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Abstract

Introduction: Bacterial canker caused by Pseudomonas syringae is one of the most

damaging diseases in apricots. This experiment was conducted to evaluate relative

resistance to the disease in 22 selected local apricot hybrids including AD507, AD405,
and HS731 which were recently released as Jalil, Parsi and Shanli. Material and

Methods: Evaluation methods included artificial inoculation of two-year-old seedlings

in an orchard and of cut shoots in the laboratory. Initially, the pathovar identity of local

P. syringae strains were determined using LOPAT and GATTa tests and three isolates

were used as inoculum. The inoculation was done in the seedling stem and after one

year and 1.5 years, canker length was recorded. Result: The pathovar of all isolates was
identified as P. syringae pv. syringae. The longest and shortest cankers were observed
in AD1033 and AC113 with averages of 34.76 mm and 8.35 mm, respectively. The cut
shoot bioassay was not practical for apricots. The hybrids were classified into four
groups including highly resistant, resistant, moderately resistant, and susceptible.

Conclusion: AD1033, AD1042, AD940, AD811, HS210, DM101, HS203 have been

classified as susceptible and should not be used in breeding programs and orchard

establishment/replacement. Jalil, Parsi, and Shanli were rated as resistant, and
moderately resistant, respectively.
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Table 1. Characteristics if selected apricot hybrids studied in this research.

Sugar Fruit Flesh Ripening  Fruiting Flesh Stone
Hybrid content (%) size color date type firmness adherence
AD940 18.6 5 1 9 3 7 3
AD517 19 5 4 5 3 5 5
AD503 19 7 5 5 3 7 1
AD507 22.4 7 4 5 3 5 1
AD640 19.5 7 3 5 3 7 1
AC113 19.2 7 3 5 3 7 1
AD921 19.6 7 3 7 3 5 1
AD940 22.3 7 3 5 3 5 1
AD1033 26 5 3 5 2 5 1
AD1042 18.4 5 5 5 2 5 1
HS201 23 5 4 5 1 5 1
HS203 22 5 5 5 3 7 1
HS514 21.6 5 3 6 3 5 1
HS222 18.7 5 2 3 2 3 1
HS731 19.7 7 4 5 3 5 1
HS210 27 7 4 5 1 7 1
DM101 17 7 4 3 3 5 1
ADA405 19 7 3 5 3 5 1
AC108 20.2 7 3 5 2 3 1
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Figure 1. The collection of apricot hybrids
studied (A), cankers formed in apricot hybrids
trunks (B, C).
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Figure 2. Classification of apricot hybrids based on mean canker length.
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Table 2. Mean canker length, trunk diameter at inoculation site and canker length/trunk
diameter in apricot hybrids*.

Length of 1 Length of 1.5 Trunk diameter Canker

year-old canker years-old canker 1 year post-inoculation length/trunk
Hybrid (mm) (mm) (mm) diameter
AD1033 20.00 a 34.76 a 17.09 a 1.34 a-d
AD1042 19.29 ab 29.35ab 14.54 ab 131 a-e
AD940 19.14ab 28.94 ab 12.11 bc 1.79a
AD811 18.75abc 28.35ab 11.64 b-d 1.62 a-c
HS210  17.78 a-Cc 27.67 a-c 16.28 a 1.08 ed
DM101 17.80 a-d 26.7 a-d 9.97 b-f 1.75ab
HS203 17.75a-e 26.61 a-d 11.71 b-d 131la-e
DM102 15.00 a-e 2412 a-e 10.52 bede 1.44 ad
HS201  14.86 a-e 22.13 a-f 14.90 ab 0.99 de
Gh.Sh.  14.80 a-e 22.2 b-f 11.72 b-d 1.25 b-e
HS514  13.77 b-e 22.15b-e 10.86 b-e 13la-e
AC108 13.44b-e 20.18 c-f 9.91 b-f 1.36 a-d
AD405 13.36 b-e 19.86 c-f 11.18b 1.10c-e
HS731  13.00 c-f 19.5 c-f 9.29 d-f 1.29 a-e
AD509 11.57 d-g 19.13 c-f 11.97 b-d 0.99 de
AD507 12.25e-g 16.35 d-f 9.38 c-f 1.22 b-e
AD503  10.67 e-g 15.5 d-f 10.59 b-e 0.94 de
AD517  10.00 e-g 15.45 d-f 10.08 b-e 0.97 de
HS222  10.00 e-g 15e f 8.87 ef 1.73 c-e
AD921 9.63e-g 14.45 ef 9.19 d-f 1.07 ed
Nasiri 8.23 fg 13.87 ef 11.45 b-e 0.78¢
ACl113 6.43¢g 8.05f 7.38 f 0.96 de

3y Jlaist ey jlo g BT wiloas JLds Dgliie By L aS st 12,0 olacl
IR NYAR

*In each column, values followed with different letters are significantly different at
<1% probability level

a5 5lad (p i g Sglite lady ;e )3 4l jlad 4 SULL oo Cod g (Siale oo 0 4l ks
a5 a8l SOLE Jsb Cond (o yiien s ACLL3 s o1 oy 565 5 AD1033 5 HS210 (slavy yeep o
olis eod S Slho (Swwod oy p (¥ Jgo) b oauo Nasiri jo o (505 9 ADI40 o
oS e ooy (R?=0.691, P<0.0001) cuils pokine b3, as hd L ,S5ls Job a5 ol
o 5 plol (LT sladles jo (bLs,l iz 05 0l sl 5y9kd slaas o 5 S5 sle SOl
Oleeas 50 elasl Jad -ulply . Farhadfar et al. 2016, Cao et al. 1999) el ouls 5,135 55
ol Gialejl 5 (8 5eS et il b 485 L o Wlsh e B, STy (saimeg,S o sl
Ol (Kad (o) p 2D 030 )50 (Ga (aLd (lyiedy 4 ¥/ SOLo Job S 5 ol
a5 hd L 5 (R?=0.618, P<0.0001) it bl ;oL Job b a5 i/ Sils Job as ol
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a5 ] Sl oo L o5 sy e 415 4 olad ol (RZ=-0.098, P=0.57) cotls bl )|
a0 50 o] dle g 009 Lged, Slaglie (sos 00, b bLS, o s wledb] al)l 4 o8
9y 3y Ly 5l (AL Wlg e as Slad b SULS s e (SKiran 0,000 8950 Jliss
5l S0l 4y (6 3YL Cosles o Jldg al o jo JBlas Sl ) leed) a5 (Sme (s 2Bk 8
Sl sl 1) byl il o bl 5o lales w5 i 44355 457 05 j9.a8 (g o0 o900 (nl 50
dieils g 00 kil a0 pagie (pl WS WalS 1) dezge 2 SULL L wS wles> SOLS @

Lol i g
1o HS731 ADA05 AD507 (slov, yd «4idss el 1 oy 3y50 e SS90 opm 5l
551 o5 SIS ol 5 s e LS 5 oy ool (slopl o i3 4 VTRV L
3 St g Sl i e S b 1 € a5 g S e
05,5 Lead; g 039 5Ll 095 9 oyl 08, (ol dbioe G)LSAS 5 5597 03b sl el
& yonST S yp ogme slylo Jud> o8, i Jud> g ololy can Qe obo )l J\ cewlio o2
S5y 9 gy 9L eSS chwgie S8l S ek (hg (B 0o )3 YY) (G ped (IS
o3 Jelzr ool ceslio ()LSCAS 5 (555036 (sl g w1l e e b oz an 508
35, kit ACLI3 5 5l (Lol o] canslio oaims 03,5 e, 5 0391 IS sluliogs § Lm) oolas
i el 093 (S5, hgP (A8 0o y0 VA) (el (IS (L5003 S5 egee syl LLS
65, ol A2l Spesl sl combi 3 Sl st she b Iy s gt il
P e ey 5 5l glatlie (] ceslio oaims 03,5 Lad) g oo S Lulisgs 5 0k
4 Blo g )l ez wax led) 0 2bSL S 4 Cwglis s zshaw (iagh

Conclusion & S AzS
SO STy byl sl el g, o 4Bl (hgy sl plas (laghy cnl sleadly

St Sils 4 AD1033, AD1042 (ogas 4 5 ooy yun (5 il oo olls 5 50 b S

03y, 15 4 slarwg b (Mol laaslp )0 03, b 4l flaic 4 048 0 Aoyl g wiind wles

5 poliebinnd pslie w5 4 (2L L SOl @y (Lo 5 (o)l (Jelo oz lapd) (auSTy gl

Sedee S b et sl pgliebions
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