Callet Blanc White Spain Field trial Drought Low stem water potential values. Sensitive [213]

Carménère Red Chile Pots, open-air Drought Lower stomatal sensitivity to water deficit, reduced
in light. Tolerant [197]

Castañal Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Low stomatal length, width, and density. Unconclusive [192]

Castelão Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress
Response varied between different field conditions.

Sensitive to light, heat, and drought in one, and
tolerant to heat and drought in another.

Unconclusive [173]

Cerceal Branco White Portugal Field trial Summer stress Tolerant to light and drought stresses and sensitive
to heat stress under two different field conditions. Tolerant [173]

Chardonnay White Chile Pots, open-air Drought Lower stomatal sensitivity to water deficit. Tolerant [197]

Chardonnay White Spain Field trial Drought High minimum stem water potential values, low
intrinsic water use efficiency. Sensitive [213]

Chasselas Dorée White Spain Field trial Summer stress Medium stomatal length and width and with high
stomatal density. Unconclusive [192]

Ekigaïna Red France Field
trial/greenhouse

Summer
stress/drought

Isohydric behaviour, strongest stomatal response
to changes in leaf water potential, reduction

in fertility.
Sensitive [196]

Encruzado White Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Medium-sized leaves, thicker upper epidermal
cells and intermediate thickness of lower

epidermal cells, intermediate waxy cuticle. High
stomatal density.

Unconclusive [105]

Encruzado White Portugal Field trial Summer stress Tolerant to light and drought stresses and sensitive
to heat stress in two different field conditions. Tolerant [173]

Escursac Red Spain Field trial Drought Highest intrinsic water use efficiency, tight control
of stomatal aperture. Less tolerant [213]

Esperó de Gall Red Spain Field trial Drought Lowest leaf photosynthesis value. Sensitive [213]

Fernão Pires White Portugal Field trial Summer stress Sensitive to heat, light, and drought stresses in
both field conditions. Sensitive [173]
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Table 1. Cont.

Variety Berry Colour Country Growth Conditions Type of Stress Observations Tolerance to Stress Reference

Forcallat Red Spain Field trial Summer stress

Lower stomatal conductance values and is
considered one of the most stressed varieties.

Highest intrinsic water use efficiency, high
stomatal density coupled with lower stomatal
dimensions. Berries with moderate total acid

concentration and anthocyanin content.

Tolerant [200]

Galmeter Red Spain Field trial Drought High intrinsic water use efficiency, lowest
stomatal conductance. Sensitive [213]

Garnacha Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Higher stomatal conductance values. Tolerant [200]

Giró Ros White Spain Field trial Drought

Low stem water potential values, tight control of
stomatal aperture. Under progressive water

depletion presented the maximum intrinsic water
use efficiency.

Tolerant [213]

Godello White Spain Field trial Summer stress Medium stomatal length, width and density. Unconclusive [192]

Gorgollasa Red Spain Field trial Drought High intrinsic water use efficiency, low stem water
potential values. Sensitive [213]

Grenache Red France Field
trial/greenhouse

Summer
stress/drought Isohydric behaviour; incomplete maturation. Sensitive [196]

Grenache Red Spain Field trial Drought Moderate intrinsic water use efficiency and
stomatal behaviour. Sensitive [213]

Grenache Red USA Greenhouse/laboratory Drought/leaf
dehydration

Intermediate leaf water loss, high stomatal density,
intermediate stomatal sensitivity to water loss. Tolerant [193]

Jacquez Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Low stomatal length, width, and density. Unconclusive [192]

Macabeo White Portugal Field trial Summer stress
Medium-sized leaves with thicker upper and lower

epidermal cells, thicker upper cuticle. High
stomatal density.

Tolerant
Teixeira

et al.
(2018)

Macabeo White Spain Field trial Drought
Highest minimum stem water potential values,
highest stomatal conductance, lowest intrinsic

water use efficiency.
Sensitive [213]

Malvasia de
Banyalbufar White Spain Field trial Drought Low stem water potential values. Sensitive [213]
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Table 1. Cont.

Variety Berry Colour Country Growth Conditions Type of Stress Observations Tolerance to Stress Reference

Manto Negro Red Spain Field trial Drought Tight control of stomatal aperture, low intrinsic
water use efficiency. Tolerant [213]

Marselan Red France Field
trial/greenhouse

Summer
stress/drought

Anisohydric behaviour. Maintained gas exchange
under drought stress, complete maturation under

severe water restriction.
Less tolerant [196]

Mavrodafni Red Greece Pots, sheltered Drought

Steep decline in predawn water potential and
lower values of stomatal conductance and

photosynthetic rate. Highest leaf ABA
concentration along with high pH values,

promoting stomatal closure.

Less tolerant [199]

Jaen Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Medium stomatal length, width, and density. Unconclusive [192]

Merlot Red Spain Field trial Drought Low stem water potential values. Sensitive [213]

Moll White Spain Field trial Drought Tight control of stomatal aperture. Sensitive [213]

Monastrell Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Higher stomatal conductance values, high intrinsic
water use efficiency. Tolerant [200]

Moscatel Graúdo White Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Medium-sized leaves with high specific leaf area.
Thinner upper epidermal cells and intermediate

lower epidermal cells, thinner upper cuticle. High
stomatal density.

Unconclusive [105]

Moscatel Graúdo White Portugal Field trial Summer stress
Different response under different field conditions.
Sensitive to heat, light and drought stresses in one,

and only sensitive to drought in another.
Tolerant [173]

Mourvèdre Red France Field
trial/greenhouse

Summer
stress/drought Isohydric behaviour, reduction in fertility. Sensitive [196]

Muscat Italia White Tunisia Greenhouse Heat

Increased leaf blade thickness, decreased palisade
parenchyma thickness, folds in the adaxial surface.
Elongated convex epidermal cells with less sinuous
shape. Irregular giant pores on the adaxial surface.

Chloroplasts suffered alterations in shape,
thylakoid membrane orientation, grana stacking,

starch granules and plastoglobuli.

Unconclusive [189]
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Table 1. Cont.

Variety Berry Colour Country Growth Conditions Type of Stress Observations Tolerance to Stress Reference

Muscat-à-Petits-
Grains White Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Medium-sized leaves with thinner upper and
lower epidermal cells, thinner upper cuticle. High

stomatal density.
Unconclusive [105]

Muscat-à-Petits-
Grains White Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Higher midday leaf water potential, higher soluble
sugars and lower total phenol concentration,

higher efficiency of PSII, higher reflectance indexes,
higher concentration of Ca2+ and Mg2+, higher

stomatal density.

Tolerant [202]

Razegui Red Tunisia Greenhouse Heat

Increased leaf blade thickness, decreased palisade
parenchyma thickness, folds in the adaxial surface

involving both cuticle and epidermal cells.
Elongated convex epidermal cells with less sinuous
shape. Irregular giant pores on the adaxial surface.

Chloroplasts suffered alterations in shape,
thylakoid membrane orientation, grana stacking,

starch granules and plastoglobuli.

Unconclusive [189]

Sabater Red Spain Field trial Drought Tight control of stomatal aperture. Sensitive [213]

Savatiano White Greece Pots, sheltered Drought

Lower values of predawn water potential, stomatal
conductance, and photosynthetic rate. Higher leaf
ABA concentrations promoting stomatal closure at

early stress stages.

Tolerant [199]

Sauvignon Blanc White Chile Pots, open-air Drought High stomatal sensitivity to water deficit, lower
reductions in photorespiration. Sensitive [197]

Semillon White Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Lower midday water potential, lower stomatal
conductance in the afternoon, higher

non-photochemical quenching, higher
concentration of K+, higher soluble sugar and
lower photosynthetic pigments, higher total
phenols concentration, higher thiobarbituric

acid-reactive substance.

Sensitive [202]

Shiraz Red USA Greenhouse/pots/laboratoryDrought/leaf
dehydration

Leaves lost the most water, highest rate of
dehydration, lowest stomatal density, slow
response to water loss via stomatal closure,
stomata more sensitive to ABA application.

Sensitive [193]
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Table 1. Cont.

Variety Berry Colour Country Growth Conditions Type of Stress Observations Tolerance to Stress Reference

Syrah Red France Field
trial/greenhouse

Summer
stress/drought

Anisohydric behaviour, maintained gas exchange
under drought stress, complete maturation under

severe water restriction.
Tolerant [196]

Syrah Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress High leaf density, and small and/or
sunken stomata. Tolerant [191]

Syrah Red Portugal Field trial Drought (regulated
deficit irrigation)

Highest leaf temperature, lowest stomatal
conductance, highest water use efficiency, lowest

number of stomata.
Unconclusive [107]

Syrah Red Spain Field trial Drought Low stem water potential values, low intrinsic
water use efficiency. Sensitive [213]

Tinta Barroca Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress Sensitive to light stress, being consistent in two
different locations. Sensitive [173]

Tinto Cão Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Lower chlorophyll and carotenoid content but
higher Chl a/b ratio, highest starch content, higher

R:FR transmittance and reflectance, lowest leaf
water potential.

Tolerant [76]

Tinto Cão Red Portugal Field Trial Summer stress

Better adjustment of water status, minimized
light-harvesting system, lower photosynthetic
productivity, lower chlorophyll concentration,

reduced photochemical efficiency, higher
investment in photoprotective mechanisms.

Tolerant [212]

Torrontés White Spain Field trial Summer stress Higher stomatal density, length, and width. Unconclusive [192]

Touriga Franca Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Response varied between different locations.
Sensitive to heat and drought and tolerant to high
light in one location, while being tolerant to heat

and light but sensitive to drought in another. High
potential of adaptability.

Tolerant [173]

Touriga Franca Red Portugal Field trial Drought (regulated
deficit irrigation)

Lowest leaf temperature, highest stomatal
conductance, low water use efficiency, lowest

leaf area.

Tolerant
(w/irrigation) [107]

Touriga Nacional Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress Smaller leaf size with lower dry weight and
stomata density. Less tolerant [191]
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Table 1. Cont.

Variety Berry Colour Country Growth Conditions Type of Stress Observations Tolerance to Stress Reference

Touriga Nacional Red Portugal Growth
chamber/field Summer stress

High tolerance to heat and light stresses. No
response to stress under controlled growth
conditions. Fewer responsive genes under

stress conditions.

Tolerant [214]

Touriga Nacional Red Portugal Growth chamber Heat stress

Rapid and increased redox potential, increased
photosynthetic pigments, increased ABA

concentration, increased expression of heat-shock
protein genes.

Tolerant [97]

Touriga Nacional Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress

Moderate steam water potential, higher
photosynthetic pigments concentration along with

better photochemical responses. Gas exchange
parameters remained stable throughout the
analysis. Efficient use of radiation and CO2.

Tolerant [212]

Touriga Nacional Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress
Highest soluble sugar content, highest water

potential, highest net photosynthetic rate, highest
stomatal conductance.

Tolerant [76]

Treixadura White Spain Field trial Summer stress Longer stomata. Stomatal density, length and
width varied between years. Unconclusive [192]

Trincadeira Red Portugal Field trial Summer stress Larger leaf size, higher leaf, and stomata density. Less tolerant [191]

Trincadeira Red Portugal Growth
chamber/field Summer stress

Significant decreases in photosynthetic parameters.
Higher number of responsive genes under stress,

and a greater transcriptome reprogramming.
Sensitive [214]

Trincadeira Red Portugal Growth chamber Heat stress

Slow and insufficient response to increased
photosynthetic pigments, increased ABA

concentration, increased expression of heat-shock
protein and ROS scavenger genes.

Sensitive [97]

Trincadeira Red Portugal Field trial Drought

Higher leaf temperature, lower stomatal
conductance, gradual decrease of water potential,

lower water use efficiency, lower net
photosynthetic values.

Unconclusive [107]
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Table 1. Cont.

Variety Berry Colour Country Growth Conditions Type of Stress Observations Tolerance to Stress Reference

Trincadeira Red Portugal Field trial Drought (different
irrigation regimes)

Drought plants recovered more rapidly and
efficiently after irrigation. Drought regime led to

decreased stomatal conductance and total
chlorophyll. Reduced maximum assimilation rate,
maximum and apparent quantum yield. Increased

reflectance under drought. Increased Brix.

Tolerant [201]

Valent Blanc White Spain Field trial Drought Low stem water potential values. Sensitive [213]

Valent Negre Red Spain Field trial Drought High intrinsic water use efficiency, low stem water
potential values. Sensitive [213]

Veremeta Red Spain Field trial Summer stress Higher stomatal conductance values. Tolerant [200]

Vinater Blanc White Spain Field trial Drought Under progressive water depletion presented the
high intrinsic water use efficiency. Sensitive [213]

Vinater Negre Red Spain Field trial Drought
Low stem water potential values, under

progressive water depletion presented high
intrinsic water use efficiency.

Tolerant [213]

Viosinho White Portugal Field trial Summer stress
Smaller leaves with thicker upper epidermal cells
and intermediate lower epidermal cells, thicker

upper cuticle. Medium stomatal density.
Tolerant [105]

Viosinho White Portugal Field trial Summer stress Tolerant to heat, drought, and light stresses. Tolerant [173]
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5.2. Exploring the Molecular Basis of Stress Resilience in Grapevine

Genomics, transcriptomics, and proteomics are powerful tools for assessing varietal
differences. Although genome regions associated with certain climate- and environment-
smart traits have been identified, polymorphisms from years of varietal crossing remain
largely unknown. With the advancements in genomic tools over the past years, research of
the molecular mechanisms that underline acclimation and adaptation processes has been
progressing steadily, despite phenotype and adaptation being highly polygenic. The access
to new technology has allowed research to demonstrate that it is possible to distinguish
the transcriptome of different grapevine varieties [98,173,179,214]. Recent research with
native Portuguese varieties has unveiled how using molecular techniques can be extremely
important in the near future: a gene array has been developed by comparing leaves of
cv. Touriga Nacional, which was considered better adapted to extreme conditions, and
cv. Trincadeira [214]. Both varieties were subjected to individual and different combinations
of stresses, such as lack of irrigation, high radiation, and heat; with each transcriptomic
response being analysed. Following this study, Carvalho et al. [173] designed a cus-
tom quantitative reverse transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-qPCR) array with
65 differentially expressed genes in cv. Antão Vaz, cv. Bastardo, cv. Castelão, cv. Cerceal
Branco, cv. Encruzado, cv. Fernão Pires cv. Moscatel Graúdo, cv. Tinta Barroca, cv. Touriga
Franca and cv. Viosinho. Both of these studies led to an assay on the tolerance of several red
and white Portuguese varieties to abiotic stress, with the outcome being the categorization
of nine varieties into tolerant or sensitive [98,173,214]. However, similar studies regarding
gene expression and abiotic stress response in grapevine are still somewhat scarce, despite
gene technology becoming increasingly less expensive and more accessible. This can par-
tially be attributed to some traits being highly polygenic, making it hard to pinpoint exact
pathways or genes. Nonetheless, over the past years, significant progress has been made in
understanding the molecular basis behind abiotic stress response and adaptation.

As previously mentioned, grapevines under abiotic stress usually produce berries with
a higher content of anthocyanins and other phenolics. In fact, berries of grapevines under
water deficit reveal a higher content of phenolics, which has been associated with increased
activity of the anthocyanin biosynthesis gene VvUFGT, as well as genes related to the
flavonoid pathways VvCHS2, VvCHS3, and VvF3H [139]. Matus et al. [215] also observed
that several VvMYBA genes, transcription factors of the UFGT gene, were UV sensitive,
leading to the accumulation of anthocyanins in plant organs. An increase in anthocyanins
under stress conditions can be attributed to several protective properties, especially against
abiotic stresses such as excessive solar and UV radiation, ROS scavenging, or even in sig-
nalling cascades [216,217]. Despite that, this behaviour might not be as linear as previously
thought, as it can differ between varieties. For instance, under high temperatures cv. San-
giovese was shown to have reduced anthocyanin content, which was associated with the
overexpression of the peroxidase gene VviPrx31 and the downregulation of VvUFGT and
its precursor VvMYBA, as well as flavonoid biosynthesis genes VvF3′5′Hi and VvDFR [218].
Increased temperatures have also been observed to disrupt the anthocyanin/sugar ratio,
leading to lower anthocyanin content and higher amounts of soluble sugars; however this
seems to be highly varietal-, and even clonal-, dependant [219].

Soluble sugars are known to accumulate in grapevine organs, with high tempera-
ture possibly playing a pivotal role in the associated genes. For example, galactinol has
been shown to accumulate in grape berries of cv. Cabernet Sauvignon under heat stress,
which has been attributed to the overexpression of the genes VvGOLS1 and VvHsfA2 [220].
Similarly, under water deficit conditions, sugar transporter genes VvHT1, VvHT5 and
VvSUC11, as well as VvMSA, the grapevine ABA stress and ripening-induced (ASR) pro-
tein, were observed as being differently expressed, indicating a pivotal role in stress
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tolerance response [221]. Analogously, VvSUC11, VvSUC12 and VvSUC27 were recently
observed to play a regulatory role in several types of abiotic stress, being upregulated under
different scenarios [222].

Other genes, such as those related to heat-shock proteins (HSPs), aquaporins, ROS
metabolism, chlorophyll synthesis and berry ripening are also key factors in the defence
against abiotic stress [223,224]. For instance, the synthesis of HSPs and heat-shock tran-
scription factors (HSFs) is typically increased under heat stress, as these are involved
in the protection of the photochemical reactions in PSII and protein folding and denat-
uration, as well as aiding in maintaining cellular homeostasis and in the response to
oxidative stress [225,226]. Zha et al. [87] have observed that some of these genes, including
VvHSFA2, VvHSFA7 and VvsHSP, are differently expressed between heat-tolerant and
sensitive varieties, indicating differences in stress response. On another note, and besides
the aforementioned functions, VvHSP20 genes have also been correlated with a putative
protective function during berry ripening, indicating an important role that these proteins
may have during berry development under stress conditions [227].

Aquaporins, proteins responsible for facilitating the transfer of water and small solutes
across membranes, can also be linked to a better drought-stress response [228]. For example,
Shelden et al. [229] have observed that cv. Chardonnay and cv. Grenache presented
different water management strategies, with the latter being considered near-isohydric
and presenting a tighter regulation of the aquaporin genes VvPIP1;1, VvPIP2;1, VvPIP2;2,
VvPIP2;3, VvTIP1;1, and VvTIP2;1 under stress. In fact, VvPIP2;1 and VvTIP2;1 gene
regulation has been recently observed to differ slightly between different varieties under
drought-stress conditions [230].

The waxy cuticles of both the leaves and the berries are also stress tolerance associated,
with their associated genes being differently expressed under abiotic stress conditions.
For instance, the β-ketoacyl-CoA synthase (KCS) genes of cv. Muscat Hamburg have shown
high transcription levels in the leaves of water stressed plants, enhancing cuticular wax
accumulation and reducing water loss [231]. The same has been observed for the berries of
cv. Merlot, where, under water stress, cuticular wax content also increased, while genes of
the aliphatic wax biosynthetic pathway VvCER10, VvCER2, VvCER3, VvCER1, VvCER4,
and VvWSD1 were upregulated [210].

A summary of the studied genes mentioned in this section is presented in Table 2.
Despite all these studies, there are hundreds of different varieties, each with its own
genotype and phenotype, with each interacting differently with its environment. Thus, it is
necessary to couple several study areas such as plant physiology, biochemistry, histology,
and genetics, in order to better understand each variety’s capability of adaptation.
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Table 2. Summary table of differentially expressed genes in grapevines under abiotic stress.

Gene Protein Organ Type of Stress Function/Hypothetical Function Results Reference

CER1 Fatty acyl-CoA reductase Fruit Drought Aliphatic wax biosynthetic pathway Upregulated [210]

CER2 Fatty acyl-CoA reductase Fruit Drought Aliphatic wax biosynthetic pathway Upregulated [210]

CER3 Fatty acyl-CoA reductase Fruit Drought Aliphatic wax biosynthetic pathway Upregulated [210]

CER4 Fatty acyl-CoA reductase Fruit Drought Aliphatic wax biosynthetic pathway Upregulated [210]

CER10 Fatty acyl-CoA reductase Fruit Drought Aliphatic wax biosynthetic pathway Upregulated [210]

Myb5a Transcription factor Fruit Drought Affects the expression of several structural genes of
the flavonoid pathway Upregulated [139]

MybC

Transcription factor/affects
the expression of several

structural genes of the
flavonoid pathway

Fruit Drought Affects the expression of several structural genes of
the flavonoid pathway Upregulated [139]

VvCHS1 Chalcone synthase Fruit Drought Involved in flavonoid metabolism No differences [139]

VvCHS2 Chalcone synthase Fruit Drought Involved in flavonoid metabolism Upregulated [139]

VvCHS3 Chalcone synthase Fruit Drought Involved in flavonoid metabolism Upregulated [139]

VvDFR Dihydroflavonol reductase Fruit Heat Involved in flavonoid metabolism Downregulated [218]

VvF3′5′Hi Flavonoid-3′5′-hydroxylase i
Fruit Heat Catalyse the hydroxylation of flavonoids Downregulated [218]
Fruit Drought Upregulated [139]

VvF3′H Flavonoid 3′-hydroxylase Fruit Drought Catalyse the hydroxylation of flavonoids Upregulated [139]

VvF3′H A Flavonoid 3′-hydroxylase Fruit Drought Phenylpropanoid pathway No differences were
observed [232]

VvF3′H B Flavonoid 3′-hydroxylase Fruit Drought Phenylpropanoid pathway Upregulated [232]

VvF3H Flavonoid 3-hydroxylase Fruit Drought Catalyse the hydroxylation of flavonoids Upregulated [139]

VvFLS Flavonol synthase Fruit Drought Involved in flavonol biosynthesis Upregulated in
grafted grapevines [232]

VvGIN2 Vacuolar invertase Leaf Drought Involved in sugar transport Upregulated [221]

VvGOLS1 Galactinol synthase Fruit Heat Biosynthesis of raffinose family oligosaccharides Upregulated [220]

VvHsfA2 Transcription factor
Fruit Heat

Transcriptional factor of heat-stress related genes
Upregulated [220]

Leaf Heat Upregulated in the
heat tolerant variety [87]
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Table 2. Cont.

Gene Protein Organ Type of Stress Function/Hypothetical Function Results Reference

VvHSFA7 Transcription factor Leaf Heat Transcriptional factor of heat-stress related genes Upregulated in the
heat tolerant variety [87]

VvHSFA9 Transcription factor Leaf Heat Transcriptional factor of heat-stress related genes Upregulated in the
heat tolerant variety [87]

VvHT1 Hexose transporter Leaf Drought Involved in sugar transport Downregulated [221]

VvHT5 Hexose transporter Leaf Drought Involved in sugar transport Upregulated [221]

VvKCS12 β-ketoacyl-CoA synthase Leaf Drought Involved in cuticular wax biosynthesis Upregulated [231]

VvKCS14 β-ketoacyl-CoA synthase Leaf Drought Involved in cuticular wax biosynthesis Upregulated [231]

VvMSA ABA-, stress-, and
ripening-induced protein Leaf Drought Gene expression regulator under stress conditions Upregulated [221]

VvMYB14 Transcription factor Fruit Drought Involved in secondary metabolism Upregulated [232]

VvMYB4R1 Transcription factor Fruit Drought Transcriptional factor involved in stilbene
biosynthesis Upregulated [232]

VvMybA Transcription factor Fruit Heat Regulate the expression of UFGT Downregulated [218]
Fruit Drought Upregulated [139]

VvMYBC2-L3 Transcription factor Fruit Drought Transcriptional repressor in the synthesis
of anthocyanins Downregulated [232]

VvNAC44 NAC domain-containing
protein Fruit Drought Involved in berry ripening and stress response Upregulated [232]

VvNAC60 NAC domain-containing
protein Fruit Drought Involved in berry ripening and stress response Upregulated [232]

VvOMT O-methyltransferase Fruit Drought Phenylpropanoid pathway Upregulated [139]

VvPAL Phenylalanine ammonia-lyase Fruit Drought Involved in the first step of the
phenylpropanoid pathway Upregulated [232]

VvPIP1;1 Plasma membrane aquaporin Leaf Drought Involved in the transport of water and
small solutes

Differed between
varieties [229]

VvPIP2;1 Plasma membrane aquaporin Leaf Drought Involved in the transport of water and
small solutes Downregulated [229]

VvPIP2;2 Plasma membrane aquaporin Leaf Drought Involved in the transport of water and
small solutes

Differed between
varieties [229]
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Table 2. Cont.

Gene Protein Organ Type of Stress Function/Hypothetical Function Results Reference

VvPIP2;3 Plasma membrane aquaporin Leaf Drought Involved in the transport of water and
small solutes

Differed between
varieties [229]

VvPrx31 Class III peroxidase Fruit Heat Putative role in anthocyanin degradation Upregulated [218]

VvPsbP Extrinsic subunit of
photosystem II Leaf Heat “Photosynthetic” pathway Upregulated in the

heat tolerant variety [87]

VvsHSP Small transcription factor Leaf Heat Transcriptional factor of heat-stress related genes Upregulated in the
heat tolerant variety [87]

VvSUC11 Sucrose transporter Leaf Drought Involved in sugar transport Upregulated [221]

VvTIP1;1 Tonoplast aquaporins Leaf Drought Involved in the transport of water and
small solutes

Differed between
varieties [229]

VvTIP2;1 Tonoplast aquaporins Leaf Drought Involved in the transport of water and
small solutes Downregulated [229]

VvUFGT
UDP-glucose:flavonoid
3-O-glucosyltransferase

Fruit Heat Glycosylation of anthocyanidins Downregulated [218]
Fruit Drought Upregulated [139]

WSD1
Wax ester

synthase/diacylglycerol
acyltransferase 1

Fruit Drought Aliphatic wax biosynthetic pathway Upregulated [210]
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6. Conclusions and Future Prospects
Climate change poses significant challenges to viticulture worldwide, especially in

the Mediterranean Basin, impacting both grape production and wine quality. Addressing
these challenges often relies on short-term strategies, such as irrigation, which, despite their
increasing use, raise concerns regarding their long-term viability. Given the remarkable
intervarietal diversity of grapevines, varietal selection emerges as one of the most promis-
ing long-term adaptation strategies. In fact, and as highlighted in this literature review,
grapevine varieties can differ in stress response, indicating distinct tolerance and adapt-
ability, which could be leveraged to improve the sustainability of viticulture. Nonetheless,
research on this topic is still limited, with many varieties remaining understudied com-
pared to the more widely recognized ones. This overlooks the potential of autochthonous
and underutilized varieties, which may possess unique traits better suited to predicted
climate change scenarios. Therefore, future research should prioritize identifying and
characterizing grapevine varieties with high adaptability to abiotic stresses, particularly
heat and drought tolerance. Moreover, field trials under natural terroir conditions, expos-
ing grapevines to temperature, precipitation, sun exposure, and cultural practices, could
provide more accurate insights into varietal adaptability and suitability to specific regions,
as controlled experimental set-ups are often not enough to mimic the complexity of en-
vironmental variables and their added effects. Collaborative efforts pooling data from
these field trials could enhance varietal classification and uncover additional molecular
responses critical for adaptation, enhancing the applicability of the varietal selection.

Varietal selection could be especially important in regions with rich inter- and intrava-
rietal diversity, such as Portugal. Despite its extensive diversity, few Portuguese varieties
have been studied thoroughly. By focusing research on less prominent varieties, this could
serve as a case study for implementing varietal selection strategies, offering replicable
models for other countries, especially those in the Mediterranean Basin.

Expanding research on varietal selection is a promising pathway for future climate
change adaptation. Highlighting the existence of varieties that seem better adapted to
specific conditions reinforces the potential benefits of this approach, even as significant
knowledge gaps remain. Despite the progress made, hundreds of grapevine varieties, each
with unique genotypes and phenotypes, interact differently with their environments. Thus,
coupling several areas of study, such as plant physiology, biochemistry, histology, and
genetics, is crucial to better understand each variety’s capacity for adaptation. The focus
should not only be on the most cultivated varieties but also on the understudied ones.
Moreover, understanding the processes behind varietal adaptability will not only improve
varietal selection, but also breeding programs.

Finally, by combining efforts and enhancing comparative varietal studies, the viticul-
ture sector can truly benefit from varietal selection, ensuring the resilience and sustainability
of global viticulture in the face of an increasingly challenging climate.
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48. Martínez-Lüscher, J.; Kizildeniz, T.; Vučetić, V.; Dai, Z.; Luedeling, E.; van Leeuwen, C.; Gomès, E.; Pascual, I.; Irigoyen, J.J.;
Morales, F.; et al. Sensitivity of Grapevine Phenology to Water Availability, Temperature and CO2 Concentration. Front. Environ.
Sci. 2016, 4, 48. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJGW.2012.049448
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2020.54.4.3983
https://doi.org/10.3390/app10144943
https://doi.org/10.1051/ctv/ctv20223702139
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-016-1133-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26826103
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-013-0715-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9090514
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009325844.021
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41612-024-00569-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.19540
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2017.51.2.1621
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-015-0985-y
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25903759
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2021.644528
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2022.108841
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9040210
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajgw.12102
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-010-0318-0
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20461417
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2013.47.4.1558
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13406
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27370903
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43017-024-00521-5
https://doi.org/10.1017/jwe.2015.21
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2016.00048


Plants 2025, 14, 104 29 of 36

49. Kizildeniz, T.; Irigoyen, J.J.; Pascual, I.; Morales, F. Simulating the Impact of Climate Change (Elevated CO2 and Temperature,
and Water Deficit) on the Growth of Red and White Tempranillo Grapevine in Three Consecutive Growing Seasons (2013–2015).
Agric. Water Manag. 2018, 202, 220–230. [CrossRef]

50. Sweetman, C.; Sadras, V.O.; Hancock, R.D.; Soole, K.L.; Ford, C.M. Metabolic Effects of Elevated Temperature on Organic Acid
Degradation in Ripening Vitis vinifera Fruit. J. Exp. Bot. 2014, 65, 5975–5988. [CrossRef]

51. Cola, G.; Failla, O.; Maghradze, D.; Megrelidze, L.; Mariani, L. Grapevine Phenology and Climate Change in Georgia. Int. J.
Biometeorol. 2017, 61, 761–773. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. García de Cortázar-Atauri, I.; Duchêne, E.; Destrac-Irvine, A.; Barbeau, G.; de Rességuier, L.; Lacombe, T.; Parker, A.K.; Saurin, N.;
van Leeuwen, C. Grapevine Phenology in France: From Past Observations to Future Evolutions in the Context of Climate Change.
OENO One 2017, 51, 115–126. [CrossRef]

53. Ramos, M.C.; Jones, G.V.; Yuste, J. Phenology of Tempranillo and Cabernet-Sauvignon Varieties Cultivated in the Ribera Del
Duero DO: Observed Variability and Predictions under Climate Change Scenarios. OENO One 2018, 52. [CrossRef]

54. Koufos, G.C.; Mavromatis, T.; Koundouras, S.; Jones, G.V. Adaptive Capacity of Winegrape Varieties Cultivated in Greece to
Climate Change: Current Trends and Future Projections. OENO One 2020, 54, 1201–1219. [CrossRef]

55. Petrie, P.R.; Sadras, V.O. Advancement of Grapevine Maturity in Australia between 1993 and 2006: Putative Causes, Magnitude
of Trends and Viticultural Consequences. Aust. J. Grape Wine Res. 2008, 14, 33–45. [CrossRef]

56. 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]

57. Ramos, M.C. Projection of Phenology Response to Climate Change in Rainfed Vineyards in North-East Spain. Agric. For. Meteorol.
2017, 247, 104–115. [CrossRef]

58. Merrill, N.K.; García De Cortázar-Atauri, I.; Parker, A.K.; Walker, M.A.; Wolkovich, E.M. Exploring Grapevine Phenology and
High Temperatures Response Under Controlled Conditions. Front. Environ. Sci. 2020, 8, 516527. [CrossRef]

59. Tombesi, S.; Sabbatini, P.; Frioni, T.; Grisafi, F.; Barone, F.; Zani, P.; Palliotti, A.; Poni, S. Grapevine Response to Stress Generated
by Excessive Temperatures during the Budburst. Horticulturae 2022, 8, 187. [CrossRef]

60. Cook, B.I.; Wolkovich, E.M. Climate Change Decouples Drought from Early Wine Grape Harvests in France. Nat. Clim Change
2016, 6, 715–719. [CrossRef]

61. Dinu, D.G.; Ricciardi, V.; Demarco, C.; Zingarofalo, G.; De Lorenzis, G.; Buccolieri, R.; Cola, G.; Rustioni, L. Climate Change
Impacts on Plant Phenology: Grapevine (Vitis Vinifera) Bud Break in Wintertime in Southern Italy. Foods 2021, 10, 2769. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

62. Tomasi, D.; Jones, G.V.; Giust, M.; Lovat, L.; Gaiotti, F. Grapevine Phenology and Climate Change: Relationships and Trends in
the Veneto Region of Italy for 1964–2009. Am. J. Enol. Vitic. 2011, 62, 329–339. [CrossRef]

63. Bock, A.; Sparks, T.; Estrella, N.; Menzel, A. Changes in the Phenology and Composition of Wine from Franconia, Germany. Clim.
Res. 2011, 50, 69–81. [CrossRef]

64. Yang, C.; Menz, C.; De Abreu Jaffe, M.S.; Costafreda-Aumedes, S.; Moriondo, M.; Leolini, L.; Torres-Matallana, A.; Molitor,
D.; Junk, J.; Fraga, H.; et al. Projections of Climate Change Impacts on Flowering-Veraison Water Deficits for Riesling and
Müller-Thurgau in Germany. Remote Sens. 2022, 14, 1519. [CrossRef]

65. Fraga, H.; Santos, J.A.; Moutinho-Pereira, J.; Carlos, C.; Silvestre, J.; Eiras-Dias, J.; Mota, T.; Malheiro, A.C. Statistical Modelling of
Grapevine Phenology in Portuguese Wine Regions: Observed Trends and Climate Change Projections. J. Agric. Sci. 2016, 154,
795–811. [CrossRef]

66. Reis, S.; Fraga, H.; Carlos, C.; Silvestre, J.; Eiras-Dias, J.; Rodrigues, P.; Santos, J.A. Grapevine Phenology in Four Portuguese Wine
Regions: Modeling and Predictions. Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 3708. [CrossRef]

67. Yang, C.; Ceglar, A.; Menz, C.; Martins, J.; Fraga, H.; Santos, J.A. Performance of Seasonal Forecasts for the Flowering and
Veraison of Two Major Portuguese Grapevine Varieties. Agric. For. Meteorol. 2023, 331, 109342. [CrossRef]

68. Koch, B.; Oehl, F. Climate Change Favors Grapevine Production in Temperate Zones. Agric. Sci. 2018, 09, 247–263. [CrossRef]
69. Kuhn, N.; Guan, L.; Dai, Z.W.; Wu, B.-H.; Lauvergeat, V.; Gomès, E.; Li, S.-H.; Godoy, F.; Arce-Johnson, P.; Delrot, S. Berry

Ripening: Recently Heard through the Grapevine. J. Exp. Bot. 2014, 65, 4543–4559. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
70. Chitwood, D.H.; Klein, L.L.; O’Hanlon, R.; Chacko, S.; Greg, M.; Kitchen, C.; Miller, A.J.; Londo, J.P. Latent Developmental and

Evolutionary Shapes Embedded within the Grapevine Leaf. New Phytol. 2016, 210, 343–355. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
71. Li, G.; Hu, S.; Zhao, X.; Kumar, S.; Li, Y.; Yang, J.; Hou, H. Mechanisms of the Morphological Plasticity Induced by Phytohormones

and the Environment in Plants. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 765. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
72. Xiao, F.; Yang, Z.Q.; Lee, K.W. Photosynthetic and Physiological Responses to High Temperature in Grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.)

Leaves during the Seedling Stage. J. Hortic. Sci. Biotechnol. 2017, 92, 2–10. [CrossRef]
73. Sharma, A.; Kumar, V.; Shahzad, B.; Ramakrishnan, M.; Singh Sidhu, G.P.; Bali, A.S.; Handa, N.; Kapoor, D.; Yadav, P.; Khanna,

K.; et al. Photosynthetic Response of Plants Under Different Abiotic Stresses: A Review. J. Plant Growth Regul. 2020, 39, 509–531.
[CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2018.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1093/jxb/eru343
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-016-1241-9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27714505
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2017.51.2.1622
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2018.52.1.2119
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2020.54.4.3129
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2008.00005.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13382
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27254813
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2017.07.022
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2020.516527
https://doi.org/10.3390/horticulturae8030187
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2960
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods10112769
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34829050
https://doi.org/10.5344/ajev.2011.10108
https://doi.org/10.3354/cr01048
https://doi.org/10.3390/rs14061519
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859615000933
https://doi.org/10.3390/app10113708
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2023.109342
https://doi.org/10.4236/as.2018.93019
https://doi.org/10.1093/jxb/ert395
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24285825
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13754
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26580864
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms22020765
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33466729
https://doi.org/10.1080/14620316.2016.1211493
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00344-019-10018-x


Plants 2025, 14, 104 30 of 36

74. Sun, Y.; Liu, X.; Zhai, H.; Gao, H.; Yao, Y.; Du, Y. Responses of Photosystem II Photochemistry and the Alternative Oxidase
Pathway to Heat Stress in Grape Leaves. Acta Physiol. Plant 2016, 38, 232. [CrossRef]

75. Zhang, K.; Chen, B.; Hao, Y.; Yang, R.; Wang, Y. Effects of Short-Term Heat Stress on PSII and Subsequent Recovery for Senescent
Leaves of Vitis vinifera L. Cv. Red Globe. J. Integr. Agric. 2018, 17, 2683–2693. [CrossRef]

76. Moutinho-Pereira, J.; Magalhães, N.; Gonçalves, B.; Bacelar, E.; Brito, M.; Correia, C. Gas Exchange and Water Relations of Three
Vitis vinifera L. Cultivars Growing Under Mediterranean Climate. Photosynthetica 2007, 45, 202–207. [CrossRef]

77. Medrano, H.; Escalona, J.M.; Cifre, J.; Bota, J.; Flexas, J. 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. Funct. Plant Biol. 2003,
30, 607. [CrossRef]

78. Greer, D.H.; Abeysinghe, S.K.; Rogiers, S.Y. The Effect of Light Intensity and Temperature on Berry Growth and Sugar Accumula-
tion in Vitis vinifera “Shiraz” under Vineyard Conditions. VITIS J. Grapevine Res. 2019, 58, 7–16. [CrossRef]

79. Greer, D.H. Intraspecific Differences in the Photosynthetic Responses to Chloroplast CO2 and Photon Flux Density at Different
Leaf Temperatures of Four Grapevine Cultivars Grown in Common Outdoor Conditions. Plant Direct 2024, 8, e595. [CrossRef]

80. Greer, D.H.; Weston, C. A Comparison of the Phenology, Berry Ripening and Canopy Temperatures of Four Common Grapevine
Cultivars in Response to High Temperatures. Acta Hortic. 2016, 1115, 111–118. [CrossRef]

81. Zha, Q.; Xi, X.; He, Y.; Yin, X.; Jiang, A. Effect of Short-Time High-Temperature Treatment on the Photosynthetic Performance of
Different Heat-Tolerant Grapevine Cultivars. Photochem. Photobiol. 2021, 97, 763–769. [CrossRef]

82. Gómez-Del-Campo, M.; Baeza, P.; Ruiz, C.; Lissarrague, J.R. Water-Stress Induced Physiological Changes in Leaves of Four
Container-Grown Grapevine Cultivars (Vitis vinifera L.). VITIS 2015, 43, 99–105. [CrossRef]

83. Bertamini, M.; Zulini, L.; Muthuchelian, K.; Nedunchezhian, N. Effect of Water Deficit on Photosynthetic and Other Physiological
Responses in Grapevine (Vitis vinifera L. Cv. Riesling) Plants. Photosynthetica 2006, 44, 151–154. [CrossRef]

84. Escalona, J.M.; Flexas, J.; Medrano, H. Stomatal and Non-Stomatal Limitations of Photosynthesis Under Water Stress in Field-
Grown Grapevines. Funct. Plant Biol. 2000, 27, 87. [CrossRef]

85. Gambetta, G.A.; Herrera, J.C.; Dayer, S.; Feng, Q.; Hochberg, U.; Castellarin, S.D. The Physiology of Drought Stress in Grapevine:
Towards an Integrative Definition of Drought Tolerance. J. Exp. Bot. 2020, 71, 4658–4676. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

86. Degu, A.; Hochberg, U.; Wong, D.C.J.; Alberti, G.; Lazarovitch, N.; Peterlunger, E.; Castellarin, S.D.; Herrera, J.C.; Fait, A. Swift
Metabolite Changes and Leaf Shedding Are Milestones in the Acclimation Process of Grapevine under Prolonged Water Stress.
BMC Plant Biol. 2019, 19, 69. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

87. Zha, Q.; Xi, X.; He, Y.; Jiang, A. Transcriptomic Analysis of the Leaves of Two Grapevine Cultivars under High-Temperature
Stress. Sci. Hortic. 2020, 265, 109265. [CrossRef]

88. Carvalho, L.C.; Vidigal, P.; Amâncio, S. Oxidative Stress Homeostasis in Grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.). Front. Environ. Sci. 2015,
3, 20. [CrossRef]

89. Sharma, P.; Jha, A.B.; Dubey, R.S.; Pessarakli, M. Reactive Oxygen Species, Oxidative Damage, and Antioxidative Defense
Mechanism in Plants Under Stressful Conditions. J. Bot. 2012, 2012, 1–26. [CrossRef]

90. Sepúlveda, G.; Kliewer, W.M. Effect of High Temperature on Grapevines (Vitis vinifera L.). II. Distribution of Soluble Sugars. Am.
J. Enol. Vitic. 1986, 37, 20–25. [CrossRef]

91. Zufferey, V.; Murisier, F.; Vivin, P.; Belcher, S.; Lorenzini, F.; Spring, J.L.; Viret, O. Carbohydrate Reserves in Grapevine (Vitis
vinifera L. ’Chasselas’): The Influence of the Leaf to Fruit Ratio. VITIS J. Grapevine Res. 2015, 51, 103. [CrossRef]

92. Tombesi, S.; Cincera, I.; Frioni, T.; Ughini, V.; Gatti, M.; Palliotti, A.; Poni, S. Relationship among Night Temperature, Carbohydrate
Translocation and Inhibition of Grapevine Leaf Photosynthesis. Environ. Exp. Bot. 2019, 157, 293–298. [CrossRef]

93. Jing, P.; Wang, D.; Zhu, C.; Chen, J. Plant Physiological, Morphological and Yield-Related Responses to Night Temperature
Changes across Different Species and Plant Functional Types. Front. Plant Sci. 2016, 7, 1774. [CrossRef]

94. Bertamini, M.; Faralli, M.; Varotto, C.; Grando, M.S.; Cappellin, L. Leaf Monoterpene Emission Limits Photosynthetic Downregu-
lation under Heat Stress in Field-Grown Grapevine. Plants 2021, 10, 181. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

95. Gil, M.; Pontin, M.; Berli, F.; Bottini, R.; Piccoli, P. Metabolism of Terpenes in the Response of Grape (Vitis vinifera L.) Leaf Tissues
to UV-B Radiation. Phytochemistry 2012, 77, 89–98. [CrossRef]

96. Akhi, M.Z.; Haque, M.M.; Biswas, M.S.; Akhi, M.Z.; Haque, M.M.; Biswas, M.S. Role of Secondary Metabolites to Attenuate Stress
Damages in Plants. In Antioxidants-Benefits, Sources, Mechanisms of Action; IntechOpen: London, UK, 2021; ISBN 978-1-83968-865-2.

97. Carvalho, L.C.; Coito, J.L.; Colaço, S.; Sangiogo, M.; Amâncio, S. Heat Stress in Grapevine: The Pros and Cons of Acclimation.
Plant Cell Environ. 2015, 38, 777–789. [CrossRef]

98. Carvalho, L.C.; Coito, J.L.; Gonçalves, E.F.; Chaves, M.M.; Amâncio, S. Differential Physiological Response of the Grapevine
Varieties Touriga Nacional and Trincadeira to Combined Heat, Drought and Light Stresses. Plant Biol. 2016, 18, 101–111. [CrossRef]

99. Smit, S.J.; Vivier, M.A.; Young, P.R. Linking Terpene Synthases to Sesquiterpene Metabolism in Grapevine Flowers. Front. Plant
Sci. 2019, 10, 177. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11738-016-2235-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2095-3119(18)62143-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11099-007-0033-1
https://doi.org/10.1071/FP02110
https://doi.org/10.5073/vitis.2019.58.7-16
https://doi.org/10.1002/pld3.595
https://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2016.1115.17
https://doi.org/10.1111/php.13381
https://doi.org/10.5073/VITIS.2004.43.99-105
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11099-005-0173-0
https://doi.org/10.1071/PP99019_CO
https://doi.org/10.1093/jxb/eraa245
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32433735
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12870-019-1652-y
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30744556
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2020.109265
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2015.00020
https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/217037
https://doi.org/10.5344/ajev.1986.37.1.20
https://doi.org/10.5073/VITIS.2012.51.103-110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envexpbot.2018.10.023
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2016.01774
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants10010181
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33478116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phytochem.2011.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/pce.12445
https://doi.org/10.1111/plb.12410
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2019.00177
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30846994


Plants 2025, 14, 104 31 of 36

100. MacMillan, P.; Teixeira, G.; Lopes, C.M.; Monteiro, A. The Role of Grapevine Leaf Morphoanatomical Traits in Determining
Capacity for Coping with Abiotic Stresses: A Review. Ciência Téc. Vitiv. 2021, 36, 75–88. [CrossRef]

101. Chitwood, D.; Mullins, J.; Migicovsky, Z.; Frank, M.; VanBuren, R.; Londo, J. Vein-to-Blade Ratio Is an Allometric Indicator of
Climate-Induced Changes in Grapevine Leaf Size and Shape. bioRxiv 2020, bioRxiv:2020.05.20.106906. [CrossRef]

102. Baumgartner, A.; Donahoo, M.; Chitwood, D.H.; Peppe, D.J. The Influences of Environmental Change and Development on Leaf
Shape in Vitis. Am. J. Bot. 2020, 107, 676–688. [CrossRef]

103. Herrera, J.C.; Calderan, A.; Gambetta, G.A.; Peterlunger, E.; Forneck, A.; Sivilotti, P.; Cochard, H.; Hochberg, U. Stomatal
Responses in Grapevine Become Increasingly More Tolerant to Low Water Potentials throughout the Growing Season. Plant J.
2022, 109, 804–815. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

104. Serra, I.; Strever, A.; Myburgh, P.; Schmeisser, M.; Deloire, P.A. Grapevine (Vitis vinifera L. ‘Pinotage’) Leaf Stomatal Size and
Density as Modulated by Different Rootstocks and Scion Water Status. Acta Hortic. 2017, 1157, 177–182. [CrossRef]

105. Teixeira, G.; Monteiro, A.; Santos, C.; Lopes, C.M. Leaf Morphoanatomy Traits in White Grapevine Cultivars with Distinct
Geographical Origin. Ciência Téc. Vitiv. 2018, 33, 90–101. [CrossRef]

106. Rogiers, S.Y.; Hardie, W.J.; Smith, J.P. Stomatal Density of Grapevine Leaves (Vitis vinifera L.) Responds to Soil Temperature
and Atmospheric Carbon Dioxide: Environmental Influences on Stomatal Density. Aust. J. Grape Wine Res. 2011, 17, 147–152.
[CrossRef]

107. Costa, J.M.; Ortuño, M.F.; Lopes, C.M.; Chaves, M.M. Grapevine Varieties Exhibiting Differences in Stomatal Response to Water
Deficit. Funct. Plant Biol. 2012, 39, 179–189. [CrossRef]

108. Zeisler-Diehl, V.V.; Barthlott, W.; Schreiber, L. Plant Cuticular Waxes: Composition, Function, and Interactions with Microorgan-
isms. In Hydrocarbons, Oils and Lipids: Diversity, Origin, Chemistry and Fate; Wilkes, H., Ed.; Springer International Publishing:
Cham, Switzerland, 2020; pp. 123–138, ISBN 978-3-319-90568-6.

109. Yeats, T.H.; Rose, J.K.C. The Formation and Function of Plant Cuticles. Plant Physiol. 2013, 163, 5–20. [CrossRef]
110. Duchêne, É. How Can Grapevine Genetics Contribute to the Adaptation to Climate Change? OENO One 2016, 50, 12. [CrossRef]
111. Rienth, M.; Torregrosa, L.; Sarah, G.; Ardisson, M.; Brillouet, J.-M.; Romieu, C. Temperature Desynchronizes Sugar and Organic

Acid Metabolism in Ripening Grapevine Fruits and Remodels Their Transcriptome. BMC Plant Biol. 2016, 16, 164. [CrossRef]
112. Venios, X.; Korkas, E.; Nisiotou, A.; Banilas, G. Grapevine Responses to Heat Stress and Global Warming. Plants 2020, 9, 1754.

[CrossRef]
113. Keller, M. Managing Grapevines to Optimise Fruit Development in a Challenging Environment: A Climate Change Primer for

Viticulturists. Aust. J. Grape Wine Res. 2010, 16, 56–69. [CrossRef]
114. Arrizabalaga-Arriazu, M.; Gomès, E.; Morales, F.; Irigoyen, J.J.; Pascual, I.; Hilbert, G. High Temperature and Elevated Carbon

Dioxide Modify Berry Composition of Different Clones of Grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) Cv. Tempranillo. Front. Plant Sci. 2020, 11,
603687. [CrossRef]

115. Carbonell-Bejerano, P.; Diago, M.-P.; Martínez-Abaigar, J.; Martínez-Zapater, J.M.; Tardáguila, J.; Núñez-Olivera, E. Solar
Ultraviolet Radiation Is Necessary to Enhance Grapevine Fruit Ripening Transcriptional and Phenolic Responses. BMC Plant Biol.
2014, 14, 183. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

116. Keller, M.; Shrestha, P.M. Solute Accumulation Differs in the Vacuoles and Apoplast of Ripening Grape Berries. Planta 2014,
239, 633–642. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

117. Duchêne, É.; Dumas, V.; Butterlin, G.; Jaegli, N.; Rustenholz, C.; Chauveau, A.; Bérard, A.; Le Paslier, M.C.; Gaillard, I.;
Merdinoglu, D. Genetic Variations of Acidity in Grape Berries Are Controlled by the Interplay Between Organic Acids and
Potassium. Theor. Appl. Genet 2020, 133, 993–1008. [CrossRef]

118. Burbidge, C.A.; Ford, C.M.; Melino, V.J.; Wong, D.C.J.; Jia, Y.; Jenkins, C.L.D.; Soole, K.L.; Castellarin, S.D.; Darriet, P.; Rienth,
M.; et al. Biosynthesis and Cellular Functions of Tartaric Acid in Grapevines. Front. Plant Sci. 2021, 12, 643024. [CrossRef]

119. Lakso, A.N.; Kliewer, W.M. The Influence of Temperature on Malic Acid Metabolism in Grape Berries: I. Enzyme Responses.
Plant Physiol. 1975, 56, 370–372. [CrossRef]

120. DeBolt, S.; Ristic, R.; Iland, P.G.; Ford, C.M. Altered Light Interception Reduces Grape Berry Weight and Modulates Organic Acid
Biosynthesis During Development. Horts 2008, 43, 957–961. [CrossRef]

121. Savoi, S.; Wong, D.C.J.; Degu, A.; Herrera, J.C.; Bucchetti, B.; Peterlunger, E.; Fait, A.; Mattivi, F.; Castellarin, S.D. Multi-Omics
and Integrated Network Analyses Reveal New Insights into the Systems Relationships between Metabolites, Structural Genes,
and Transcriptional Regulators in Developing Grape Berries (Vitis vinifera L.) Exposed to Water Deficit. Front. Plant Sci. 2017,
8, 1124. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

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

123. Mira De Orduña, R. Climate Change Associated Effects on Grape and Wine Quality and Production. Food Res. Int. 2010,
43, 1844–1855. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1051/ctv/ctv2021360175
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.20.106906
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajb2.1460
https://doi.org/10.1111/tpj.15591
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34797611
https://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2017.1157.26
https://doi.org/10.1051/ctv/20183301090
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2011.00124.x
https://doi.org/10.1071/FP11156
https://doi.org/10.1104/pp.113.222737
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2016.50.3.98
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12870-016-0850-0
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants9121754
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2009.00077.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2020.603687
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2229-14-183
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25012688
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00425-013-2004-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24310282
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00122-019-03524-9
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2021.643024
https://doi.org/10.1104/pp.56.3.370
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI.43.3.957
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.01124
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28740499
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.00851
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28611795
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodres.2010.05.001


Plants 2025, 14, 104 32 of 36

124. van Leeuwen, C.; Destrac-Irvine, A. Modified Grape Composition under Climate Change Conditions Requires Adaptations in the
Vineyard. OENO One 2017, 51, 147–154. [CrossRef]

125. Yang, J.; Xiao, Y.-Y. Grape Phytochemicals and Associated Health Benefits. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr. 2013, 53, 1202–1225.
[CrossRef]

126. Braidot, E.; Zancani, M.; Petrussa, E.; Peresson, C.; Bertolini, A.; Patui, S.; Macrì, F.; Vianello, A. Transport and Accumulation of
Flavonoids in Grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.). Plant Signal. Behav. 2008, 3, 626–632. [CrossRef]

127. Martínez-Lüscher, J.; Sánchez-Díaz, M.; Delrot, S.; Aguirreolea, J.; Pascual, I.; Gomès, E. Ultraviolet-B Radiation and Water Deficit
Interact to Alter Flavonol and Anthocyanin Profiles in Grapevine Berries through Transcriptomic Regulation. Plant Cell Physiol.
2014, 55, 1925–1936. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

128. Gouot, J.C.; Smith, J.P.; Holzapfel, B.P.; Walker, A.R.; Barril, C. Grape Berry Flavonoids: A Review of Their Biochemical Responses
to High and Extreme High Temperatures. J. Exp. Bot. 2019, 70, 397–423. [CrossRef]

129. Rienth, M.; Torregrosa, L.; Luchaire, N.; Chatbanyong, R.; Lecourieux, D.; Kelly, M.T.; Romieu, C. Day and Night Heat Stress
Trigger Different Transcriptomic Responses in Green and Ripening Grapevine (Vitis vinifera) Fruit. BMC Plant Biol. 2014, 14, 108.
[CrossRef]

130. Kayesh, E.; Shangguan, L.; Korir, N.K.; Sun, X.; Bilkish, N.; Zhang, Y.; Han, J.; Song, C.; Cheng, Z.-M.; Fang, J. Fruit Skin Color
and the Role of Anthocyanin. Acta Physiol. Plant 2013, 35, 2879–2890. [CrossRef]

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

132. de Freitas, V.A.P.; Fernandes, A.; Oliveira, J.; Teixeira, N.; Mateus, N. A Review of the Current Knowledge of Red Wine Colour.
OENO One 2017, 51, 1–15. [CrossRef]

133. Capitello, R.; Agnoli, L.; Charters, S.; Begalli, D. Labelling Environmental and Terroir Attributes: Young Italian Consumers’ Wine
Preferences. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 304, 126991. [CrossRef]

134. Corduas, M.; Cinquanta, L.; Ievoli, C. The Importance of Wine Attributes for Purchase Decisions: A Study of Italian Consumers’
Perception. Food Qual. Prefer. 2013, 28, 407–418. [CrossRef]

135. Mori, K.; Goto-Yamamoto, N.; Kitayama, M.; Hashizume, K. Loss of Anthocyanins in Red-Wine Grape under High Temperature.
J. Exp. Bot. 2007, 58, 1935–1945. [CrossRef]

136. De Rosas, I.; Deis, L.; Baldo, Y.; Cavagnaro, J.B.; Cavagnaro, P.F. High Temperature Alters Anthocyanin Concentration and
Composition in Grape Berries of Malbec, Merlot, and Pinot Noir in a Cultivar-Dependent Manner. Plants 2022, 11, 926. [CrossRef]

137. Tarara, J.M.; Lee, J.; Spayd, S.E.; Scagel, C.F. Berry Temperature and Solar Radiation Alter Acylation, Proportion, and Concentration
of Anthocyanin in Merlot Grapes. Am. J. Enol. Vitic. 2008, 59, 235–247. [CrossRef]

138. Costa, E.; Cosme, F.; Jordão, A.M.; Mendes-Faia, A. Anthocyanin Profile and Antioxidant Activity from 24 Grape Varieties
Cultivated in Two Portuguese Wine Regions. OENO One 2014, 48, 51. [CrossRef]

139. Castellarin, S.D.; Pfeiffer, A.; Sivilotti, P.; Degan, M.; Peterlunger, E.; Di Gaspero, G. Transcriptional Regulation of Anthocyanin
Biosynthesis in Ripening Fruits of Grapevine under Seasonal Water Deficit. Plant Cell Env. 2007, 30, 1381–1399. [CrossRef]

140. Flamini, R.; De Rosso, M.; De Marchi, F.; Dalla Vedova, A.; Panighel, A.; Gardiman, M.; Maoz, I.; Bavaresco, L. An Innovative
Approach to Grape Metabolomics: Stilbene Profiling by Suspect Screening Analysis. Metabolomics 2013, 9, 1243–1253. [CrossRef]

141. Hasan, M.; Bae, H. An Overview of Stress-Induced Resveratrol Synthesis in Grapes: Perspectives for Resveratrol-Enriched Grape
Products. Molecules 2017, 22, 294. [CrossRef]

142. Degu, A.; Ayenew, B.; Cramer, G.R.; Fait, A. Polyphenolic Responses of Grapevine Berries to Light, Temperature, Oxidative Stress,
Abscisic Acid and Jasmonic Acid Show Specific Developmental-Dependent Degrees of Metabolic Resilience to Perturbation. Food
Chem. 2016, 212, 828–836. [CrossRef]

143. Rocchetti, G.; Ferrari, F.; Trevisan, M.; Bavaresco, L. Impact of Climatic Conditions on the Resveratrol Concentration in Blend of
Vitis vinifera L. Cvs. Barbera and Croatina Grape Wines. Molecules 2021, 26, 401. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

144. Sun, Y.; Xi, B.; Dai, H. Effects of Water Stress on Resveratrol Accumulation and Synthesis in ‘Cabernet Sauvignon’ Grape Berries.
Agronomy 2023, 13, 633. [CrossRef]

145. Deluc, L.G.; Decendit, A.; Papastamoulis, Y.; Mérillon, J.-M.; Cushman, J.C.; Cramer, G.R. Water Deficit Increases Stilbene
Metabolism in Cabernet Sauvignon Berries. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2011, 59, 289–297. [CrossRef]

146. Viguié, V.; Lecocq, F.; Touzard, J.-M. Viticulture and Adaptation to Climate Change. J. Int. Sci. Vigne Vin 2014, 7, 55–60.
147. Naulleau, A.; Gary, C.; Prévot, L.; Hossard, L. Evaluating Strategies for Adaptation to Climate Change in Grapevine Production–A

Systematic Review. Front. Plant Sci. 2021, 11, 607859. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
148. Gutiérrez-Gamboa, G.; Zheng, W.; Martínez de Toda, F. Current Viticultural Techniques to Mitigate the Effects of Global Warming

on Grape and Wine Quality: A Comprehensive Review. Food Res. Int. 2021, 139, 109946. [CrossRef]
149. Neethling, E.; Petitjean, T.; Quénol, H.; Barbeau, G. Assessing Local Climate Vulnerability and Winegrowers’ Adaptive Processes

in the Context of Climate Change. Mitig. Adapt. Strateg. Glob. Chang. 2017, 22, 777–803. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2017.51.2.1647
https://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2012.692408
https://doi.org/10.4161/psb.3.9.6686
https://doi.org/10.1093/pcp/pcu121
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25231967
https://doi.org/10.1093/jxb/ery392
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2229-14-108
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11738-013-1332-8
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms140918711
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24030720
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2017.51.1.1604
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.126991
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2012.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1093/jxb/erm055
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants11070926
https://doi.org/10.5344/ajev.2008.59.3.235
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2014.48.1.1661
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3040.2007.01716.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11306-013-0530-0
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules22020294
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2016.05.164
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules26020401
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33466601
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy13030633
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf1024888
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2020.607859
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33519859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodres.2020.109946
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-015-9698-0


Plants 2025, 14, 104 33 of 36

150. Martins, A.A.; Araújo, A.R.; Graça, A.; Caetano, N.S.; Mata, T.M. Towards Sustainable Wine: Comparison of Two Portuguese
Wines. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 183, 662–676. [CrossRef]

151. Nicholas, K.A.; Durham, W.H. Farm-Scale Adaptation and Vulnerability to Environmental Stresses: Insights from Winegrowing
in Northern California. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2012, 22, 483–494. [CrossRef]

152. Touzard, J.-M.; Ollat, N. Long-Term Adaptation to Climate Change in Viticulture and Enology: The Laccave Project. J. Int. Sci.
Vigne Vin. 2014, 1–7.

153. Neethling, E.; Barbeau, G.; Coulon-Leroy, C.; Quénol, H. Spatial Complexity and Temporal Dynamics in Viticulture: A Review of
Climate-Driven Scales. Agric. For. Meteorol. 2019, 276–277, 107618. [CrossRef]

154. Wang, X.; De Bei, R.; Fuentes, S.; Collins, C. Influence of Canopy Management Practices on Canopy Architecture and Reproductive
Performance of Semillon and Shiraz Grapevines in a Hot Climate. Am. J. Enol. Vitic. 2019, 70, 360–372. [CrossRef]

155. Hunter, J.J. Implications of Seasonal Canopy Management and Growth Compensation in Grapevine. S. Afr. J. Enol. Vitic. 2017, 21,
81–89. [CrossRef]

156. Downey, M.O.; Dokoozlian, N.K.; Krstic, M.P. Cultural Practice and Environmental Impacts on the Flavonoid Composition of
Grapes and Wine: A Review of Recent Research. Am. J. Enol. Vitic. 2006, 57, 257–268. [CrossRef]

157. Fraga, H.; García de Cortázar Atauri, I.; Santos, J.A. Viticultural Irrigation Demands under Climate Change Scenarios in Portugal.
Agric. Water Manag. 2018, 196, 66–74. [CrossRef]

158. Reineke, A.; Thiéry, D. Grapevine Insect Pests and Their Natural Enemies in the Age of Global Warming. J. Pest. Sci. 2016,
89, 313–328. [CrossRef]

159. Juroszek, P.; Von Tiedemann, A. Linking Plant Disease Models to Climate Change Scenarios to Project Future Risks of Crop
Diseases: A Review. J. Plant Dis. Prot. 2015, 122, 3–15. [CrossRef]

160. Cataldo, E.; Fucile, M.; Mattii, G.B. A Review: Soil Management, Sustainable Strategies and Approaches to Improve the Quality
of Modern Viticulture. Agronomy 2021, 11, 2359. [CrossRef]

161. Monteiro, E.; Gonçalves, B.; Cortez, I.; Castro, I. The Role of Biostimulants as Alleviators of Biotic and Abiotic Stresses in
Grapevine: A Review. Plants 2022, 11, 396. [CrossRef]

162. Baltazar, M.; Correia, S.; Guinan, K.J.; Sujeeth, N.; Bragança, R.; Gonçalves, B. Recent Advances in the Molecular Effects of
Biostimulants in Plants: An Overview. Biomolecules 2021, 11, 1096. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

163. Pallotti, L.; Silvestroni, O.; Dottori, E.; Lattanzi, T.; Lanari, V. Effects of Shading Nets as a Form of Adaptation to Climate Change
on Grapes Production: A Review. OENO One 2023, 57, 467–476. [CrossRef]

164. Bernardo, S.; Dinis, L.-T.; Luzio, A.; Machado, N.; Gonçalves, A.; Vives-Peris, V.; Pitarch-Bielsa, M.; López-Climent, M.F.; Malheiro,
A.C.; Correia, C.; et al. Optimising Grapevine Summer Stress Responses and Hormonal Balance by Applying Kaolin in Two
Portuguese Demarcated Regions. OENO One 2021, 55, 207–222. [CrossRef]

165. Dinis, L.T.; Malheiro, A.C.; Luzio, A.; Fraga, H.; Ferreira, H.; Gonçalves, I.; Pinto, G.; Correia, C.M.; Moutinho-Pereira,
J. Improvement of Grapevine Physiology and Yield under Summer Stress by Kaolin-Foliar Application: Water Relations,
Photosynthesis and Oxidative Damage. Photosyntetica 2018, 56, 641–651. [CrossRef]

166. Reynolds, A.G.; Vanden Heuvel, J.E. Influence of Grapevine Training Systems on Vine Growth and Fruit Composition: A Review.
Am. J. Enol. Vitic. 2009, 60, 251–268. [CrossRef]

167. Delrot, S.; Grimplet, J.; Carbonell-Bejerano, P.; Schwandner, A.; Bert, P.-F.; Bavaresco, L.; Costa, L.D.; Di Gaspero, G.; Duchêne,
E.; Hausmann, L.; et al. Genetic and Genomic Approaches for Adaptation of Grapevine to Climate Change. In Genomic
Designing of Climate-Smart Fruit Crops; Kole, C., Ed.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2020; pp. 157–270,
ISBN 978-3-319-97946-5.

168. Zhang, L.; Marguerit, E.; Rossdeutsch, L.; Ollat, N.; Gambetta, G.A. The Influence of Grapevine Rootstocks on Scion Growth and
Drought Resistance. Theor. Exp. Plant Physiol. 2016, 28, 143–157. [CrossRef]

169. Reynolds, A.G. Grapevine Breeding in France–a Historical Perspective. In Grapevine Breeding Programs for the Wine Industry;
Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2015; pp. 65–76, ISBN 978-1-78242-075-0.

170. Cardone, M.F.; D’Addabbo, P.; Alkan, C.; Bergamini, C.; Catacchio, C.R.; Anaclerio, F.; Chiatante, G.; Marra, A.; Giannuzzi, G.;
Perniola, R.; et al. Inter-Varietal Structural Variation in Grapevine Genomes. Plant J. 2016, 88, 648–661. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

171. Duchêne, E.; Huard, F.; Dumas, V.; Schneider, C.; Merdinoglu, D. The Challenge of Adapting Grapevine Varieties to Climate
Change. Clim. Res. 2010, 41, 193–204. [CrossRef]

172. Myles, S. Improving Fruit and Wine: What Does Genomics Have to Offer? Trends Genet 2013, 29, 190–196. [CrossRef]
173. Carvalho, L.C.; Silva, M.; Coito, J.L.; Rocheta, M.P.; Amâncio, S. Design of a Custom RT-qPCR Array for Assignment of Abiotic

Stress Tolerance in Traditional Portuguese Grapevine Varieties. Front. Plant Sci. 2017, 8, 1835. [CrossRef]
174. Biasi, R.; Brunori, E.; Ferrara, C.; Salvati, L. Assessing Impacts of Climate Change on Phenology and Quality Traits of Vitis vinifera

L.: The Contribution of Local Knowledge. Plants 2019, 8, 121. [CrossRef]
175. Duchêne, E.; Butterlin, G.; Dumas, V.; Merdinoglu, D. Towards the Adaptation of Grapevine Varieties to Climate Change: QTLs

and Candidate Genes for Developmental Stages. Theor. Appl. Genet 2012, 124, 623–635. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.02.057
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2012.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2019.107618
https://doi.org/10.5344/ajev.2019.19007
https://doi.org/10.21548/21-2-2215
https://doi.org/10.5344/ajev.2006.57.3.257
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2017.10.023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10340-016-0761-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03356525
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy11112359
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants11030396
https://doi.org/10.3390/biom11081096
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34439763
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2023.57.2.7414
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2021.55.1.4502
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11099-017-0714-3
https://doi.org/10.5344/ajev.2009.60.3.251
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40626-016-0070-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/tpj.13274
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27419916
https://doi.org/10.3354/cr00850
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tig.2013.01.006
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.01835
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants8050121
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00122-011-1734-1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22052019


Plants 2025, 14, 104 34 of 36

176. Delfino, P.; Zenoni, S.; Imanifard, Z.; Tornielli, G.B.; Bellin, D. Selection of Candidate Genes Controlling Veraison Time in
Grapevine Through Integration of Meta-QTL and Transcriptomic Data. BMC Genom. 2019, 20, 739. [CrossRef]

177. Gashu, K.; Sikron Persi, N.; Drori, E.; Harcavi, E.; Agam, N.; Bustan, A.; Fait, A. Temperature Shift Between Vineyards Modulates
Berry Phenology and Primary Metabolism in a Varietal Collection of Wine Grapevine. Front. Plant Sci. 2020, 11, 588739. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

178. Stratonovitch, P.; Semenov, M.A. Heat Tolerance around Flowering in Wheat Identified as a Key Trait for Increased Yield Potential
in Europe under Climate Change. J. Exp. Bot. 2015, 66, 3599–3609. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

179. Carvalho, L.C.; Gonçalves, E.F.; Marques da Silva, J.; Costa, J.M. Potential Phenotyping Methodologies to Assess Inter- and
Intravarietal Variability and to Select Grapevine Genotypes Tolerant to Abiotic Stress. Front. Plant Sci. 2021, 12, 718202. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

180. Ferreira, V.; Fernandes, F.; Pinto-Carnide, O.; Valentão, P.; Falco, V.; Martín, J.P.; Ortiz, J.M.; Arroyo-García, R.; Andrade, P.B.;
Castro, I. Identification of Vitis vinifera L. Grape Berry Skin Color Mutants and Polyphenolic Profile. Food Chem. 2016, 194, 117–127.
[CrossRef]

181. Ferreira, V.; Matus, J.T.; Pinto-Carnide, O.; Carrasco, D.; Arroyo-García, R.; Castro, I. Genetic Analysis of a White-to-Red Berry
Skin Color Reversion and Its Transcriptomic and Metabolic Consequences in Grapevine (Vitis vinifera Cv. ‘Moscatel Galego’).
BMC Genom. 2019, 20, 952. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

182. Lopes, C.M.; Egipto, R.; Zarrouk, O.; Chaves, M.M. Carry-over Effects on Bud Fertility Makes Early Defoliation a Risky
Crop-Regulating Practice in Mediterranean Vineyards. Aust. J. Grape Wine Res. 2020, 26, 290–299. [CrossRef]

183. Chitwood, D.H.; Rundell, S.M.; Li, D.Y.; Woodford, Q.L.; Yu, T.T.; Lopez, J.R.; Greenblatt, D.; Kang, J.; Londo, J.P. Climate and
Developmental Plasticity: Interannual Variability in Grapevine Leaf Morphology. Plant Physiol. 2016, 170, 1480–1491. [CrossRef]

184. Demmings, E.M.; Williams, B.R.; Lee, C.-R.; Barba, P.; Yang, S.; Hwang, C.-F.; Reisch, B.I.; Chitwood, D.H.; Londo, J.P. Quantitative
Trait Locus Analysis of Leaf Morphology Indicates Conserved Shape Loci in Grapevine. Front. Plant Sci. 2019, 10, 1373. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

185. Gómez-del-Campo, M.; Ruiz, C.; Baeza, P.; Lissarrague, J.R. Drought Adaptation Strategies of Four Grapevine Cultivars (Vitis
vinifera L.): Modification of the Properties of the Leaf Area. OENO One 2003, 37, 131. [CrossRef]

186. Karami, L.; Ghaderi, N.; Javadi, T. Morphological and Physiological Responses of Grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.) to Drought Stress
and Dust Pollution. Folia Hortic. 2017, 29, 231–240. [CrossRef]

187. Ju, Y.; Yue, X.; Zhao, X.; Zhao, H.; Fang, Y. Physiological, Micro-Morphological and Metabolomic Analysis of Grapevine (Vitis
vinifera L.) Leaf of Plants under Water Stress. Plant Physiol. Biochem. 2018, 130, 501–510. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

188. Greer, D.H.; Weedon, M.M. The Impact of High Temperatures on Vitis vinifera Cv. Semillon Grapevine Performance and Berry
Ripening. Front. Plant Sci. 2013, 4, 491. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

189. Salem-Fnayou, A.B.; Bouamama, B.; Ghorbel, A.; Mliki, A. Investigations on the Leaf Anatomy and Ultrastructure of Grapevine
(Vitis Vinifera) under Heat Stress. Microsc. Res. Tech. 2011, 74, 756–762. [CrossRef]
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