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- 20UTH AFRICAN SUGAR INDUSTRY AGRONOMISTS ASSOCIATION

CODE: VAR 43/02/Sw/Mhl 'T'
CAT: 2191 : -

RELEASED VARIETIES ON AN 'T' SET SOIL HARVESTED EARLY SEASON

1.  PARTICULARS OF PROJECT

~Thiscrop : Plant Soil Analysis: April, 2002
g o 0 : 0,
Trial crop : 1% ratoon 21;19 OTVI g C}ay % S_llt Yo Sa_nd %
Site -+ Mhlume Sugar Company ppm
_ . . o P K Ca Mg (CatMg)/K
o Field 428 Panel 2 20 204 2603 827 17
Region . Northern Irrigated (Swd) Age . 12.2 months
Soil Set TR ' o Date : 10/5/2002 - 16/5/2003
Design . Split plot, 5_rep1ication Rainfall 397 mm
o Irrigation : 1040 mm
Variety ~ : NCo376,N32, N36, N38 Total o 1437 mm
Fertilizer : N P K
kg/ha 120 50 200

2.  OBJECTIVES
"o To compare the performance of varieties N32, N36 and N38 with that of NCo376 for
an early season cycle on a 'T' set soil. .
e To determine the ripening response of each variety to Fusilade Super and ethephon.

‘ e To compare the resistance/susceptibility of NCo376, N32, N36 and N3§ to smut and
- eldana.

e  To compare the third leaf nutrient contents of N32, N36 and N38 with established
NCo376 thresholds.

3. TREATMENTS

. Varieties and ripening treatments in this trial were as follows:
Ripeners (main plots) , Varieties (sub plots)
Control . NCo376
Ethrel @ 1.5 1/ha N32

Fusilade @ 0.45 V/ha N36

N38



Var43/02/Sw/Mhl ‘T’ 64
. Fusilade was not applied in this crop because of high juice purity one week before
intended application date.
4. FERTILIZERS

L 120kg N/ha (as Urea 46 % N), applied at plahting (44kg/ha) and 18 weeks after
planting (66kg/ha)

. 50kg/ P/ha (as single superphosphate, 10.5%P) at planting.
. 200kg K/ha (as KCl, 50% K) at planting.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSiON
Leaf Analysis‘

. Levels of N, P, K. Ca and Mg were satisfactory and above their respective thresholds
(Table 1).

J There were statistically significant differences in levels of N, P, K, Ca and Mg among
varieties.

Table 1: Third leaf nutrient content (% dm) at 8.1 months of age in Jan_uary

Variety ' % dm

N P K Ca Mg
NCo376 2.03 0.24 1.38 0.21 0.19
N32 205 | 022 1.16 0.22 0.20
N36 2.05 023 | 133 | 023. | 020
N38 2.02 0.23 1.15 0.30 0.28
Mean 2.04 0.23 1.26 0.24 0.22
LSD(0.05)| 0.02 | 0009 | 0.09 001 | 0.010
LSD (0.01) | NS 0012 | 013 0.02 | 0.020
CV % 15 51 | 102 7.5 7.2

Table 2: Variety differences in third leaf nutrieht content (% NCo376)

Variety N P K Ca Mg

N32 101* 92%* g4x+* 105% 105%*
N36 101* 96* 96 110%* 105%
N38 100 96* g3x* 143%* 147%*

* = statistically significant (P=0.05)
** = statistically significant (P=0.01)

Growth Measurements -
. There was no significant difference in stalk population among varieties at harvest

(Table 3). Previous sampling indicates that the stalk population of N36 was
-significantly lower than that of the other varieties.
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e N32 produced the shortest stalks throughout, with statistical significance on three out
of four sampling occasions (Table 3). At harvest, NCo376 produced significantly
taller stalks than all the other varieties. N36 and N38 were intermediate and
statistically similar.

Table 3: Growth measurements at various ages

Stalk population ('000/ha) Stalk height (cm to TVD)
Variety Nov. Jan, Mar. May Nov. Jan. Mar. May
(6.5m) | (8.1m) | (10.6m) | (12.I1m) | (6.5m) { (8.1m) | (10.6m) | (12.1m)
NCo376 152 123 114 | 105 76 181 294 293
N32 153 132 118 106 64 162 254 264
N36 119 94 97 100 89 184 283 279
N38 152 124 117 103 80 . 176 260 269
' Mean 144 | 118 112 104 77 176 273 276
LSD (0.05) 9 8 9 NS 8 1 8 13
LSD (0.01) 13 1 12 - 11 9 11 17
CV% 8.9 9.3 10.5 11.8 14.1 5.3 4.1 6.3

Pests and Diseases

. All varieties were affected by at harvest. N36 and N38 were statistically similar and
had significantly a higher incidence than N32 and NCo376, which were statistically
similar (Table 4).

. Levels of smut were extremely low and absent in N38 (Table 4).

Table 4: Eldana damage at harvest and smut levels from December to February

Eldana % Smut whips
Variety % Int. |. Sep. | Nov.
damaged | (4.7m) | (6.5m)
. NCo0376 0.41 0.14 0.03
' ‘ N32 0.60 0.15 0.06
N36 159 | 0.00 0.04
N38 1.96 0.00 0.00
Mean 1.14 007 0.03
LSD (P=0.05) 0.78 NS NS
LSD (P=0.01) 1.04 - -
CV% 92.7 3194 391.6
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Harvest Results

e Cane yield for N38 and NC0376 was statistically similar and significantly higher
than that of N32 and N36, which were also statistically similar (Table 5).

e Mean sucrose and erc% cane for N32 and N36 was statistically similar and
significantly higher than that of N38 and NC0376, which were also statistically

similar.

. There was no significant difference in sucrose and erc yields among varieties.

Table 5: Harvést Data

Variety Tcane/ha | Suc. % cane* | Tsuc/ha* | Erc % cane| Terc/ha
NCo376 : 165 12.6 20.8 10.7 17.6
N32 141 13.7 19.3 11.9 16.8
N36 142 14.2 20.1 12.5 17.7
N38 - 169 12.2 20.7 10.5 17.8
Mean 154 13.2 20.2 11.4 17.5
LSD (0.05) 10 0.69 NS 0.76 - NS
LSD (.on| 13 0.93 - 01 f -
CV% 8.4 7.2 10.9 9.0 12.4

* sucrose measured as pol

6. CONCLUSIONS

] The cane yield of N38 and NCo376 was significantly higher than that of N32 and
N36 while the cane quality of N32 and N36 was significantly higher than that of N38
and NCo376. '

e Although all varieties were affected by Eldana at harvest, N36 and N38 had
significantly a higher incidence. Smut infection was extremely low and absent in
N38.

. Varietal differences in third leaf nutrient concentrations indicate that thresholds
established for NCo376 may not be appropriate for the new N varieties.

. . . L. st
. This trial has been continued and is now in its 1 - ratoon.

BMS/DB
11/3/2004

]
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7. APPENDIX
Appendix 1: Sample data
, 18/02/2003 (12.4 wks before harvest) .
Variety Fresh wt. | Moisture | Dry wt. | Purity { Sucrose* Erc Sucrose wt.* | Erc wt. | Sucrose*
' (g/stalk) | (% cane) | (g/stalk) | (% cane) | (% cane) | (% cane) | (g/stalk) (g/stalk) | (% dm)
NCo376 839 823 148.3 50.1 45 2.0 38.0 16.6 25.6
N32 614 81.1 1162 | 59.1 6.2 3.7 38.0 22,9 32,6
N36 1239 81.2 231.4 63.5 6.8 4.5 83.3 55.2 36.0
N38 923 83.3 153.4 57.6 5.6 3.3 51.7 29.8 33.7
Mean 904 82.0 162.3 57.6 5.8 3.4 52.7 31.1 32.0
LSD (0.05) 717 0.85 15.94 2.31 0.44 0.46 6.06 5.20 2.10
LSD (0.01) 103 1.14 21.3 3.09 0.59 0.61 8.10 6.96 2.80
CV% 11.6 1.4 13.3 5.5 10.3 18.4 15.6 22.7 8.9
25/03/2003 (7.4 wks before harvest) '
Variety Fresh wt. | Moisture |" Dry. wt. | Purity { Sucrose* Erc Sucrose wt.*| Erc wt. | Sucrose*
(g/stalk) | (% cane) | (g/stalk) | (% cane) | (% cane) | (% cane) | (g/stalk) (g/stalk) | (% dm)
NCo376 1015 80.0 203.0 68.0. 8.1 ‘5.8 82.3 593 40.5
N32 757 79.0 159.1 72.4 9.5 7.3 72.0 55.5 45.2
N36 1447 76.9 334.4 78.2 11.0 9.1 159.3 130.9 . 47.6
N38§ 1093 80.1 | 2164 71.2 8.8 6.6 95.3 72.0 441
Mean 1078 79.0 228.2 72.5 9.4 7.2 102.2 79.4 - 444
LSD (0.05) 72 0.62 16.36 1.68 0.49 0.52 8.31 7.65 1.91
LSD (0.01) 96 0.82 21.87 2.25 0.65 0.70 11.11 10.22 2.56
CV% - 91 1.1 9.7 3.2 7.0 9.8 11.0 13.1 5.9
28/04/2003 (7.0 wks before harvest)
Variety Fresh wt. | Moisture [ Dry wt. | Purity | Sucrose* Erc Sucrose wt.*| Erc wt. | Sucrose*
: g/stalk) | (% cane) | (g/stalk) | (% cane) | (% cane) | (% cane) | (g/stalk) (g/stalk) | (% dm)
NCo376 1100 756 269.3 75.9 11.3 9.1 124.6 100.0 46.3
N32 830 75.3 204.9 80.4 13.0 11.0 107.9 91.0 - 52.6
N36 1582 73.1 424.8 84.9 14.6 12.8 230.0 201.7 54.2
N38 1124. 77.2 255.2 76.5 114 9.2 127.6 103.5 49.9
Mean 1159 75.3 288.6 79.4 12.6 10.5 147.5 124.1 50.8
LSD (0.05) 100 0.90 28.53 1.59 0.58 0.64 15.72 14.28 1.72
LSD (0.01) 134 1.21 38.14 2.12 0.78 0.85 21.01 19.08 2.30
CV% 11.7 1.6 . 13.4 2.7 6.3 - 8.2 14.5 15.6 4.6
- 14/05/2003 (0.3 wks before harvest)
Variety ‘Fresh wt. | Moisture { Dry wt. Purity | Sucrose* Erc Sucrose wt.*| Erc wt. | Sucrose*
C (g/stalk) | (% cane) | (g/stalk) { (% cane) | (% cane) | (% ’cane) (g/stalk) (g/stalk) | (% dm)
NCo0376 1101 75.0 275.0 81.2 12.8 10.9 141.0 119.6 514
N32 885 74.5 226.5 82.4 13.6 117 120.2. 103.3 53.2
N36 1598 72.5 438.6 86.5 149 13.3 2374 _ 2104 54.3
N38 1241 76.6 290.0 81.6 12.3 10.5 152.7 130.1 52.6
Mean 1206 74.7 307.5 82.9 - 13.4 11.6 162.8 140.9 52.9
LSD (0.05) 102 0.76 28.52 1.44 0.58 0.63 13.09 11.62 NS
LSD (0.01) 137 1.02 | 3812 1.92 - 0.77 0.84 '17.49 15.53 -
CV% 11.5 1.4 12.6 2.4 5.8 74 10.9 11.2 5.3
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Appendix 2: Sample data — Commercial topping height
16/05/2003 (0 wks before harvest - commercial topping height)

Variety Fresh wt. | Moisture | Dry wt. Purity | Sucrose* Erc Sucrose wt.*| Erc wt. | Sucrose*

(g/stalk) | (% cane) | (g/stalk) | (% cane) | (% cane) | (% cane) | (g/stalk) (g/stalk) | (% dm)
NCo376 1137 75.4 279.1 81.0- 12.6 10.7 143.4 121.3 51.3
N32 931 74.4 238.5 84.0 13.7 11.9 127.5 111.1 53.4
N36 1449 73.9 379.1 85.5 14.2 12.5 205.5 181.0 54.3
N38 1075 71.5 2424 81.9 12.2 10.5 131.8 113.0 54.3
Mean 1148 75.3 284.8 83.1 13.2 11.4 152.1 131.6 53.3
LSD (0.05) 96 1.10 27.87 1.97 0.69 0.76 15.34 14.28 NS
LSD (0.01) 129 1.46 317.25 2.64 0.93 1.01 20.50 19.08 -
CV% 114 2.0 13.3 3.2 7.2 9.0 13.7 14.7 6.3

* Sucrose measured as pol
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SOUTH AFRICAN SUGAR INDUSTRY AGRONOMISTS? ASSOCIATION

CODE: VAR 43/02/Sw/Mh! ‘T"
CAT : 2191

RELEASED VARIETIES ON A 'T' SET SOIL HARVESTED EARLY SEASON

PARTICULARS OF PROJECT
This'crop ~: 1% Ratoon Soil Apalysis: June, 2003
. f 0, g Q i1t © o
Trialerop : 2" gl-és 0;\41 % CES}'OA S-11t % Sa-nd %
Site RSS (Mhlume)  ppm |
Field 428 Panel 2 11)9 ;4 7%315 2’17‘-"5 (Ca”ll\’ég)m
- : .
Region Northern Irigated (Swd) Age . 121 months
Soil Set T Date T 25/4/2003 - 18/5/2004
Design Randomized blocks w@th Rainfall 667 mm
Split Plots, 5 reps Irrigation 1040 mm
Variety NCo0376, N32, N36, N38 Total 1707 mm
Fertilizer N p K
kg/ha 160 0 0
OBJECTIVES

. To compare the performance of varieties N32, N3% and N38 with that of NCo376 for an

early season cycle on a T' set soil.

. To determine the ripening response of each variety® Fusilade Super and ethephon.

. To compare the resistance/suscéptibility of NCo376, N32, N36 and N38 to smut and

eldana.

. To compare the third leaf nutrient concentrations -of N32, N36 and N38 with established

NCo376 thresholds.

TREATMENTS

. Varieties and ripening treatments in this trial were & follows:

Ripeners (main plots)

Control ,
Ethrel @ 1.5 l/ha
Fusilade @ 0.45 L/ha

Varigties (sub plots)

NCo%76
N32
N36
N38
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Ethrel and Fusilade Super (Fusilade) were applied with a CO, constant pressure knapsack
sprayer and a hand held 'T" boom fitted with two TK 1.5 nozzles, delivering = 52 l/ha.

The weather was cloudy, warm and calm when both Ethrel and Fusilade were applied.
Details of ripener treatments are given in Table 1.

“Table 1: Details of ripening treatments

Detail Ethrel |- Fusilade
Date applied ' 3/4/2004 | 4/2/2004
Age (months) 96 106
Spray toharvest (weeks) | 10.7 | 65|
I uice‘purity at spraying %
NCo376 o 73 78
N32 ' 75 80
N36 1 82 86
N38 : 73 76

4.  FERTILIZERS

160kgN/ha (as Urea 46%N), applied 1 week after harvest (80kg/ha) and 14 weeks after
harvest (80kg/ha). :

No P was applied.
No K was applied.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Leaf Analysis

Levels of N, P, K, Ca and Mg were satisfactory and above their respective thresholds
(Table 1).

There were statistically significant differences in levels of Ca and Mg among varieties
(Table 2).

Tabie 1: Third leaf nutrient content (% dm) at 5.4 months of age in October

Variety ' % dm .

N P K Ca Mz
NCo376 2.13 0.22 1.12 029 | 023
N32 2.11 0.22 1.02 033 | 024
N36 2.15 0.22 1.08 | 0.31 0.25
N38 2.14 0.22 1.13 0.36 0.28
Mean 2.13 0.22 1.09 0.32 0.25
LSD (0.05) NS NS NS 0.02 0.025
LSD (0.01) - - - 0.03 0.034
CV % 2.0 3.5 12,6 8.1 13.5




Vard3/02/SwiMhl ‘T’

Table 2: Variety differences in third leaf nutrient content (% NCo0376)

Variety N P K Ca Mg
N32 99 100 91 114** 104
N36 101 100 96 107* 109
N3§ 100 100 101 124%% | 87**

* = Significant (P=0.05)
** = Significant (P=0.01)

Growth Measurements

»  Although the stalk population of N36 was lower than that of the other varieties at 10

months, there were no statistical differences amongst the varieties (Table 3).

o  The stalk height of N36 was significantly taller that that of the other vaneties (Table 3).
N38 had significantly the shortest stalks. NCo376 was significantly taller than N32.

Table 3: Growth measurements at various ages

. Stalk population ("000/ha) Stalk height (cm to TVD)
Variety Jan Mar Jan Mar
(8.0m) (9.9m) (8.0m) (9.9m)
NCo376 132 111 163 258
N32 134 116 146 239
N36 122 109 186 276
N38 136 115 151 229
Mean 131 113 162 251
LSD (0.05) 9 NS 8.0 8
LSD (0.01) NS - 11.0 10
CV % 9.0 9.9 7.0 4.1
Pests and Discases
. All varieties were affected by Eldana at harvest. Damage was significantly higher in
N38 than in the other varieties (Table 4).
. Levels of smut were extremely low, except in NC0376 and none was detected in N36

and N38 (Table 4).
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Table 4: Eldana damage at harvest and smut levels between August and September

Eldana % Smut whips
Variety % Int. Aug Sep
, damaged | (2.9m) (4.3m)
NCo376 1.52 1.93 0.70
N32 1.86 0.00 0.01
N36 2.26 0.00 0.00
N38 3.32 0.00 0.00
Mean 2.24 0.48 0.18
LSD (P=0.05) 0.78 0.79 0.24
LSD (P=0.01) 1.04 1.06 0.32
CV % 46.9 221.5 184.7

Sucrose samples

. Juice purity measurements at the time of ripener application, except for N36 indicated that
all varieties were immature to respond to both Ethre] and Fusilade.

. Both Ethrel and Fusilade did not significantly improve sucrose and erc % cane, Mean
sucrose and erc % cane was significantly higher in N36 than in the other varieties. N38
had significantly the lowest, N32 was statistically higher than NCo376,

. N36 had significantly the lowest moisture % cane at harvest hence the highest sucrose and
erc % cane. N32 and NCo376 were intermediate and statistically similar.

. The stalk weight of N36 and N38 was statistically similar at harvest. N36 was
significantly higher than that of N32 and NCo0376. N32 had significantly the lightest
stalks. Ethrel appeared to increase stalk weight.

. Sucrose and erc mass of N36 was significantly higher than that of all the other varieties.
N38 and NCo376 were intermediate and statistically similar, while N32 had significantly

the lowest mass.

. Sucrose % dry matter was statistically similar amongst all varieties.
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Figure 1: Sample data at harvest -

Purity % cane Sucro_se % cane
16
: 14
% : 2 :
R 3
Y : 10 4 T
NCo376 N36 N38
Sucrose weight {g/stalk} Sucrose % dry matter
220
190
160 E
130 . s
160 2 s
NCo376 N32 N36 N3R . NCo376 N32
'@ Cont. BELS DF0.45 l@Cont. BE1.5 DF0.45
Figure 2: Sample graphs (variety means)
Stalk fresh weight (g/stalk) Sucrose % cane*
‘ I8
1300
1100 14
9
00 10
700
500 1 ¥ L1 L] 6 11 L] L] L)
13 10 7 3 13 10 7 - 3 0
Weeks before harvest Weeks before harvest '
Sucrose weight (g/stalk)* Sucrose % dry matter*
200 60
160 50
120
80 40
40 <4 r T T 30 4 r T Y
13 - 10 7 3 13 10 - 7 3
Weeks before harvest Weeks before harvest
——NC0376 --0O--N32 | | NCo376 --©--N32 |
| —-5— N36 —x— N33 5 | —-a— N36 —x— N38 i
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Harvest Results

N38 yielded significantly more cane than the other varieties. NC0376 was significantly

*
higher than N32 and N36 (Table 6).
. Mean sucrose and erc % cane was significantly higher in N36 than in all the other
varieties. N38 had significantly the lowest. N32 was significantly higher than NCo376
{see sucrose samples above). '
. Both ripeners did not significantly improve sucrose and erc yields of all the varieties. The
interaction was significant.
. Mean sucrose and erc yields were statistically similar amongst all varieties
Table 6: Harvest results
Tcanctha Suc. % cane Tsucha Erc %5 cane Tercha
Treatment Cont.{E 1.5}F 0.45{ Var. [Cont.|E 1.5]F0.45, Var. | Cont.|E 1.5]F 0.45, Var, | Cont |E L.5{F 0.45; Var. | Cont.[E 1.5]F 0.43) Var.
1 Mean | Mean \ Mean » Mean ) Mean
NCo376 145 ¢V IST( 139 a7 | a0 38T 38, s wslaral it ey us s tza T 20y a7 (eIl 127 98
ks 131 (128 131 0 130 | 136 F 140 147 0 040 | 177 57.9) 193 0 183 [ 123 12.8] 1350 12.9 | 16.0 j16.3| 17.7 1 167
N36 135 [ 133 ] 126 131 [ 147 {150 1470 145 [ 19.8]20.1| 1850 19.5 | 134 [ 13.9] 133 1 135 | 18 [iB.5] 1681 178
N3g§ 159 [ 162 156 ¢ 159 413.0|12.5] 12.9 0 128 | 20.7120.23 20 v 203 [ 167 ]112] 115, 115 [ 186 18.1[ 1791 152
Mean 143 [145 [ 138 7 142 136 (1390140 138 [193 o0 9.3 v a5 123 izl 127 135 174 nE2T07.4 V176
Interaction NS NS NS NS NS
LSD Ripener (0.05) N3 NS NS NS NS
10.01) . - - - -
LSD Variety {0.05) g 0.55 NS (.58 NS
0.0h 11 0.74 - 0.77 -
LSD subplot in same
whole plat __ ¢0.05} NS NS NS NS NS$
LSD subplot in diff.
whole plot _ {0.05) NS NS NS NS NS
O\, 1.6 5.4 116 6.2 11.3
6. CONCLUSIONS
o N38 yielded significantly more cane than all the other varieties. The cane quality of N36
was significantly higher than that of the other vaneties.
. Sucrose and erc yields at harvest indicate that both ripeners did not significantly improve
yields.
. Eldana damage at harvest was significantly higher in N38 than in the other varieties. N36
and N38 were free from smut. '
. Varietal differences in third leaf nutrient concentrations indicate that thresholds
established for NCo376 may not be appropriate for the new N varieties.
e This trial has been continued and is now in its 2™ ratoon.
BMS

21/9/2005
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6. APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Sample Data

Stalk fresh wi (w/stalk)

Date of sample {weeks before harvest)

2 Mar 2004 {11.0)

2 Apr 2004 (6.3)

21 Apr 2004 (3 8}

1% May 2004 (0

Ripener Cont. | EI.5 { F0.45, Var. [ Cont.{ EL.5 | F0.45, Var. | Cont. { E1.5 | F0.45, Var. [ Cont. | EL.5 | F0.45, Var.
Treatment ' Mean » Mean \ Mean i Mean
NCo376 810 | 908 | 825 ' 848 [ 1151 | 1031 | 1033+ 1072 | 1153 { 1079 | 1187 P L0 | 1061 | 12051 963 » 1076
N32 701 | 666 | 681 | 683 | 837 | BO6 | 900 | B47.7| 803 | 819 079 , 867 | 893 | 945 | 930 ; 923
N36 120 1092 | F122 0 1iM] (4420 {1400 [ 1335 0 1385 {1409 [ 1378 [ 1269 ) 1249 (1446 (1211 | 1302
N3® b 903 | 916 4 866 i 895 | 11374 1188 | 12251 1183 3 1084 | 1240 | 1263 : 2075 ) 1284 | 1268 ¢ 1208
Mean .. ___|. 884 [ 496 | 874 3 B8a [ Ti36 [ 1106 1 1133 1 1022 [ T2 { 139 ] 1775 1069 [ 1220 1093 : {127
Interaction NS N A NS T
Ripener {0.03) NS NS N5 NS
Variety {0.03) 66 83 142 140
(0.01) 88 111 190 183
LSD subplot in same
whale plot  (0.03) NS NS NS NS
(0.01) . } } .
LSD subplot in diff.
whole plot  (0.05) NS NS NS NS
{0.0D) - - - -
CV% 10.1 0.9 16.8 16.8
Moisture % cane
Ripener Comt. | ELI.5 | F.45, Var. [ Cont.| E1.5 | F0.45, Var. | Cont.| E1.5 | F0.45, Var, | Cont. | E1.5 | F0.45) Var,
Treatment ' Mean \ Mean ' Mean \ Mean
NCp376 77.0 | 7851 770 7T 759 ( 773 765 6.6 | 770 | 764 | 76.6 1 76.7 | 74.0 | 73.6 | 7301 T35
N32 71.9 | 768 | 7770 715 ) 763 [ 71641 7450 157 738 | 56| 7420 752 M2 | 736 126 13
N3§ 75.6 | 766 | 7561 75.9 | 73.7 | 740 727 35| 736 | 73.8 | 401 T8 | 718 [ me | 7220 719
N 7897980802 796 19} 7ol 786 i 78 | 783 | 74| 7780 28 | 760 | 5.6] 7521 156
Megn T G N A T B0 N I T A N I X e
{nieraction o NS NS NS NS
Ripener  {0.05) NS NS NS NS
(0.01) - - - -
Varety (0.03) 0.88 0.82 0.80 0.74
{0.01) 1.18 1.09 1.07 0.98
LSD subgpiot in same
whole plo1 (0.05) NS ‘NS NS NS
LSD subplot in diff,
whole plot_ (0.05) NS NS N8 NS
CV% 1.5 1.5 i4 1.4
Stalk dry wt {w/stalk)
Ripener Cont. | ELL3 [ FOA45; Var, [ Com. [ EI.5 [F0.45, Var. | Cont | EL.3 [ FO45! Var. | Cont. | EL.5 | F0.43, Var
Treament * Mean i Mean | Mea. ' Mean
NCo376 186 | 195 188 ! 190 | 277 | 234 | 243 : 251 264 | 253 4 277 » 265 | 277 | 319 | 260 285
N32 154 133 152 1 153 198 190 | 229 0 206 | 194 | 200 | 256 1 217 | 239 | 250 | 255 ] 248
N36 273 | 256 { 272 ¢ 267 | 374 | 363 | 364 1 367 | 370 | 360 | 328 ¢ 353 | 352 [ 415 | 337 | 368
; 529 ] a5 ) w0 | am ) ooes | 257 | 312 | 314} 2ea
71798} a7 [ ase [ v | e ¥ 37s | 8[54 1 2611398
Lnteraction NS NS NS NS
Ripener {0.05) NS NS N§ NS
Variety  (0.05) 16 21 38 a4
(0.01)- 22 28 50 58
LSD subpiot in same
whole plot  (0.05) NS NS N§ NS
{D.01} - - - -
L3D subplo in diff.
whole plor  (0.05) NS NS NS NS
{0.01) - . - -
CV% ] 11.1 10.5 18.4 19.7

61
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Appendix 1: Sample data (continued)

Juice Purity %

Date of sample (weeks before harvest)

2 Mar 2004 (11.0Y

3 Apr 2004 {(6.5)

21 Apr 2004 (3.8)

“7§ May 2004 (0)

Ripener Cont. | EL.5 | F0.45: Var. | Cont.{ EL.5 | F0.45! Var. [ Cont. | EL.5 [ F0.45} Var. | Cont. [ E1.5 {F0.45] Var.
Treatment ! Mean + Mean + Mean \ Mean
NCol76 72417477241 732 | T8 | 79.6 | 767 : 78.1 805 824804 811|872 | %00/ 887 836
N32 74.6 | 75.0 | 74.4 1. 747} 796 | 80.1 | 80,1 ! 79.9 | 80.6 | B3.3 | B3.7.) 82.5 | 89.5 | 90.8 | 90.6 ; 90.3
N36 823 816 81.9, 81,9 | B7.0 | 82.8 | 869 .
N3g 75.3 | 244 6991 132 ] 7195 | 761§ 732 ¢
Mean 71 762 [ Tea 1747, 157 [ 810797 [ 7902 1 80.0.
Interacnon [ N§ NS
Ripener {0.05) N§ NS
(0.00) - - - -
Varnety (0.05) 267 3.25 212 0.99
(0.01} 3.57 4,35 2.83 1.33
LSD subplos in same
whole plot  (0.05) NS NS NS NS
LSD subplot in diff. ] ‘
whole plot  (0.05} NS NS NS NS
CV% 4.8 35 3.5 1.5
Sucrose % cane .
Ripener Cont. | E1.3 [F0.45! Var. | Cont. | E1.5 { F0.45! Var, | Conl. | E1.5 | FO.45! Var. | Cont. | E1L5 {F0.45! Var.
Treatment 1 Mean , Mean
NCo376 89 | 9.4 | 89 1 9.1 | 106 1.0 1387 135
N32 9.1 2.6 85 94 | 106 13.0 14,7+ 14.1
N36 b4 FI [ 14 3113 §132 1475 14,8
. gl
Interaction NS NS
| Ripener  {0.05} NS N§
(0.01) - - - -
Variety {0.05) 0.65 0.83 0.52 0.55
(0.01) 0.87 Ikl 0.70 0.74
LSD subplot in same
whole plo1  (0.05) NS NS 0.90 N5
{0.01} - - NS -
LSD subplot in diff.
whole plot  {0.05) N§ NS 0.84 NS
{0.01) - - NS -
CV% 9.] 10.2 5.9 5.4
Erc % cane
Ripener Cont. | EL3|F045; Var, [ Cont [ EV5 [F0.457 Var. [Cont. | EL5S[F0.43 1 Var. [ Cont.| E15 [F0.45) Var.
Treatmnent ' Mean ¢ Mean  Mean ! Mean
NCa376 6.8 7.4 68 1 7.0 8.6 9.5 8.0, 87 91 {103 92 0 95 | 113 §125] 124, 12,1
N32 722 [ 76 750 74 | 89 ] 941 92102 [ 95 | 10.7] 1124105 123 | 128 15.51 129
W36 97 9.4 97 1 96 | 1LE 104 FII3 P 1127108 | 12004 113 117 (134 1395133 ¢ 135
LSRR B 1711306070 ) ea e lea i o lor Loy Lesionfnrlnalnstns
Mead TR LT s e e e e e e e e | [ el 27 iy
Interaction NS NS * NS
Ripener (0.05) NS NS NS NS
(001 - - - -
Variety {0.05} 0.75 097 .9.60 0.58
{0.01) 1.01 1.30 10.50 0.77
LSD subplot in same
whele plot  (0.05) NS NS 1.05 NS
(0.01) - - NS -
L.SD» subpdor in diff.
whole plot  {0.05) N§ NS 0.85 NS
(0.01) - - NS _
CV% 13.1 14.2 8.0 6.2
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Appendix 1: Sample data (continued)

Date of' sample (weeks before harvest)

Sucrose wi (stalk} 2 Mar 2004 (11.0) 2 Apr 2004 (6.5} 21 Apr 2004 (3.8) 1§ May 2004 (0)
Ripener Cont. | E1.5 | F0.45, Yar. | Cont. | E1.5 [F0.45; Var, | Cont. | E1.5 | F0.45} Var, | Cont. | E1.5 [ F0.457 Var.
Treatment ) Mean ) Mean ] + Mean i Mean
NCo376 70.6 | 85.5 | 73.8; 76.6 [121.9] 1164 102.62 113.6]124.6129.4 [ 129.01 122.7] 137.7| 165.8| 130.9: 144.8
N32 64.1 | 3.9 | 649! 64.3 | 856 | 89.9| 97.8 | 92.4 | 90.7' | 1014 | 1277 106.6 ] k2L 1| 131.9] ¥37.0! 1300
N36 128.3 |120.4 {126.8 11252 [1872.2 |170.3 [170.0 . 175.8 [ 190.0| 187.6 | 162.9: 180.2| 183.5| 219.1 ] 176.7+ 193.1

; 1109931165 | 120,41 134.1 | 135.4} 1300 ;

1201} 124, 13885 1361

[nteraction NS NS NS

1.5D Ripene (0.05; NS NS NS
Variety (0.03) 1.80 11.64 18.59
(0.01) 10,45 15.60 24.90
LSD subplot in same - :
whole plot (0.05) NS NS © NS NS
{0.01) - - - -
LSD subplot in diff. )
whole plot  (0.05) NS NS NS NS
{0.01) - - - -
CV% 12.2 12.6 18.4 18.3
Erc weight (g/stalk) :
Ripener Com.| E1L.5 | F0.45. Var. | Cont. | E1.5 | F0.45. Var. | Comi. | E1.5 | F0.45. Var. | Cont. { EL.5 {F0.45: Var.
Treatment { Mean ! Mean | Mean ! Mean
NCo376 53341675564 3901995 f 969 827 95.0104.6]110.5]107.7: 1076 122.5; 1505 1176 130.2
N32 5051505508506 748 | 75118121 770761 | 87.5 [110.97 95.5 {109.5 { 120.5] 125.11 118.4
N36 109.6 | 102.0( 107.61 106.4 1166.1 | 145.9 [150.1 1 154.0 |166.4 | 164.3 | 142,41 157.7[167.4 | 202.0{ 160.5} 176.6
N 69.5 | 66.7 ] 5141 62.5 | 101.0| 95.0 | 849 ! 936 1100.0 {1113 ] 113001081 | 1243 |1430] 1441} 137.1
Mean T 708, 717 T 666 4607 [ 1104 (1032 597 1104 | 1118 {118 118511762 | 1305 | 1340] 13681 10
Interaction NS NS NS NS
LSD Ripene (¢.05) NS NS NS NS
0.01) . - - -
Varety  (0.05) 72 11.87 16.78 19.52
(0.01) 10.35 15.91 22.48 26.16
LSD subplot in same :
whole plot (0.03) NS ' NS NS " N§
(0.01) - - - -
LSD subplot in diff. :
whole plot  (0.03) NS NS NS NS
(0.01) - - ) e -
CV% 15.0 15.3 19.5 18.7
Sucrose % dm
Ripener ConlL | EL.5 |F0.45' Var. | Cont. | E1L5 {F0.45! Var. | Cont.§ Ei.5 | FO.45! Var. | Coni. | ELS |F0.45¢ Var.

Treatment . Mean ) Mean + Mean ; Mean
NCo376 38.6 | 438 | 3917 405 440 [ 50.5[ 421 £ 455 [ 472 [ 51.0[ 470 ¢ 484 [ 498 | 5227510, 510
N32 41,41 416 | 42.9 1 420 | 448 | 47.6 | 433 1 45.2 [ 468 | 50.9 | 503 ; 493 | 50.8 [ s3.0 [ 53.91 52.6
N36 47.0 | 475 | 46.6 . 47.0 [ 50.3 | 468 | 468 1 48.0 [ 51.2 | 524 | 497 { 5114 520 | 53.3 [ 52.8, 8.7
N3 460 | 458 1 409 1 442 | 483 | 455 § 420 1453 ] 512 | 485 | 48.3 1 493 | 545 1514 [ 519 526
Mean T NAR3mT] 04 5469 [47.6] 436 460 | 9.0 (5073883 495|518 [ 5251 5247 522
Interaction NS NS NS NS
Ripener  (0.05) NS 1.98 134 NS

{0.01) - 2.88 NS -
Variey  (0.03) 302 NS R NS

(0.01) 4,04 - - -
LSD subplot in same
whole plotr  {0.05) NS NS NS NS

{0.01) - - - -
LSD subpiot in diff. .
whole plot {0.05) NS NS NS NS

(0.01} - - - .
CV% 9.4 93 5.6 63

NB: Sucrose measured as pol
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