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Planting Description and Protocol

In 2002, NC-140 plantings were established at
the University of Massachusetts Cold Spring Orchard
Research & Education Center in Belchertown, MA and
at the Rutgers Snyder Research and Extension Farm
in Pittstown, NJ. Cameo apple trees (Willow Drive
Nursery) on three dwarfing rootstocks (G.16, M.9
NAKBT337, and B.9) were planted in a randomized

complete block design (10 replications) spaced at 1.2 X
3.6 m. (Massachusetts) and 2.5 X 4.5 m (New Jersey).
All trees were trickle irrigated and were trained to a
vertical axis.

Annual measurements of trunk circumference,
tree height and spread (2006 and 2011 only, reported
here for 2011), root suckering, fruit yield (beginning
in 2003), and fruit size (NJ only in 2004, 05, 08) have
been made.

UMass Cold Spring Orchard, Belchertown, MA.

Table 1. Typical Cameo trees after harvest (October 11, 2011) on M.9 NAKBT337, G.16, and B.9 rootstocks,

M.9 NAKBT337
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Table 2. Overall trunk size, tree height and spread, suckers,
and percent of the rootstock shank covered with burr-knots
in 2011 of Cameo apple trees on three rootstocks in the
2002 MA/NJ NC-140 Cameo Dwarf Rootstock trial.

Levels not followed by a common letter are significantly
different (Tukey HSD, P = 0.05).

Results

This report presents data from the 2011 (10" and
final leaf) growing season, and results are presented in
Tables 1-5.

Regarding tree growth (Table 2), G.16 had the
largest trunk cross-sectional area followed by M.9 and
B.9. In Massachusetts, G.16 was larger than both M.9
and B.9 (Table 2). In New Jersey, G.16 and M.9 were
both larger than B.9. Trees were much larger in trunk
area in New Jersey than Massachusetts, except for
B.9. Those on G.16 were the tallest trees (tree height),
followed by M.9 and B.9. B.9 had a lesser tree spread
than G.16 and M.9. G.16 had more burr-knots than B.9
(Table 2) but did not differ from M.9 (which did not
differ from B.9). None of the rootstocks had a large
percentage of the above-ground

in New Jersey (36.3 kg) than in Massachusetts (15.3
kg). Cameo is highly biennial — in 2010, it was just
the opposite, i.e. yield per tree in Massachusetts far
exceeded New Jersey. Cumulative yield (2003-11) was
higher for M.9 compared to B.9, however, M.9 did not

Trunk differ from G.16 (Table 4).

cross- Overall yield efficiency in 2011 was lowest for
sectional - Tree  Tree — Root — Burr- G.16 compared to M.9 and B.9, which did not differ

area height spread suckers knots . .
Rootstock  (cm?) (m) (m) (o) (%) (Table 4). This was also true in Massachusetts, however,
in New Jersey B.9 had the highest yield efficiency
G.16 662a  42a 25a 13b 3a compared to M.9 and G.16 which did not differ from
]1\34.'99 ;ggg ggg ;TE fgﬁ ]OEE) each other (Table 5). B.9 had the highest cumulative

yield efficiency (2003-2011) followed by M.9 and
G.16 (Table 4). In Massachusetts, however, M.9 and
B.9 did not differ but had higher yield efficiency than
G.16. In New Jersey, B.9 had the highest cumulative
yield efficiency compared to M.9 and G.16, which did
not differ (Table 5).

Across both states, fruit size (fruit weight) did not

Table 3. Trunk size and number of root suckers by state in
2011 of Cameo apple trees on three rootstocks in the 2002
MA/NJ NC-140 Cameo Dwarf Rootstock trial.

Trunk cross-sectional

area (cm?) Root suckers (no.)

Rootstock Mass. New Jersey Mass. New Jersey
G. 16 485a 84.0a 2.1b 0.4
M.9 26.1b 75.1a 5.6a 0.1
B.9 21.5b 3840 2.7b 0.2

Levels not followed by a common letter are significantly
different (Tukey HSD, P = 0.05).

shank covered with burr-knots.

M.9 had more root suckers
than G.16 and B.9, which did not
differ (Table 2). In Massachusetts,
again M.9 had more suckers than
the other two rootstocks; however,
in New Jersey the rootstocks did
not differ in suckering (Table 3).
Overall, Massachusetts had more
root suckers than New Jersey.

In 2011, there was no difference
in yield per tree between the
rootstocks across both states (Table
4). Yield per tree was much higher

Table 4. Overall fruit yield, cumulative yield, yield efficiency, cumulative yield
efficiency, and fruit weight in 2011 of Cameo apple trees on three rootstocks in the
2002 MA/NJ NC-140 Cameo Dwarf Rootstock trial.

Cumulative Yield Cum. yield
yield per efficiency efficiency Fruit
Yield per tree tree (2011, kg/em®  (2003-11, weight
Rootstock (2011, kg) (2003-11, kg) TCA) kg/cm? TCA) (2)
G.16 26.2 181.5 ab 0.37b 384c¢ 223
M.9 27.4 1944 a 0.66 a 5.03b 220
B.9 23.8 1563 b 0.77 a 6.78 a 209

Levels not followed by a common letter are significantly different (Tukey HSD, P =
0.05).
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Table 5. Yield efficiency and fruit size by state in 2011 of Cameo apple trees on three rootstocks in the 2002 MA/NJ
NC-140 Cameo Dwarf Rootstock trial.

Cumulative yield Cumulative yield

. per tree . . efﬁ012e ney
Yield per tree (kg, 2003-11) Yield efficiency (kg/em” TCA,
(2011, kg) & (kg/cm?® TCA) 2003-11) Fruit weight (g)

Rootstock Mass. New Jersey Mass. New Jersey Mass. New Jersey Mass. New Jersey Mass. New Jersey

G. 16 11.4 41.0 167 196 024b 049D 376b  392b 230a  215b
M.9 21.2 33.6 196 193 0.88a 044b 563a 444b 193b  248a
B.9 13.4 34.3 148 164 0.63a 091a 6.84a 6.72a 199b  221b

Levels not followed by a common letter are significantly different (Tukey HSD, P = 0.05).

differ between the rootstocks (Table 4), however, fruit Cameo fruit from G.16 trees were larger than those from
in New Jersey were significantly larger (228 g) than M.9 and B.9, but in New Jersey, fruit were larger from
those in Massachusetts (207 g). Within Massachusetts, M.9 (Table 5).
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Maximize Your Fertilizer
Efficiency and Crop Quality.

Sysstem-Cal Agro-K, the premier name in manufacturing high quality foliar
nutrients world-wide for over 30 years has partnered with CPS to
provide Northeast fruit and vegetable growers with the nutrient tools
Sysstem-Mag they need maximize crop quality — size, firmness, storage life, and
more. Agro-K produces a full line of quality foliar nutrient products
including the Sysstem™ line of phosphite-based micronutrients

Sysstem-Zinc

Sysstem-Manganese

Sysstem-K (including calcium, zinc, magnesium, manganese and potassium), to
help growers improve their ground fertilizer efficiency, overall plant
Crop health and crop quality. Agro-K also offers a complete line of OMRI
P’%‘;‘,’ﬁ-’,{.‘;’s’ @ approved nutrients for use in organic farming.

For more information contact your local CPS crop specialist or Agro-K’s Northeast
Regional Mgr., Jeff McClellan at 814-574-5663 or jeff@agro-k.com.

AGRO-K CORPORATION
8030 Main Street, NE ¢ Minneapolis, MN 55432
800-328-2418 » www.agro-k.com

Since 1932

The

Best Berry
Plants

gy

* Strawberries, raspberries, blueberries, blackberries, asparagus and more!
* Where the pros go for plans and plants.
* Call for a free catalog and plasticulture guide!

Rremy 1 mme—r—
41 River Road, South Deerfield, Massachusetts 01373 ‘ 'Wun;s

www.noursefarms.com 413.665.2658
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Targit Sales

“Specializing in Farm Market Packaging”
1-800-526-9224

pdegradable

PLASTIC BAGS

Targit Sales is proud
to introduce our line
of Biodegradable
plastic bags.
Our bags use a
proprietary additive
that renders the
plastic ultimately
biodegradable.

We are offering the Biodegradable bag program with all of our “Custom Imprinted” plastic bags.
Our Biodegradable bags have the “EPI” (the additive company)
logo on the bag as proof of its biodegradable properties.

Advertise your business along with a “tag line” to express your company’s
efforts to keep your community and planet green.

Targit Sales can fully customize your bags to your BIODEGRADABLE PLASTIC BAG BENEFITS!
specifications. We can make any size, strength, and style
of bag to fit your needs. We can assist you with your
design, setup, and artwork.

* Superior Strength!
* Less expensive to make and ship versus paper bags!
* Superior imprinting capability and quality...(looks better)!

COMMON SIZES OF BAGS: * Easier and more affordable to store (inventory)!
13 x 10 x 24 (Great for pies, cakes and corn) * Flexibility! (customize the size, thickness, color and
12 x 8 x 24 (Great for your store front) style to your specifications)
8 x 5 x 21 (Perfect size for tailgate markets) * Reusability!

* Biodegradable..breaks down quickly!

MOST COMMON QUESTIONS asked about biodegradable bags.

Will the bags begin to break down while being stored? No, the bags will retain its strength and integrity
while properly stored. The breakdown only begins after it is directly exposed to certain environmental
conditions such as: soil/landfill, heat/moisture, and sunlight.

Is this process more expensive? Not really, the cost increase is only a few percentage points higher. You
will more than make this up with the goodwill you will be conveying to your community and customers.

Does the bag lose its strength or feel...does it look different? No, it is almost impossible to tell the
difference between the Biodegradable bags and the traditional plastic bags. This is why we recommend
putting a tag line on your printed biodegradable bags.

Can these bags be recycled and/or reused? Yes, these bags can be recycled and reused.

For more information or to order contact
Targit Sales .
1-800-526-9224 » www.targitsales.com sales Dassociates

“Specialty Food Packaging”
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