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Abstract

Soil management in vineyard inter-rows varies depending on pedoclimatic local conditions,
management philosophy of wine growers or traditional established practices. In the past,
frequent tillage was the standard practice in wine-growing regions. Various management
practices in vineyard inter-rows such as permanent vegetation cover, alternating tillage or
frequent tillage result in different effects on above and belowground ecosystem service

provisions.

This study was embedded in the European BiodivERSA project VineDivers: “Biodiversity based
ecosystem services in vineyards: analysing interlinkages between plants, pollinators, soil biota
and soil erosion across Europe”. 120 core samples were taken in 15 vineyard inter-rows in the
top 10 cm soil to analyse the effect of soil management systems on root parameters of the
inter-row vegetation in Romanian vineyards. Roots were extracted from soil samples by
washing them out and analysed concerning the most important root parameters: total root
length density, total root surface area density, average root diameter and root mass density.
Analysis was done in the laboratory with the image analysis system WinRHIZO. From the
examined vineyards 7 vineyards were tilled frequently, 3 were treated with an alternating tillage
system and on 5 vineyards a permanent vegetation cover was established. Vineyards
managed with permanent vegetation cover showed a significantly higher total root length
density, higher total surface area density and higher root dry mass density than vineyards
managed with alternating tillage or frequent tillage. Furthermore, total organic carbon content
was the highest in vineyards with permanent vegetation cover, which in turn can contribute to

carbon sequestration, prevention of soil erosion, etc.

The choice of soil management therefore is a key management tool to affect plant root

parameter and further contribution to ecosystem services.
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1 Introduction

Viticulture dates back hundreds of years in Europe and has had formative influence on
landscape, economy and tourism of a region (Dale and Polasky, 2007). Vineyards cover about
7.6 million hectares worldwide (Organisation Internationale de la Vigne et du Vin, 2018) and
about 3.2 million hectares in Europe (EUROSTAT, 2017). Romania produces wine on about
183.717 hectares and holds the fifth biggest vineyard area in the European Union
(EUROSTAT, 2017).

Each wine grower has his or her own attitude towards vineyard management (Galati et al.,
2015) which affects the environment and consequently a wide range of ecosystem services
(Dale and Polasky, 2007, Marshall et al., 2010). Ecosystem services are defined as benefits
humans obtain from ecosystems such as flood regulation and water purification and can be
divided into four groups: supporting, provisioning, regulating and cultural services (Reid et al.,
2005). Generally, vineyards are intensively managed permanent crops that undergo a
diversification via the introduction of vegetation cover by sowing cover crops or leaving the
spontaneous vegetation (Altieri et al., 2010). Different soil-management systems in the inter-
rows affect the vegetation composition and thus have major influence on vineyards and
associated ecosystem services like soil compaction mitigation or soil water availability (Tilman
et al., 2002, Virto et al., 2012, Ruiz-Colmenero et al., 2013, Trigo-Cdrdoba et al., 2015).
Baumgartner et al. (2008) showed in a Californian vineyard the increase of plant diversity in
non-tilled inter-rows. At the same time, the abundance/coverage of unfavourable plants such
as Elymus repens can increase by maintaining permanent vegetation cover (Holzner and
Glauninger, 2005). Wine growers” choice of inter-row soil management system therefore
influences the provision of either ecosystem services or disservices of vineyards (Zhang et al.,
2007). Nonetheless, the use of soil-management systems with spontaneous vegetation or
sown seed mixtures in the inter-rows and their impacts on vines and wine quality is discussed
controversially (Virto et al., 2012, Ruiz-Colmenero et al., 2013, Winter et al., 2018). Due to
assumed competition for water and nutrients by inter-row vegetation frequent soil tillage is the
predominant soil-management system especially in dry climates (Celette et al., 2009, Klodd et
al., 2016). Studies investigating water balance and nutrient balance show different results
concerning competition for nutrients between vines and inter-row vegetation which is probably
related to contrasting pedoclimatic conditions concerning water stress (Trigo-Cérdoba et al.,
2015). Particularly in warm and dry areas trials showed higher stress for water and nitrogen
(Celette and Gary, 2013) and a decrease of grape yield (Tesic et al., 2007). Whereas studies
in cooler humid climates showed that the yield and quality of wine is not negatively influenced

by vegetation cover (Trigo-Cdordoba et al., 2015).



Traditional weed control in the inter-rows of vineyards kept the soil unvegetated during the
vegetation period. Whereas the soil was raked by hand before vineyards have been
mechanised, rotary tillers became the state of the art (Preuschen et al., 1959). Nowadays, the
use of vegetation cover in form of spontaneous vegetation or cover crops is more and more
common (Pardini et al., 2002). Agri-environmental schemes that aim to mitigate soil erosion

made a major contribution to this development (Pardini et al., 2002).

Besides these controversial views on competition for nutrients and water, farming systems with
vegetation cover in the inter-row provide space for beneficial invertebrates and arthropods and
can contribute to the provision of ecosystem services in the vineyards (Burgio et al., 2016).
Flowering vegetation cover serves as attraction for pollinators by providing pollen and nectar
source (Williams et al., 2015), but also bird species number and density increases in less
intensively managed vineyards (Verhulst et al., 2004). A trial in Australia showed that native
cover crops enhance the abundance of beneficial invertebrates better than non-natives (Danne
et al.,, 2010). In addition, vegetation cover provides nesting sites for below-ground nesting
species like wild bees and provides overwintering sites. Furthermore alternative prey/hosts
and corridors for beneficial insects which contribute to biological control and pollination
services are promoted (Altieri et al., 2010). However, negative effects should be considered
too. Danne et al. (2010) showed that apart from positive aspects, native cover crops possibly
support the appearance of potential pest species as hosts for pests and deseases (Sébastien
et al., 2011).

Keeping the soil open accelerates the mineralization in the top soil (Laudicina et al., 2016)
causing several ecosystem disservices such as increasing soil erosion and reduction of soll
fertility (Ramos and Martinez-Casasnovas, 2006, Novara et al., 2011, Rodrigo Comino et al.,
2016). Several studies have shown a large range of positive effects of cover crops in vineyards
such as the prevention of soil erosion (Ruiz-Colmenero et al., 2011, Vrsi¢ etal., 2011), increase
of soil structure stability, higher content of soil organic carbon (Steenwerth and Belina, 2008,
Winter et al., 2018) and the increase of soil organic matter (Morlat and Jacquet, 2003, Zehetner
et al.,, 2015) which leads to higher levels of ecosystem services provision like CO:
sequestration (Dale and Polasky, 2007, Zhang et al., 2007, Brunori et al., 2016). Therefore,
vineyards with low soil-tillage frequency serve as a carbon sink and show how permanent
cropping systems could contribute to the mitigation of greenhouse gases like carbon dioxide
(Brunori et al., 2016).

Besides these ecological aspects of vineyard inter-row management, there are indications,
that the management system influences the chemical composition of the grapes and the must
quality (Lopes et al., 2008). Test persons showed at wine tastings a preference for wine
produced in vineyards with vegetation cover (Xi et al., 2011). Also economic aspects have to

be considered. According to Lisa and Parena (1995), the number of tractor passes per year in
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the inter-row in Italy can be up to 22 times. This value corresponds to traditionally cultivated
vineyards, and number of tractor passes can be decreased by 20% in grass-covered
vineyards. Additionally, soil trafficability and workability is improved. Moreover, the aesthetic
value of vegetation cover in vineyards should not be underestimated and can contribute to
ecotourism (Miglécz et al., 2015).

In general, roots of permanent vegetation cover are not distributed regularly down the soil
profile. The largest percentage of roots is located in the upper soil layers. According to Smith
(2007) temperate grasslands have shallow rooting profiles with 80-90% of root mass in the top
0.3 m of the profile and grasses have 44% of their root mass in the top 0.1 m soil. Roots of
vascular plants are primarily responsible for the acquisition of resources from the soil and the
anchorage in the soil. Other functions such as storage or dispersal are seen as secondary
functions (Fitter, 2002). Due to their functions, roots simultaneously serve as major pathways
for the flow of carbon to the soil and to the soil organisms which in turn influences nitrogen
immobilisation, ammonium oxidation and denitrification in the soil (Atkinson, 2000). By input of
organic matter to the soil, roots exert an effect on soil structure, enhance aggregate formation
and stability, affect associated microorganisms and thus influence cation exchange capacity
of the soil (Atkinson, 2000, Kavdir and Smucker, 2005, Ros et al., 2009).

According to Li et al. (1991) the proportion of vegetation cover plays an important role in
erosion mitigation, but an increase of root dry mass and root length density (root length in
cm/cm3) in the topsoil is also considered to reduce soil losses by fluvial erosion (Gyssels et al.,
2005). Few studies exist about the functions and services of roots of vegetation cover. Most
studies on soil erosion mitigation and reduction of water run-off concentrate on the
aboveground characteristics of vegetation. Underground properties such as root
characteristics are mostly neglected (Morgan and Rickson, 1995) due to the difficult and time
consuming sampling methodology (Gyssels and Poesen, 2003). The control of soil erosion
and soil retention are part of the regulatory services provided by vegetation (de Groot et al.,
2002) achieved by intercepting raindrops, enhanced infiltration, providing additional surface
roughness and increase of organic substances to the soil (Morgan and Rickson, 1995, Gyssels
and Poesen, 2003). Roots induce macropores and therefore allow rapid rainfall infiltration and
percolation to deeper soil layers (Ghestem et al., 2011). With regards to plant root effects on
soil hydrology, they increase soil infiltration capacity when thick roots decay and form channels
(Archer et al., 2002).

This master thesis is embedded in the European BiodivERSsA project VineDivers: “Biodiversity
based ecosystem services in vineyards: analysing interlinkages between plants, pollinators,
soil biota and soil erosion across Europe”. The overarching objective of the project is the

analysis of the implications of different management regimes on above and below-ground
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biodiversity and the associated ecosystem service in vineyards. The study sites of the project

are located in Romania, Austria, France and Spain.

The main objective of the thesis was to analyse and evaluate the influence of different soll
management regimes on root parameters of the inter-row vegetation in Romanian vineyards.
Furthermore, potential interactions of root characteristics with soil and vegetation parameters

provided by partners in the project VineDivers were investigated.

For that purpose, the following research question was formulated:

“How are inter-row vegetation root parameters in Romanian vineyards influenced by the soil
management regime, taking into account soil and vegetation characteristics in the examined
vineyards?”

It was hypothesized that:

(i) Management systems with permanent vegetation cover show a higher total root
length and root surface area than vineyards with alternating tillage or bare soil in
the inter-rows.

(i) Vineyards with higher species nhumbers in the inter-row vegetation show a higher
total root length.

(iii) Vineyards with higher total root mass show a higher total organic carbon content

than vineyards with alternating tillage or bare soil.



2 Material and methods

2.1 Study sites

Root samples were taken in vineyards of the Jidvei vinery and in vineyards of small-scale
farmers, all located in Tarnave wine region in Transylvania (Romania) (see figure 1). The vinery
of Jidvei is a company managing more than 2000 hectares of vineyards in that region. The
vineyards are rainfed and located in a region with a pronounced continental climate. The
average annual temperature is about 9.6 °C and the annual precipitation is about 582 mm (AM
Online Projects, n. d.). The regional climate is classified as “Dfb” (D: snow, f: fully humid, b:
warm summer) after Koppen-Geiger Climate Classification (Kottek et al., 2006) which signifies
a humid continental climate with warm summers. The dominant soil type in the region of
Tarnave is the Cambisol. Clay, marls and Pannonian gravels are predominant (Marginean et
al., 2013).

About 70% of the vineyards are situated in flat areas, whereas 30% of the vineyards are
located on slopes (Popescu D., 2016, personal communication). The grape varieties in the
surveyed vineyards are: Sauvignon Blanc, Feteasca Regala, Rheinriesling, Muskat Ottonel,

Chardonnay and Traminer.

White wines
I Red wines

Red and white wines

BLACK
SEA

Figure 1: Map of Romania showing the wine-growing region Tarnave in the centre of Transylvania
(Tulbure, 2012)



The entire study area of the BiodivERSA project VineDivers in Romania encompasses in total
16 landscape circles, designated with the numbers from 1 to 16. The following types of

management regimes were chosen in the project:

e Vineyards with permanent vegetation cover (P). Soil in the row is kept open by the
application of herbicides or by tilling. The vegetation of inter-rows is mulched regularly.
This management type is determined as not tilled for at least 5 years, though the time
period varies in the investigated areas from 5 years to more than 10 years (see figure
2a).

e Alternating tillage (A) is defined as management type with annual soil tillage in every
second vineyard inter-row. The tilled inter-rows change every year. In the second year
of treatment, tilled rows of the first year of management stay untreated (see figure 2b).

¢ High intensity (HI) managed vineyards that are frequently tilled in the inter-rows and in-

rows, which results in bare soil (see figure 2c).

a) b) c)

Figure 2: Scheme of vineyard soil management intensities in the inter-rows (O = vineyard poles, X =

»

E.S

x

F

»

position of root sample, dark brown area shows the tilled inter-row area, green area vegetation cover,
light brown the in-row area): a) management type P, b) management type A and c) management type
HI.

Most wine growers use spontaneous vegetation cover in vineyards with alternating tillage or
permanent vegetation cover in the inter-rows. Cover crop mixtures were only used in one
vineyard in landscape circle 14 (clover-grass mixture, see figure 3). The vineyards are situated
in six non-overlapping landscape circles with 750 m radius. Landscape circles contained two

to three paired vineyards of different management intensities (see table 1) to minimize



heterogeneity due to differences in soil type. In Romania and in the study region, frequent
tilage in the inter-rows of vineyards is still the most common soil-management system

(Popescu D., 2016, personal communication).

The present thesis analyses root parameters of 15 vineyards in six different landscape circles
in the surrounding of the city of Blaj (see figure 3). In total, 5 vineyards with permanent
vegetation cover, 3 vineyards with alternating tillage and 7 vineyards that are tilled 4 to 5 times
per year in each inter-row (bare soil) were sampled. Table 1 provides an overview of the
sampled vineyards and the related information on the vineyards. Within each vineyard inter-
row, six root-sample pseudoreplicates (plus two backup samples) were collected. In total, the

sampling campaign resulted in 120 soil samples.

9
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>

o
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Figure 3: Survey map showing the locations of the six investigated landscape
circles. Red marks show the position of the vineyards within the landscape circle
and its circle number. The yellow mark shows the city of Blaj in the Alba county
(Google Inc., 2017).



Table 1: Overview of investigated vineyards. The sampled vineyards are sorted by their position in the landscape circles and their management type (HI = bare soil, A

= alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover).

Landscape | Plot L ocation _ C°°rdi“ates_ Elevation Management type Availability
circle Name Latitude (North) | Longitude (East) [m] bare soil | alternating | permanent | of soil data
1 1P Ciumbrud 46°19'12.24" 23°45'42.12" 293 x x
1 1 _HI Ciumbrud 46°19'31.5" 23°45'30.78" 292 x x
3 3 _HI Craciunelul de Jos | 46°10'57.36" 23°51'51.06" 318 x
3 3 A Craciunelul de Jos | 46°11'00.18" 23°51'50.46" 320 x
4 4 HI St. Nicolaus 46°15'00.6" 24°01'46.5" 315 x
4 4 P St. Nicolaus 46°15'10.74" 24°01'39.6" 344 x
8 8 HI Blaj 46°09'56.46" 23°57'01.5" 295 x x
8 8 HI2 Blaj 46°10'14.52" 23°56'52.74" 292 x
8 8 P2 Blaj 46°10'14.34" 23°56'57.12" 296 x x
14 14 _HI Balcaci 46°11'30.72" 24°04'27.9" 437 x x
14 14 A Balcaci 46°11'35.22" 24°04'30" 439 x x
14 14 P Balcaci 46°11'36.06" 24°04'28.14" 439 x x
16 16_HI Jidvei 46°13'23.4" 24°04'33.1" 314 x x
16 16_A Jidvei 46°13'26.6" 24°04'34.5" 319 x x
16 16_P Jidvei 46°13'28.1" 24°04'33.3" 318 x x




2.2 Data collection in the vineyards

Soil samples were collected and analysed by the Institute for Land and Water Management
Research Federal Agency for Water Management in Petzenkirchen (Austria) in 2015 according
to standardized methods. The sampling depth of 10cm was equal to the depth of the cores
used for the root sampling. In each vineyard 4 plots were investigated, each plot features four
replicates. For estimating dry bulk density, core sampling was conducted according to 1ISO
11272 (ISO, 1998). Texture was measured by combined wet sieving and sedimentation
method (ONORM L 1050, 2004, ONORM L 1061-1, 2002), water content according to ONORM
L 1062 (2003), organic carbon content according to ONORM L 1081 (2009). Percolation
stability of soil aggregates was determined according to Kainz and Weiss (1988) and hydraulic
conductivity according to ONORM L 1065 (2006). For this, water was percolated through a
small tube filled with air-dried aggregates. The amount of water percolating through the
aggregates in a predefined time is measured. This rate is then used as a measure for
aggregate stability and for erosion prevention (Baize, 1993).

Data of plant diversity was provided by Nicole Penke (Penke, 2017) who investigated four 1
m? plots per inter-row in each vineyard twice, in spring and in summer 2016. Within the 1 m x
1 m plots all vascular plant species and their coverage (in %) in addition to overall vegetation
cover were recorded. The four pseudoreplicates in each vineyard were established in the inter-
rows between two poles and were situated next to four consecutive poles within one inter-row.
Cover percentages of individual plant species followed the scale of Londo (1976). A1 m x 1

m metal frame consisting of 10 cm x 10 cm quadrats was used for sampling.

The procedure of root sampling in a vineyard is shown in figure 4. The distances between the




samples were about six meters, resulting from the distance of the consecutive vineyard poles
(see figure 2). The outermost 5 m at the beginning or end of the vineyard and positions of
changing slopes or slope morphology within one vineyard were excluded from sampling. This
was done to avoid distortive factors at the sampling points such as soil dislocation at slopes or
compacted soils at the headlands. The soil of the surveyed vineyards was not cultivated
previously to root sampling in the year of the investigation. Aboveground plant parts were
removed before sampling. The root samples were taken in the middle of the inter-row with a
soil corer (see figure 4) according to Bohm (1979). The diameter of the core was 70 mm and
the height 100 mm (i.e. volumina of ca. 385 cm?). The core cylinder was completely drilled by
hand into the soil and removed with a rotating move (see figure 4). The soil cores were labelled
and packed in plastic bags, before being frozen and transported to Vienna for further analysis
in the laboratory.

2.3 Laboratory analysis

Washing of root samples

Manual root washing was done according to personal communication (Himmelbauer M., 2016)
and methods established in the laboratory at the Institute of Hydraulics and Rural Water
Management (Oliveira et al., 2000, Himmelbauer et al., 2004). Sieves with mesh sizes of 0.8
mm, 0.5 mm and 0.25 mm were used. The soil of the samples was dissolved in water (see
figure 5) and the suspension emptied into the sieve with mesh size 0.8 mm (see figure 5). The
material was sieved using a water hose. The rinsed material was emptied in a porcelain vessel

and tap water was added.

Figure 5: Left: Suspension including the dissolved soil sample. Right: Sieving using a water hose.

Organic debris, big mineral constituents, dead roots and other constituent parts were
separated manually from the living roots using tweezers (see figure 6). The roots were stored
in tubes (of 50 ml content) within an alcoholic solution (50% alcohol diluted with purified water)
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(see figure 6). Very small root parts and short fragments of roots (shorter than 2 mm in length)

could not be extracted and were discarded.

Figure 6: Left: Separating roots from other materials. Right: Storing of roots in tubes in alcoholic

solution.

Scanning of roots

To improve the image contrast, roots were stained before the scan with Giemza'’s solution, a
mixture of azure, eosin and methylene blue, diluted 1 to 25 with distilled water according to
Himmelbauer et al. (2004). The roots were dipped in the warmed-up solution (about 30 °C) for
about 10 minutes. Afterwards, the roots were washed again to drain the methylene-blue
solution. For the scanning process, the roots were placed in a transparent plastic tray in a
water layer of 2-3 mm depth using de-aerated water. Large root samples were subdivided into
smaller sub-samples to avoid a too high scanning density. For this purpose, the sample was
placed on a black tray to estimate the size of the sample. Depending on that, one quarter, one
third, half of or the whole root sample was scanned. In case of dividing the sample before the
scanning process (see figures 7 and 8) the results were multiplied according to the scanned
subsample (e.g. if half of the sample was scanned, the results were multiplied by 2 to derive a
result for the whole sample).

11



Figure 8: Partitioning of a sample into three thirds. The result of the partial scanning was

multiplied by the factor 3 in the present case.

The scanner was equipped with an additional lighting system from the top, optimized for root
measurements with a scanning resolution of 600 dpi. The software used for the scanning
process was WinRHIZO 2003a software (Regent Instruments, 2003) to obtain the root
parameters: length (L), surface area (SA) and average diameter (AD) (see figure 9).

Additionally, different diameter classes of the roots were classified and measured.
The diameter classes were set as follows:

0-02/>0.2-04/>04-06/>06-08/>08-10/>1.0-1.2/>1.2-14/>14-16/>16-2/>
2-3/>3-5/>5mm.
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L 32581 cm
SA 42.88 cm2
P& 13.82 cm2
v 047 em3
AR 0430 mm
NTips 179

Faiks 531
Crose 188

Figure 9: Scanned root sample showed in
WinRHIZO

The distance between the roots in the transparent tray was at least 1 cm. All roots were placed
on the tray separately with plastic foreceps. Root pieces that were too big were cut with
scissors. After the scanning process, the root samples were stored again in alcoholic solution

for further analyses.

Determination of root dry mass

After the scanning process, the root samples were removed from the tubes and washed.
Soon after, the roots were oven-dried at 60 °C in porcelain vessels to obtain the root dry

mass (RDM). The samples remained in the oven for 48 hours until constant weight.

2.4 Statistical analyses

The data of image analysis and root dry-mass determination was analysed with the statistical
software R (R Core Development Team, 2016). Graphic representations were made with the

boxplot function and the package RColorBrewer (Neuwirth, 2014).

The statistical model used for analysing interrelations were generalized linear mixed models
(GLMM) according to Zuur et al. (2013) since a random factor could be included, enabling to
account for the nested sampling design. The sampled pseudoreplicates were nested in the

vineyards and in the landscape circles.

The package car (Fox et al., 2016) was used for creating boxplots and the package Coin
(Hothorn et al., 2016) was used for performing the Wilcoxon test. Moreover, Ime4 (Bates et al.,
2015) and AlCcmodavg (Mazerolle, 2016) were used for the computation of the GLMMs. Effect

plots showing the results of the GLMMs were made with the package effects (Fox, 2003).
13



The dependent root variables total root length, total root surface area, average root diameter
and total root dry mass were analysed in context of soil management, vegetation and soil
parameters. Since all root variables were measured for the same soil volume, the terms for
root parameters, total root length density, total root surface area density and total root mass
density were simplified. They were designated as total root length, total root surface area and
total root mass. Data of vegetation, soil parameters and root parameters were averaged for
each vineyard before the computations (all plant root parameters are based on the volumina
of the collected soil samples i.e. volumina of ca. 385 cm?®). These data were complied in a CSV
table for follow-up statistical analyses. The corrected Akaike information criterion (AlCc) was
used to compare the statistical models according to Motulsky and Christopoulos (2003). The
difference of the AICc (corrected AIC for small sample sizes) values between the models
should be at least 2, meaning that there is a probability of 73%, that the model with the smaller
AlICc value is more likely to be correct (Motulsky and Christopoulos, 2003). Models were
developed according to a stepwise selection. According to this method, variables were
consecutively entered into the model (“forward selection”). After the first step of constructing
the null-model explanatory variables were included in the models. The complete tables can be
found in the appendix. Variables were tested after Pearson before determining the model

combinations. Correlating variables were excluded from the models.

The following explanatory variables concerning soil and vegetation management were

selected for the statistical models:

- Management type (high intensity managed vineyards, alternating tillage, permanent
vegetation cover)

- Soil treatment frequency per year

- Last soil management (in years)

- Duration of current management type (in years)

- Duration of vineyard cultivation (in years)

- Shannon index of vegetation data

- Vegetation cover (in %)

- Species number of vascular plants

- Landscape circle as random variable

Duration of current management type describes the time period of the established
management system in years. Duration of vineyard cultivation stands for the time period in
years after the vineyard was established. Shannon index accounts for both abundance and
evenenness of present species. Here the proportion of species relative to the total number of

species is calculated. It was computed according to the description of Oksanen et al. (2016)
14



by Nicole Penke (Penke, 2017) using the R package vegan (Oksanen et al., 2015). Instead of

individual numbers the relative coverage of each plant species was used for calculation.

Since soil data were not available for all investigated vineyards, only 10 vineyards could be
analysed (see table 1). Gaussian family was used as statistical distribution form for calculating
GLMMs.

The following soil-data parameters were used as explanatory variables in the statistical

models:

- Dry bulk density (in g/cm?)

- Saturated hydraulic conductivity (in m/d)

- pHvalue

- Carbon content (CaCOs3) (in %)

- Total organic carbon content (TOC) (in %)
- Clay content (in %)

- Stone content >2 mm (in %)

- Percolation stability of soil aggregates (in ml/600 s)
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3 Results

3.1 Management and vegetation effects on root parameters

3.1.1 Total root length

The distribution of the total root length (in cm) within the different management systems is
shown in figure 10. It is obvious that vineyards with permanent vegetation cover show the

highest total root length with a mean value of 3995 cm + 1447 cm (standard deviation).
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Figure 10: Total root length of different management systems. The lines in the boxplots
show the mean value (dotted line) and the median (bold line) (HI = high management

intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover).

The total root length increases with decrease of management intensity. The mean value of the
alternating management treatment is 3133 + 1178 cm and the lowest value, of high

management intensity treatments, accounts 1490 + 935.
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Distribution of total root length by diameter classes

The distribution of total root length from fine to coarse root diameter classes

is shown in figure

11. Measurements show a generally high proportion of roots in the three classes 0-0.2 mm, >

0.2-0.4 mm and > 0.4-0.6 mm. Therefore, the majority of the roots in the different management

systems can be assigned to the fine root classes. High management intensity shows clearly a

lower total root length of fine roots than the management types with alternating management

treatments and permanent vegetation cover.
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Figure 11: Distribution of total root length by diameter classes (0-0.2/-0.4/-0.6 /-0

8/-10/-12/-14

/-16/-2/-3/-5/>5mm) and management type (HI = high management intensity, A = alternating

tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover). The bold lines in the boxplots show the median.
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For the two variables total root length and last soil management a correlation was computed
(see figure 12) showing an increase of total root length with longer time interval between the

last soil managements.
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Figure 12: Correlation of root length and last soil management in the inter-rows in years (r = 0.65)
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For the two variables total root length and plant species number a correlation was computed

(see figure 13) showing no significant correlation between those parameters.

3= + HI
&4 & i
AP
+
+
Q]
N
A4 A =
+ = A A A
i + o o o
é A +4AA >N
S0 - + + o A Py
'§ + + o 0o o A A
@» + + AL A
o o
-+ = A
e 4 A
-+ +
* s
s A
+
I I T I I
0 2000 4000 6000 8000

Total root length in cm

Figure 13: Correlation of total root length and species number (r = 0.11)
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Also for the variables total root length and vegetation cover (see figure 14) and total root length
and Shannon index (see figure 15) correlations were computed showing no significant

correlation between those parameters.
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Figure 14: Correlation of total root length and plant cover in the inter-rows (r = 0.44)
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Figure 15: Correlation of total root length and Shannon index in the inter-rows (r = 0.15)

3.1.2 Total root length - GLMM

An overview of the four best models for the response variable total root length concerning the
influence of management and vegetation is shown in table 2. After the construction of the null-
model and adding one explanatory variable, subsequently management was used as an
additional explanatory variable. The complete table can be found in the appendix. Models with

more than two explanatory variables were calculated, but did not improve the AlCc values.

The parameter total root length can not be explained best by only one explanatory variable.
Three of the four best models show a similar result with AAICc < 2. The best model includes
the explanatory variables last soil management and management type. The second best model

includes management type and Shannon index and the third only management type.
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Table 2: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter root length. Best

models are marked in bold.

Compared models AlCc
root length ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 167.73
root length ~ management type + circle/plot 142.55
root length ~ last soil management + management type + circle/plot 140.36
root length ~ soil-treatment frequency + management type + circle/plot 144.98
141.11

root length ~ Shannon index + management type + circle/plot

The effect plot (see figure 16) of the best model demonstrates the increase of total root

length the longer ago soil management was applied.
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Figure 16: Effect plot of root length depending on last soil management in the inter-rows. (n=15).
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The effect plot in figure 17 shows that the total root length differs in the soil management
systems. Total root length increases with the decrease of soil management intensity whereas
vineyards with alternating soil management systems showed the highest amount of total root

length.
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Figure 17: Effect plot of total root length depending on the type of management in the inter-rows

(HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover) (n=15).

3.1.3 Total root surface area

The total surface area of roots (in cm?) is shown in figure 18. The highest mean value of 328.0 +
114.10 cm?is again reached by vineyards with permanent vegetation cover. The mean value
of alternating management treatments is 212.1 + 69.25 cm? and high management intensity
vineyards show the lowest mean value of 114.9 + 77.23 cm? The decrease of management

intensity leads to an increase of total surface area of the roots.
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Figure 18: Total root surface area of the different management intensities. The lines in

the boxplots show the mean value (dotted line) and the median (bold line) (HI = high

management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover).

Distribution of total root surface area by diameter classes

The distribution of total root surface area (in cm?) by average diameter classes is shown in
figure 19. Root area measurements show corresponding results to the total root length having
high proportion in the fine diameter classes of 0-0.2 mm, > 0.2-0.4 mm and > 0.4-0.6 mm. High
management intensities result in lower root surface area than the alternating management and
the permanent vegetation cover treatments. Notable is a higher proportion of total surface area

in the diameter class of > 2-3 mm in all three management types. This tendency is most

pronounced in the management with permanent vegetation cover.
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Figure 19: Distribution of total root surface area by diameter classes (0-0.2/-0.4/-0.6/-0.8/-1.0/ -
12/-14/-16/-2/-3/-5/>5 mm) and management type (HI = high management intensity, A =

alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover). The bold lines in the boxplots show the median.
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For the two variables total root surface area and last soil management a correlation was
computed (see figure 20) showing an increase of total root surface area with a longer time

interval between the last soil management treatments.
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Figure 20: Correlation between root surface area and last soil management (r = 0.77)

3.1.4 Total root surface area — GLMM

Root parameter surface area was best explained by the model including the variable

management type (see table 3). AAICc is = 2 in relation to the other tested models.

Table 3: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter surface area. Best

model is marked in bold.

Compared models AlCc

surface area ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 122.70
surface area ~ management type + circle/plot 107.11
surface area ~ last soil management + circle/plot 111.20
surface area ~ last soil management + management type + circle/plot 109.43
surface area ~ Shannon index + management type + circle/plot 110.66
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The effect plot (see figure 21) shows that the total root surface area varies with the type of
management. The highest amount of root surface area can be seen in the management type

with permanent vegetation cover.
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Figure 21: Effect plot of total root surface area depending on the type of management in the inter-

rows (HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover) (n=15).
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3.1.5 Average root diameter

The results of the average root diameter (in mm) for the different management systems is
shown in figure 22. The differences between the treatments are not very pronounced. The
highest mean value occurred in vineyards with permanent vegetation cover with 0.2631 +
0.0235 mm. Vineyards with high management intensities reached a similar mean value of
0.2519 £ 0.0562 mm, while alternating management treatments had the lowest mean value of
0.2206 + 0.0313 mm.
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Figure 22: Results of average root diameter for the different management systems.
The lines in the boxplots show the mean value (dotted line) and the median (bold line)
(HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation

cover).
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3.1.6 Average root diameter - GLMM

The basic model without any explanatory variable showed the best AlCc value for the response
variable average root diameter (see table 4). The second best AICc value showed the model

including the explanatory variable Shannon index.

Table 4: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter average root

diameter. Best model is marked in bold.

Compared models AlICc
average root diameter ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot -21.50
average root diameter ~ last soil management + circle/plot -9.28

average root diameter ~ species number + circle/plot -10.13
average root diameter ~ shannon index + circle/plot -11.23

3.1.7 Total root dry mass

Results of total root dry mass for the different soil management intensities are shown in figure
23. The highest root dry mass is reached in vineyards with permanent vegetation cover having
mean value of 0.61 + 0.35 g. Alternating tillage shows mean value of 0.19 g £ 0.12 g, while the
lowest value of 0.12 g + 0.16 g is found in high management intensity plots. As for total root
length and surface area data, the decrease of management intensity leads to an increase of

total root dry mass.
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Figure 23: Total root dry mass of root samples (in g) in the different management
intensities. The lines in the boxplots show the mean value (dotted line) and the median
(bold line) (HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent

vegetation cover).

For the two variables total root dry mass and last soil management, a correlation was computed
(see figure 24) showing an increase of total root dry mass with longer time intervals between

the last soil management treatment and date of survey.
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Figure 24: Correlation of total root dry mass and last soil management (r = 0.80)

3.1.8 Total root dry mass — GLMM

For the response variable root dry mass, the model including the variable last soil management

was the best one (see table 5). Though, the difference to the null-model was not larger than 2.

Table 5: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc 2 2) for the parameter total root dry

mass. Best models are marked in bold.

Compared models AlCc
total root dry mass ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 14.93
root dry mass ~ last soil management + circle/plot 13.35
root dry mass ~ soil-treatment frequency + circle/plot 22.88
root dry mass ~ Shannon index + circle/plot 18.21
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The effect plot of the best model in figure 25 shows the correlation of last soil
management and total root dry mass. Total root dry mass increases the longer ago the

last soil management was applied.
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Figure 25: Effect plot showing the total root dry mass depending on the last soil management in the

inter-rows in years (n=15)
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3.2 Soil parameter effects on root variables

GLMMs including soil parameters were calculated for ten vineyards where soil data were
available. The design of the models was done analogous to management and vegetation

effects.

3.2.1 Total root length - GLMM

The total root length is best explained by the model including the explanatory variable stone

content together with the type of management in the vineyard inter-row (see table 6).

Table 6: Overview of best models (lowest AlICc and AAICc 2 2) for the parameter total root

length. Best model is marked in bold.

Compared models AICc

root length ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 167.73
root length ~ dry bulk density + management type + circle/plot 139.00
root length ~ pH + management type + circle/plot 142.76
root length ~ TOC + management type + circle/plot 142.93
root length ~ stone content + management type + circle/plot 136.22

The effect plot shows a decrease of total root length with increasing stone content in the soil

(see figure 26).
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Figure 26: Effect plot showing the total root length depending on the stone content (n=10)

The effect plot in figure 27 shows that the total root length differs according to the soll
management system. Total root length increases with the decrease of soil management
intensity. Vineyards with alternating soil management systems and permanent vegetation

cover showed quite similar results for total root length.
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Figure 27: Effect plot of total root length depending on the type of management in the inter-rows (HI =

high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover) (n=10).

3.2.2 Total root surface area — GLMM

The variable surface area is also best explained by the model including stone content together

with the type of management in the vineyard inter-row (see table 7).

Table 7: Overview of best models (lowest AlICc and AAICc 2 2) for the parameter total root

surface area. Best model is marked in bold.

Compared models AICc
surface area ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 122.70
surface area ~ dry bulk density + management type + circle/plot 109.54
surface area ~ pH + management type + circle/plot 112.31
surface area ~ stone content + management type + circle/plot 106.41
109.99

surface area ~ percolation stability + management type + circle/plot
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The effect plot shows a decrease of total root surface area with increasing stone content in

the soil (see figure 28).
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Figure 28: Effect plot showing the total root surface area depending on the stone content (n=10)

The effect plot (see figure 29) shows that the total root surface area varies with the type of
management. The highest amount of root surface area can be seen in the management type

with permanent vegetation cover.
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Figure 29: Effect plot of total root surface area depending on the type of management in the inter-

rows (HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover) (n=10).

3.2.3 Average root diameter - GLMM

The basic model for average root diameter was not improved by adding explanatory variables
(see table 8). The null-model showed the best AICc value. Second best was the model

including the stone content though, the difference to the other models was not larger than 2.

Table 8: Overview of best models (lowest AlICc and AAICc 2 2) for the parameter average root

diameter. Best model is marked in bold.

Compared models AICc

average diameter ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot -21.50
average diameter ~ dry bulk density + circle/plot -12.65
average diameter ~ TOC + circle/plot -10.79
average diameter ~ stone content + circle/plot -14.25
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3.2.4 Total root dry mass - GLMM

The basic model for root dry mass was not improved by adding explanatory variables (see
table 9). The null-model showed the best AICc value. Second best was the model including

the total organic carbon.

Table 9: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAIC¢ 2 2) for the parameter total root dry

mass. Best model is marked in bold.

Compared models AICc

root dry mass ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 14.93
root dry mass ~ dry bulk density + circle/plot 18.67
root dry mass ~ TOC + circle/plot 17.48
root dry mass ~ stone content + circle/plot 18.00
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4 Discussion

The effects of different soil management systems on root parameters in the inter-row of the
vineyards were studied and evaluated. The investigation showed that an increase of soil-
management intensity (with high intensity management being the most intense) causes a
decrease of total root length of inter-row vegetation. Simultaneously, the results for surface
area and root dry mass showed the same trend. The statistical models showed that
management intensity considerably improved the model fit for total root length and surface
area. The explanatory variable management type was always included in the best models for
the two parameters. For root dry mass the time of the last soil management was included in
the best model. Interestingly, vegetation parameters like vegetation cover or plant diversity did
not improve the model fit of various dependent root parameters. Models including the soil
parameters were less conclusive than the full set of vineyards. Solely for total root length and
total root surface area management and stone content best explained the data.

Intensity of soil management controls the presence of roots in the topsoil in the inter-rows.
Total root length and total root surface area were always highest in vineyard inter-rows with
permanent vegetation cover which is in accordance to the first hypothesis. That was also
confirmed by Celette et al. (2008) who examined Mediterranean vineyards with different
management regimes with regard to water erosion. In their study, vineyards with permanent
vegetation covers showed also higher root length densities (root length in cm/cm3 soil) than
vineyards with higher tillage frequencies. This was also confirmed by Garcia et al. (2018).
However, Celette et al. (2008) found that cover crops with higher root length densities dried
out the soil compartements more intensively in the inter-row compared to bare soil treatments
and annual cover crops. Besides, root surface area which is linked to root length is seen as an
indicator for water and nutrient uptake by plants (Tachibana and Ohta, 1983). Higher root
surface area as found in the Romanian vineyards with permanent vegetation cover therefore
suggests higher uptake of water and nutrients by inter-row vegetation. Morlat and Jacquet
(2003), Celette et al. (2005) and Klodd et al. (2016) showed that permanent vegetation cover
in vineyards influences the root system of the grapevines owing to more competition in the
inter-row. Those studies showed that more roots of the grapevines were formed in-row and
less in the inter-row compared to bare soil management, which influences their uptake of water
and nutrients. The use of vegetation cover in the inter-row caused a downward shift in vertical
distribution of grapevine fine roots and reduction in absorptive grapevine root lengths (Morlat
and Jacquet, 2003, Klodd et al., 2016). The study of Klodd et al. (2016) showed that
aboveground vegetative growth of grapevines remained rather constant thanks to little
influence on uptake of water and nitrogen. However, the uptake of phosphorus of grapevines

was reduced and contributed to a modest reduction of fruit biomass (by 17%) showing that
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grapevine root systems are partially capable of adapting to vegetation cover (Klodd et al.,
2016). Low intensity management systems with permanent vegetation cover and their higher
amount of root length and surface area will therefore affect vineyards and their grapevines with
regard to water and nutrient uptake as observed in other studies.

The potential of soil erosion prevention is most likely provided in the examined vineyards
with permanent vegetation cover. The proportion of roots with an diameter of less than 1 mm
is crucial for a high soil erosion resistance (Li et al., 1991). A look on the parameter average
root diameter in the investigated vineyards and its comparison between the management
regimes showed quite similar results. The statistical model did not show a clear effect for the
influence on average root diameter. Analysis of root diameter classes however showed that
management systems with permanent vegetation cover had the highest amount of total root
length in the class smaller than 1 mm compared to the other management systems. This is an
indication for a more effective soil erosion mitigation compared to the other management
systems. On average, the results for total root length for low intensity management vineyards
were more than twice as high compared to high intensity vineyards. Soil tillage during the
vegetation period is problematic and fosters soil erosion due to higher precipitation rates during
the summer period in most humid climates. Typical soil management in Romania takes place
from the beginning of the vegetation period in April till autumn and therefore increases the
potential of erosion. A trial in France using different cover crops in vineyard inter-rows showed
that root mean diameter and root mass density showed positive correlations with aggregate
stability (Garcia et al., 2018). They emphasized that soil aggregate stability is the result of
interactions between soil management strategies, soil characteristics and plant root traits. The
effect of soil management strategies in their study was significant for root average diameter
and specific root length density. The importance of the influence of different cover crops on
soil erosion was also underlined by Yu et al. (2016). They showed that high rooting density
effectively reduced surface runoff by enhancing soil hydraulic conductivity. Apart from that,
Biddoccu et al. (2017) compared vineyards in Italy with tilled and grass covered inter-rows.
They showed that conventional tillage systems with high management intensities resulted in
higher loss of soil and water run-off after rainfall events.

In the second hypothesis it was claimed that higher plant diversity in the inter-row increases
total root length. Differences in plant diversity between the management sytems in Romania
were not significant (Penke, 2017). Nonetheless, alternating management showed the highest,
whereas high intensity vineyards resulted in the lowest plant species diversity. Correlations of
plant cover and total root length, correlation of species number and total root length and as
well the correlation of shannon index and total root length did not show a significant
interrelation. Though the correlation of plant cover and total root length showed a tendency of

increasing total root length with higer vegetation cover. Also model fit of the GLMM could not
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be improved by species diversity. As the low intensity management system showed the highest
total root length and vineyards with alternating management showed the highest species
diversity, no evidence for an influence of species diversity on total root length could be derived.
However, Berendse et al. (2015) found that plant species diversity increased total root length
and root mass in the upper 40 cm of the soil. This could be related to the difference in the soill
sampling depth. A study in the Czech Republic showed the increase of plant species richness
through mulching of permanent vegetation cover compared with frequently tilled vineyards
(Lososova et al., 2003). Impacts on root parameters were not examined in that study. With
regard to total root dry mass a survey in Germany showed, that there was no significant
correlation of plant diversity or functional group diversity and total root mass in temperate
grasslands (Gastine et al., 2003). Root dry mass in Romania was highest in vineyards with
permanent vegetation cover. This was also revealed by a study carried out in Spain. Root dry
mass was 2 to 4 times higher than the root dry mass in tilled vineyard inter-rows (Ruiz-
Colmenero et al., 2013). On average, the root dry mass in Romania was 5 times higher in
vineyards with permanent vegetation cover compared to frequently tilled vineyards.
Permanent vegetation cover did not only increase total root mass but also showed higher
amounts of TOC in less intense soil management systems which is in accordance to the third
hypothesis. Agnelli et al. (2014), Morlat and Jacquet (2003) and Virto et al. (2012) found an
increase of organic material in the topsoil of vineyards in less intensively managed inter-rows
in comparison with high intensive soil management systems without vegetation cover.
Vineyard inter-row soil management systems influence the carbon storage in the soil, thereby
vineyards can act as carbon sinks (Brunori et al., 2016). The proportion of organic carbon is
increased by less frequent tillage in the inter-row by decaying plant parts and roots in low
intensity tillage systems (Morlat and Venin, 1981, Agnelli et al., 2014). Fine roots have faster
turnover rates and degrade more quickly to soil organic matter which supports soil aggregate
stability (Li et al., 1991). This in turn modifies several properties of upper soil layers which are
responsible for the increase of TOC, nitrogen or exchangeable K,O (Morlat and Jacquet,
2003). The total amount of fine roots in the survey was clearly higher in less intensive
management systems.

The results of the statistical models including soil parameters were less clear than the larger
sample size including only management and vegetation variables. Besides the type of
management, stone content was included in two of the best models for the parameters total
root length and total root surface are. The proportion of stones larger than 2 mm did not exceed
0.19 % in any vineyard. Consequently, the influence of the stone content on total root length
and total root surface area seems questionable due to the small proportion of stones in the

soil.
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The results concerning root parameters influenced by different soil management regimes
confirm impacts of ground-cover manipulation. The effects of management intensities show
that it is important to recognise that the choice of soil management regime does not only affect
the roots of inter-row vegetation but also the roots of grapevines with all its mentioned possible
consequences. In addition, higher biodiversity of permanent vegetation cover is not always
related to a higher total root length of permanent vegetation cover. Though ecosystem
service provision like soil erosion prevention is assumed to be highest in vineyards with
permanent vegetation cover, competiton for resources has to be considered especially in
rainfed vineyards under dry climates (Winter et al., 2018). Apart from the mentioned aspects,
permanent vegetation covers offer other ecosystem services which are controlled by inter-row
management (Altieri et al., 2010). Management is seen as the key instrument influencing plant
communities contributing to higher biodiversity (Wilmanns, 1993). It cannot be stated that
higher taxonomic plant diversity will automatically lead to a higher ecosystem service provision
in vineyards. Even if alternating soil management regimes show a higher plant diversity, few
species can have strong ecosystem effects indicating the importance of functional diversity of
plant communities (Chapin et al., 2000). Species could be classified according to their impact
on ecosystem processes and functions (Lavorel and Garnier, 2002). Thus, it would be
beneficial to link root traits of inter-row plant species with related ecosystem services. The
functional characterisation of plant communities and their response to management regimes
was studied by Kazakou et al. (2016). They showed in French Mediterranen vineyardshow the
understanding of the impact of soil management on plant community helps to apply appropriate
vineyard management for a more sustainabe grapevine system. Crucial is to understand how
plant communities respond on soil management practices or rather on changes of
management practices and how these can affect ecosystem services (Suding et al., 2008).
Finally, one has to take into account that measures taken in the vineyards aiming for higher
ecosystem provision are strongly influenced by geographical, climatic, political and
economic aspects (Delucchi, 1997). In fact, the choice of the optimal cover crop is seen as a
core issue requiring appropriate consideration referred to the local conditions (Burgio et al.,
2016).

It should be noted that the number of investigated vineyards with associated soil data should
be increased for future studies (in this study: 10 vineyards with 4 pseudoreplicates per
vineyard). Further it would be interesting to observe different cover crop mixtures in various
management intensites and their impact on root parameters. Especially the interrelation of
plant species diversity and its effects on root parameters seems inconclusive. Moreover,
investigation of roots in deeper soil layers than 10 cm with regard to distribution and root

parameter characteristics will be interesting in future analysis. Besides, vineyard margin size
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differences and margin type could influence inter-row flora (Mania et al., 2015) and
subsequently potentially the root parameters of the vegetation. They showed in north-west Italy
that plant species diversity and composition depends on grass coverage management and
that more complex margins may improve the composition of the flora. Furthermore, the
duration of management varied within management types, a challenging aspect for statistical

analysis and evaluation of possible impacts.

The choice of adequate soil management and optimal cover crops is a challenging aspect and
has to be solved in the world’s various wine growing areas under inclusion of the prevailing
conditions. Interrelations of vegetation cover and its root characteristics and their impact on
ecosystem services in vineyards are currently sparsley investigated and closer investigation

may help to understand functions and dynamics of soil management intensities.

43



5 Conclusion

The investigations of this study showed a clear influence of management intensities on root
parameters of inter-row permanent vegetation cover. Total root length, total root surface area
and total root dry mass increased with decreasing management intensity. There was also a
tendency for higher total root length with increasing plant vegetation cover. Although the
relations between soil and root parameters did not improve the statistical model, TOC was
highest in vineyards with permanent vegetation cover.

Soil management in the vineyard inter-row influenced plant communities and associated root
parameters affecting ecosystem services provision. It could not be shown that higher plant
diversity significantly increased total root length. Generally, it would be interesting to test cover
crop mixtures for their suitability for different wine-regions and their root characteristics.
Optimal seed mixtures should be adapted to precipitation, climate and soil type. Further
investigations have to consider the functional role of different root morphological and
architectural characteristics and identify management processes that support favourable plant
species for ecosystem service provision. Additional root investigations and examination of
deeper soil layers are needed to gain new insights into root distributions in deeper soil layers
under different soil management regimes. Moreover, repeated sampling of roots during the
vegetation period would be interesting to analyse the temporal effects of management.
Vineyards can contribute to nature conservation and provide space for natural vegetation in
the inter-rows. While permanent vegetation cover and alternating tillage are already a fixed
part of the management in vineyard inter-rows in countries with humid climate, Romanian
vineyards are still predominantly managed by intensive soil tillage which is prone to sail
erosion. Agri-environmental schemes supporting soil erosion control in the inter-rows can
contribute to sustainable management of vineyards. In this regard, agricultural policies are

appropriate measures to encourage new soil management approaches.

44



6 List of references

AGNELLI, A., BOL, R., TRUMBORE, S. E., DIXON, L., COCCO, S. & CORTI, G. 2014. Carbon
and nitrogen in soil and vine roots in harrowed and grass-covered vineyards.
Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment, 193, 70-82.

ALTIERI, M. A., NICHOLLS, C. I., WILSON, H. & MILES, A. 2010. Habitat Management in
Vineyards. A Growers Manual for Enhancing Natural Enemies., Berkeley, USA,
Laboratory of Agroecology, College of Natural Resources University of California.

AM ONLINE PROJECTS. n. d. Climate and Weather in Jidvei [Online]. Available:
https://de.climate-data.org/location/44396/ [Accessed 20. 02. 2017].

ARCHER, N. A. L., QUINTON, J. N. & HESS, T. M. 2002. Below-ground relationships of soil
texture, roots and hydraulic conductivity in two-phase mosaic vegetation in South-east
Spain. Journal of Arid Environments, 52, 535-553.

ATKINSON, D. 2000. Root Characteristics: Why and What to Measure. In: SMIT, A. L. (ed.)
Root methods : A handbook. Berlin, New York: Springer.

BAIZE, D. 1993. Soil science analyses: a guide to current use, Chichester, John Wiley & Sons
Ltd.

BATES, D., MACHLER, M., BOLKER, B. & WALKER, S. 2015. Fitting Linear Mixed-Effects
Models Using Ime4. 2015, 67, 48.

BAUMGARTNER, K., STEENWERTH, K. L. & VEILLEUX, L. 2008. Cover-Crop Systems
Affect Weed Communities in a California Vineyard. Weed Science, 56, 596-605.
BERENDSE, F., VAN RUIJVEN, J., JONGEJANS, E. & KEESSTRA, S. 2015. Loss of Plant
Species Diversity Reduces Soil Erosion Resistance. Ecosystems, 18, 881-888.
BIDDOCCU, M., FERRARIS, S., PITACCO, A. & CAVALLO, E. 2017. Temporal variability of
soil management effects on soil hydrological properties, runoff and erosion at the field
scale in a hillslope vineyard, North-West Italy. Soil and Tillage Research, 165, 46-58.

BOHM, W. 1979. Monolith Methods. Methods of Studying Root Systems. Berlin, Heidelberg:
Springer.

BRUNORI, E., FARINA, R. & BIASI, R. 2016. Sustainable viticulture: The carbon-sink function
of the vineyard agro-ecosystem. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 223, 10-21.

BURGIO, G., MARCHESINI, E., REGGIANI, N., MONTEPAONE, G., SCHIATTI, P. &
SOMMAGGIO, D. 2016. Habitat management of organic vineyard in Northern Italy: The
role of cover plants management on arthropod functional biodiversity. Bulletin of
Entomological Research, 106, 759-768.

CELETTE, F., FINDELING, A. & GARY, C. 2009. Competition for nitrogen in an unfertilized
intercropping system: The case of an association of grapevine and grass cover in a
Mediterranean climate. European Journal of Agronomy, 30, 41-51.

CELETTE, F. & GARY, C. 2013. Dynamics of water and nitrogen stress along the grapevine
cycle as affected by cover cropping. European Journal of Agronomy, 45, 142-152.

CELETTE, F., GAUDIN, R. & GARY, C. 2008. Spatial and temporal changes to the water
regime of a Mediterranean vineyard due to the adoption of cover cropping.

CELETTE, F., WERY, J., CHANTELOT, E., CELETTE, J. & GARY, C. 2005. Belowground
Interactions in a Vine (Vitis vinifera L.)-tall Fescue (Festuca arundinacea Shreb.)
Intercropping System: Water Relations and Growth. Plant and Soil, 276, 205-217.

CHAPIN, F. S., ZAVALETA, E. S., EVINER, V. T., NAYLOR, R. L., VITOUSEK, P. M.,
REYNOLDS, H. L., HOOPER, D. U., LAVOREL, S., SALA, O. E., HOBBIE, S. E.,
MACK, M. C. & DIAZ, S. 2000. Consequences of changing biodiversity. Nature, 405,
234-242.

DALE, V. H. & POLASKY, S. 2007. Measures of the effects of agricultural practices on
ecosystem services. Ecological Economics, 64, 286-296.

45



DANNE, A., THOMSON, L. J., SHARLEY, D. J., PENFOLD, C. M. & HOFFMANN, A. A. 2010.
Effects of Native Grass Cover Crops on Beneficial and Pest Invertebrates in Australian
Vineyards. Environmental Entomology, 39, 970-978.

DE GROOT, R. S., WILSON, M. A. & BOUMANS, R. M. J. 2002. A typology for the
classification, description and valuation of ecosystem functions, goods and services.
Ecological Economics, 41, 393-408.

DELUCCHI, V. Una nuova frontiera: la gestione ambientale come prevenzione. Atti della
Giornata sulle strategie bio-ecologiche di lotta contro gli organismi nocivi. Sassari, 1997
Italy, CNR. Prota, R. & Pantaleoni, R.A. (eds).

EUROSTAT. 2017. Vineyards in the EU - statistics [Online]. EUROSTAT. Available:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Wine-
growing_statistics&oldid=332951 [Accessed 03. 06. 2018].

FITTER, A. 2002. Characteristics and Functions of Root Systems. In: WAISEL, Y., ESHEL, A.
& KAFKAFI, U. (eds.) Plant roots : the hidden half. New York: M. Dekker.

FOX, J. 2003. Effect Displays in R for Generalised Linear Models. 2003, 8, 27.

FOX, J., WEISBERG, S., ADLER, D., BATES, D., BAUD-BOVY, G., ELLISON, S., FIRTH, D.,
FRIENDLY, M., GORJANC, G., GRAVES, S., HEIBERGER, R., LABOISSIERE, R. &
MONETTE, G. 2016. Companion to Applied Regression [Online]. Available:
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/car/car.pdf [Accessed 14. 03. 2017].

GALATI, A., GRISTINA, L., CRESCIMANNO, M., BARONE, E. & NOVARA, A. 2015. Towards
More Efficient Incentives for Agri-environment Measures in Degraded and Eroded
Vineyards. Land Degradation & Development, 26, 557-564.

GARCIA, L., DAMOUR, G., GARY, C., FOLLAIN, S., LE BISSONNAIS, Y. & METAY, A. 2018.
Trait-based approach for agroecology: contribution of service crop root traits to explain
soil aggregate stability in vineyards.

GASTINE, A., SCHERER-LORENZEN, M. & LEADLEY, P. W. 2003. No consistent effects of
plant diversity on root biomass, soil biota and soil abiotic conditions in temperate
grassland communities. Applied Soil Ecology, 24, 101-111.

GHESTEM, M., SIDLE, R. C. & STOKES, A. 2011. The Influence of Plant Root Systems on
Subsurface Flow: Implications for Slope Stability. BioScience, 61, 869-879.

GOOGLE INC. 2017. Google Earth [Online]. Available: https://www.google.com/earth/
[Accessed 23. 01. 2017].

GYSSELS, G. & POESEN, J. 2003. The importance of plant root characteristics in controlling
concentrated flow erosion rates. Earth Surface Processes and Landforms, 28, 371-
384.

GYSSELS, G., POESEN, J., BOCHET, E. & LI, Y. 2005. Impact of plant roots on the resistance
of soils to erosion by water: a review. Progress in Physical Geography, 29, 189-217.

HIMMELBAUER, M. L., LOISKANDL, W. & KASTANEK, F. 2004. Estimating length, average
diameter and surface area of roots using two different Image analyses systems. Plant
and Soil, 260, 111-120.

HOLZNER, W. & GLAUNINGER, J. 2005. Ackerunkréduter: Bestimmung, Biologie,
Landwirtschaftliche Bedeutung., Graz, Leopold Stocker.

HOTHORN, T., HORNIK, K., WIEL, M. A. V. D., WINELL, H. & ZEILEIS, A. 2016. Conditional
Inference Procedures in a Permutation Test Framework [Online]. Available:
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/coin/coin.pdf [Accessed 14. 03. 2017].

KAINZ, M. & WEISS, A. 1988. Eignung verschiedener Aggregatstabilitdtsmethoden zur
Charakterisierung der Erosionsanfalligkeit. Mitteilungen Deutsche Bodenkundliche
Gesellschatft, 81-84.

KAVDIR, Y. & SMUCKER, A. J. M. 2005. Soil aggregate sequestration of cover crop root and
shoot-derived nitrogen. Plant and Soil, 272, 263-276.

46



KAZAKOU, E., FRIED, G., RICHARTE, J., GIMENEZ, O., VIOLLE, C. & METAY, A. 2016. A
plant trait-based response-and-effect framework to assess vineyard inter-row soil
management. Botany Letters, 163, 373-388.

KLODD, A. E., EISSENSTAT, D. M., WOLF, T. K. & CENTINARI, M. 2016. Coping with cover
crop competition in mature grapevines. Plant and Soil, 400, 391-402.

KOTTEK, M., GRIESER, J., BECK, C., RUDOLF, B. & RUBEL, F. 2006. World Map of the
Kdppen-Geiger climate classification updated. Meteorologische Zeitschrift, 15, 259-
263.

LAUDICINA, V. A., PALAZZOLO, E., CATANIA, P., VALLONE, M., GARCIA, A. D. &
BADALUCCO, L. 2016. Soil Quality Indicators as Affected by Shallow Tillage in a
Vineyard Grown in a Semiarid Mediterranean Environment. Land Degradation &
Development, n/a.

LAVOREL, S. & GARNIER, E. 2002. Predicting changes in community composition and
ecosystem functioning from plant traits: revisiting the Holy Grail. Functional Ecology,
16, 545-556.

LI, Y., ZHU, X. M. & TIAN, J. Y. 1991. Effectiveness of plant roots to increase the anti-
scouribility of soil on the Loess Plateau. Chinese Science Bulletin 36, 2077-2082.

LISA, L. & PARENA, S. Working times and productioncost of grapes in grass covered or tilled
vineyards of Piedmont. Proceedings of the VIII GESCO Meeting, 1995 Vairao,
Portugal.

LONDO, G. 1976. The decimal scale for releves of permanent quadrats. Vegetatio, 33, 61-64.

LOPES, C. M., MONTEIRO, A., MACHADO, J. P., FERNANDES, N. & ARAUJO, A. 2008.
Cover cropping in a slopping non-irrigated vineyard: Il - effects on vegetative growth,
yield, berry and wine quality of "cabernet sauvignon" grapevines. Ciéncia e Técnica
Vitivinicola, 23, 37-43.

LOSOSOVA, Z., DANIHELKA, J. & CHYTRY, M. 2003. Seasonal dynamics and diversity of
weed vegetation in tiled and mulched vineyards. Biologia. Slovak Academy of
Sciences. Bratislava

MANIA, E., ISOCRONO, D., PEDULLA, M. L. & GUIDONI, S. 2015. Plant diversity in an
intensively cultivated vineyard agro-ecosystem. SOUTH AFRICAN JOURNAL FOR
ENOLOGY AND VITICULTURE, 36, 376-386.

MARGINEAN, M. C., TANA, C. M. & TITA, O. 2013. SOIL CHARACTERISTICS FROM
TARNAVE VINEYARD. 13th SGEM GeoConference on Water Resources. Forest,
Marine And Ocean Ecosystems.

MARSHALL, R. S., AKOORIE, M. E. M., HAMANN, R. & SINHA, P. 2010. Environmental
practices in the wine industry: An empirical application of the theory of reasoned action
and stakeholder theory in the United States and New Zealand. Journal of World
Business, 45, 405-414.

MAZEROLLE, M. J. 2016. Model Selection and Multimodel Inference Based on (Q)AIC(c)
[Online]. Available: https://cran.r-
project.org/web/packages/AlCcmodavg/AlCcmodavg.pdf [Accessed 14. 03. 2017].

MIGLECZ, T., VALKO, O., TOROK, P., DEAK, B., KELEMEN, A., DONKO, A., DREXLER, D.
& TOTHMERESZ, B. 2015. Establishment of three cover crop mixtures in vineyards.
Scientia Horticulturae, 197, 117-123.

MORGAN, R. P. C. & RICKSON, R. J. 1995. Slope Stabilization and Erosion Control. A
Bioengineering Approach., Cambridge, Chapman & Hall.

MORLAT, R. & JACQUET, A. 2003. Grapevine root system and soil characteristics in a
vineyard maintained long-term with or without interrow sward. American Journal of
Enology and Viticulture, 54, 1-7.

MORLAT, R. & VENIN, G. 1981. Effets compar és de deux techniques d’entretien du sol sur
le nracinement de la vigne et sur le milieu édaphique. DP Sciences.

47



MOTULSKY, H. J. & CHRISTOPOULOS, A. 2003. Fitting models to biological data using linear
and nonlinear regression. A practical guide to curve fitting. Graphbad Software Inc.,
San Diego.

NEUWIRTH, E. 2014. ColorBrewer Palettes.

NOVARA, A., GRISTINA, L., SALADINO, S. S., SANTORO, A. & CERDA, A. 2011. Soil
erosion assessment on tillage and alternative soil managements in a Sicilian vineyard.
Soil and Tillage Research, 117, 140-147.

OKSANEN, J., BLANCHET, F. G., FRIENDLY, M., KINDT, R., LEGENDRE, P., MCGLINN, D.,
MINCHIN, P. R., O'HARA, R. B., SIMPSON, G. L., SOLYMOS, P., STEVENS, M. H.
H., SZOECS, E. & WAGNER, H. 2016. Vegan: Community Ecology Package.

OKSANEN, J., BLANCHET, F. G., KINDT, R., LEGENDRE, P., MINCHIN, P. R., O'HARA, R.
B., SIMPSON, G. L., SOLYMOS, P., STEVENS, M. H. H. &« WAGNER, H. 2015. Vegan:
community ecology package. R package vegan, vers. 2.2-1.

OLIVEIRA, M. R. G., NOORDWIJK, M. V., GAZE, S. R., BROUWER, G., BONA, S., MOSCA,
G. & HIRIAH, K. 2000. Auger sampling, ingrowth cores and pineboard methods. In:
SMIT, A. L., BENGOUGH, A. G., ENGELS, C., NOORDWIJK, M. V., PELLERIN, S. &
GEIJN, S. C. V. D. (eds.) Root Methods. A Handbook. Berlin-Heidelberg: Springer
Verlag.

ORGANISATION INTERNATIONALE DE LA VIGNE ET DU VIN. 2018. STATE OF THE
VITIVINICULTURE WORLD MARKET [Online]. Organisation Internationale de la
Vigne et du Vin. Available: hitp://www.oiv.int/public/medias/5958/oiv-state-of-the-
vitiviniculture-world-market-april-2018.pdf [Accessed 03. 06. 2018].

PARDINI, A., FAIELLO, C., LONGHI, F., MANCUSO, S. & SNOWBALL, R. 2002. Cover crop
species and their management in vineyards and olive groves. Advances in Horticultural
Science, 16, 225-234.

PENKE, N. 2017. Effects of different management types on plant diversity in Romanian
vineyards., University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences, Vienna.

PREUSCHEN, G., DUPUIS, H. & NORD, O. 1959. Arbeitsverfahren und Maschinen fiir den
Weinbau, Stuttgart, Ulmer.

R CORE DEVELOPMENT TEAM. 2016. R: A language and environment for statistical
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. [Online]. Available:
http://www.R-project.org/.

RAMOS, M. C. & MARTINEZ-CASASNOVAS, J. A. 2006. Erosion rates and nutrient losses
affected by composted cattle manure application in vineyard soils of NE Spain.
CATENA, 68, 177-185.

REGENT INSTRUMENTS 2003. WinRHIZO 2003a

REID, W., A MOONEY, H., CROPPER, A., CAPISTRANO, D., CARPENTER, S. & CHOPRA,
K. 2005. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Ecosystems and human well-being:
synthesis.

RODRIGO COMINO, J., QUIQUEREZ, A., FOLLAIN, S., RACLOT, D., LE BISSONNAIS, Y.,
CASALI, J., GIMENEZ, R., CERDA, A., KEESSTRA, S. D., BREVIK, E. C., PEREIRA,
P., SENCIALES, J. M., SEEGER, M., RUIZ SINOGA, J. D. & RIES, J. B. 2016. Sail
erosion in sloping vineyards assessed by using botanical indicators and sediment
collectors in the Ruwer-Mosel valley. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 233,
158-170.

ROS, M., PASCUAL, J. A, HERNANDEZ, M. T. & GARCIA, C. 2009. Long-term effects of
devegetation on composition and activities (including transcription) of fungal
communities of a semi-arid soil. Biology and Fertility of Soils, 45, 435-441.

RUIZ-COLMENERO, M., BIENES, R., ELDRIDGE, D. J. & MARQUES, M. J. 2013. Vegetation
cover reduces erosion and enhances soil organic carbon in a vineyard in the central
Spain. CATENA, 104, 153-160.

48



RUIZ-COLMENERO, M., BIENES, R. & MARQUES, M. J. 2011. Soil and water conservation
dilemmas associated with the use of green cover in steep vineyards. Soil and Tillage
Research, 117, 211-223.

SEBASTIEN, K., SANTIAGO, S., NICOLAS, D., J., T. T. C., VALERIA, T. & PATRIK, K. 2011.
Host plant preferences of Hyalesthes obsoletus, the vector of the grapevine yellows
disease ‘bois noir’, in Switzerland. Entomologia Experimentalis et Applicata, 139, 60-

67.
SMITH, F. A. 2007. Plant roots. Growth, activity and interaction with soils. Annals of Botany,
100, 151-152.

STEENWERTH, K. & BELINA, K. M. 2008. Cover crops enhance soil organic matter, carbon
dynamics and microbiological function in a vineyard agroecosystem. Applied Soil
Ecology, 40, 359-369.

SUDING, N. K., LAVOREL, S., CHAPIN Ill, F. S., CORNELISSEN, J., DIAZ, S., GARNIER, E.,
GOLDBERG, D., HOOPER, D., T. JACKSON, S. & NAVAS, M.-L. 2008. Scaling
environmental change through the community-level: A trait-based response-and-effect
framework for plants.

TACHIBANA, Y. & OHTA, Y. 1983. Root surface area, as a parameter in relation to water and
nutrient uptake by cucumber plant. Soil Science and Plant Nutrition, 29, 387-392.

TESIC, D., KELLER, M. & HUTTON, R. J. 2007. Influence of Vineyard Floor Management
Practices on Grapevine Vegetative Growth, Yield, and Fruit Composition. American
Journal of Enology and Viticulture, 58, 1-11.

TILMAN, D., CASSMAN, K. G., MATSON, P. A., NAYLOR, R. & POLASKY, S. 2002.
Agricultural sustainability and intensive production practices. Nature, 418, 671-677.

TRIGO-CORDOBA, E., BOUZAS-CID, Y., ORRIOLS-FERNANDEZ, |., DIAZ-LOSADA, E. &
MIRAS-AVALOS, J. M. 2015. Influence of cover crop treatments on the performance
of a vineyard in a humid region. 2015, 13.

TULBURE, D. 2012. Romanian Wine Regions [Online]. Available:
http://printrevinuri.ro/2012/06/a-very-short-guide-to-romanian-wines.html  [Accessed
20. 01. 2017].

VERHULST, J., BALDI, A. & KLEIJN, D. 2004. Relationship between land-use intensity and
species richness and abundance of birds in Hungary.

VIRTO, I, IMAZ, M. J., FERNANDEZ-UGALDE, O., URRUTIA, I, ENRIQUE, A. &
BESCANSA, P. 2012. Soil quality evaluation following the implementation of
permanent cover crops in semi-arid vineyards. Organic matter, physical and biological
soil properties. Spanish Journal of Agricultural Research, 10, 1121-1132.

VRSIC, S., IVANCIC, A., PULKO, B. & VALDHUBER, J. 2011. Effect of soil management
systems on erosion and nutrition loss in vineyards on steep slopes. Journal of
environmental biology, 289-294.

WILLIAMS, N., WARD, K., POPE, N., ISAACS, R., WILSON, MAY, E., ELLIS, J., DANIELS,
J., PENCE, A., ULLMANN, K. & PETERS, J. 2015. Native wildflower plantings support
wild bee abundance and diversity in agricultural landscapes across the United States.

WILMANNS, O. 1993. Plant strategy types and vegetation development reflecting different
forms of vineyard management. Journal of Vegetation Science, 4, 235-240.

WINTER, S., BAUER, T., STRAUSS, P., KRATSCHMER, S., PAREDES, D., POPESCU, D.,
LANDA, B., GUZMAN, G., GOMEZ, J., GUERNION, M., ZALLER, J. & BATARY, P.
2018. Effects of vegetation management intensity on biodiversity and ecosystem
services in vineyards: A meta-analysis.

Xl, Z.-M., TAO, Y.-S., ZHANG, L. & LI, H. 2011. Impact of cover crops in vineyard on the aroma
compounds of Vitis vinifera L. cv Cabernet Sauvignon wine. Food Chemistry, 127, 516-
522.

49



YU, Y., LOISKANDL, W., KAUL, H.-P., HHMMELBAUER, M., WEI, W., CHEN, L. & BODNER,
G. 2016. Estimation of runoff mitigation by morphologically different cover crop root
systems. Journal of Hydrology, 538, 667-676.

ZEHETNER, F., DJUKIC, I., HOFMANN, R., KUHNEN, L., RAMPAZZO-TODOROVIC, G.,
GERZABEK, M. H. & SOJA, G. 2015. Soil organic carbon and microbial communities
respond to vineyard management. Soil Use and Management, 31, 528-533.

ZHANG, W., RICKETTS, T. H., KREMEN, C., CARNEY, K. & SWINTON, S. M. 2007.
Ecosystem services and dis-services to agriculture. Ecological Economics, 64, 253-
260.

ZUUR, A. F., HILBE, J. M. & IENO, E. N. 2013. A beginner's guide to GLM and GLMM with R
. a frequentist and Bayesian perspective for ecologists.

50



7 List of tables

Table 1: Overview of investigated vineyards. The sampled vineyards are sorted by their
position in the landscape circles and their management type (HI = bare soil, A =

alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation Cover)............ccccoiiiiiiiieiiiiieiiccee e, 8

Table 2: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter root

length. Best models are marked in bOId................uuiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 22

Table 3: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter

surface area. Best model is marked in bold. .........oonvierieoe e 26

Table 4: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter

average root diameter. Best model is marked in bold. .............cccooiiiiiiiiiiii 29
Table 5: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter total

root dry mass. Best models are marked in bold. ... 31
Table 6: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter total

root length. Best model is marked in bold. ..., 33
Table 7: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter total

root surface area. Best model is marked iNn DOId. .........oooeeiee e 35

Table 8: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter

average root diameter. Best model is marked in bold. ............cccccooiiiiiiiii 37

Table 9: Overview of best models (lowest AICc and AAICc = 2) for the parameter total

root dry mass. Best model is marked in bold. ............ccoooiiiiiiiii 38

Table 10: Model selection for total root length. Models are selected by comparing the

AICc values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold..................... 56

Table 11: Model selection for root surface area. Models are selected by comparing the

AICc values (minimum difference of 2). The best model is marked in bold. ................. 57

Table 12: Model selection for plant root average diameter. Models are selected by
comparing the AICc values (minimum difference of 2). The best model is marked
1T oo ] o PP 58

Table 13: Model selection for root dry mass. Models are selected by comparing the

AlCc values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold..................... 59

Table 14: Calculated GLMMs for root length. Models are selected by comparing the

AICc values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold..................... 60

Table 15: Calculated GLMMs for surface area. Models are selected by comparing the

AlCc values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold..................... 61

51



Table 16: Calculated GLMMs for average diamter. Models are selected by comparing

the AICc values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold...............

Table 17: Calculated GLMMs for root dry mass. Models are selected by comparing the

AlCc values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold.....................

52



8 List of figures

Figure 1: Map of Romania showing the wine-growing region Tarnave in the centre of

Transylvania (Tulbure, 2012).......ccoo e

Figure 2: Scheme of vineyard soil management intensities in the inter-rows (O =
vineyard poles, X = position of root sample, dark brown area shows the tilled
inter-row area, green area vegetation cover, light brown the in-row area): a)

management type P, b) management type A and ¢) management type HI. ............

Figure 3: Survey map showing the locations of the six investigated landscape circles.
Red marks show the position of the vineyards within the landscape circle and its
circle number. The yellow mark shows the city of Blaj in the Alba county (Google
INC., 2077 ) e

Figure 4. Root sampling procedure in a Romanian vineyard using a soil corer................
Figure 5: Left: Suspension including the dissolved soil sample. Right: Sieving using a
WALET NOSE. .. e
Figure 6: Left: Separating roots from other materials. Right: Storing of roots in tubes in
alCONOIIC SOIULION. .....eiiiiiiiii e
Figure 7: Black tray for estimating the sample size and the generation of sub-samples...
Figure 8: Partitioning of a sample into three thirds. The result of the partial scanning
was multiplied by the factor 3 in the presentcase. ...,
Figure 9: Scanned root sample showed in WINnRHIZO..............cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e,
Figure 10: Total root length of different management systems. The lines in the boxplots

show the mean value (dotted line) and the median (bold line) (HI = high

management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover). ...

Figure 11: Distribution of total root length by diameter classes (0-0.2/-0.4/-0.6/-0.8/
-1.0/-1.2/-14/-16/-2/-3/-5/>5mm) and management type (HI = high
management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation cover).

The bold lines in the boxplots show the median. ...

Figure 12: Correlation of root length and last soil management in the inter-rows in years

Figure 15: Correlation of total root length and Shannon index in the inter-rows (r = 0.15)

Figure 16: Effect plot of root length depending on last soil management in the inter-

FOWS. (=10 it e e et e e e e e e e e ae bbb e e e e e e eeeanaaaaas

53

...... 6

...... 7
...... 9

..... 10

..... 11

..... 12

..... 16

..... 17

..... 22



Figure 17: Effect plot of total root length depending on the type of management in the
inter-rows (HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P =
permanent vegetation COVEr) (N=15).. ... i i i eeeeeeeeeenees 23
Figure 18: Total root surface area of the different management intensities. The lines in
the boxplots show the mean value (dotted line) and the median (bold line) (HI =

high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation

Figure 19: Distribution of total root surface area by diameter classes (0-0.2/-0.4/-0.6/
-0.8/-10/-12/-14/-16/-2/-3/-5/>5 mm) and management type (HI =
high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent vegetation

cover). The bold lines in the boxplots show the median...............cccccviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn, 25
Figure 20: Correlation between root surface area and last soil management (r = 0.77) ........ 26

Figure 21: Effect plot of total root surface area depending on the type of management
in the inter-rows (HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P =

permanent vegetation CoOVEr) (N=15).....oiiuiiiiiii e 27

Figure 22: Results of average root diameter for the different management systems. The
lines in the boxplots show the mean value (dotted line) and the median (bold line)
(HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P = permanent

VEGETAtION COVEI). .ot e e e e e e e e e 28

Figure 23: Total root dry mass of root samples (in g) in the different management
intensities. The lines in the boxplots show the mean value (dotted line) and the
median (bold line) (HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P =

permanent vegetation COVEN). ... e 30
Figure 24: Correlation of total root dry mass and last soil management (r = 0.80) ................ 31

Figure 25: Effect plot showing the total root dry mass depending on the last soil

management in the inter-rows in years (N=15) .......ccooiiiiiiiiiii e 32

Figure 26: Effect plot showing the total root length depending on the stone content

Figure 27: Effect plot of total root length depending on the type of management in the
inter-rows (HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P =
permanent vegetation Cover) (N=10)......oc.uuuiiiiiiii e 35
Figure 28: Effect plot showing the total root surface area depending on the stone
Lot a1 (=T o A (i 1 ) PPN 36

54



Figure 29: Effect plot of total root surface area depending on the type of management
in the inter-rows (HI = high management intensity, A = alternating tillage, P =

permanent vegetation cover) (NZ10).......cooiiiiiii i e

55



9 Appendix

Table 10: Model selection for total root length. Models are selected by comparing the AlIC¢

values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold.

Compared models AlCc

root length ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 167.73
root length ~ management type + circle/plot 142.55
root length ~ last soil management + circle/plot 154.35
root length ~ soil-treatment frequency + circle/plot 157.65
root length ~ duration of management + circle/plot 163.95
root length ~ duration of vineyard cultivation + circle/plot 163.49
root length ~ vegetation cover + circle/plot 163.08
root length ~ species number + circle/plot 161.58
root length ~ Shannon index + circle/plot 155.97
root length ~ last soil management + management type + circle/plot 140.36
root length ~ soil-treatment frequency + management type + circle/plot 144.98
root length ~ duration of management + management type + circle/plot 149.46
root length ~ duration of vineyard cultivation + management type + circle/plot 146.51
root length ~ vegetation cover + management type + circle/plot 149.04
root length ~ species number + management type + circle/plot 146.48
root length ~ Shannon index + management type + circle/plot 141.11
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Table 11: Model selection for root surface area. Models are selected by comparing the AlCc

values (minimum difference of 2). The best model is marked in bold.

Compared models AlCc

surface area ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 122.70
surface area ~ management type + circle/plot 107.11
surface area ~ last soil management + circle/plot 111.20
surface area ~ soil-treatment frequency + circle/plot 117.35
surface area ~ duration of management + circle/plot 124.24
surface area ~ duration of vineyard cultivation + circle/plot 124.39
surface area ~ vegetation cover + circle/plot 121.92
surface area ~ species number + circle/plot 121.71
surface area ~ Shannon index + circle/plot 115.47
surface area ~ last soil management + management type + circle/plot 109.43
surface area ~ soil-treatment frequency + management type + circle/plot 114.58
surface area ~ duration of management + management type + circle/plot 119.01
surface area ~ duration of vineyard cultivation + management type + circle/plot 117.85
surface area ~ vegetation cover + management type + circle/plot 118.56
surface area ~ species number + management type + circle/plot 116.11
surface area ~ Shannon index + management type + circle/plot 110.66
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Table 12: Model selection for plant root average diameter. Models are selected by comparing

the AICc values (minimum difference of 2). The best model is marked in bold.

Compared models AICc
average root diameter ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot -21.50
average root diameter ~ management type + circle/plot 2.77
average root diameter ~ last soil management + circle/plot -9.28
average root diameter ~ soil-treatment frequency + circle/plot -8.43
average root diameter ~ duration of management + circle/plot -3.38
average root diameter ~ duration of vineyard cultivation + circle/plot -4.24
average root diameter ~ vegetation cover + circle/plot -4.14
average root diameter ~ species number + circle/plot -10.13
average root diameter ~ Shannon index + circle/plot -11.23
average root diameter ~ last soil management + management type + circle/plot 26.04
average root diameter ~ soil-treatment frequency + management type + circle/plot 24.52
average root diameter ~ duration of management + management type + circle/plot 29.57
average root diameter ~ duration of vineyard cultivation + management type + 29.08
circle/plot

average root diameter ~ vegetation cover + management type + circle/plot 29.32
average root diameter ~ species number + management type + circle/plot 22.15
average root diameter ~ Shannon index + management type + circle/plot 21.20
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Table 13: Model selection for root dry mass. Models are selected by comparing the AIC¢ values

(minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold.

Compared models AICc
root dry mass ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 14.93
root dry mass ~ management type + circle/plot 26.01
root dry mass ~ last soil management + circle/plot 13.35
root dry mass ~ soil-treatment frequency + circle/plot 22.88
root dry mass ~ duration of management + circle/plot 28.86
root dry mass ~ duration of vineyard cultivation + circle/plot 29.19
root dry mass ~ vegetation cover + circle/plot 24.76
root dry mass ~ species number + circle/plot 25.91
root dry mass ~ Shannon index + circle/plot 18.21
root dry mass ~ last soil management + management type + circle/plot 40.60
root dry mass ~ soil-treatment frequency + management type + circle/plot 44.99
root dry mass ~ duration of management + management type + circle/plot 49.46
root dry mass ~ duration of vineyard cultivation + management type + circle/plot 49.45
root dry mass ~ vegetation cover + management type + circle/plot 48.91
root dry mass ~ species number + management type + circle/plot 46.60
root dry mass ~ Shannon index + management type + circle/plot 40.99
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Table 14: Calculated GLMMs for root length. Models are selected by comparing the AIC¢ values

(minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold.

Compared models AICc

root length ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 167.73
root length ~ dry bulk density + circle/plot 155.38
root length ~ saturated hydraulic conductivity + circle/plot 162.62
root length ~ pH + circle/plot 157.98
root length ~ CaCOs + circle/plot 162.59
root length ~ TOC + circle/plot 157.28
root length ~ clay + circle/plot 163.81
root length ~ stone content + circle/plot 153.72
root length ~ percolation stability + circle/plot 162.04
root length ~ dry bulk density + management type + circle/plot 139.00
root length ~ saturated hydraulic conductivity + management type + circle/plot 144.93
root length ~ pH + management type + circle/plot 142.76
root length ~ CaCOs + management type + circle/plot 147.75
root length ~ TOC + management type + circle/plot 142.93
root length ~ clay + management type + circle/plot 148.46
root length ~ stone content + management type + circle/plot 136.22
root length ~ percolation stability + management type + circle/plot 148.29
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Table 15: Calculated GLMMs for surface area. Models are selected by comparing the AlIC¢

values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold.

Compared models AICc

surface area ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 122.70
surface area ~ dry bulk density + circle/plot 115.34
surface area ~ saturated hydraulic conductivity + circle/plot 122.65
surface area ~ pH + circle/plot 117.93
surface area ~ CaCOs + circle/plot 122.00
surface area ~ TOC + circle/plot 116.33
surface area ~ clay + circle/plot 123.73
surface area ~ stone content + circle/plot 113.76
surface area ~ percolation stability + circle/plot 120.30
surface area ~ dry bulk density + management type + circle/plot 109.54
surface area ~ saturated hydraulic conductivity + management type + circle/plot 115.28
surface area ~ pH + management type + circle/plot 112.31
surface area ~ CaCOs + management type + circle/plot 117.29
surface area ~ TOC + management type + circle/plot 112.42
surface area ~ clay + management type + circle/plot 118.00
surface area ~ stone content + management type + circle/plot 106.41
surface area ~ percolation stability + management type + circle/plot 109.99
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Table 16: Calculated GLMMs for average diamter. Models are selected by comparing the AlC¢

values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold.

Compared models AICc

average diameter ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot -21.50
average diameter ~ dry bulk density + circle/plot -12.65
average diameter ~ saturated hydraulic conductivity + circle/plot -5.46
average diameter ~ pH + circle/plot -9.86
average diameter ~ CaCOs + circle/plot -5.78
average diameter ~ TOC + circle/plot -10.79
average diameter ~ clay + circle/plot -4.89
average diameter ~ stone content + circle/plot -14.25
average diameter ~ percolation stability + circle/plot -6.61
average diameter ~ dry bulk density + management type + circle/plot 19.88
average diameter ~ saturated hydraulic conductivity + management type + circle/plot 26.13
average diameter ~ pH + management type + circle/plot 21.44
average diameter ~ CaCOs + management type + circle/plot 27.91
average diameter ~ TOC + management type + circle/plot 23.16
average diameter ~ clay + management type + circle/plot 28.49
average diameter ~ stone content + management type + circle/plot 18.50
average diameter ~ percolation stability + management type + circle/plot 24.34
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Table 17: Calculated GLMMs for root dry mass. Models are selected by comparing the AlCc

values (minimum difference of 2). Best models are marked in bold.

Compared models AlCc
root dry mass ~ 1 [null variant] + circle/plot 14.93
root dry mass ~ dry bulk density + circle/plot 18.67
root dry mass ~ saturated hydraulic conductivity + circle/plot 26.72
root dry mass ~ pH + circle/plot 22.24
root dry mass ~ CaCOs + circle/plot 26.14
root dry mass ~ TOC + circle/plot 17.48
root dry mass ~ clay + circle/plot 27.01
root dry mass ~ stone content + circle/plot 18.00
root dry mass ~ percolation stability + circle/plot 22.35
root dry mass ~ dry bulk density + management type + circle/plot 39.85
root dry mass ~ saturated hydraulic conductivity + management type + circle/plot 46.87
root dry mass ~ pH + management type + circle/plot 42.27
root dry mass ~ CaCOs + management type + circle/plot 47.78
root dry mass ~ TOC + management type + circle/plot 42.00
root dry mass ~ clay + management type + circle/plot 46.83
root dry mass ~ stone content + management type + circle/plot 38.29
47.92

root dry mass ~ percolation stability + management type + circle/plot
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