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Table 1. Scale for field evaluation of fungal canker
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Fig. 1.Cytospora canker in local apple collection of Kamalshar-Karaj. (A)orange
discoloration on trunk of apple trees infected by Cyrospora- SH-CH genotype, (B and C)
outer bark discoloration and producing of elongated cankers- H1-SH genotype, (D) young
shoots dieback- T51 genotype, (E) reddish-brown discoloration of inner bark and
differentiation of infected and healthy tissues- HI-SH genotype, (F and G) cracking of
dead bark and fall off bark pieces- B-K-KH genotype, (H) girdling of young shoots and
diffusion of orange resin- SHA-M cultivar, (I) death of infected tree- H-GH genotype.
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Table 2. List of studied promising and superior local apple genotypes and mean of infection scores for fungal canker under field conditions

TS AT Sl Kol

Mean of infection score?

55 "y Ol 1) 53 S Sloags Sils
Genotype Location 3T pex | Ripening time!  Cytospora canker  Sooty canker
SBA Esfehan Olisl LR 1.0 2.0
SSB Esfehan Olgiel MR 0.0 0.0
MN10 Hamedan os MR 0.0 0.0
MN8 Hamedan os MR 0.0 0.3
B-K-KH Alborz ;A LR 2.7 2.0
T51°3 Alborz 54 MR 3.0 1.7

TS Alborz ;A LR 0.0 0.0
T-R1 Markazi s » LR 0.0 1.3
KH2 Markazi ¢S5~ ER 0.0 0.0
S-0-G Mazandaran ol ER 0.7 1.3
DO-P-SH Chaharmahal and Bakhtiari ol 5 sl MR 0.0 2.7
ME6 Ardebil Jus)t MR 0.0 2.3
ZN9 Zanjan okss;  ER 0.0 0.0
SH12 Semnan otew  ER 0.0 0.0
MD-N2 Tehran o MR 0.0 3.0
GO-N3 Tehran o ER 0.0 2.0
H1-SH Tehran o ER 3.0 1.7
DI-M West Azarbayjan o Obuly3T LR 0.0 0.0
Golden Delicious West Azarbayjan e Ouly3T LR 1.7 2.7
Red Delicious West Azarbayjan e ObulysT LR 0.0 2.3
Gala Tehran oe MR 0.0 1.7
Fuji Tehran se LR 2.3 2.0

1- Late ripening (LR), Early ripening (ER), Medium ripening (MR). (MR) 0k (ER) oys55 (LR) ) p5-)

D o S AT 0= <N s (S pdT 5 FuSist 3010 o Sa T = <) a5, i b (Fo ey cdoys gy 31 2874 o o T2 ST sl -

CF) ool il (Ao ys VO G i (ST - <F) w5 Fa JT cdoys YO-VO oy ST (Y- <F) Lol 4l & dle o y310
2- Infection score:No infection or less than 5%, wilting and leaf discoloration (0- <1); 5-15% infection, dieback and branch infection
(1- <2); 15-35% infection main limb infection (2- <3); 35-75% infection, trunk infection (3- <4); >75% infection, girdling (>4).

3- Superior genotypes are in bold. lods 0305 Sioled Mg oy g 5 Sla 55T
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Fig. 2. Pathogenicity test of Neofusicoccumon on two year-old inactive twigs of some
promising apple genotypes and their reaction seven days after inoculation under
laboratory conditions. A: cv.Golden Delicious, B: ME6, C: H1-SH, D: T-R1, E: MD-
N2, F: MN10, G: T5, H: B-K-KH, I: DO-P-SH, J: SBA, K: MNS, L: SSB, genotypes.

Right twig in each photo is control.
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Table 3. Mean comparison of infection area caused by Neofusicoccum in

promising apple genotypes (Laboratory)

S8

Genotype

(e fnsle) E 2T
Infected area (mm?)

MEG6
GO-N3
H1-SH
T-R1
MD-N2
S-0-G
Golden Delicious
KH2

Fuji
MN10

T5
B-K-KH
DO-P-SH
SBA

SSB
MNS&

425.57a
302.83b
248.00bc
209.33bcd
205.07bed
167.73cde
147.73cdef
116.00defg
77.20efg
66.33efg
49.53efg
43.50gf
23.17g
10.67g
10.20g
6.33g

33 S9s (gl atels dir O a3 bl o sl e S e O3 o5 il sls 87 ola Sibe
R R PR Y RGP i WopT e Jlez| c]a..u
Means followe by at least one letter in common are not significantly different
at the 5% probability level- using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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