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Effects of intercropping Vulpia myuros on weed control
and indexes of tea quality and production

ZHANG Yongzhi, WANG Miao, GAO lJianjian, SHU Xianfei,

HU Xuanyu, JIANG Huiguang, SHEN Zhougao, LI Yeyun
(School of Tea and Food Science Technology, Anhui Agricultural University, Hefei 230036)

Abstract: Intercropping is one of the effective methods of ecologically-based weed management in the tea
garden. Intercropping Vulpia myuros in a 4-year-old tea garden, the effects of Vulpia myuros on the control of
weed in tea gardens, soil fertility in the garden, and yield and quality of tea leaves were studied. The results
showed that intercropping Vulpia myuros could significantly reduce the occurrence of weed, among them, the
control effect of weed plant and fresh weight was all about 89%. Compared with clean tillage, the soil fertility was
significantly improved after intercropping Vulpia myuros, and the contents of soil organic matter, available N and
available P were increased by 65.00%, 49.19% and 95.54%, respectively. The contents of amino acid, caffeine, tea
polyphenols and water extracts in tea leaves were significantly increased by intercropping Vulpia myuros, among
which, amino acid was increased by 49.8%; intercropping Vulpia myuros could obviously improve the budding
density and one-hundred-bud weight of tea trees. This result indicated that intercropping Vulpia myuros is ex-
pected to be ecologically-based weed management in tea garden.

Key words: Vulpia myuros; weed control; soil fertility; tea quality
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Figure 1 Effects of different weed control methods on weed
density
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Figure 2 Effects of different weed control methods on fresh
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Figure 3 Species and proportion of weeds in tea garden
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Table 1 Effects of different weed control methods on soil fertility factors in tea plantation

. AR5 R R
e St HiURIgkgt A A% HAB BHA
Weed control Organic matter /mg kg™ Total nitrogen Img kg™ /mg kg PH
g Available N g Available P Available K
JE# Clean tillage 13.23+0.26° 39.62+2.01>  0.077+£0.007¢  2.02+0.15° 86.67+3.78° 4.75+0.212
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e B
lE_—”/E M%_ 21.83+4.25? 59.11+1.54¢  0.100+0.017¢  3.95+1.10% 93.33+5.69° 4.68+0.012
Intercropping Vulpia myuros
I AREFERREAHZ MFAEREZR (P<0.05) . TH
Note: The significant difference between treatments is indicated by different letters (P< 0.05) . The same below
F 2 AEHIERIEXFIT MRS e tRa R
Table 2 Effects of different weed control methods on the indexes of tea quality and production
/:ﬁ 2310, —/H\— 0, N= 0, e >, 44‘:—,4”:; -2
11 b ai&m % KEMI%  KIZHI% ER] B Em
Weed control Amino Caffeine Water One-hundred- Budding
acid polyphenols extracts bud weight density
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I B 3.76+£0.012  3.44+0.05%  27.54+0.16* 42.53+0.18%  23.93+0.79% 1 035.8+66.91°
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