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COVER CROPS FOR VINEYARDS
The following studies were made on nonirrigated vineyards in Oregon:

"Vineyard Cover Crop Evaluations - Willamette Valley, Oregon,"
summarizes a study of cover crop varieties on three nonirrigated

vineyards.

"The Effect of Cover Crops on Availability of Water to Grape
Vines in the Willamette Valley in 1985," by James Vomocil of
Oregon State University, is a coordinated study of water use.
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VINEYARD COVER CROP EVALUATIONS - WILLAMETTE VALLEY, OREGON

Cover crop trials were evaluated on three nonirrigated vineyards
in Yamhill County; Hyland, Sokol Blosser, and Knudsen-Erath. Most
of the grapes were planted in rows in a north-south direction to
utilize sunlight. Precipitation is 40"+, with dry summers. Soils
are Jory and Laurelwood.

The cover crop plots were seeded in 1982 and 1983. Cover crops were
planted between the grapes and extended the full length of the rows.

Before these plots were planted to cover crops, they were rototilled
and existing vegetation was flailed. Soil erosion varied from 20
to 40 ton per acre. Cover crops have reduced erosion to acceptable

levels.

CRITERIA

Grape grower criteria used for evaluating cover crops are:

Water Competition
Soils were generally 70 to 80 percent of water holding capacity under

the cover crop. Soil surface in the bare grape rows was dry. Moisture
below 1-2" was the same as in the cover crops. Our findings support
those of Oregon State University, as published in The Effects of

Cover Crops on Availability of Water to Grape Vines in the Willamette
Valley in 1985 (attached). Poorly responding cover crop varieties

may perform better if summer irrigation is applied.

Maintenance
June height of plants were evaluated to determine the need to flail

Or mow.

Winter damage occurred when frost heave lifted ryegrass plants, breaking
roots at the soil surface. Vegetative damage to leaves, observed
in January, lowered some ratings.

Need for frequent reestablishment resulted in lower ratings.

Fertilizer
In 1983 and 1984 cover crops were only fertilized after establishment

with 20 1bs of 16-20-0.

Competition
Cover crop varieties that competed well with weeds during establishment,

and prevented weed growth, received high ratings.

Data on rodents is not conclusive. We noted the presence or absence
of burrows at the times of evaluation. Above ground damage to plants

was not observed.



Trafficability
Growers praised "the ease of walking on grass during wet weather", since

many culturing jobs are done during the wet season. Highest ratings were
given to 'Covar' sheep fescue, Tournament hard fescue, and shadow fine
fescue. They also had less soil compaction in areas between wheel rows.

Equipment platform was rated for the ability of the soil to bearup equipment
when wet. Traffic damage was observed in the wheel row. Grass varieties

were rated as follows:

plants resilient to equipment traffic - high
plants crushed by equipment - lower
plants killed by equipment - lowest.

Water Erosion Control
Water erosion normally occurs from November through March. Measurements

were taken during November and it was found that maintaining green winter
vegetation and/or cover was the best erosion control practice.

Erosion occurred in two situations:
-cover crop variety trials with weak stands
-perennial ryegrass seeded in 10" rows up-and-down hill with bare

space between the plant rows.

Temperature
Methods for measuring reflected light and effect of heat on the grapes

were not available and needs further research. Soil temperatures at 20"
indicate perennial ryegrasses were 3 to 5 degrees warmer than fescues.

Fescues may reflect more heat during the summer.

Longevity of Cover Crops
Four years of data are not sufficient to determine the longevity of each

variety. Those rated "poor", are already failing and those rated "fair"
have shown a decrease in plants.

Appearance of Cover Crops
Plots were reviewed for uniform distribution of plants, evenness of stand,

and overall appearance.

Condition of Cover Crops

Percent stand, and vigor were rated in order to understand a cover crop
trend. Changes in percent stand rating, made June 12, 1985 were compared
to the same plots, January 22, 1986. Perennial ryegrasses were very hardy
for the first year. Fescues established slower than ryegrasses.

COMMENTS

A mixture of perennial ryegrass and fescue will give vigorous first-year
growth with ryegrass. When the ryegrass begins to diminish from lack
of summer water and fertilization, or winter kill, the fescues will take

over.



Trials seeded by broadcast, Brillion seeder or Tye No-Till Drill, all
produced acceptable stands. The No-Till 10" spacing is too far apart
for our objectives of creating a solid cover in one to two years. The
Brillion seeder used on a prepared seedbed produced the best results,
especially at seeding rates 2 to 3 times the normal seeding rate of 8-10

lbs/acre.

Ryegrasses have not performed as well as the fescues under field conditions
in vineyards. While ryegrasses produced the quickest cover, they are
shortlived, require more nutrients, have weaker root systems, are not

as competitive with weeds and rodents, and do not fill in as well as
fescues. Some ryegrass stands are already deteriorating. They are doing
better on deeper soils at Knudsen-Erath, than on the moderately deep soils

at Sokol Blosser.

Tall fescues are suitable for those areas with excess moisture, but require
more management (flailing and nitrogen), than do fine fescues. Turf-type
tall fescues look better than fawn fescue at this time.

The fine fescues appear to best fit grape grower criteria, and of these
Covar sheep fescue is the overwhelming choice of local growers.

None of the various grasses tried heldup under normal vineyard travel
in the access roads. Those roads should probably be graveled.

Water erosion on seeded areas was reduced by 35 to 40 ton/acre/year to
acceptable levels of <"T". Water control structures will probably be
necessary to complete a management system.

Flailing was reduced from 6 times on native weeds and grasses, to 1 or
2 times on the trial areas. Covar sheep fescue needs flailing only to

remove seed heads.

Normal vineyard operations were to disc once or twice and rototill twice
during the summer.



*sM0d papaas 3ayj uaamizag aodeds 34eq B S| A4aYL *SMOJ Ul | |1y umop pue dn papaas 8uam sjo|d asayl T

*Bujjers 3saq ayjz s! O pue adanj|iey ® 51 9 "OI-0 U0 paseq pauBisse adam sBuijey 1=»

*4edA puUoIas ayj pajivy aniIsay oduao0Z

“4eaA 35413 pa|les sseaBan|g jenuuy
Z  paldea b e o anod 4 09 e 0 &1 TI-MS 3R S433junjop
Z 4 09 Z* ¥ - & 4awwap  sseabady
= 4 09 Z* ¥ - & opue|g awoug
SIVITINNY
- jauJang
B8 =72 o8 + ¥ ¥ pook 4 09 ¥ - 52 4rjaq | ewg
¥ 0E 02 14 4 ¥ 4oo0d 4 59 =] &6E 3¢ UMOJHA0A
9 oF 08 g 8 =1 A1e4 4 9 Z» 8 BL 22 apnjadd
S S¥ 09 L =] =1 Ale3 4 69 Z# 3 °F S 48w|ed
A 05 al=3 ¥ & 14 died d g9 & % vS 413
¥ 0g (8]=] ¥ 8 S A1ey 4 £9 2% 8 9L &1 Aqaag
aanj| ey oL 9R/LZ/1 a4dnjley 540  sseaBady
¥ og 09 [ 9 S Arey 4 19 Z* 8 PL a1 Aadeg |ejuuaaag
anisaqy
o1 Gé6 06 8 é 8 poob 4 09 o1 E¥ 9g 4eA0D daayg
3 [e1.3 08 S L S poob 4 85 & L€ L9 ume
8 0& == 4 & =3 pookb 4 19 (0] 8 E9 LE uodje4 Yyaung
L [s73 o8 b} & g poob 4 09 o1 £g o 18gay adA3 juny
andsad jlel
=] S¥ o9 ¥ & ¥ BRR ¥ 4 29 & S £2 BUIpPiEM
e Sé 0é & o1 3 poob 4 09 o1 Se 59 juawerUL4NO |
2 =14 o¥ ¥ 8 ¥ 4Jo0d d 68 Z% 8 €1 99 jue} a8y
& (a1 =13 =] o1 = poob 4 09 ot 99 vE ®3023 anodsaqy
8 oL 09 b4 01 L poob d 19 or1 25 &% 4rang - p4aTmH
é =13 0oL . & 01 & poob 4 19 o1 &2 84 Mmoperys anoJsagy
G 0G< o¥ z ¥ Z pue3s Jood 4 &9 ¥ 0 08 uo | dweys - aul g
o1 Sé 0é & 8 é pook 4 09 ot 2E s9 umojsawer anisaq
é 06 a8 L é P poof 4 09 o1 2z 82 swedBy -sBuimay)
o1 Sé& Sé & o1 b pooB 4 09 o1 8L 22 uMejuuagd andsag4 pay
é 03 96 & é 3 pook 4 19 ot +1 =73 ssaJjaod -Bujdaau)n
EVINNSUSd
T# 861 S861 I* w02 3® = b 4 %
40BIp uep aun 13 1% dajuim dou>d dwaj j10s paj|ouajzuod 483A03  JaA03
aunp purlg % Ajiwisoiiun Bujadg 3 | |ey dano0) aung uUo|§043 anpisay uaaug Ajaiaep sa|aadg
NOILIANOD FONVHYIdIY ALIAIONOT JUNLYYIdWAL NOILVNIYA3 NOISOY3 98/1 d04D HM3IADD
Z 40 1 abey 98-G861

NO93HO0 ‘A3TIVA 3LL3WVTIIM - SNOILYNIVAI JOMD H3IA0D QUVAINIA



M0 |@aym ayjz ul uoijledwod jl1oeg C#

*BUNZ 3004 J43M0| 3Y3 Y| Pajelo] 39 Ajuo ABw 4o S3004 dodd Jd3A0D 3Yj mMo|aqg A||eddual ade sj3004 adean za
*Buig®ea 3saq ay3 s| Q7 PUB 34N|IBy B SI O "OI-0 MO paseq paubisse 3J4am sBuijey T«
e Z n@=0 alos T T 2T 08-0.1 = q9-M5 3® sasajunjop
1 T WF-0 ou £ £ 21 0L-09 - Aawwam sseaBady
1 e wl=0 ou 2 £ ] QL-0% - opue|qg awo.g
STVIINNY
jauang
8 z wS-0 sak ® = % é zZ1 05-0L 2Z* 91 4ejag | 1eug
A L w?=0 saA 2 14 Zz + 0L-09 +1  umoayaop
=] =] w-0 saA 14 g £ a 08-0L 0z apn|add
=] 2 w®=-0 ou S 9 L 9 08-0L +1 48uW|ed
2 =3 wS-0 sak o 4 L S 08-0L 91 ®HI3
8 L wd=0 ou 2 ¥ € ¥ 08-0L ¥1 Aquaaqg
] Fa w=0 saA 2 2 - L 02-0.L 02 Sa0 sseabadAy
a8 A W9=0 sah S o e g 08-0L 1 Adaeg IBluuaaad
anjsad
é oT «S ou & o1 é 4 08-0L oz AeA0) daays
e o1 w2l ou 8 £ & o1 02-0L 2% Z¥ ume
é & wS=-0 saA & =4 é ° 08-0L 01-8 uosd|edy young
8 é uG-0 ou é 2 é € 08-0L 8 jagay adA3y jan)
anisaq ||elL
1 é n¥=-0 sak ¥ =] ] 9 08-04 02 BUIP|eM
& 01 - sak é g 9 ] 08-0L 2% &1 3UsUVBRUANO]
é ot wl-0 saA € = é 9 01-0%9 0Z jueljay
& & n9-0 sah é =] & e 08-04L BT ®30233 anasa4
F4 01 wE=0 ou L L 2 4 08-0L 81 4rAng - pP4arH
é & - ou L g o ° 0g-0L 2% BT MmOpRYS anasay
= £ nE-0 s34 £ -4 9 2 03-0L 2% 21 uojdwey) - aul4
S 6 WS- ou é + 8 e 08-04 91 umdjsawer anasaqy
é é w9-0 ou e =] é 8 08-0L 91 sueaby  -sBuimayy
é o1 w2-0 ou & S é e 08-04L 91 Uume|uuagd anisaj pay
L or1 w9-0 ou 8 g 2 o1 08-0L 2z ss8d3juod -Buidaaay
SIVINNIYId
T* T* Ex uoly juasaud T T* “¥x  (Sa8ysuy)) OHM ¥ (Seyduy)
abewep waojje|d -3edwod sjuapoy |[0J43U0d papaau abewep 3yBiray 3sio) yadap
Ji34eal juawdinb3z 1108 Buimouung paapm 8JUBUSJUIE JAJUIM aunp aunp 3004 Ajaiaep sa|)radg
ALITIAVOId4VHL S1N3a0M Sa33M JONYNILNIVH 35N 3IYUNLSIOW d04d H3A0D
2 jo z abegd 98~-9861

“3U0D NODIYUO “‘AFTIVA ILIIWVTIIM - SNOILVNIVAI dOMO H3IA0D OHVAINIA



The Effect of Cover Crops on Availability
of Water to Grape Vines in
the Willamette Valley in 1985

l;y James A. Yomocil
Department of Soil Science
Oregon State University

Introduction

This study was initiated in its original form in 1982 with
the Yamhill Soil and Water Conservation District and the
McMinnville Field Office of the USDA-Soil Conservation
Service. The Soils Department, Oregon State University,
was one of several cooperators, in part funded by The
Wine Advisory Board. .

In 1984 and again in 1985, water use by grapevines and
by a few associated cover crops in each of three vineyards
was measured using the neutron probe method. Access
tubes are permanently installed at monitoring sites and the
neutron probe is lowered into the tubes for measurements
at various depths at weekly to ten-day intervals.

Water use is calculated by the difference between the
final and the initial soil profile water contents plus rainfall
occurring during the measurement season.

Cover crops are recommended for vineyards because
they provide certain advantages, but there are also disad-
ve 15, or possible hazards.

dntages:
1. Control of soil erosion.

2. Support of vehicular traffic, tﬁarefora reduction of
soil compaction.

3. A cleaner, less muddy winter working surface.

4. Possible quick extraction of excess late season
moisture (August, September rains).

5. A cooler, more humid atmosphere.
Disadvantages:

1. Competition against the grape for moisture; this may
be good or bad. :

2. Harboring of pests: rodents, diseases, weeds,
insects. i

3. Competition for plant nutrients.
4. Possible increased frost hazard.
5. Reduced heat units during a “‘cool" year.

Resuits

Water use rates were studied in the coast range foothills
along the west side of the Willamette Valley. The vineyards
w ‘n Yamhill County In the vicinity of McMinnville/
M 9. They were located on deep Jory profiles which
haw. ..i@ capacity to store 7 to 10 inches of available water
in the top 5 feet of the profile.

At two of the three vineyards, arrangements were made
to provide a clean cultivated strip where water use by

grapes where they were not competing against a cover
crop for moisture could be evaluated.

Hyland Vineyards — Vineyard #1: At vineyard #1,
there was no area with clean cultivated middles. All areas
where measurements were made were cover cropped by
one of three stands: (1) volunteer weeds, (2) ''Blando" var
brome grass, and (3) “Wemmers 62’ var annual ryegrass.
Total amount of water used during the growing season
(1985) is shown in Table 1. Measurements are reported for
sail “in" the grape row (close to crowns) and between. --

grape rows.

Table 1. Eifect of interrow vegetation on seasonal water
use by grape vines and associated ground cover, vineyard
#1. y

Inches Water Use
(711 —10/14)

Cover Type
inrow between rows

volunteer weeds (natural grasses)14.9  14.7
brome grass 149 144
ann. ryegrass 14.7 147

Two conclusions are obvious: (1) There was no signifi-
cant season long difference in water use rates between the
three covers, and (2) there was no difference between in
row versus between row water use rates. All of these
water use rates included seven inches of growing season
rainfall, and thus account for only about eight inches of soil .
moisture use. Since the available  water storage in the
upper 5 feet of this soil was about 10 inches, the stored
water was only 75-80% depleted. '

At this level of depletion there was adequate soil
moisture movement in the profile to even out moisture
distributions and to meset the needs of the vines with
minimum plant stress. This may be at least part of the
explanation of the unusually strong uniformity of soil
moisture contents. As water was used from the root zone,
water moved into the root zone horizontally and upward
from greater depths in the soil profile.

It is interesting that no difference was noted in compar-
ing moisture contents in the row with those between the
row where the cover crop was using water. Even in the
surface foot, where grass roots were very abundant, not
much difference in drydown rate was detected after the
measurements started, July 11. Several moisture move-
ment factors probably contributed to this evening out of
wetness: (1) Evaporative moisture loss was suppressed by
vegetative cover and the bare strips (under the vines) lost
more by soil surface evaporation than the grass covered
interrow zones did. The latter lost more by water use by
grass or weeds. (2) The water use by grass and weeds was



dramatically reduced from average values by shading by
the grape vines. (3) The Jory silty clay loam at this site has
a very high moisture holding capacity and a relative low
resistance to flow of water into the surface layers or into
the root zone of either cover crop or grapes.

The overall effect of this was that the impact of the cover
crop on water supply for the grapes at this vineyard in 1985
was small or negligible as it had been also in 1984.

Sokol Blosser Vineyard — Vineyard #2. There was
appreciably more stress on the vines for water by the end
of the season at this vineyard than in vineyard #1. This was
predictable from the difference in the two soils. The soil at
this vineyard had an estimated storage capacity 7.5 inches
of water in the top 5 feet of soil as contrasted to more than
10 inches in the same depth in vineyard #1. The total water
Jse in vineyard #2. until Oct. 14 is shown in the Table 2.

Vineyard #2 contained a clean cultivated strip where
regetation was suppressed to prevent it from using water
rom between vine rows. The cover crop choices com-
iared in this vineyard included Covar variety sheep fescue,
ilka variety of ryegrass, and volunteer mixed weeds,
roadleafs and wild grasses.

Table 2. Effect of interrow vegetation on seasonal water
se by grape vines and associated ground cover, vineyard

.

i Inches Water Use

over Type (7/11 — 10/14)
in row between rows
2an cultivate 13.6 1341
ilunteer weeds 122 122
rennial ryegrass 13.7 13.0
eap fescue 140 15.2

All water use amounts were the same. All water use
1ounts except one (between rows, sheep fescue) were
1aller, but only slightly smaller, than those measured in
eyard #1. The water holding capacity was smaller, the
nt water stress was slightly greater, and the water use
e was slightly less. Even so, any difference between the
an cultivated plots and cover cropped plots was too
all to appear as a water use effect in these measure-
nts. The conclusion Is drawn, then, that in 1985 at this
syard, using cover crops did not deleteriously effect
ier yield or quality of grapes. This same conclusion was
wn in 1984. However, this does not mean that it will be
t every year, or even in the majority of years.

iven though the soil in vineyard #2 is coarser textured,
is less available water, and resists water movement
redistribution in the root zone to a greater degree,
e evidently was some redistribution. The amount of
ar used suggests water moved up into the root from

below the 5 foot depth. There may or may not have been
roots below the depth of 5 feet. There is no way to tell from
the data. The total water used (sum of weekly incremental
amounts) from the soil in this vineyard was 105 to 115% of
the available water holding capacity. It is not certain
whether the excess over 100% represents measurement
error or water movement dpward from below the 5 foot
depth. % g

Knudsen Erath Vineyard — Vineyard #3. In this case,
water use levels were very similar to those reported for
vineyard 1 even though the available water holding capac-
ity of the upper 5 feet of soil was somewhat less than in
vineyard #1. Water use in vineyard #3 is shown in Table 3.

The cover crops compared in this case included clean
cultivated strip kept bare of weeds or grass, Elka variety of
ryegrass as in vineyard #2, Pennlawn variety of creeping
red fescue, and a strip of volunteer grassy and broadieaf
mixed weeds. '

Table 3. Effect of interrow vegetation on seasonal water
use by grape vines and associated ground cover, vineyard
#3.

Inches Water Use

Cover Type (7/11 — 10/14)

in row between rows
clean cultivate 147 145
volunteer weeds ~ 15.0 145
perennial ryegrass 141 133
creeping fescue 14.2 14.8

Depletion of available moisture in the root zone was
complete. By Oct. 14, the available moisture in the upper 5
feet at this vineyard, about 8 inches of stored water, was
totally utilized and virtually none remained. There was no
evidence of differences between cover conditions, and
again as in vineyards 1 and 2, there was no evidence of an
early exhaustion of moisture which could have a
deleterious effect on grape yields or quality.

Summary and Conclusions

Assuming that a water stress would have to be severe
enough to reduce water use rate before it would impact
grape Yyields or quality, no evidence of such a stress was
identified with or without cover crops in the three vineyards
studied in 1985. This conclusion is the same as the 1984
conclusion. This does not mean it will be true every year, or
even most years.

By comparing water use rates in the rows versus
middles, some evidence is gained suggesting that the
water used by cover crops was made up by decreased
surface evaporation late In the season and water
redistribution in the root zone, expecially water movement
into the root zone from deeper soil. Obviously, this could
not happen in shailow soils.



Editor's Note: The vineyardists involved with Dr.
Vomocii's research were contacted for their comments on
the cover crop experiement. Victor Kreimeyer and Jack
Trenhajle wrote comments for Hyland Vineyards. Susan
Sr Ylosser, Allen Holstein, and Dick Erath were inter-
vi. | and summaries of those conversations are

recorded below.

VINEYARD 1: HYLAND VINEYARDS
by Victor Kreimeyer and Jack Trenhaile

Overview: The cover crop experiment at Hyland was
with annual grasses. The original experiment used four
annuals. By 1984, two already showed signs of disappear-
ing from the stand. The plot which gradually became most
interesting to us was the plot called “‘volunteer weeds." As
we brought the weeds under control, native annual and
perennial grasses flourished: bent grass, various blue,
fescue, rye and others as yet unidentified. Two other plots
were also monitored over the length of the. project, one
planted in brome and the other in annual ryegrass. Cur-
rently, native annual and perennial grasses are taking over
these plots as well. :

The Yamhill County Soil Conservation Service consid-
ers the annual grasses in these additional two plots a
failure from the standpoint that they no longer represent a
majority of the grasses present. One is Blando, a brome,
and the other is Wemmers 62, a ryegrass.

Since the study shows little difference between the
moisture demands of the natives versus the tested
a L there is little advantage, from a moisture stand-
p. Jn replanting. Plant vigor during the very dry 1985
season throughout the vineyard gave credence to this
finding. We would not go through the expense of establish-
ing a cover crop that was lost to native grasses in a short
time. '

Effects of Erosion:We have noticed little difference in
the amount of erosion between the native cover and the
other test plots. This might not be the case if weeds were
permitted to dominate the native cover. There could be a
significant percentage of bare ground if the native cover
was not managed effectively with weed control. With
control of weeds, however, the native cover provides
almost 100% coverage, and permits very little soil erosion.

Wearability: Our native cover seems to wear better than
the test plots of annuals. The wet year, 1984, gave us a
good chance to test the ability of the test area to stand up
under tractor travel during harvest. The test annuals cut
through after a few trips over them; the natives were more
resistant.

Heat Units: We are unable to arrive at any conclusions
on this factor. There is no doubt that we need all the heat
units we can get; bare soil might give us more, but we
could not operate in the average year on bare soils. Both
people and machines would simply slide out of the vine-
yard during harvest. This is not to mention the soil that
v Also elect to leave. However, there may be some
a ,age to having an annual cover versus some peren-
niai covers. The annuals at Hyland set their seed and die in
late spring or early summer. In the process, most turn a
“‘golden-shiny” color. This may cause some light to be
reflected back onto the grapes. This Is a vineyard observa-

tion only. (ED. NOTE: See Susan Blosser's similar observa-
tion, #3.)

Conclusion: We have decided to stay with our native
grasses. We will do what we can to eliminate weed com-
petition, in order to'get purer stands of the annual and low-
growing perennials. Our establishment costs are minimal.
Our maintenance costs (herbicides and fertilizers) are
acceptable, and we expect them to decrease over time. We
flail to keep the cover in control, and to discourage taller
growing perennials, but with grass stands, we do not have
to flail as many times nor as close to the ground as we did
when more weeds were in the cover. This allows for faster
travel and is easier on equipment. Gophers find that their
favorite food supply (some of the weeds) is gone, and are
moving out. At least they are no longer moving in.

The conversion at Hyland to native annuals and peren-
nials took a surprisingly short time. Bare areas began
filling in the first year, and most areas had 100% cover by

. the middle of the second year. Since the native grasses

10

have been growing and surviving under adverse condi-
tions for many years, and are now thriving with minimal
management, we expect they will be with us for a long

time.

VINEYARD 2: SOKOL BLOSSER VINEYARD

Interview with Susan Sokol Blosser

Overview: Cover crop experiments were initiated at
Sokol Blosser based on the need for erosion control.
Secondary reasons included prevension of false dan-
delion, which in turn brings gophers into the vineyard. We
also wanted easy access particularly during fall harvest.
Finally, soil compaction is minimized by a permanent
cover, and once established, the cover crop provides a
savings in both labor and equipment cost.

Initial experiments established by the Yamhill Soil and
Water Conservation Service included 20 different peren-
nial grasses. The final data were taken on two, sheep
fescue and perennial ryegrasses, as well as two controls:
clean cultivation and volunteer grasses. Based on our
evaluation, the sheep fescue, Covar, is preferred.

Evaluation of Covar as a perennial grass cover:

1. The grass grows low. It is our assessment that
unless the vineyardist wanted to prevent seed formation, it
would not have to be mowed at all In its season of growth.
It does not produce much seed, and spread is minimal.

2. Covar is long-lived. We are anticipating a life of at
least 15 years, although this will have to be monitored.

3. The grass has a silver-grey cast, which seems to
reflect light. The data do not show significant differences in
increased sugars or yields, but we will continue to monitor
the numbers for long-term effects. At this point, it is an
unconfirmed vineyard observation.

4. Covaris a good choice for dry areas. The grass goes
dormant with water stress, but does not die out. This is
important in our vineyard, based by OSU confirmation of
limited water retension in our soils.

5. When seeded thickly, the grass crowds out compet-
ing weeds. At Sokol Blosser Vineyard, we seeded up to 30



Ibs./acre. We did not spray out the block with a contact
herbicide first, but relied on the fall rains and intense
seeding to establish a thick stand. This seemed to work
well. We used a Brillion Seeder, which seeds and rolls in
rows, rather than broadcasting. Our weed control program
consists of applying Round-up with a ‘wick applicator
primarily to eradicate thistle in spring and early summer.

SUMMARY: Covar sheep fescue is the favored experi-
mental treatment at Sokol Blosser Vineyard. It is a low
maintenance, thick standing grass, with an annual growth
cycle which coincides nicely with the needs of the vineyard.
While the long-terms effects on vine vigor are not in,
preliminary assessments are that the grass does not
impair root development of developing vines nor does the
grass adversely compete for water. The cost of initial
planting is high, and supply is extremely limited. However,
if this cost can be absorbed, the long life of the grass, and
reduced labor and maintenance costs may weigh in favor
of the grass. ' '

VINEYARD 3: KNUDSEN ERATH VINEYARD

Interviews with Dick Erath and vineyard manager,
Allen Holstein.
Dick Erath:

At this time | can draw no conclusions. The vine
response seems similar for all trials. This diffuse response
may be the result of the area in the vineyard where the
axperiments are planted. The soils in this section are deep,
n excess of 7 feet in some areas, and vine vigor is
jenerally high. Moisture seems adequate regardless of the
Jarticular year. Riesling is the varietal planted in the
:xperimental plots, and it is quite hardy. This might also
nask differences. '

Itis possible that a cover crop could be used to enhance
quality under vigorous conditions by creating moisture
stress. | cannot draw conclusions from the experiment at
this time, however, /

In 1985, a dry year, we did an experiment on Willakenzi.
soil in a different section of the vineyard, under shallow soil
conditions with low water retention. Our usual cultural
practice is to clean cultivate every other row. In 1985, a dry
year, we clean cultivated every row in this low-vigor sec-
tion, and realized a higher yield as a result.

Allen Holstein:

The cover crop practice at Knudsen Erath Vineyard is a
compromise; in 50% of the vineyard we increase heat and
water retention; in 50% of the vineyard we have erosion
control and good trafficability. As Dick mentioned above,
every other row is clean cultivated, and we naturally
concentrate traffic in the alternate rows with a cover crop.
My own bias is that cover crops are directly beneficial in
erosion control and trafficability. We will not impact vigor of
older vines in Jory soil by use of a cover crop in most
years.

Regarding the various cover trials at Knudsen Erath
Vineyard, | would agree with Dick that differences were
insignificant. | can make some observations based on
vineyard management. Creeping fescue: This would not be
my choice. It créeps a little too much, edging into the vine
row. &

Perennial ryegrass would be a choice. Positive features
include wearability and low maintenance. Elka ryegrass
was also. planted in one trial, and ‘it would also be an
excellent choice — low growing and not that vigorous. One
of the hard fescues, Durar, also seems promising. It is
slow-growing and also easy to manage.

OSU Publication Available to Winegrowers

A new publication, “Production Maturity, and Wine
Composition of Winegrape Varieties in Western
Oregon, " is available from the OSU Department of
Printing, Mailing Services, OSU, Corvallis, OR.
87331. Write for one free copy. The publication sum-
marizes data taken from varietal plots in vineyards
monitored by OSU from 1976 — 1982.
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