
S U S C E P T I B I L I T Y O F T E A C L O N E S T O C O L L A R A N D 

B R A N C H C A N K E R D I S E A S E (PHOMOPSIS THEAE) 

N. Shanmuganathan & R. L. de Silva 

Differential susceptibility of tea clones to Collar and Branch Canker Disease 
of tea (Phomopsis theae Petch) has been already established (Shanmuganathan & 
Rodrigo 1967). A number of clones have been under test in inocluation experi­
ments (Kerr 1966; Shanmuganathan 1967; de Silva 1968), but these tests are still 
not complete. However, in order to prevent estates planting out clones known to 
be susceptible, the list of clones given in Table 1 should be carefully scrutinized. 
// is emphasized that this list is tentative and will be amended from time to time, as 
more information becomes available. The criteria used for the grouping of clones 
into the three categories are inoculation experiments, as well as field observations 
on several estates. 

TABLE 1—Tentative classification of clones on the basis of sucseptibility to 
Collar and Branch Canker Disease 

Group 2 Group 3 

(Some Resistance) (Poor Resistance) 

Group 1 

(Good Resistance) 

TRI 777 
2023 
2025 
2026 

Drayton 1 
Gordon 7/4 
Liddesdale 512 
St Leonards 2/1 

TRI 2021 
2022 
2027 
2031 
2039 
2046 

Diyanilakele 1 
Drayton 95 
Eskdale 9/5 
Kirkoswald 145 
Liddesdale 470 
Liddesdale 990 
Nayabedde 3 
St Leonards 3/2 

16/183 

TRI 23 
2016 
2024 
2151 

Balangoda MT/BG 
Craighead 13 
Gonamotawa 9 
Hellebodde H6A1 
Kandapola 9 
Kenilworth 16/3 
Kirkoswald 150 
Liddesdale 502 
Neluwa 3/1 
Poronuwa 26 
St Johns 76 
Somerset E/727 
Tangakelle 2 
Queenstown 3/3 

We suggest that the clones listed in Groups 2 and 3 should not be planted in the 
Uva Province. Clones in Group 2 can be planted in the Dimbula and Dickoya Dis­
tricts because the risk of damage is not as great as it is in Uva. No up-country estate 
should plant the clones listed in Group 3 with the exception of clone TRI 2024. This 
clone is a good all-rounder from many points of view and we do not wish to dis­
qualify it from planting up-country on account of its susceptibility to P. theae. In 
areas where P. theae does not do much damage, it may be difficult to find many 
clones better than TRI 2024. Its use in Uva, however, is not recommended. 
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