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Fertilization

« How much is needed?

« What is already in the soil?

 When does the plant need it?

« How is the fertilizer taken up by
the plant? Mobility of nutrient.
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Fertilization

Nutrient Mobilityin  Translocatedin Translocated Deficiency
plant phloem in xylem symptoms on?
. oy Nitrogen (N) High v v Older leaves
How is the fertilizer taken up by the plant?
Phosphorus (P) High v vV Older leaves
N, P, K, Mg are mOblle Wlthln the plant Potassium (K) High v v Older leaves
S, Fe, Mn, Cu, Zn are immobile within the ity = Y e gron™
plant Magnesium (Mg) High v v Older leaves
. . Sulfur (S) Low-Medium Vil Vv Younger leaves
Ver lmmOblle Ca) B Boron (B) Low v v Mew growth
Xylem (dead tissue, nutrients move with copper(c o ' v e grou
Water) Iron (Fe) Low 'l v MNew growth
Manganese (Mn) Low Vi v Mew growth
Phloem (allvey move Sugars Out Of the Molybdenum (Mao) Medium-High V v Older leaves
leaVeS) Zinc (Zn) Low v v Mew growth
Chlorine (Cl) High Vv v Older leaves
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Fertilization

Nutrient Mobility in
soil
Nitrogen (M) High (NOs-);
Medium (NH;+)
. . . Phosphorus (P) Low
» What is already in the soil? B ——
» Nitrogen leach (o) o
. Magnesium (Mg) Low
« Phosphorus low mobility Suffur (5) Mediur
. ey e . Boron (B) High
e Calcium low mobility, (foliar Copper () on
application)? ron (Fe Low
Manganese (Mn) Low
Molybdenum (Mao) Low-Medium
Zinc (Zn) Low
Chlorine (Cl) High
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Fertilization

(S NLR

Table 1. Fertilization of southern highbush and rabbiteye
blueberries in the establishment year.

Blueberry fertilization for 12-by-3-foot row spacing?
Granular fertilization Fertigation
Total N/A/yr 4 applications 6 applications Weekly (27 weeks)
Liner’ 40 |bs 10 Ibs N 7 Ibs N 1.51bs N
Pots* 54 Ibs 14 Ibs N 9 lbs N 2 lbs N

At 12-by-3-foot spacing, there are 1,210 blueberry plants per acre. If your plant density or spacing differs, simply divide your
plant density by 1,210 and multiply the total N to get the adjusted rate, for example (2904/1210)*40 lbs N = 96 lbs N per acre per
year, which 1s the rate for a planting with 3-by-5-foot spacing.

Smith and Jacobs, 2019

*Suggested Blueberry Fertilization Timings and Rates (uga.edu)
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https://secure.caes.uga.edu/extension/publications/files/pdf/C%201163_1.PDF

Fertilization

Table 2. Fertilization of southern highbush and rabbiteye
blueberries in the second and third season.

Blueberry fertilization for 12-by-3-foot row spacing

Granular fertilization Fertigation
Total N 4 applications 6 applications Weekly (27 weeks)
2nd & 3rd 90 lbs 225 1bs N 151bs N 3.3 Ibs N

“This rate is suggested to promote growth and push the plants into full production.

Smith and Jacobs, 2019 *Suggested Blueberry Fertilization Timings and Rates (uga.edu)
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https://secure.caes.uga.edu/extension/publications/files/pdf/C%201163_1.PDF

Fertilization

How much is needed?

* Phosphorus:

» Less than 20 Ib. apply 240-300 Ib.
of phosphate to increase the P in
soil by 30 Ib.

* Potassium: levels lower than 100 ppm
(mg/kg). Check leaf samples.
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Fertilization

Sufficient or normal foliar concentrations of nutrients for

rabbiteye
Nutrient Georgia (%) Michigan (%)
N 1.20 -1.70 1.70 - 2.10
P 0.08 - 0.17 0.08 - 0.40
K 0.28 - 0.60 0.40 - 0.65
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Fertilization

Nutrients removed per TON (fresh) of harvested fruit (range for 7 cultivars)
& per ACRE of pruning wood (‘Elliott’ data) (Strik, in progress)

nutrients (b)
Part removed N S P K Ca Mg 5
Fruit (per ton harvested) 13-2. 01-03 08-1.7 1-02 005-01 006-02
Prunings (per acre) 14.0 15 65 30 09 11
Micronutrients
B Zn Fe

Fruit (per ton harvested) 002-003 001-002 004-01 001-004 005-01

Prunings (per acre) 02 05 12.1 05 1.1

« Fruit data: Range provided for the cultivars; Duke, Bluecrop,
Draper, Liberty, Aurora, Legacy, Elliott
* Pruning data: Mature ‘Elliott’ (average of two years)

Source Strik, 2021 Oregon State University

mg/kg dry weight basis

7000

6000

4000

3000

1000

P and K Fruit Content

m SHB = Rabbiteye

K
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Redesigning Blueberry Fertilization

Farm 1: Nahunta — RE | Farm 2: Alma - SHB — F

Experimental
Sites

Location
Variety

Year of
establishment

Plant Density

P fertilization
during Year 1

P fertilization
during production
(current)

Reported Yield

-P
Nahunta

Premier

2009

Twelve by 3-foot row
spacing: 1210 plants per
acre.

3.4 g P per plant per year.

33.8 g P per plant per
year.

3500 lb./acre

Alma
Farthing
2018

Eleven by 2.5-foot row
spacing: 1584 plants per acre.

4.3 g P per plant per year.

15.5 g P per plant per year.

8500 lb./acre

Farm 3: Alma — RE -V

Alma
Vernon
2013

Eleven by 4-foot row spacing:

990 plants per acre.

4.3 g P per plant per year.

16.5 g P per plant per year.

8000 lb./acre

Farm 4: Hoboken — SHB — F

Hoboken
Farthing
2014

Twelve by 3-foot row spacing:
1210 plants per acre.

7.9 g P per plant per year.

Granular 11.3 g P per plant per
year. Fertigation 15.8 g P per plant
per year. Total 27.1 g P per plant
per year.

12000 lb./acre
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Redesignhing Blueberry Fertilization

"‘ A: Nahunta-RE-P

Recommended
level

Depth (in)

]
o

2000-
A) Nahunta-RE-P
1800 -
1600 -
<
E’ 1400
o A
% 1200 —
- A
—
1000 -
Lower
800 —— recommended
limit
600 Young Old
Leaf Age
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Redesignhing Blueberry Fertilization

P, mg/kg

180+
160—-
140—-
120—-
100—-
80;
60—-
40

20+

C: Alma-RE-V

0

Recommended
level

0-4

Depth (in)

Leaf P, mg/kg

2000 -
C) Alma-RE-V
1800 -
1600 -
A A
1400 - -1
1200
1000 -
Lower
800 recommended
R limit —
600 Young ' Old
Leaf Age

]
o

College of Agricultural &
Environmental Sciences
UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA



Redesignhing Blueberry Fertilization

180+
160+

140+

B: Alima-SHB-F

Recommended ———
level

Depth (in)

]
o

2000
B) Alma-SHB-F
1800
_n
1600 1
2 A
g’ 1400
4
Q- Lower
‘*g 1200 recomm_ended
- limit
1000
800+
3 ——
600 Young | old
Leaf Age
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Redesignhing Blueberry Fertilization

1807 b: Hoboken-SHB-F 20001
ol D) Hoboken-SHB-F
- 1800
140
o) 1600 A
(o)) ] g BE
£ 100, S 1400+ ' _ B
: | o Lower B
S B 1200 recommended :
| g limit
60 :
| . 10001 — b
40
20__ AL Recorlgr\:}eelnded N 800 -
0
~ | — 600 Young ' Old
Depth (in) Leaf Age
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Redesigning Blueberry Fertilization

Experimental Sites

Location
Variety
Year of establishment

Plant Density

P fertilization during
Year 1

P fertilization
during production
(current)

Reported Yield

Farm 1: Nahunta— RE-P

Nahunta
Premier
2009

Twelve by 3-foot row

spacing: 1210 plants per

acre.

3.4 g P per plant per year.

33.8 g P per plant per year.

3500 lb./acre

Farm 2: Alma-SHB-F

Alma
Farthing
2018

Eleven by 2.5-foot row spacing:

1584 plants per acre.

4.3 g P per plant per year.

15.5 g P per plant per year.

8500 Ib./acre

Farm 3: Alma-RE-V

Alma
Vernon
2013

Eleven by 4-foot row spacing:

990 plants per acre.

4.3 g P per plant per year.

16.5 g P per plant per year.

8000 Ib./acre

Farm 4: Hoboken — SHB - F

Hoboken
Farthing
2014

Twelve by 3-foot row spacing: 1210

plants per acre.

7.9 g P per plant per year.

Granular 11.3 g P per plant per year.
Fertigation 15.8 g P per plant per
year. Total 27.1 g P per plant per

year.

12000 |b./acre
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Fall Pruning
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Fall Pruning

College of Agricultural &
Environmental Sciences
UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA



Fall Pruning

Description

Label

o o1~ WD

Hedge summer (after harvest)/ hand pruned fall

Hedge summer (after harvest) /tip in fall (commercial practice)
No hedge after harvest/hand pruned fall

Hand pruned summer (after harvest)/hand pruned in fall

No pruned/or hedge

Hedge after harvest and hand pruned(summer)/ hand prune in fall

Hg (S) HdP (F)

Hg (S,F)

HdP (F)

Hd P(S,F)
NoHg HdP
Hg(S) HAP(S,F)

]
o
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Yield (kg)

Fall Pruning - Yield

8
1 A) ALMA
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Yield (kg)

8; B) HOBOKEN'

"
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5
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1 C) PEARSON
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Fall Pruning - Berry Weight

3.0
A) ALMA
2571 abc ab

a abc

c
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3.0

2.5
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Weight per berry (g)

1.5

B) HOBOKEN

4

HAP(SF) Hg(S)HAP(F) HglSF) = NoHgHdP
Treatment

HdP(F)

3.0
C) PEARSON
2.5 a
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o
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(] 1
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Fall Pruning - Berry Size

= A) ALMA 307 30
281 ) | B) HOBOKEN C) PEARSON
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A O O O QO All Pairs HdP(F) HdP(SF) Hg(S)HdP(F) \ Hg(S,F)f NoHgHdP All Pairs Treatment Tukey-Kramer
& N
g & 8 & A & Tukey-Kran Tukey-Krar 0.05
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Pruning—Yield and Berry Size

A) ALMA . Weight per berry (g)
' O 1.9
15 I 1.8
1.7

800- I 1.6
1.5
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I1.2
1.1

| ® PS 544 g -
407 abc
4001 3371 o
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Pruning — Developmental Stages

Place HS1
Hoboken Pearson mS2

5y ms3
HdP(F)

S4
WSS
Se6
mSs7
mss8
WSO

(4)dpPH

HdP(F)

(4)dPH(S)BH
juswijeal]

Percentage of flowers in each stage

(4'S)BH




Pruning — Fruit Quality

900
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700+
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Ethephon Application on SHB

» Fall application of Ethephon to rabbiteye blueberry delayed
blooming by 7—10 days depending on the temperature (Krewer et
al., 2005).

* In recent years, blueberry growers have applied Ethephon to delay
SHB bloom.

* There is limited information on the best rate of application, the
timing of application, the effect of temperature on Ethephon
effectiveness, and the mechanisms by which Ethephon delays
blooming.
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Ethephon Application on SHB

Ethephon Treatments

Trt Treatment Form Form Form Rate Other Other Appl Appl Amt Product Rep
No. Name Conc Unit Type Rate Unit Rate E?]tf Timing Code to Measure 3
1 |Ethephon 2 I;\EIG L 200 ppmai 0.83 mi/l ;OEMC A 2.502 mL/mx 101 202 304 401 503
Nonionic Surfactant 100 % L 0.25 % viv 2 pt/a EOEMC A 7.499 mL/mx
2 |Ethephon 2 I;\EIG L 400 ppm ai 1.67 mii ;OEMC A 5.004 mL/mx 102 204 302 404 501
Nonionic Surfactant 100 % L 0.25 % viv 2 pt/a ZOEMC A 7.499 mL/mx
3 |Ethephon 2 I;\EIG L 800 ppmai  2.67 pt/a ;OEMC A 10.01 mU/mx 103 201 303 402 504
Nonionic Surfactant 100 % L 0.25 % viv 2 pt/a ZOEMC A 7.499 mL/mx
4 Control 104 203 301 403 502
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Percentage of flower buds in each growth stage

100~

ek

50

25+

Percentages of flower buds development across all evaluated dates for ‘Farthing’

12/2/2022 12/7/2022 12/14/2022 1/11/2023 1/19/2023 1/26/2023 2/1/2023 2/8/2023 2/15/2023 272272023 3/14/2023 3/27/2023

Tl 2 13 ™4 71 T2 B 4 T 12 13 ¥ ¥ 122 B3 40 12 33 4 717 2 B T4 T2 13 14 11 12 B 4 71 2 3B 4 71 72 3 4 1 12 13 4 71 12 13 14
Treatment

EEST EES2 EES: ENS4 EESS EEse EES7 Emss EES9




Percentages of flower buds development across all evaluated dates for ‘Georgia Dawn’

Georgia Dawn
12/2/2022 12/7/2022 12/14/2022 1/11/2023 1/19/2023 1/26/2023 2/1/2023 2/8/2023 2/15/2023 2/22/2023 3/14/2023 3/27/2023
* * * * * * * * %
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Percentage of flower buds in each growth stage
w
o

25

T T2y AT 34T W J20 93 A W 12 1 T I 128 B e T 12 93 W I 12 135 14 T 12 1B e T 128 3 44 | 12T BOI8 110 32 13 e T R a3 34 31 92 13 14
Treatment

ENST BN EES3 EES4 EESs EEsc EES7 Bmss WS



Percentages of flower buds development across all evaluated dates for the ‘Kee Crisp’

* *

127272022 12/7/2022 12/147/2022 1/11/2023 1/19/2023 1/26/2023  2/1/2023 2/8/2023 2/15/2023  2/2272023 3/14/2023  3/2772023
*
100 -
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Treatment

EEST EES2 ENS: EES4 EESS EESc EES7 @mss SO

un =l
o w
| !

Percentage of flower buds in each growth stage
n




Differences of each growth stage in each evaluat?ckdate ‘Farthing’

Date Treatment S1 S2 S3 sS4 S5 S6 S7
12/7/2022 71 [628 b 372 a 00 00 00 [o00 \ 00
12/7/2022 T2 439 a 864 b 00 00 00 [ 00 |o00
12/7/2022 T3 60.7 b 393 a 00 00 00| 00 |00
12/7/2022 T4 578 ab 422 ab 00 00 00| 00 |00
2/22/2023 T1 4.1 304 a 379 187 59| 26 |04
2/22/2023 T2 1.7 298 a 319 198 87| 66 |14
2/22/2023 T3 0.0 444| b 362 128 35| 25 |04
2/22/2023 T4 1.0 275 a 430 185 77| 22 o1
3/14/2023 T1 0.0 0.0 00 00 00| 00 [00
3/14/2023 T2 0.0 0.0 00 00 00| 00 [00
3/14/2023 T3 0.0 0.0 00 00 00| 0o oo
3/14/2023 T4 0.0 0.0 00 00 00| 00 [00
3/27/2023 T1 0.0 0.0 00 00 00| 00 Joo
3/27/2023 T2 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 |00 [ 00
3/27/2023 T3 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 \00 /[ 00
3/27/2023 T4 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 \oo/ 00

S8

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0

93.3
77.4 a
84.2 a

40.5 a
45.2
46.1 a

S9

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

b 6.7
22.6
15.8

b 64

595 a
b 54.8
539 a
b 48.6

b
b

b

*Means with a common letter are not significantly different (p™> 0.05)

S1 S2
Tight bud Bud swell

\' g

S8 S9
Early Fruit
green coloring

, \

53 sS4 S5 S6 S7
Tight Early pink Late pink Full Petal fall
cluster bud bud bloom

-Higher mean percentage value

Second-highest mean percentage value
Third-highest mean percentage value

Lower mean percentage value

*These tables show the growth stages where significant differences were identified between the analyzed dates as determined by the Kruskal Wallis test (based on

medians).

*The tables are represented by the means (average of flower buds) for each treatment and date.

*As this experiment was analyzed based on medians, and we represent them as means, some differences may not correspond to the mean values.

*Red-colored letters indicates means that do not correspond to the median analysis.



Date  [Treatment| S1 s2 s3 s4 s5  / s6\ s7 S8
1/11/2023 | T1 970 3.0 ab 00 0.0 0.0
1/11/2023 | T2 980 20 ab 00 0.0 0.0
1/11/2023 | T3 996 04 a 0.0 0.0 0.0
1/11/2023 | T4 938 B4 b o7 0.0 0.0
1/19/2023 | T1 314 623 50 b 04 0.0
1/19/2023 | T2 292 689 18 a 00 0.0
1/19/2023 | T3 319  67.0 11 a 0.0 0.0
1/19/2023 | T4 271 625 22 v 27 0.0
1/26/2023 | T1 374 B8 < 0@ b 31 ab 0.0
1/26/2023 | T2 603 259 ab 110 a 19 a 0.0
1/26/2023 | T3 520 355 bc (121 a 04 a 0.0
1/26/2023 | T4 57.8 188 a 109 = [N b 0.0
2/1/2023 T 156  56.9 18.8 55 a 0.0
2/1/2023 p) 83 650 17.8 83 ab 0.0
2/1/2023 T3 18.7 58.1 18.3 47 a 0.0
2/1/2023 T4 145 496 15.9 b 0.0
2/8/2023 T 59 457 211 17.3 0.0
2/8/2023 ip) 46 446 217 23.0 0.0
2/8/2023 3 6.2 464 25.6 17.2 0.0
2/8/2023 T4 07 458 19.3 18.6 0.0
2/15/2023 | T1 00 142 216 327 19.9 ab 0.0
2/15/2023 | T2 00 185 24.0 29.9 19.9 a 05
2/15/2023 | T3 11 13.0 271 375 14.2 ab 0.0
2/15/2023 | T4 04 86 24.7 31.4 16.1 b 13
2/22/2023 | T1 00 00 0.5 204 b 294 b SN b
2/22/2023 | T2 00 00 2.1 129 a 335 b 49 ab
2/22/2023 | T3 00 00 36 b 336 . 3 a 12 a
2/22/2023 | T4 00 01 0.7 268 b 264 263 [87 b 10 a
3/14/2023 | T1 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 223 v 756
3/14/2023 | T2 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 196 a  80.4
3/14/2023 | T3 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 222 ab 77.8
3/14/2023 | T4 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 199 a 801
3/27/2023 | T1 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.5
3/27/2023 | T2 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.6
3/27/2023 | T3 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2
3/27/2023 | T4 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.9

*Means with a common letter are not significantly different (p > 0.05)

S9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
75.5 a

77.8 ab

S3

Tight Early pink
cluster bud

S1 S2
Tight bud Bud swell

Late pink Petal fall Early Fruit
bud green coloring

-Higher mean percentage value

Second-highest mean percentage value

Third-highest mean percentage value

Lower mean percentage value



L[]
Ke e C rl S p Date Treatment S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9

12/2/2022 T1 969 a 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

12/2/2022 ¥l -ab 17 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ’ 1 P

12/2/2022 T3 a 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 X VY . .

12/2/2022 T4 97.1 b 29 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ’ r [ y ¥

12/7/2022 T1 48.1 519 a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3 = .

12;7;2022 2 422 578 bc 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 s1 s2 s3 s4 S5 6 s7 S8 so
12/7/2022 T3 42.8 57.2 ab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4

12/7/2022 T4 354 6@l < oo 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 G el (Wbl o] B B B B :f;g el
12/14/2022 T1 95.7 a 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

12/14/2022 iv) - a 08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

12/14/2022 T3 a 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

12/14/2022 T4 97.5 b 25 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -ngher mean percentage Value

1/11/2023 T1 98.2 a 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .

1/11/2023 2 a 11 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 Second-highest mean percentage value

1/11/2023 T3 a 13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1/11/2023 T4 b 06 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Th|rd'h|ghest mean percentage Value

1/19/2023 T1 32.2 614 a 6.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1/19/2023 2 28 B b 21 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Lower mean percentage value

1/19/2023 T3 43.8 542 a 19 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1/19/2023 T4 339 65.1 b 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1/26/2023 T1 53.9 31.7 144 ab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1/26/2023 T2 52.2 283 19.5 b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 * H H H H

ae/200s L . I oo oo oo oo oo Means with a common letter are not significantly different (p
1/26/2023 T4 471 308 a3 v 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 >0 05)

2/1/2023 T1 21.8 583 a 16.4 ab 35 ab 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

a0 | 12 123 [ > BB oc fo0 2 00 00 00 00 00 *These tables show the growth stages where significant
2/1/2023 T3 25.1 598 a 149 a 02 a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . i L

2/1/2023 ™ |16 sso b [248N < H8AN o oo 00 00 00 00 differences were identified between the analyzed dates as
2/8/2023 n 35 584 245 ab [128]a 08 00 00 00 00 determined by the Kruskal Wallis test (based on medians).
2/8/2023 T2 2.4 59.7 26.5 bc 114 a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2/8/2023 T3 10.1 61.3 220 a 6.6 a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2/8/2023 T 12 w8 B8N < BE6N b oo 00 00 00 00 *The tables are represented by the means (average of flower
2/15/2023 T 0.0 220 ab 364 266 ab 140 0.0 0.0 bUdS) for each treatment and date.

2/15/2023 2 07 287 bc 278 320 b 88 a 0.0 0.0

2/15/2023 T3 14 - c 301 215 a 89 a 0.0 0.0 . . .

2/15/2023 T4 00 156 a 311 284 b 238 b 00 00 *As this experiment was analyzed based on medians, and we
2/22/2023 " 00 26 195 501 - B 0.0 00 represent them as means, some differences may not

2/22/2023 T2 0.0 4.5 16.9 - b 26.6 0.0 0.0

2/22/2023 T3 0.0 5.1 30.0 305 a 24.0 0.2 0.0 Correspond to the mean Values’

2/22/2023 T4 0.0 1.7 12.9 310 ab 29.6 0.0 0.0

yapos | 1 oo oo . oo oo o BEEE. 31 Red-colored letters indicates means that do not correspond
3/27/2023 T2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 72.1 b 27.9 to the median ana|y5IS

3/27/2023 T3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 700 a 30.0 :

3/27/2023 T4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 oo 8IS b 18.5




GENERAL REMARKS

LT T 5% e
R i M

» Reducing P fertilization could be a
possibility to reduce fertilizer cost.

 Pruning increased berry size
without affecting yield, which can
lead to premium prices.

 Ethephon delays bloom for ‘Georgia
Dawn.’

MY (College of Agricultural &
I Environmental Sciences
&Y. UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA



TOPICS OF RESEARCH

e Calcium and Boron: relation with
fruit quality and “black bud”

e Sap analysis

* Nutrient deficiencies
« Aluminum toxicity
 New amendments

MY (College of Agricultural &
II Environmental Sciences
&Y. UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA



QUESTIONS ?

4y UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA
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Small Fruit Program

(uga.edu)
Thank you!
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https://site.caes.uga.edu/smallfruits/
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