melting flesh genotypes require less than 300 cu, ripen in
about 120 days from bloom, and produce fruit that have
a moderate amount of red overcolor and acid, but lack size
and earliness of ripening. The degree of success in produc-
ing these 3 selections provided impetus to continue breed-
ing genotypes with non-melting flesh.

The next main goal was to get earlier ripening
genotypes. First, the 3 selected genotypes were self-polli-
nated, and from these progeny, genotypes such as 86-28C
(ripening in about 100 days from bloom) were selected.
Second, the 3 selected genotypes were crossed with
genotypes having a short bloom to ripe period and melting
flesh, and an Fy population was generated which resulted
in selections like 88-25C (ripening in about 100 days from
bloom). Third, the seed introduction from ‘Diamante’
from Brazil yielded Fla. 84-12C (released as ‘Oro A’) which
ripens in 85 days from bloom. ‘Oro A’ was hybridized with
non-melting flesh selections obtained earlier, and 21 non-
melting flesh genotypes that ripened in 78 to 115 days
from bloom were selected in 1990. A large range of desir-
able fruit quality characteristics are exhibited by these
genotypes, but are not maximized in any single individual.
Thus, selected plants of these 21 genotypes will be inter-
crossed to increase the intensity of some characteristics.
Meanwhile, the 21 genotypes will be evaluated for cultivar
potential.

Intensely non-melting flesh offers other advantages to
the peach breeder (4). The breeder can handle larger pop-
ulations without fear of missing the optimum peak in firm-
ness because of weekly, instead of twice weekly, observa-
tions of seedling populations. Efficiency of the program
should be increased as the breeder would not have to dis-
card a high percent of hybrids from progenies because of
fruit softness on the suture, tip or shoulder. This firmness
should be advantageous in markets where refrigerated
storage is not readily available (i.e. u-pick and roadside
stands) or where long storage is required (i.e. export).

Reduced fruit size may be correlated with non-melting
flesh. In 1990, we evaluated hybrid seedlings twice weekly
to select superior genotypes. During these surveys some
seedlings were flagged that were not ripe enough for final
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evaluation but had good fruit shape and color and were
near the minimum acceptable size of 2 inches diameter.
When the plants were next surveyed, the non-melting flesh
genotypes appeared to show less increase in fruit size than
the melting flesh genotypes. This apparent lack of size in-
crease in the non-melting flesh genotypes was accom-
panied by an apparent reduction in split pits. Breeding
genotypes with large fruit size (greater than 2 inches or 80
grams) and non-melting flesh will be hindered if additional
measurements show that final size increase in non-melting
is less than in melting flesh genotypes.

Future goals. A goal of the University of Florida breed-
ing program is to produce a series of low-chill, non-melting
flesh peach cultivars ripening 70 to 110 days from bloom.
Hybridization among the non-melting flesh types has in-
creased in the last 4 years. At least one parent of 90% of
the 1990 hybrids has non-melting flesh. Most hybridization
to date with the non-melting flesh character has been in
peaches with the traditional fruit shape. However, one
non-melting peento (saucer-shaped) peach has been
selected for hybridization with non-melting peaches and 2
non-melting nectarines (fuzzless peach) were selected for
additional hybridizations. Additional hybrids have been
made to combine the white and orange fruit flesh with the
non-melting germplasm at Gainesville. We believe that
some or all of the combinations will eventually be pre-
sented to the public for trial and some may be marketed
as new fruits.
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POTENTIAL FOR LOW-CHILL JAPANESE PLUMS IN FLORIDA
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Abstract. Low-chill cultivars and selections of Japanese-type
plum (P. salicina Lindl. and hybrids) from the University of
Florida breeding program were evaluated for fruit and tree
characteristics at Gainesville, Florida in 1990. Information is
provided on chilling requirement, ripe date, fruit develop-
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ment period (FDP), fruit size, fruit quality traits and field re-
sistance to bacterial spot and plum leaf scald. The earliest
ripening clone (Fla. 85-3) ripened on 31 March and the latest
clone (Fla. 87-11) on 29 May. Chilling requirement was esti-
mated to range from 200 to 450 chill units and FDP ranged
from 76 to 125 days. The best of these clones have the poten-
tial to significantly extend the availability of fresh, early sea-
son plums in the USA when grown in appropriate regions of
Florida, other areas with similar low-chill winters, and in col-
der locations in the absence of spring freezes.

The University of Florida Japanese-type plum (Prunus
salicina Lindl. and hybrids) breeding program aims to pro-
duce low-chill, early ripening, cultivars with high fruit
quality and disease resistance (10). Growing these cultivars
in Florida should be economically attractive because the
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fruit will ripen 4 to 6 weeks before the earliest, high-chill
plums from California and so will obtain high prices. Low
chilling germplasm was obtained via P. salicina seed impor-
tation from Taiwan and was crossed with ‘Ozark Premier’,
‘Burbank’, ‘Methley’, ‘Beauty’, and ‘Bruce’ to produce an
F, (first generation hybrid) seedling population (8). This
was followed by 4 cycles of phenotypic recurrent mass
selection and infusions of plum germplasm from Auburn
University, Alabama and USDA Byron, Georgia, which
had resistance to bacterial spot incited by Xanthomonas cam-
pestris pv. pruni (Sm) Young et al. and plum leaf scald in-
cited by Xylella fastidiosa Wells et al. (12). The selected indi-
viduals from each cycle have been polycrossed according
to a system used by breeders of self-incompatible forage
crops (1). To date over 4000 seedlings have been evaluated
and the 25 selections which remain represent the genetic
improvement obtained during 4 generations of breeding.
This paper reports on the performance of these selections
and their potential as commercial cultivars.

Materials and Methods

The clones evaluated in this study consist of 23 num-
bered selections from the University of Florida breeding
program and 3 cultivars. The cultivars are ‘Wade’ from
Clemson University in South Carolina (2) and ‘Gulfgold’
(formerly Fla. 3-4) and ‘Gulfruby’ (formerly Fla. 8-2) which
were bred at the University of Florida and named by a
Florida nursery person (8). Clones were budded on low-
chill, peach seedling rootstocks which have resistance to
rootknot nematodes (Meloidogyne spp.) and planted at 20
foot x 10 foot spacings with 2 to 6 ramets per clone at the

Table 1. Tree characteristics of low-chill plum clones tested at Gainesville
in 1990.

Chill*  Crop” Bacterial* Bacterial®  Leaf*
Clone units load leaf spot fruitspot(%) scald
Fla. 8-1 - 4 4 - -
Fla. 79-3 200 5 2 0 1
Fla. 83-1 - 6 1 - -
Fla. 85-1 250 5 2 0 3
Fla. 85-2 200 5 1 0 3
Fla. 85-3 - 2 2 - -
Fla. 86-1 250 5 1 4 2
Fla. 86-2 350 3 4 35 1
Fla. 86-3 300 6 2 0 3
Fla. 86-4 350 3 3 5 2
Fla. 86-5 400 6 5 3 1
Fla. 86-6 300 5 2 0 2
Fla. 86-7 250 5 1 3 2
Fla. 86-8 300 6 1 0 2
Fla. 87-1 300 1 2 20 1
Fla. 87-2 300 5 3 5 3
Fla. 87-3 350 2 4 22 1
Fla. 87-4 350 5 1 0 3
Fla. 87-6 450 5 1 - 4
Fla. 87-7 325 5 2 5 2
Fla. 87-8 350 5 4 28 1
Fla. 87-10 300 5 1 0 2
Fla. 87-11 350 - 1 - 1
Gulfgold (3-4) - 6 1 9 4
Gulfruby (8-2) 350 4 2 9 2
Wade - 2 1 6 5

“Estimated from bloom date (see text for details).
"Rated 1 light, 3 medium, 5 heavy, 6 very heavy.
*Rated 1 (no symptoms) to 5 (severe symptoms).
"% of fruit infected at harvest with X. campestris pv. pruni.
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IFAS orchard in Gainesville, Florida. Orchard manage-
ment involved overhead irrigation and fertilizer, herbicide
and pest control similar to the recommendations for
Florida low-chill peaches (4). Evaluations in 1990 were
from fourth leaf (average) trees that were pruned but not
fruit thinned.

Fruit were harvested when first eating ripe and
evaluated on a 1 (least desirable) to 5 (most desirable) scale
for amount of red skin color, attractiveness, flavor, firm-
ness, juiciness, and stone freedom. Fruit shape was rated
using the International Board of Plant Genetic Resources
plum descriptor scale of 1 rounded flat, 2 rounded, 3 ellip-
tic, 4 ovate, 5 heart, and 6 oblong (3). Fruit sweetness was
evaluated by hand refractometer measurement of total sol-
uble solids (TSS). Bacterial spot incidence on fruit was
evaluated by sampling 20 fruit per tree at harvest and
measuring the percentage of infected fruit. Average fruit
weight and the diameter range were measured on a 20-
fruit-sample. Harvest date was the date of picking the first
ripe fruit.

Evaluation of tree characteristics consisted of measure-
ments of bacterial leaf spot and plum leaf scald on a scale
of 1 (no symptoms) to 5 (severe symptoms) in late June
1990. Crop load was assessed at time of harvest on a scale
of 1 (light) to 6 (very heavy). Chilling requirement was
estimated as chill units (cu) by comparison of the clone’s
flowering time to that of known standard peach and nec-
tarine cultivars i.e. ‘Okinawa’ 150 cu, ‘Sunred’ 250 cu,
‘Early Amber’ 350 cu, ‘Sunlite’ 450 cu and ‘Sungold’ 550
cu (11).

Results and Discussion

Table 1 lists the chilling requirement, crop load and
incidence of major diseases of the clones. Tree characteris-
tics are important in determining the level of adaptation
of a particular clone to an environment. Locations with
summer rainfall, strong winds and sandy soils, as found in
many regions of Florida, are likely to experience problems
with bacterial spot (5,7). Plum leaf scald is also likely to be
prevalent in Florida due to the large number of natural
hosts and incidence of the insect vector (6,12). Selection of
clones for Florida should therefore avoid the most suscep-
tible genotypes (clones with ratings of 4 and 5). Selections
such as Fla. 86-2, Fla. 87-8, Fla. 87-3 and Fla. 87-1 may
only be suited to dry climates due to the high level of X.
campestris pv. pruni infection on the fruit (Table 1).

Chilling requirement of the University of Florida
clones varied from 200 cu to 450 cu. This corresponded
to a 2 week range in flowering times (January 22 to Feb-
ruary 4) in Gainesville in 1990. Chilling requirement deter-
mines the suitability of clones for different climatic zones.
Clones with low chilling requirements will flower earlier
than those with high chilling requirements. Clones planted
where winter cold is inadequate to satisfy their chilling re-
quirement will flower erratically and set light crops; in
areas where they receive excess winter cold, they may blos-
som early and suffer freeze damage to flowers or young
fruitlets (11). The optimum climatic zone in Florida for
each range of clonal chilling requirements has been pub-
lished by Sherman and Rodriquez-Alcazar (9). For exam-
ple, clones with chilling requirements from 300 to 400 cu
are recommended for Gainesville.
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Table 2. Fruit characteristics of low-chill plum clones tested at Gainesville in 1990.

Av. Diameter Red”
Harvest FDP* wt. range skin Attrac- Flesh" TTS' Firm-  Juicy-  Stone- Skin bit-

Clone date (days) (€3] (mm) color tiveness Shape® color  Flavor’ (%) ness’ ness’ freedom” terness’
Fla. 8-1 10 Apr - 26 34-41 5 3 1 Y 3 14.6 4 3 1 3
Fla.79-3 29 May 125 47 39-46 4 1 2 R 4 14.7 4 3 1 5
Fla. 83-1" 17 May - 19 31-33 4 3 2 Y 3 - 4 3 1 4
Fla.85-1 13 Apr 77 34 35-43 5 3 4 Y 3 13.3 3 3 1 2
Fla.85-2 10 Apr 76 35 36-45 5 4 2 Y 2 14.7 2 2 1 1
Fla.85-3 31 Mar - 26 35-42 5 3 5 Y 3 15.8 3 3 1 2
Fla. 86-1 24 Apr 89 46 37-51 5 2 5 Y 1 10.2 2 2 1 1
Fla.86-2 7 May 97 76 42-58 4 3 2 Y 2 13.0 5 1 1 1
Fla. 86-3+ 19 Apr 82 38 34-45 3 1 2 Y 1 9.5 1 2 1 1
Fla. 86-4 30 Apr 90 51 34-50 5 3 2 R 3 11.3 1 4 1 1
Fla. 86-5" 4 May 92 25 32-41 5 3 2 Y 3 14.6 2 1 1 1
Fla.86-6 14 May 106 50 37-48 4 3 5 YR 4 14.3 4 3 1 3
Fla.86-7 27 Apr 92 59 38-53 4 3 3 Y 2 13.5 1 2 1 1
Fla. 86-8" 4 May 97 29 32-41 4 3 2 Y 3 13.9 3 3 3 4
Fla.87-1 24 Apr 87 53 39-51 4 2 5 Y 3 14.2 3 - - 3
Fla.87-2 24 Apr 86 41 37-59 5 4 2 Y 3 14.6 4 2 1 4
Fla.87-3 19 Apr 79 40 38-45 4 3 3 Y 3 14.9 4 3 1 3
Fla.87-4 17 Apr 77 37 35-45 5 3 5 Y 3 14.7 3 1 1 3
Fla.87-6 24 Apr 79 51 40-56 4 3 5 Y 2 9.9 1 2 - 4
Fla.87-7 4 May 95 57 36-55 5 5 2 Y 3 12.8 5 3 2 1
Fla.87-8 24 Apr 84 42 35-45 5 3 5 Y 2 15.5 1 2 1 1
Fla. 87-10 29 May 121 40 - 5 3 4 Y 3 19.0 3 3 1 4
Fla.87-11 29 May 119 49 39-47 1 3 2 Y 4 15.5 4 3 3 4
Gulfgold" 10 May - 28 32-42 1 3 5 Y 3 11.1 3 3 3 4
(3-4)

Gulfruby 19 Apr 79 41 39-48 4 3 5 Y 3 13.2 3 3 1 1
(8-2)

Wade 24 Apr 79 39 36-47 3 1 2 YR - - - - 3 -

*Fruit development period from 50% bloom to ripe fruit.

YRated 1 (least desirable) to 5 (most desirable). The following were rated most desirable: 100% red skin color, high flavor, high firmness, high juiciness,

freestone, and non-bitter skin.

*Rated 1 = rounded-flat, 2 = rounded, 3 = elliptic, 4 = ovate, 5 = heart, 6 = oblong.

“R = red; y = yellow.
“Total soluble solids; mean of 1 reading on each of 3 firm-ripe fruit.
“Clones that were overcropped in 1990—fruit size should increase.

The University of Florida plum germplasm has been
selected for heavy flowering and heavy fruit set at an early
age. Most of the plums will set fruit on 1 year old whips as
well as on spurs. This precocious and heavy cropping is
beneficial for early returns to growers and provides a mar-
gin of safety when damage by spring feezes occurs. How-
ever, it also means that in locations or years in which
freezes do not occur the trees must be thinned heavily.
Failure to thin adequately results in small fruit and re-
duced prices. The clones rated 6 (very heavy) for crop load
in Table 1 were overcropped and the fruit size is therefore
smaller than would be expected with optimum manage-
ment. Clones rated 5 (heavy) for crop load would also have
larger fruit if thinned more severely.

Table 2 lists ratings of fruit characteristics which affect
marketability. The most important traits determining fruit
value are size, attractiveness, and harvest date. There is
variation among clones for fruit size; generally the clones
having shorter fruit development periods (FDPs) produce
smaller fruit (Table 2). A single clone can also vary in fruit
size depending on management (thinning, irrigation, etc.)
and location. Higher growing season temperatures result
in shorter FDPs and smaller fruit size in peach (13) and
similar results could be expected in plum. Attractiveness is
a composite subjective appraisal of the fruit’s external ap-
pearance based on size, shape, and brightness of the skin
color. Attractiveness of the clones was generally acceptable
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with only 4 clones receiving unacceptable ratings, i.e. val-
ues of 1 and 2 on the 1-5 scale (Table 2).

Harvest date depends on date of flowering, growing
season temperatures, and the relative FDP. For a given
location, clones which flower early (i.e. have a low chilling
requirement) and have a short FDP will ripen first. Harvest
date for a single clone can vary with year and location. The
1990 season was 3 weeks earlier than an “average” year
and the harvest dates in Table 2 should be adjusted accord-
ingly. The early 1990 season resulted from a rapid ac-
cumulation of winter chilling units during December and
early January, and then a rapid accumulation of growing
degree hours in mid to late January. The FDPs were simi-
lar to “average” years. Harvest date will also depend on
location, and has been shown in peach to decrease by 5
days for each 1°C increase in mean growing season temper-
ature (14). Flowering date will also change with location,
but the change may not be great within a zone of chilling
adaptation (14).

The date of first harvest has been critical in determin-
ing fruit prices in traditional high chilling regions. In these
areas, the flowering time varies little among clones, so the
clones with the shortest FDP are the earliest ripening and
receive high prices. Growing low-chill plums in warm loca-
tions is a different situation. In this case, the mid-season
fruit will still ripen ahead of the early fruit from traditional
high chilling locations so growers need not be concerned
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with planting the earliest ripening of the low-chill clones.
It is more important to choose among the clones that pro-
duce the largest fruit that is acceptably attractive. In this
respect, the outstanding clones are Fla. 86-2 and Fla. 87-7.
Fla. 86-2 appears susceptible to X. campestris pv. pruni so
will probably only be suited to dry climates.

Choice of the best clone is not quite as simple as de-
scribed above. Internal fruit characteristics, such as flavor
and firmness, must also be considered as they are impor-
tant for consumer satisfaction and ease of handling. For
example, clone Fla. 86-7 produces large fruit averaging 59
g weight with acceptable external attractiveness (Table 2),
but the fruit flavor is marred by a bitter skin, and the fruit
softens rapidly. Hence, all the characteristics in Table 2
must be considered in selecting clones to test.

Most Japanese plums have some bitterness in the skin
or around the stone, and the University of Florida plum
germplasm contains some segregants for extreme bitter-
ness. Generally the sweetness of the flesh balances the bit-
ter skin and results in a pleasant flavor. Most of the clones
have moderate to high sugar levels (Table 2). Seven clones
were rated by us as unsatisfactory for flavor, i.e. values of
1 or 2 on the 1-5 scale. Three of the 7 had the lowest TSS
values but the other 4 had high TSS values and were rated
low for flavor due to excessively bitter skins. For example,
Fla. 86-7 and Fla. 87-8 had 13.5% and 15.5% TSS, yet both
were rated 2 for flavor. We had some apprehension con-
cerning the palatability of several of the large and visually
attractive plums because of their bitter skins, so an infor-
mal survey of 6 consumers was conducted on what we con-
sidered 5 promising clones. The clones comprised 3 red-
skin selections with yellow flesh (Fla. 86-2, Fla. 86-6, Fla.
87-7), the yellow skin cultivar ‘Gulfgld’ and the blood plum
Fla. 79-3. The overall rating of desirability on a 1 (very
poor) to 9 (very good) scale includes appraisal of external
appearance as well as internal organoleptic characteristics.
The ranking of clones was Fla. 87-7 (7.8), Fla. 86-2 (7.2),
Fla. 86-6 (6.8), ‘Gulfgold’ (5.8), and Fla. 79-3 (5.6). It ap-
pears that these selections were all acceptable in this limited
test, and the 3 larger red-skinned, yellow-fleshed selections
were especially popular. It also seems likely that our ratings
of flavor are more harsh than those of consumers.

The ripening sequence of the 12 most promising selec-
tions and the cultivars ‘Gulfgold’ and ‘Gulfruby’ are pre-
sented in Figure 1. It should be noted that the data are for
1 year and 1 location and are only a guide to future per-
formance at other locations.

Comments on Each Clone

The following comments on each clone are a summary
of the good and bad traits already noted in Tables 1 and
2, but also include some additional information.

Fla. 8-1—early, but too small and dull color; pollenizer
for ‘Gulfruby’.

Fla. 79-3—firm red flesh, prominent green lenticels on
skin.

Fla. 83-1—overcropped in 1990, cannot assess prop-
erly.

Fla. 85-1—early, with moderate size, dull skin color.

Fla. 85-2—promising early plum, but softens and skin
is tart.

Fla. 85-3—earliest in 1990, some end-cracking.

Fla. 86-1—good size but poor flavor.
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Clone

Fla.85-3
Fla.85-2
Fla.87-4
Gulfruby
Fla.87-2
Fla.87-1
Fla.86-7
Fla.87-7
Fla.86-2
Gulfgold
Fla.86-6
Fla.87-10 -
Fla.79-3 -

Fla.87-11 1 10

30 10 20
April

20
Harvest date

Fig. 1. Ripening sequence of the 12 most promising plum clones at
Gainesville in 1990.

Fla. 86-2—very large fruit, bacterial spot on fruit, bitter
skin, prominent suture fold; looks promising for dry loca-
tions.

Fla. 86-3—poor flavor, uneven ripening.

Fla. 86-4—good size, but softens quickly and bitter skin.

Fla. 86-5—most susceptible clone to bacterial spot.

Fla. 86-6—good shelf life, tastes like Santa Rosa, looks
promising.

Fla. 86-7—large fruit, but softens and has thin skin,
weeping habit.

Fla. 86-8—overcropped so poor test of size.

Fla. 87-1—attractive, large fruit, but with very light
crop in 1990; requires further observation.

Fla. 87-2—firm flesh, attractive, low juiciness.

Fla. 87-3—nothing special.

Fla. 87-4—fruit OK, but tree vigor low.

Fla. 87-6—good size and color, but soft and poor flavor.

Fla. 87-7—excellent appearance and size; looks promis-
ing.
Fla. 87-8—softens too quickly.

Fla. 87-10—size OK for crop load, good flavor.

Fla. 87-11—1late ripening ‘Shiro’ type.
Gulfgold—yellow-skinned type, requires heavy thin-
ning.
Gulfruby—is now the standard low-chill plum by de-
fault; grown commercially in Australia.

Wade—at the lower end of the high-chill cultivar range;
unsuited to Gainesville, and poor fruit quality.
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Abstract. The ‘Van Dyke’ mango, Mangifera indica L., origi-
nated in the 1940’s in Miami, Florida as a seedling of un-
known parentage. It was sold in nurseries and planted in
home gardens in South Florida in the 1940‘s and 50's. The
relatively small size of the fruit made Florida commercial
growers reluctant to adopt the ‘Van Dyke’, but in recent times
it has received increasing acceptance. It is now planted com-
mercially in Florida and Brazil and is being tested in many
other countries. The tree is vigorous and productive. The fruit
is ovoid, with a weight which varies from 9 to 21 oz., averag-
ing about 12 oz. External appearance of the fruit is outstand-
ing, with a bright yellow ground color and a bright red blush
which covers 20 to 85% of the surface. The pulp is yellowish
orange and has an excellent flavor. The fruit is firm enough
to ship well, but is free from objectionable fiber in the pulp.
The fruit is relatively resistant to damage from anthracnose
disease. A defect which needs further evaluation is the devel-
opment of a cavity in the pulp at the stem end of the fruit,
which is often accompanied by uneven ripening and break-
down of the pulp.

Many outstanding cultivars of the mango have origi-
nated in Florida as the result of an extensive program of
introduction and selection over the past 100 years (1,2,3,5).
One of these, the ‘Van Dyke’, has only recently become
well known to commercial growers. Brief descriptions of
the cultivar were published by Campbell and Malo (1) and
by Young and Sauls (6). A color photograph was published
on the cover of HortScience in 1977 (4).

This paper contains a brief history of the ‘Van Dyke’
mango and a detailed description based on observations
made in the field and in packinghouses in Dade County,
Florida.
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History

The earliest records we were able to find on the ‘Van
Dyke’ mango were in the files of the Variety Committee of
the Florida Mango Forum. They contain the original de-
scription form, quality evaluations dated June and July,
1955, and background information from W. W. Car-
michael of Perrine, Florida. The original tree grew from
seed of unknown parentage at the residence of Mrs. Made-
lin Van Dyke in Miami, Florida. It was estimated that the
tree had borne fruit for 10 to 15 yr., indicating that it
probably had been planted in the 1930’s. By 1955, several
hundred grafted trees had been sold by the Flagg Brothers
Nursery in Miami, demonstrating that the ‘Van Dyke’ was
considered to be a desirable selection.

This cultivar did not attract much attention from com-
mercial growers in Florida during the 1950’s, and it was
not described in the research and extension literature of
that decade (2, 3, 5). Trees were sold for commercial plan-
ting in Dade County by the Zill Nursery in the early 1960’s.
It was generally recognized that the ‘Van Dyke’ fruit had
excellent color, relative freedom from disease, and good
eating quality but Florida growers were slow to accept the
cultivar, because the size of the fruit was considered too
small for the U.S. market. Nevertheless, several small com-
mercial plantings were made in the 1960’s and some larger
ones were made in the 1970’s and 1980’s. During that same
period the ‘Van Dyke’ was introduced to other countries
of the tropics for trial. Today some fruit is exported from
South America (Brazil) and eastern Africa to Europe,
where it appears to be well accepted.

Description

‘Van Dyke’ trees are vigorous, with an open, spreading
canopy. Trees which have been topped and hedged
periodically will develop a more dense, compact canopy
than unpruned trees. In Florida, trees begin to bear fruit
3 to 4 yr after planting and will produce regular crops
thereafter if they receive good care and are not injured by
freezes or hurricanes.

New tender leaves are light green in color, becoming
leathery in texture, dark green on the upper surface and
medium green on the underside as they mature. The
leaves are lanceolate, with blades 7-10.5 in long and 2-2.8
in wide, and petioles 1-2.5 in long.

The fruit (see front cover of Proceedings) is ovoid, with
a rounded tip and a lateral beak, which is prominent on
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