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Soil dataset trial
The three datasets (The Harmonised World Soil Database (HWSD) v1.2 (Food and Agriculture Organisation of the UN, 2015), the Countryside Survey (CS) of Soils – 2007 (Countryside Survey, 2007), and the National Soilscapes Map of England and Wales (Farewell et al., 2011; LandIS, 2015), were evaluated for their suitability in reflecting soil properties in English vineyards. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]All three datasets were imported into ArcGIS v10.3 and overlain with English and Welsh vineyard locations, ahead of a visual model assessment of soil properties for known vineyards and subsequent discussions with vineyard managers regarding the representativeness of the datasets. A Boolean method of imposing strict pH ranges (5.5–8) and soil texture descriptors to the suitability model was employed using data from the Countryside Survey and HWSD respectively. 

This approach immediately resulted in several well-established vineyards in England being excluded from the suitability analysis as the HWSD and CS soil values for the vineyards were outside of those deemed ‘suitable’ for viticulture. However, subsequent communication with those vineyards established that some of the data values applied from either dataset were not actually representative of their vineyard soils. Furthermore, of the 10 producers contacted all had engaged in aspects of soil amelioration and careful root-stock selection to mitigate soil variables that could be considered ‘unfavourable’.  

The Soilscapes data series was selected because it was found to provide the most representative descriptors of soils found in vineyards and because it supplies a useful, concise, easily interpreted and applicable description of the soils of England and Wales with simple-to-understand soil information. The SoilScapes dataset incorporates the key factors of texture, drainage, acidity, and soil depth through 27 simplistic soil descriptors, 11 of which were adopted for the suitability model (Table 1).
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