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Abstract       Grapes are the fruit sought by consumers of all ages, They have 
both high energy values, food and medicines values. 

The research was conducted in 2008, and had as a subject the impact 
of organic and chemical fertilizers upon buds’ viability of wine grapes varieties 
“Fetească albă, Fetească regală, Cabernet Sauvignon, Merlot” cultivated in 
Recaş wine growing area. 

Its purpose was to track the influence of organic and chemical fertilizers 
on the viability of buds, resulting from their application to wine grape varieties 
“Fetească albă, Fetească regală, Cabernet Sauvignon, Merlot”. 

Organic and chemical fertilizers are used in viticulture to supplement 
the food needs and to improve the physicochemical and biological properties 
of soil. 

These fertilizers, besides enriching the soil nutrients and humus, 
increases the activity of soil microorganisms involved in relevant biochemical 
transformations and stimulate more efficient use of mineral fertilizers. 

The category of organic fertilizers is made of: manure, semi liquid 
manure, green manure, compost. 
Fertilizers applied in vineyards bearing an influence on the overall vines, with 
favourable implications in restoring vegetative growth vigour and productive 
capacity, to obtain high yields of quality grapes [7,8].   
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Wine remains in the same place throughout the 

life of the plantation, so that vines are required in a 

limited space and nutritional consequences in depleting 

soil nutrients, the grape harvest, the items are deleted 

from the dry cutting operations the green parts is added 

every year, the elements that make up the hub of the 

vine, are quantities of nutrients extracted from the soil, 

which must be renewed by fertilization [9,10,12]. 

Requirements of vine status to the main nutrient 

vary by soil fertility, rainfall, scion-rootstock 

combination, quantity and quality of the obtained grape 

harvest. 

  
Biological Material and Method 

 
Research material consists of wine grapes 

varieties: Fetească albă, Fetească regală, Cabernet 

Sauvignon and Merlot. 

The research was conducted in an individual 

wine holdings with a total area of 3,5 ha vineyards 

bearing fruit, with the following structure: 1,0 ha for 

white wine varieties (Fetească regală, Fetească regală, 

Riesling italian and Mustoasă); 2,5 ha for red wine 

varieties (Merlot, Burgund mare and Cabernet 

Sauvignon). 

The plantation was established in the years 

1986 - 1987, the planting distance of 2,0 m between 

rows and 1,2 m on a row, providing a nominal density 

of 4166 vines per hectare. 

Type of vines cutting is the semivine Guyot, 

2-3 fructification spots formed by a chord bearing 10-

14 buds and a replacement pin of 2-3 buds. 

For research there were taken of every variety, 

5 vines in five repetitions, and there were made all 

observations and measurements necessary for 

compiling this article: 

- buds’ viability was determined by counting 

the growing buds and the reporting fruit load; 

Ground units, where is located the vine 

plantation, are luvisols and they are characterized as 

follows: 

Luvisol vertic sloppy, poorly decarbonated 

formed on slopes of 12,1 to 18%, parent rock is 

composed of clays gonflable (reddish clays); 

groundwater is deeper than 10,1 m soil reaction is 

slightly acidic soil is eubazic, low in humus; state 

nitrogen supply is low, very low phosphorous and 

potassium is good; up to 70 cm soil texture is fine, and 

below 70 cm is medium to fine; permeability and total 

porosity are very small and useful water capacity is 

low. 
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Luvisol sloppy, pseudogleized in depth, is 

composed of clays inflated parent rock and 

groundwater depth is greater than 10,1 m is weakly 

acid soil reaction, soil mezobazic between 0-24 cm; 

humus content is medium, humus reserve in the first 50 

cm of soil is high; state nitrogen supply is low, the 

phosphorus is good and is very well supplied with 

potassium; soil texture is medium fine on the whole 

profile, very low porosity and useful water capacity is 

lower. 

Luvisol sloppy, poorly pseudogleized, parent 

rock is composed of fine clay inflated middle; the 

groundwater depth is greater than 20 m, soil reaction is 

moderately acid, soil is mezobazic; humus content is 

medium, reserves of humus in the top 20 cm is good, 

and the potassium very good; soil texture is medium 

fine up to 160 cm; total porosity is small, useful water 

capacity is high and there is a low permeability. 

Manure was applied in autumn, once in early 

experimental cycle. Fertilizers with phosphorus, 

nitrogen and potassium were administered annually in 

autumn, after harvesting the grapes and were 

incorporated into the soil with the cultivator 

[1,2,3,4,5,6]. 

 

Results and Discussions 

 
 The termic conditions of 2008 were normal 

for the studied area. 

 Multiannual temperature was of 11,2
o
C, while 

multiannual temperature in vegetation conventional for 

vine culture (1
st
 April – 30

th
 September) was of 18,3

o
C. 

 The hottest month was July, when there was 

registered a temperature of + 23,7
o
, showing the 

favourability of the area for red and white quality wine 

grapes culture. 

 Annual medium rainfall was of 572,8 mm, of 

which 435,6 mm during the vegetation period. 

 Buds’ viability is determined by varieties’ 

resistance to frosts and by the minimum temperature 

registered during winter period, at the same time being 

influenced by the age and health condition of the vine, 

the applied agrotechniques and maturation degree of 

wood tissues. 

Out of table 1 we can see that Fetească albă 

variety had a buds’ viability of 81,82% in R1 and 

91,18% in R5, while the average value was of 86,67% 

(fig. 1). 

Table 1 

Fetească albă variety’s buds’ viability  

Repetition Charge of buds/vine No,of growing buds Viability % 

R1 33 27,0 81,82 

R2 30 26,0 86,67 

R3 35 30,0 85,71 

R4 33 29,0 87,88 

R5 34 31,0 91,18 

AVERAGE 33,00 28,60 86,67 
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Fig. 1. Fetească albă variety’s buds’ viability 

 

In table 2 there are presented the results of 

Fetească regală variety, which had a buds’ viability 

varying from 77,14% in R2 and 90,00% in R3, the 

average value being 82,16% (fig. 2). 

Cabernet Sauvignon variety had a buds’ 

viability value of 87,50% in R3 and 91,18% in R1, 

while the average value of all vines was of 89,38% 

(table 3 and fig.3). 

For Merlot variety we registered buds’ 

viability values of 68,57% in repetition 2 and 81,25% 

in repetition 1, the average value being of 75,43% 

(table 4 and fig. 4). 
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By analysing buds’ viability of all the 

varieties (table 3,5 and fig, 3,5) we see that the average 

number of growing buds represents 83,41%, inferior 

values being obtained in case of Merlot variety 

(75,43%) and Fetească regală variety (82,16%), while 

superior values were obtained from Fetească albă  

variety (86,67%) and Cabernet Sauvignon variety 

(89,38%) (table 5 and fig.5). 

 
Table 2 

Fetească regală variety’s buds’ viability 

Repetition Charge of buds/vine No,of growing buds Viability % 

R1 34 28,0 82,35 

R2 38 29,0 76,32 

R3 40 36,0 90,00 

R4 38 32,0 84,21 

R5 35 27,0 77,14 

AVERAGE 37,00 30,40 82,16 
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Fig. 2. Fetească regală variety’s buds’ viability 

 

Table 3 

Cabernet Sauvignon variety’s buds’ viability 

Repetition Charge of buds/vine No,of growing buds Viability % 

R1 34 31,0 91,18 

R2 29 26,0 89,66 

R3 32 28,0 87,50 

R4 35 31,0 88,57 

R5 30 27,0 90,00 

AVERAGE 32,00 28,60 89,38 
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Fig. 3. Cabernet Sauvignon variety’s buds’ viability 
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Table 4 

Merlot variety’s buds’ viability 

Repetition Charge of buds/vine No,of growing buds Viability % 

R1 32 26,0 81,25 

R2 35 24,0 68,57 

R3 34 26,0 76,47 

R4 39 29,0 74,36 

R5 35 27,0 77,14 

AVERAGE 35,00 26,40 75,43 
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Fig. 4. Merlot variety’s buds’ viability 

 
Table 5 

Variability of variety’s buds’ viability of the studied varieties 

Variety Charge of buds/vine No,of growing buds 

Viability % 

Value 

% 

% to the 

average value 

Fetească albă 33,00 28,60 86,67 103,91 

Fetească regală 37,00 30,40 82,16 98,50 

Cabernet Sauvignon 32,00 28,60 89,38 107,16 

Merlot 35,00 26,40 75,43 90,42 

AVERAGE  34,25 28,50 83,41 100,00 
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Fig. 5. Comparative situation of variety’s buds’ viability 

 

Conclusions 
 

1. Fetească albă variety had a buds’ viability 

varying from 81,82% in R1 and 91,18% in R5, and the 

average value of the variety was 86,67%. 

2. Fetească regală variety had a buds’ viability 

varying from 77,14% in R2 and 90,00% in R3, the 

average value of the variety being 82,16%. 

3. Cabernet Sauvignon and Merlot varieties had 

a buds’ viability that varied from 87,50% in R3, and 

91,18% - R1 (Cabernet Sauvignon) and 68,57% in R2 

and 81,25% in R1 (Merlot). 

4. Out of the analysis of buds’ viability of all 

varieties we can see that the medium number of 

growing buds represents 83,41%,  inferior values being 

obtained from Merlot and Fetească regală varieties and 
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superior values from Fetească albă and Cabernet 

Sauvignon varieties. 
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