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Assessing bud fruitfulness (fertility) before budburst can provide useful information for
determining the yield potential for the following growing season and allows the number of
buds per vine to be adjusted according to the productive potential of each season. The present
study aims to assess bud fruitfulness and the incidence of necrotic buds using different analysis
techniques in three spur pruned (cordon) grapevine white varieties planted in the Vinhos Verdes
Demarcated Region (VVDR), NW Portugal. The first two dormant buds and cane samples
were collected before winter pruning in December 2016 and 2017 from three (Vitis vinifera L.)
varieties (Alvarinho, Fernão-Pires and Loureiro) in two different VVDR sub-regions.
The fruitfulness and the incidence of bud necrosis were determined using anatomical bud analysis
and by forcing bud growth under controlled environmental conditions. Additional analyses
were performed to determine the total soluble sugars and starch in cane samples on node and
internode regions. There were significant differences in fruitfulness among varieties over the
two growing seasons (2016/2017 and 2017/2018). The Fernão-Pires variety showed the highest
bud fruitfulness for the two first buds of the three varieties. Total soluble sugars and starch
content were influenced by the site, variety and position on the cane. A year-to-year variation
was observed, with a decrease in bud necrosis and an increase in the fruitfulness indices and
carbohydrates content from 2016/2017 to 2017/2018. To our knowledge, no previous studies
combining anatomical and forced bud growth techniques have been carried out on these
three white varieties.
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INTRODUCTION
In temperate climates, grapevine reproductive development
is a long and complex process that extends over two growing
seasons, starting with the inflorescence primordia
differentiation in the developing latent buds during the
previous year (primary bud or R2 meristems R2 and
secondary buds or R3 meristems) (Torregrosa et al., 2021).
The formation of the yield component continues with the
growth of the inflorescences, the differentiation of the
flowers, flower fecundation, berry set and berry development
in the next growing season (Vasconcelos et al., 2009;
Guilpart et al., 2014; Keller, 2015). It comprises a sequence
of morphological, biochemical and physiological events
influenced by environmental and endogenous factors, which
have an important influence on fruitfulness and hence yield
(Srinivasan and Mullins, 1981; Vasconcelos et al., 2009;
Monteiro et al., 2021). Temperature, light, water status,
carbohydrate reserves, genetic and hormonal balance
are all factors which influence the formation of the
reproductive structure over the two growing years
(Srinivasan and Mullins, 1981; Vasconcelos et al., 2009;
Li‑Mallet et al., 2016).
Bud fruitfulness, expressed by the number of inflorescence
primordia per winter bud, represents the first measure of
the yield components for the following season (Dry, 2000;
Ferrer et al., 2004; Guilpart et al., 2014; Collins et al., 2020).
However, it is not a constant value, as it depends on numerous
factors, namely: variety, bud type (primary or secondary)
and bud position in the cane, climate and vine physiology
influence on the differentiation of the inflorescence primordia
(Magalhães, 2015). An evaluation of bud fruitfulness can thus
provide useful information for determining yield potential
for the next growing season (May and Antcliff, 1973;
Dry, 2000; Meneguzzi et al., 2020; Monteiro et al., 2021).
The number of inflorescences, and therefore clusters per
vine, can be responsible for about 60 % of seasonal yield
variation, while the number of berries for approximately 30 %
(Clingeleffer et al., 2001; Guilpart et al., 2014). The evolution
of berry volume is an important variable to consider for
grapevine yield production (Deloire et al., 2021). Quantifying
bud fruitfulness during grapevine dormancy requires the
use of specific laboratory techniques and procedures to
observe the internal bud organogenesis and to assess the
primordia of identification of inflorescences (Ramos, 1991;
Toda, 1991; Rawnsley and Collins, 2005). Bud dissection,
histological observations and forcing bud growth under
controlled environmental conditions are techniques that
can be used to determine bud fruitfulness while the bud is
dormant (May and Antcliff, 1963; Toda, 1991). Because
these techniques are destructive, they presuppose the use
of buds from canes that will be removed in winter pruning
(Ramos, 1991). Meanwhile, observations can be helpful for
the identification of bud damage; in particular to diagnose
any possible tissue necrosis in the bud that can compromise
its integrity and development, as well as to evaluate the
seriousness of the problem in the vineyard (Vasudevan et al.,
1998; Rawnsley and Collins, 2005; Collins et al., 2006).
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A high percentage of bud necrosis is a serious problem
as it compromises bud development and consequently
negatively affects yield due to the loss of fruitful buds
(Collins et al., 2006).
Budburst and bud development involve the mobilisation of
carbohydrate reserves (e.g., soluble sugars and starch) stored
in the vine perennial organs (roots, trunk and canes) until the
leaves become a source of carbohydrates around flowering
(Zapata et al., 2004; Vaillant-Gaveau et al., 2014). Therefore,
the availability of starch and soluble sugars is crucial for the
development of the new primary shoots and inflorescences
(Scholefield et al., 1978; Vaillant-Gaveau et al., 2014).
Moreover, Lavee et al. (1981) concluded that a low
concentration of carbohydrates can affect budburst and
cause bud necrosis, resulting in reduced fruitfulness.
In line with these views and facts, the aim of this study is
to use different techniques to assess bud fruitfulness and the
necrosis incidence during ecodormancy in the three white
grapes varieties, Alvarinho, Fernão-Pires and Loureiro.
These three varieties were cordon spur-pruned and trained in
the vertical shoot position, VSP (predominant at the VVDR).
The concentration of carbohydrate reserves (total soluble
sugars and starch) present in winter canes was analysed and
its relationship with percentage budburst and bud fruitfulness
was explored.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
1. Site description and plant material
The experiments were carried out at two commercial wine
production vineyards located in two VVDR sub-regions:
Celorico de Basto (41°25’15”N, 7°58’10”W, 243 m) and
Penafiel (41°12’24”N 8°17’56”W, 199 m) during the
2016/2017 and the 2017/2018 growing seasons. The climate
of the two sites is classified as Csb by the Köppen-Geiger
climate classification (warm temperate climate with dry
and warm summers). The meteorological conditions were
recorded during the study period using an automatic weather
station placed near the vineyards (Figure 1).
In both sites, three white grape varieties (Vitis vinifera L.)
of identical age were selected: Alvarinho, Fernão-Pires
and Loureiro. They were selected for their adaptability to
local edaphoclimatic conditions and their high oenological
potential to produce Vinho Verde white wines. Alvarinho and
Loureiro vines were 14 years old and Fernão-Pires 13 years
old. All the varieties used in the experiment were grafted
onto 110 Richter rootstocks; The distances between and
along the rows were 2.5 m and 1.0 m respectively. The vines
were trained using a vertical shoot positioning system and
spur-pruned onto a bilateral cordon with 20 to 24 buds/vine
(about 2 buds/spur). Both of the vineyards had been managed
according to the commercial cultivation practices. The soil at
the Celorico de Basto site is classified as umbric leptosols,
while at the Penafiel site it is classified as cumulic anthrosol
(Agroconsultores and Geometral, 1995).
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FIGURE 1. Monthly precipitation (vertical bars) and monthly mean temperature (lines) recorded in Celorico de Basto
(a) and Penafiel (b) in the 2016/2017 and 2017/2018 growing seasons and 1971-2000 long-term average.
For dissection and histological bud analysis, the first two buds
in the cane were collected from 30 randomly selected vines
in December 2016 and December 2017 before winter
pruning (a total of 60 buds per variety/site). The dormant
buds were stored in hermetic bags and then transported on ice
to the University of Trás-os-Montes e Alto Douro histology
laboratory for analysis. A total of 30 dormant buds were used
for each anatomical study technique: bud dissection analysis
and histological preparations.
The viability and fruitfulness indices were further determined
by forcing bud growth under controlled environmental
conditions (Khanduja and Abbas, 1973; Toda, 1991;
Rawnsley and Collins, 2005). A total of 45 canes were
randomly cut down before winter pruning (October 2016
and 2017) from the middle third of the cordon (n = 45 canes
per variety and site), packaged in plastic bags with relative
humidity close to saturation and stored in a cold room at 4 ºC
for 30 days to ensure enough chilling hours and the artificial
breaking of dormancy (Pellegrino et al., 2020).
2. Assessment of fruitfulness by bud analysis
The winter buds were used for fruitfulness assessment by
counting the number of inflorescence primordia per bud
and calculating the percentage of healthy buds (i.e., green
coloured and absence of damage, malformations or signs of
pest) and the percentage of necrotic buds.
2.1. Bud dissection analysis
Before dissection, the buds were placed in distilled water
to prevent them dehydrating and to facilitate the removal of
scales and epidermal hairs. The buds were carefully hand-cut
OENO One | By the International Viticulture and Enology Society

in transversal and longitudinal sections with the help of scalpel
and tweezers, and then observed under a stereomicroscope
(Swift Stereo Eighty lighted, Swift International Instruments,
Tokyo, Japan) equipped with a digital camera (Moticam
1080, Motic) to easily identify the inflorescence primordia
(Toda, 1991; Rawnsley and Collins, 2005).
2.2. Histological bud observations
The buds from which the scales and epidermal hairs had
been removed were fixed in a FAA solution (formaldehyde,
acetic acid, and ethanol 70 % 1:1:18) for 48h. Then, they
were dehydrated in an alcohol series, cleared and embedded
in paraffin wax (Paraplast Scientific). Longitudinal and
transverse serial sections 7µm thick were made using a rotary
microtome (Leica RM 2135, Germany) (Johansen, 1940;
Berlyn et al., 1976). The cut sections were stained with 0,1 %
toluidine blue and finally mounted using Entellan (Merck,
Germany) (O’Brien et al., 1964). The bud preparations were
observed using an inverted optical microscope Olympus
IX51 (Olympus Biosystem, Munich, Germany) equipped
with a digital camera (Color View III) and magnifications
of x40. Composite photographs were assembled using the
Photoshop 5 software.
2.3. Forcing bud growth under controlled environmental
conditions
After dormancy had been broken, canes from each of
the 3 varieties were cut into short two-node segments.
Thereafter, they were placed in distilled water for 24h.
The base canes were immersed in 0.8 % indolebutyric acid
(IBA) (Seradix®, Bayer, Germany) to enhance rhizogenesis.
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Thus, each set of canes (n = 45 per variety and site) was
planted in a polypropylene seedling tray (56 holes, 42x7x30
mm) containing a mixture (3:1) of peat (SiroTurfa, Siro,
Portugal) and pearlite (Perlite Gramoflor premium 2-6mm,
Gramoflor GmbH and Co., Germany). The trays were
placed in a walk-in growth chamber FitoClima 10000 HP
(Aralab, Albarraque, Portugal) where they were kept for
60 days. During forced growth, the chamber environmental
conditions were constant: the temperature was 25 ºC/18 ºC
(day/night) and the photoperiod 16h. The relative humidity
was maintained at 60 % and the photosynthetic photon flux
density at 300 µmol m-2/s. The canes were irrigated every
3 days up to the field capacity using tap water.
2.3.1. Budburst and fruitfulness indices
Phenological stages were monitored weekly according to the
Baggiollini phenological scale (Baggiollini, 1952). When
50 % of the buds were at phenological stage C, the budburst
percentage was calculated using the following equations
(Equations 1 and 2).
After budburst, when inflorescences on the developing shoot
were visible, thus corresponding to phenological stage G
(Baggiollini, 1952), the potential fruitfulness index (IFpot)
and the practical fruitfulness index (IFprat) were calculated
as follows (Equations 3, 4 and 5).
3. Non-structural carbohydrate analysis
Total soluble sugar (TSS) and starch quantifications were
performed in the node and internode of the remaining
wood canes used for the forced bud growth. The nodes and
internodes were dried at 60 °C for 72h and were posteriorly
ground using a Wiley knife mill to obtain a homogenous fine
powder for extraction. TSS was quantified using the anthrone
method adapted by Irigoyen et al. (1992). Samples of 100 mg
of powder wood were suspending in 5mL of ethanol/
distilled water (80:20, v/v) in a 80 ºC water bath for 60 min.
Two hundred µL of the supernatant was mixed with 3mL of
anthrone (Merck, Germany) followed by a new incubation
at 100 ºC for 10 min. After cooling, the absorbance was read
at 625nm in a spectrophotometer UV/Vis Varian (Cary 100
Bio, Australia). The glucose was used as the standard and the
results were expressed as mg/g of dry weight (DW).
Starch content was quantified using a colourimetric and
enzymatic method as adopted from Rasmussen and Henry

▸Equation 1: 𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵(%) =

(1990). Five hundred mg of powered wood sample were
added to 2.5 mL of sodium acetate buffer 1M (pH 6) and
20µL of α-amylase (EC 3.2.1.1) (Sigma A 4582, Sigma
Aldrich, Germany). The suspension was heated in a boiling
water bath for 30 min and 10 µL of Amyloglucosidase was
added. Posteriorly, after overnight incubation at 60 ºC, the
samples were centrifuged at 1000 g for 10 min. Then, 5 mL
of distilled water, 200 µL of glucose standard and 5 µl of
glucose oxidase (Aspergillus niger, Sigma G 2133, Sigma
Aldrich, Germany) were added to 200 µL of sample extract,
which was then all mixed and incubated at 40 ºC for 15 min.
After cooling in a dark room, the absorbance was recorded
at 505 nm in a spectrophotometer. Glucose was used as the
standard and results were expressed as mg/g of DW.
4. Statistical analysis
Statistical analysis was performed using the statistical
software program SPSS for Windows version 25 (IBM SPSS
Statistics for Windows, version 25, Orchard Road- Armonk,
New York, USA). Statistical differences among sites and
varieties were evaluated by two-way factorial ANOVA
(site × variety), followed by the post hoc Tukey’s test.
A value of p < 0.05 was considered statistically significant.

RESULTS
1. Morphological and histological
observations
The internal anatomical observation confirmed the complex
structure comprising the primary bud (R2 meristem) in the
centre and two small meristems (R3 meristems or secondary
buds) on either side of the primary (Figure 2). As was
observed in the longitudinal (Figure 2a-d) and transverse
sections (Figure 2e-h), the R2 meristem was the largest and
showed a clear advancement in development compared to the
others, with well-developed inflorescence and leaf primordia.
Inflorescence primordia is a branched structure with small
protuberances, that correspond to the meristems that will
form a cluster of flowers on a system of branches in the future
(Figure 1b and d); it is usually near the vegetative apex and is
surrounded by epidermal hairs and leaf primordia.
Healthy buds are easily distinguished from necrotic buds due
to their colour: a healthy bud is green with distinguishable
brownish areas at the apex of the bud that correspond to the

𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛
𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡

▸Equation 2:𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 ∈ 𝑡𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒(%) =
▸Equation 3: 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 =

▸Equation 5: 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 =
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𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛
𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡

▸Equation 4: 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼ℎ𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 ∈ 𝑡𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 =

× 100

× 100

𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛∈𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜∈𝑡𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒

𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛

𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡∈𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜∈𝑡𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒

𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡
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FIGURE 2. Bud analysis to assess fruitfulness and necrosis incidence by bud dissection (a-b, e-f and i-j) and histological
observations stained with Toluidine blue (c-d, g-h and k) during dormancy (Stage A, Baggiollini scale). Longitudinal
and transversal sections were obtained by dissection (a-b and e-f) and histological sections (c-d and g-h) showing
healthy primary and secondary buds (a-b). Scale bars = 500 μm. The red arrow marks an inflorescence primordium
in the primary bud. Complete necrotic buds (i) and buds showing a Primary Bud Necrosis (PBN) characterised by the
death of primary buds.
epidermal hairs (Figure 2a and b). Meanwhile, necrotic buds
are brown in colour and are dry in appearance due to the
necrosis of the tissues (cell death), which consequently results
in the death of the bud (Figure 2i and j). In Figures 2j and k,
the visible necrosis is identical to that described as Primary
Bud Necrosis (PBN) when the primary bud is completely
necrotic but the secondary ones remain unaffected.
Table 1 shows the results of the bud dissection and
histological analysis for the Alvarinho, Fernão-Pires and
Loureiro varieties in Celorico de Basto and Penafiel for
both growing seasons. There were no statistically significant
differences for site, variety and interaction among variables
in terms of percentage of healthy and necrotic buds. Both
techniques showed that the percentage of healthy buds were
significantly higher than the necrotic buds in all the varieties.
In 2016/2017 the healthy bud percentage was over 77.3 %,
with a slight increase to over 82.6 % in the following season.
Bud dissection and histological techniques exhibited a
similar percentage of healthy buds (Table 1).
The necrotic bud percentage was lower than 30 % (2016/2017)
and 14 % (2017/2018) for each variety. Most of the observed
necrosis corresponded to buds with total necrosis when it
affected all the dormant buds. Although primary bud necrosis
(PBN) was observed, the incidence was low, with percentages
below 3 % for both growing seasons (not shown).
Furthermore, it was important to evaluate how many of
these healthy buds were fruitful. Significant differences
between the varieties (p < 0,05) in terms of fruitfulness
were only observed in the histological analysis (Table 1).
The Fernão‑Pires variety showed significantly higher values,
compared to the other varieties, ranging from 1.10 to 1.17
(2016/2017), with a slight increase in the following season to
1.20 and 1.30 inflorescences per bud. The Alvarinho variety
OENO One | By the International Viticulture and Enology Society

exhibited the lowest bud fruitfulness for both growing
seasons, ranging from 0.78 to 0.86 in 2016/2017, while in
the following season there was a slight increase to 0.90 and
1.00 inflorescence per bud. The results of both techniques
showed a similar growing season pattern: there was an
increase in the number of healthy buds and bud fruitfulness.
2. Forced budburst under controlled
environmental conditions
The budburst percentage was significantly affected by
site × variety interaction (p < 0.05) in both seasons (Table 2).
The budburst percentage ranged from 52.2 to 71.1 % in
the first season, and from 46.7 to 64.4 % in 2017/2018.
Bud position in the cane (first and second node) was found to
be significant per variety, but only for the first bud, (p < 0.005).
In the Fernão-Pires variety, the budburst percentage in the
first bud position (BB1) was always significantly higher than
all the other varieties (Table 2).
When analysing the fruitfulness indices, we observed
statistically significant differences between varieties in
terms of potential fruitfulness index (IFpot) (p < 0.01)
and practical fruitfulness index (IFprat) (p < 0.01) and
the two‑growing seasons. Higher values of IFpot were
observed for Fernão‑Pires, followed by Loureiro and lastly
Alvarinho in both growing seasons. In 2016/2017, IFpot
was 0.84 and 1.09 for Fernão-Pires in Penafiel and Celorico
de Basto respectively. In the next season, the values were
higher than in the previous, with IFpot equal to 1.62 and
1.72. For the Loureiro variety, IFpot ranged from 0.78 to
0.90 in 2016/2017, while in 2017/2018 it varied from 1.49
to 1.69 in Celorico de Basto and Penafiel respectively. The
Alvarinho variety showed the lowest IFpot in both sites and
seasons, with 0.55 and 0.76 (2016/2017) and 1.40 and 1.42
(2017/2018) inflorescences per bud.
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TABLE 1. Percentage (%) of healthy buds, fruitfulness and percentage (%) of necrosis incidence in Alvarinho (AL),
Fernão-Pires (FP) and Loureiro (LO) dormant buds from Celorico de Basto (CB) and Penafiel (PE) analysed by bud
dissection and histological techniques in two growing seasons (2016/2017 and 2017/2018). Values are the means
(n = 30). Different characters in the columns represents statistically significant differences (p < 0.05).
Bud dissection
Season

Site (S)

CB

2016/2017

PE

p-value

CB

2017/2018

PE

p-value

Histological technique

Variety (V)

Healthy buds
(%)

Fruitfulness
index

Necrotic buds
(%)

Healthy buds
(%)

Fruitfulness
index

Necrotic buds
(%)

AL

73.3

0.63

26.7

79.0

0.86

21.0

FP

83.3

0.60

16.7

85.7

1.17

14.3

LO

83.3

0.72

16.7

77.3

0.94

22.7

AL

80.0

0.87

20.0

81.8

0.78

18.2

FP

93.3

0.71

6.7

87.0

1.10

13.0

LO

86.7

0.80

13.3

81.0

0.94

19.0

S

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

V

ns

ns

ns

ns

*

ns

S×V

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

AL

90.0

0.80

10.0

91.7

1.00

8.3

FP

93.3

0.78

6.7

96.0

1.30

4.0

LO

86.7

0.76

13.3

83.3

1.10

16.7

AL

90.0

0.88

10.0

84.0

0.90

16.0

FP

96.7

0.72

3.3

88.5

1.20

11.5

LO

80.3

0.75

19.7

82.6

1.10

17.4

S

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

V

ns

ns

ns

ns

*

ns

S×V

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

* Symbols ‘ns’ indicate not-significant differences (p > 0.05), and * p < 0.05, indicates significant differences between sites and
varieties.

Regarding the node position in the cane, the potential
fruitfulness index in the first node position (IFpot1) (p < 0.05)
showed significant differences between varieties in 2016/2017
only, with Fernão-Pires displaying the highest values when
compared to the other varieties. The practical fruitfulness
index (IFprat) was similar in pattern to IFpot. However, the
values of this index were slightly lower than IFpot (Table 2).
When analysing these indices between seasons, there was a
significant increase in 2017/2018 compared to 2016/2017,
with fruitfulness indices higher than 1 inflorescence per bud.

Significant differences between node and internode in TSS
and starch content were observed in 2016/2017 and 2017/2018
(Figure 3). In general, TSS content was significantly higher
in the node than in the internode. Although in terms of
starch content there were also differences between node and
internode, a similar pattern to the TSS content was not found
for either of the growing seasons. In 2016/2017, higher starch
content was found in the node, while in 2017/2018 it was
higher in the internode. Furthermore, carbohydrate content
was slightly higher in 2017/2018 compared to 2016/2017 in
both vineyards.

3. Carbohydrate reserves in wood canes

To understand the role of TSS and starch content in budburst
and fruitfulness indices, these variables were combined in
Figure 4. Higher percentages of budburst were associated
with an increase in fruitfulness indices (IFpot and IFprat)
in 2016/2017. TSS and starch content found in nodes and
internode of the Alvarinho and Fernão-Pires varieties were
related to an increase in budburst percentage and fruitfulness
indices. Although Loureiro had the highest TSS and starch
content, an increase in budburst percentage and fruitfulness
indices was not observed. In 2017/2018, an increase in
non‑structural carbohydrates and fruitfulness was observed
for varieties and sites compared to the values recorded in the
previous season.

Figure 3 shows the total soluble sugars (TSS) and starch
content measured on node and internode regions in the
two growing seasons. Significant differences between site,
variety and position (node and internode) and interactions
were observed in both years. The results showed significantly
higher TSS and starch concentrations in varieties from
Celorico de Basto compared to Penafiel. Meanwhile, a clear
trend between varieties in terms of the carbohydrate content
was observed (Loureiro > Fernão-Pires > Alvarinho).
Alvarinho stood out from the other two varieties as having
the lowest TSS and starch content in both growing seasons.
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TABLE 2. Percentage (%) of budburst (BB), budburst in first node position (BB1), budburst in second node position
(BB2), potential fruitfulness index (IFpot), potential fruitfulness index in first node position (IFpot 1), potential fruitfulness
index in second node position (IFpot 2) and practical fruitfulness index (IFprat) in Alvarinho (AL), Fernão-Pires (FP)
and Loureiro (LO) varieties from Celorico de Basto (CB) and Penafiel (PE) by forcing bud growth under controlled
environmental conditions in two growing seasons. Values are the means (n = 45). The lower-case letters in the
columns represents statistically significant differences (p < 0.05).
Season

Site (S)

CB

2016/2017

PE

p-value

CB

2017/2018

PE

p-value

Variety (V)

BB

BB1

BB2

IFpot

IFpot1

IFpot 2

IFprat

AL

63.3 ab

44.4

82.2

0.55

0.32

0.40

0.30

FP

71.1 a

75.5

64.4

1.09

1.13

0.68

0.66

LO

60.0 ab

57.8

62.2

0.90

0.43

0.70

0.47

AL

52.2 b

50.0

55.0

0.76

0.48

0.37

0.42

FP

60.0 ab

66.7

55.6

0.84

0.87

0.57

0.54

LO

68.1 a

60.0

75.6

0.78

0.74

0.55

0.50

S

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

V

ns

*

ns

**

*

ns

**

S×V

*

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

AL

62.2 ab

56.1

66.7

1.42

1.35

1.50

0.87

FP

63.3 a

63.9

62.8

1.72

1.65

1.45

1.04

LO

46.7 b

22.8

70.0

1.65

1.22

1.66

0.76

AL

58.9 ab

40.0

77.8

1.40

1.09

1.47

0.80

FP

64.4 a

68.3

58.9

1.62

1.31

1.48

0.95

LO

63.3 a

61.1

65.6

1.49

1.50

1.45

0.88

S

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

V

ns

*

ns

**

ns

ns

**

S×V

*

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

* Symbols ‘ns’ indicates non-significant differences (p > 0.05), and * p < 0.05 indicates significant differences between sites and white
varieties.

DISCUSSION
The present study confirms that morphological and
histological analyses and the bud forcing technique under
controlled environmental conditions are important tools for
assessing winter bud fertility and diagnosing bud damage.
The anatomical observations showed a high number of
visually healthy buds (> 73 % in 2016/2017 and > 80 % in
2017/2018), indicating that the normal process of induction
and differentiation of inflorescence primordia had taken
place. Budburst percentage does not only depend on the
variety, but also on the environmental conditions during the
year and on vine physiology/functioning (Magalhães, 2015;
Monteiro et al., 2022). Significant differences between
varieties and sites in terms of budburst percentage were found,
which can be related to different vine responses to weather
conditions (e.g., high temperatures during ecodormancy
or low carbohydrate wood reserves). Furthermore, during
forced growth under controlled environmental conditions, the
formation of adventitious roots in the cane at budburst was
observed. These physiological processes require high energy
consumption, for which the carbohydrate wood reserves may
not be sufficient, thus having a potential detrimental impact
on budburst.
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Between varieties, there were different responses in terms
of position of the bud, which can be explained by the
budburst inhibition of basal buds due to apical dominance
(Reynier, 1990; Magalhães, 2015).
Bud fruitfulness is a manifestation of the grapevine’s
productive capacity: the higher the fruitfulness, the higher the
productive potential in the following season (Ramos, 1991).
A significant effect of variety on fruitfulness variables was
found in both seasons in the present study. In the literature,
the Alvarinho and Loureiro varieties are referred to as having
high fruitfulness, with a mean of 1.8 and 2.0 inflorescences
per bud respectively (Böhm, 2010). The Fernão-Pires variety
is described as having good fruitfulness in basal buds, with
an average rate of 1.6 inflorescences per bud (Böhm, 2010).
Compared to the values published in the literature, fruitfulness
was lower in 2016/2017 in all varieties and vineyards.
In 2017/2018, an increase in fruitfulness was observed in
all varieties, regardless of the technique. Considering the
monthly temperatures and precipitation in both seasons, it can
be stated that 2017 was warmer and dryer compared to 2016,
especially from May to June (IPMA, 2021; Figure 1) when
floral induction and differentiation occurred; this may have
had a positive impact in the 2017/2018 growing season, with
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FIGURE 3. Total soluble sugars (TSS, mg g-1 DW) (a, c) and starch content (mg g-1 DW) (c, d) in node and internode
for Alvarinho, Fernão-Pires and Loureiro varieties in Celorico de Basto and Penafiel for two growing seasons:
2016/2017 (a,b) and 2017/2018 (c,d). Each column expresses the mean ± SE (n = 4). Statistical significance
differences are indicated with an asterisk (* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001) and ns - not significant,
according to the Tukey test.

FIGURE 4. Relationship between budburst percentage, fruitfulness indices (potential, IFpot and practical, IFprat
fruitfulness indices) and non-structural carbohydrates (total soluble sugar (TSS) and starch) in Alvarinho, Fernão-Pires
and Loureiro varieties for two growing seasons: 2016/2017 (a,b) and 2017/2018 (c,d).
a greater number of inflorescence primordia observed per bud
(thus enhancing the number of healthy buds and inflorescence
formed). Although bud fruitfulness is a varietal characteristic,
it can vary between seasons depending on environmental and
vine physiology, which directly and indirectly influences
the induction and differentiation of inflorescence primordia
and, consequently, affects the yield (Monteiro et al., 2021).
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According to Sanchez and Dokoozlian (2005), depending on
the variety, the fruitfulness of the basal buds can be lower
in the first and second positions, and it increases throughout
the shoot, decreasing again in the distal positions of the node
(Huglin, 1978).
Although the number of healthy buds was higher than the
necrotic ones, it is necessary to understand how this can affect
OENO One | By the International Viticulture and Enology Society

future yield, especially in years when a lower fruitfulness is
expected. Several studies have identified necrosis as one of the
main causes of reduced yield. However, the type of necrosis
and the percentage of incidence vary greatly depending on the
variety, location and year (Lavee et al., 1981; Lavee, 1987;
Vasudevan et al., 1998; Rawnsley and Collins, 2005;
Collins et al., 2006). The present study showed that total
bud necrosis was the most prevalent type of necrosis for both
growing seasons. Furthermore, primary bud necrosis (PBN)
was also observed, but with a lower percentage (below 3 %).
In both types of observed bud necrosis, there was a decrease
in potential yield due to the loss of fruitful buds, but they
were less or more significant depending on the variety.
For example, in the case of PBN, budburst was guaranteed by
the R3 meristem of the winter bud (Torregrosa et al., 2021),
as in the case of the secondary buds (R3 meristem), which
remain healthy and develop to compensate for the loss of
the primary bud (R2 meristem). However, depending on
the variety, they can be less fruitful and form small clusters
(Dry and Coombe, 1994; Rawnsley and Collins, 2005;
Collins et al., 2006; Cox et al., 2012). Little is known about
the Alvarinho, Fernão-Pires and Loureiro varietal sensitivity
to this problem and how it affects their productivity.
Several studies have shown a high sensitivity of the Shiraz/
Syrah, Riesling, Chardonnay, Thompson seedless, Askari and
Queen of Vineyard varieties to PBN, which has been identified
in many wine regions as being one of the main causes of
low yield (Lavee et al., 1981; Perez and Kliewer, 1990;
Dry and Coombe, 1994; Wolf and Warren, 1995;
Collins et al., 2006; Kavoosi et al., 2012; Junior et al., 2019;
Cox et al., 2012). Vasudevan et al. (1998) showed that the
incidence of bud necrosis in the Syrah variety in American
vineyards was 77 %. More recently, Collins et al. (2006)
found that in some Australian vineyards the incidence was
close to 90 %.
At the beginning of vegetative growth, energy needs are
fulfilled by the soluble sugars and starch reserves stored
in the perennial organs (Zapata et al., 2004; Smith and
Holzapfel, 2009; Bennett et al., 2005). Considering that
the mobilisation of reserves occurs until young leaves
acquire an export capacity for photoassimilates, that is when
they reach 50 % of the final size (Scholefield et al., 1978;
Vaillant-Gaveau et al., 2014), the availability of reserves is
presumably of great importance for budburst, especially in
situations of forced bursting under environmental conditions,
in which the canes are dependent on their reserves. The
regulation of photoassimilate translocation from source
to sink organs is important for vegetative growth and
reproductive development (induction and differentiation
of inflorescence primordia). During budburst, low soluble
sugars and starch content can cause unequal budburst and
the irregular development of fruitful buds, ascarbohydrate
reserves stored in woody parts provide energy for bud
growth and development until the photoassimilates are
synthesised by the leaves (Vasconcelos et al., 2009;
Vaillant‑Gaveau et al., 2014).
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Our results show that the carbohydrate reserves in canes were
influenced by site, variety and position (node and internode).
Edaphoclimatic conditions at each site (e.g., air temperature,
light exposure, soil, carbon and water status and nutrient
viability) can favour the synthesis of photoassimilates while
protecting the canes in low temperatures during dormancy
(Loescher et al., 1990; Jones et al., 1998). Since the canes
were collected on the same day, all the varieties benefited
from similar weather conditions, and therefore we can
attribute the differences to the varietal characteristics. In
general, there was a greater accumulation of soluble sugar
and starch in the node than in the internode. This may be
due to the supplementary needs in these structures, especially
during budburst, and nodes can function as small deposits
closer to the bud. From 2016/2017 to 2017/2018, there was
an increase in soluble sugars and starch, which indicates
that the accumulation of reserves in the perennial parts of
the vine varied over the years. Temperature, light or water
status have a high impact on this variation, as well as
additional energy needs during the previous season, vine age
or cultural practices (e.g., defoliation) (Bennett et al., 2005;
Vaillant‑Gaveau et al., 2014; Pellegrino et al., 2020).
The seasonal dynamics of carbohydrate reserves is linked to
the balance between canopy assimilation and carbon demand
during the season. Moreover, the early harvest in 2016/2017,
which took place about 30 days earlier than expected,
may also have contributed to this increase in reserves in
2017/2018. The accumulation of carbohydrate reserves starts
before harvest when the plateau of berry sugar accumulation
is reached (Rossouw et al., 2017; Antalick et al., 2021).
In this case, the lower need for photoassimilates that results
from an increase in photosynthetic activity due to the
removal of fruit during harvest may explain the majority
of the carbohydrate reserves observed in the 2017/2018
wood (Zapata et al., 2004; Vaillant‑Gaveau et al., 2014).
As noted by Smith and Holzapfel (2009) the accumulation
of carbohydrates reserves in wood tissues depends on the
variety.

CONCLUSION
The three methodologies performed in this study (bud
dissection, histological observations and forced bud growth
under controlled environmental conditions) allowed us to
assess the bud fruitfulness of the Alvarinho, Fernão-Pires and
Loureiro varieties in two VVDR vineyards over two growing
seasons.
The study showed that the number of inflorescences varied
between varieties, vineyards and years. The Fernão-Pires
variety showed the highest bud fruitfulness (spur pruned
cordon), while Alvarinho the lowest; Fernão-Pires was
in between the two. In the 2017/2018 growing season,
fruitfulness was higher than in 2016/2017, and consequently
the number of inflorescences and clusters was also higher.
The increase in the fruitfulness indices and the decrease in
the number of necrotic buds may be related to the increase
in cane carbohydrate reserves observed in that year, which
results from the environmental conditions of the previous
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season, especially during the period in which inflorescence
primordia differentiation occurs.
Considering the variation in fruitfulness for each situation
(variety and season), the present study highlights the
importance of bud fruitfulness assessments in indicating
the potential number of clusters that will be obtained the
following spring. In this way, during the dormant period
winegrowers will have a first estimate of yield potential,
which from a practical point of view serves as a guide to crop
load at winter pruning, i.e., less or more bud load depending
on the estimates. Production should thus be optimised, as a
balance between the vegetative and productive parts of the
grapevine is maintained, and yield irregularities minimised.
A minimum of 30 buds per vineyard is necessary to obtain
a reliable and meaningful fruitfulness assessment, since the
fragility of the inflorescence primordia and the difficulty of
removing the epidermal hairs can lead to significant sample
losses (buds).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The study was funded by the INTERAC project- “Integrated
Research Environmental, Agro-Chain and Technology”, no.
NORTE-01-0145-FEDER-000017, which was co-financed
by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)
through NORTE 2020 (North Regional Operational Program
2014/2020). The study was also funded by the VITISHIDRI
project – “Estratégias para a gestão do stress hídrico da
vinha no Douro Superior”, which was financially supported
by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
and the Rural Development Programme 2020. This work
is supported by National Funds by FCT-Portuguese
Foundation for Science and Technology, under the project
UIDB/04033/2020. Authors acknowledge Aveleda S.A. for
providing their vineyards for the study.

REFERENCES
Agroconsultores, & Geometral (1995). Carta de Solos e Carta da
Aptidão da Terra de Entre-Douro e Minho, Escala 1:100000. Peças
Desenhadas e Memórias Descritivas [Map]. Direcção Regional de
Agricultura de Entre Douro e Minho, Braga.
Antalick, G., Šuklje, K., Blackman, J. W., Schmidtke, L. M., &
Deloire, A. (2021). Performing sequential harvests based on berry
sugar accumulation (mg/berry) to obtain specific wine sensory
profiles. OENO One, 55(2), 131–146. https://doi.org/10.20870/
oeno-one.2021.55.2.4527
Bennett, J., Jarvis, P., Creasy, G. L., & Trought, M. C. T. (2005).
Influence of defoliation on overwintering carbohydrate reserves,
return bloom, and yield of mature Chardonnay grapevines. American
Journal of Enology and Viticulture, 56(4), 386–393.

A national approach: final report to Grape and Wine Research
& Development Corporation. https://publications.csiro.au/
rpr/pub?list=BRO&pid=procite:e3b20ec6-9806-471c-a8f1939515a1f626
Collins, C., Coles, R., Conran, J. G., & Rawnsley, B. (2006). The
progression of primary bud necrosis in the grapevine cv. Shiraz (Vitis
vinifera L.): A histological analysis. Vitis - Journal of Grapevine
Research, 45(2), 57–57. https://doi.org/10.5073/vitis.2006.45.57-62
Collins, C., Wang, X., Lesefko, S., Bei, R. D., & Fuentes, S.
(2020). Effects of canopy management practices on grapevine bud
fruitfulness. Oeno One, 54(2), 313–325. https://doi.org/10.20870/
oeno-one.2020.54.2.3016
Cox, C. M., Favero, A. C., Dry, P. R., McCarthy, M. G., &
Collins, C. (2012). Rootstock effects on primary bud necrosis, bud
fertility, and carbohydrate storage in Shiraz. American Journal of
Enology and Viticulture, 63(2), 277–283. https://doi.org/10.5344/
ajev.2012.11012
Deloire, A., Rogiers, S., Šuklje, K., Antalick, G., Zeyu, X., &
Pellegrino, A. (2021). Grapevine berry shrivelling, water loss and
cell death: An increasing challenge for growers in the context of
climate change : Original language of the article: English. IVES
Technical Reviews, Vine and Wine. https://doi.org/10.20870/IVESTR.2021.4615
Dry, P. R. (2000). Canopy management for fruitfulness.
Australian Journal of Grape and Wine Research, 6(2), 109–115.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2000.tb00168.x
Dry, P. R., & Coombe, B. G. (1994). Primary bud-axis necrosis
of grapevines. I. Natural incidence and correlation with vigour.
Vitis - Journal of Grapevine Research, 33(4), 225–225. https://doi.
org/10.5073/vitis.1994.33.225-230
Ferrer, M., Abella, J. M., Sibille, I., Camussi, G., &
González‑Neves, G. (2004). Determination of bud fertility as a
simple method for the determination of harvesting volume in Vitis
vinifera L. cv Tannat, using two pruning systems. OENO One,
38(1), 49–53. https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2004.38.1.934
Guilpart, N., Metay, A., & Gary, C. (2014). Grapevine bud fertility
and number of berries per bunch are determined by water and nitrogen
stress around flowering in the previous year. European Journal of
Agronomy, 54, 9–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2013.11.002
Huglin, P. (1978). Nouveau mode d’évaluation des possibilités
héliothermiques d’un milieu viticole. Comptes Rendus de
l’Académie d’Agriculture de France, 1117–1126.
IPMA (2021). Instituto Português do Mar e da Atmosfera.
https://www.ipma.pt/pt/publicacoes/boletins.jsp?cmbDep
=cli&cmbTema=pcl&cmbAno=2016&idDep=cli&idTema
=pcl&curAno=2016
Irigoyen, J. J., Einerich, D. W., & Sánchez-Díaz, M. (1992). Water
stress induced changes in concentrations of proline and total soluble
sugars in nodulated alfalfa (Medicago sativd) plants. Physiologia
Plantarum, 84(1), 55–60. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1399-3054.1992.
tb08764.x
Johansen, D. A. (1940). Plant microtechnique. McGraw-Hill Book
Company.

Böhm, J. (2010). O Grande Livro das Castas (2a ed.). Chaves
Ferreira Publicações.

Junior, O. A., Souza, C. R., Dias, F., Fernandes, F., Torregrosa,
L., Fernandes-Brum, C. N., Junior, A. C., Mota, R. V., Peregrino,
I., & Regina, M. A. (2019). Effect of pruning strategy on
«Syrah» bud necrosis and fruitfulness in Brazilian subtropical
Southeast. Vitis- Journal of Grapevine Research, 58(3), 87–94.
https://doi.org/10.5073/vitis.2019.58.87-94

Clingeleffer, P. R., Martin, S. R., Dunn, G. M., & Krstic, M. P.
(2001). Crop development, crop estimation and crop control to
secure quality and production of major wine grape varieties:

Kavoosi, B., Eshghi, S., Tafazoli, E., Rahemi, M., & Emam,
Y. (2012). Primary bud necrosis (PBN) as affected by cane
diameter, node position and sampling date in grapevine (Vitis

Berlyn, G. P., Miksche, J. P., & Sass, J. E. (1976). Botanical
microtechnique and cytochemistry. Iowa State University Press.

394 | volume 56–3 | 2022

OENO One | By the International Viticulture and Enology Society

vinifera L. ’Askari’). Acta Horticulturae, 931, 453–460.
https://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2012.931.54
Keller, M. (2015). Chapter 2—Phenology and Growth Cycle.
Em M. Keller (Ed.), The Science of Grapevines (Second Edition)
(pp. 59–99). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12419987-3.00002-9
Khanduja, S. D., & Abbas, S. (1973). Estimating fruitfulness
of grapevine buds by forced bursting in summer in the tropics
of India. Annales de l’Amelioration Des Plantes, 12(1), 23–25.
https://doi.org/10.5073/vitis.1973.12.23-25
Lavee, S. (1987). Necrosis in grapevine buds (Vitis vinifera cv.
Queen of Vineyard). III. Endogenous gibberellin levels in leaves
and buds. Vitis- Journal of Grapevine Research, 26(4), 225–225.
https://doi.org/10.5073/vitis.1987.26.225-230
Lavee, S., Melamud, H., Ziv, M., & Bernstein, Z. (1981). Necrosis
in grapevine buds (Vitis vinifera cv. Queen of Vineyard) I. Relation
to vegetative vigor). Vitis - Journal of Grapevine Research, 20(8),
8–14.
Li-Mallet, A., Rabot, A., & Geny, L. (2016). Factors controlling
inflorescence primordia formation of grapevine: Their role in latent
bud fruitfulness? A review. Botany. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjb2015-0108
Magalhães, N. (2015). Tratado de Viticultura: A Videira, a Vinha e o
“Terroir” (1st ed.). Esfera Poética.
May, P., & Antcliff, A. J. (1963). The effect of shading on fruitfulness
and yield in the Sultana. Journal of Horticultural Science, 38(2),
85–94. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221589.1963.11514062
May, P., & Antcliff, A. J. (1973). The fruitfulness of grape buds. 1.
Measuring bud fruitfulness on forced single-node cuttings. Annales
de l’Amelioration Des Plantes (Paris), 23(1), 1–12.
Meneguzzi, A., Marcon Filho, J. L., Brighenti, A. F., Würz, D. A.,
Rufato, L., & Silva, A. L. da. (2020). Fertility of buds and pruning
recommendation of different grapevine varieties grown in altitude
regions of Santa Catarina State, Brazil. Revista Ceres, 67(1), 30–34.
https://doi.org/10.1590/0034-737x202067010005

Rasmussen, T. S., & Henry, R. J. (1990). Starch determination in
horticultural plant material by an enzymic-colorimetric procedure.
Journal of the Science of Food and Agriculture, 52(2), 159–170.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.2740520203
Rawnsley, B., & Collins, C. (2005). Improving vineyard productivity
through assessment of bud fruitfulness and bud necrosis. South
Australian Reserach and Development Institute (SARDI).
Reynier, A. (1990). Manual de Viticultura. Publicaçoes EuroEuropaAmerica.
Rossouw, G. C., Smith, J. P., Barril, C., Deloire, A., & Holzapfel, B.
P. (2017). Carbohydrate distribution during berry ripening of potted
grapevines: Impact of water availability and leaf-to-fruit ratio.
Scientia Horticulturae, 216, 215–225. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
scienta.2017.01.008
Scholefield, P. B., Neales, T. F., & May, P. (1978). Carbon balance
of the Sultana Vine (Vitis vinifera L.) and the effects of autumn
defoliation by harvest-pruning. Functional Plant Biology, 5(5),
561–570. https://doi.org/10.1071/pp9780561
Smith, J. P., & Holzapfel, B. P. (2009). Cumulative responses of
Semillon grapevines to late season perturbation of carbohydrate
reserve status. American Journal of Enology and Viticulture, 60(4),
461–470.
Srinivasan, C., & Mullins, M. (1981). Physiology of flowering
in the grapevine—A Review. American Journal of Enology and
Viticulture, 32.
Toda, F. M. (1991). Biologia de la Vid: Fundamentos biológicos de
la viticultura. Ediciones Mundi-Prensa.
Torregrosa, L., Carbonneau, A., & Kelner, J.-J. (2021).
The shoot system architecture of Vitis vinifera ssp. Sativa.
Scientia Horticulturae, 288, 110404. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
scienta.2021.110404

Monteiro, A. I., Aires, A., Malheiro, A. C., & Bacelar, E. A. (2022).
Biochemical Changes in Vitis vinifera Buds between Dormancy and
Forced Bursting: A Case Study of Three Portuguese White Varieties.
Agronomy, 12(2), 382. https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy12020382

Vaillant-Gaveau, N., Wojnarowiez, G., Petit, A.-N., Jacquens, L.,
Panigai, L., Clement, C., & Fontaine, F. (2014). Relationships
between carbohydrates and reproductive development in
chardonnay grapevine: Impact of defoliation and fruit removal
treatments during four successive growing seasons. OENO One,
48(4), 219–229. https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2014.48.4.1694

Monteiro, A. I., Malheiro, A. C., & Bacelar, E. A. (2021).
Morphology,
physiology
and
analysis
techniques
of
grapevine bud fruitfulness: A review. Agriculture, 11(2), 127.
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture11020127

Vasconcelos, M. C., Greven, M., Winefield, C. S., Trought, M.
C. T., & Raw, V. (2009). The Flowering Process of Vitis vinifera:
A Review. American Journal of Enology and Viticulture, 60(4),
411‑434.

O’Brien, T. P., Feder, N., & McCully, M. E. (1964). Polychromatic
staining of plant cell walls by toluidine blue O. Protoplasma, 59(2),
368–373. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01248568

Vasudevan, L., Wolf, T. K., Welbaum, G. G., & Wisniewski, M.
E. (1998). Reductions in bud carbohydrates are associated with
grapevine bud necrosis. Vitis - Journal of Grapevine Research,
37(4), 189–189. https://doi.org/10.5073/vitis.1998.37.189-190

Pellegrino, A., Rogiers, S., & Deloire, A. (2020). Grapevine latent
bud dormancy and shoot development: IVES Technical Reviews,
Vine and Wine. https://doi.org/10.20870/IVES-TR.2020.3420
Perez, J., & Kliewer, W. M. (1990). Effect of shading on bud
necrosis and bud fruitfulness of Thompson Seedless grapevines.
American Journal of Enology and Viticulture, 41(2), 168–175.
Ramos, A. (1991). Contributo para o estudo dos hábitos de
frutificação da videira (Vitis vinifera L.) Castas regionais da Beira
Interior. Instituto Superior de Agronomia.

OENO One | By the International Viticulture and Enology Society

Wolf, T. K., & Warren, M. K. (1995). Shoot growth rare and
density affect bud necrosis of Riesling Grapevines. Journal of
the American Society for Horticultural Science, 120(6), 989–996.
https://doi.org/10.21273/JASHS.120.6.989
Zapata, C., Deléens, E., Chaillou, S., & Magné, C. (2004).
Partitioning and mobilization of starch and N reserves in grapevine
(Vitis vinifera L.). Journal of Plant Physiology, 161(9), 1031-1040.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jplph.2003.11.009.

2022 | volume 56–3 | 395

