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Clay pDts have been the major containers used for pot plants for many years,
and one is seldom anxious to replace a product that has been used successfully for
a long period of time. Growers state they have a distinct know-how on the culture
of a plant in a clay pot; they can tell when to water; the clay pot is not unduly
expensive; it can be sterilized and used again.

There are some distinct advantages in growing plants in clay pots, and some
of these were listed above. With these advantages it is conceivable that the clay
pot could remain the most popular container for pot plant production. However, a
clay pot does have some disadvantages, which every clay pot manufacturer would
perhaps admit. A clay pot is heavy, unsightly, and breakable. Algae on a clay
pot is a frequent problem. The fact that a clay pot can be used again is no advan
tage to the grower, once the plant and pot have been sold.

Some new containers have been introduced, which have been designed to over
come the disadvantages of the clay pot. The styrene and hard plastic pots are
light in weight, attractive in appearance, and algae does not become a problem.
Neither pot is as breakable as a clay pot, but they cannot be termed as "unbreakable".
The cost of these pots (6 or 6§" size) is approximately 10 cents apiece, in lots of
1,000, compared to 8 cents for a 6" clay pot. Another new type of container, made
of compressed sawdust, sells for approximately 9 cents, when purchased in quantities
of 1,000-4,999. The advantages claimed by the manufacturer are: light in weight,
high porosity, decreased growth of algae, and durability.

Growers have expressed interest in new containers, but they have also ex
pressed concern about the difficulty of watering plants grown in the new containers.
The usual remark is that the soil has been kept too wet, as the grower couldn't
tell when to water, and usually erred on the side of over-watering. Fertilizer
problems,are generally involved with watering problems, so chlorotic plants were
occasionally grown. Root rot pathogens presented another hazard in the wet soil.

A study was initiated at State College in March, 1963, to compare the plants
grown in clay pots versus those grown in styrene and hard plastic pots. The styrene
pots were donated by the Fred C. Gloeckner Company, while Bird and Sons donated the
hard plastic-6|" pots. Sawdust pots were obtained too late for this particular
study.

Rooted cuttings, of the varieties Yellow Delaware, Warhawk, Queen*s Lace,
and Bridesmaid, were received from Yoder Brothers, at Barberton, Ohio. The cuttings
were received and potted on March 2, 1963. A potting mixture of 1 part soil, 1 part
acid peat moss, and 1 part sand was used. Dolomitic limestone and superphosphate
were incorporated at the time of potting.

Five cuttings were used per pot, and there were 12 pots of each type, for
each variety. The cuttings were pinched March 16, and short days were started on
March 23.

The plants were watered throughout the study with a Chapin Watermatics system,
and the new Moist Scale was adjusted to allow for 4 ounces of drying between water-

f ings, and a plant in a clay pot was placed on the scale.

The study was concluded on May 27, at which time the final data was recorded.
The measurements taken were final height, number of flowers, and weight of containers,
plant, and soil. _3_



Results

The final results are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Effects of containers on 4 pot mum varieties.

Variety

Warhawk

Yellow Delaware

Bridesmaid

Queen*s Lace

Container

Clay
Plastic

Styrene

Clay
Plastic

Styrene

Clay
Plastic

Styrene

Clay
Plastic

Styrene

Average plant height
in inches

12.9

12.4

12.9

17.4

16.4

15.7

15.9

17.0

15.1

22.2

21.6

21.9

Plant height measured from pot rim.

Discussion

Average number
of flowers

18.0

21.2

18.5

17.2

21.2

17.7

28.7

27.5

24.0

25.2

25.5

23.2

Average weight
in pounds

8.5

6.0

5.4

7.2

5.7

5.0

8.0

5.9

5.0

7.7

5.5

5.0

There were no striking differences in plant height, when containers were com
pared for each variety. The number of flowers per plant varied, depending on variety
and container. All plants would have been considered salable.

Table 1 shows a definite difference in the final weights of the containers,
with plant and soil. The clay pot treatments were generally 2§ to 3 pounds heavier
than the styrene pot treatments, and lj to 2§ pounds heavier than the hard plastic
pots. The differences in weight were due to the differences in weight of the con
tainer and not plant size, as all plants of a given variety were similar in size,
regardless of type of container.

No root rot problems were encountered in any container. All pots received an
equal amount of water, with the Chapin system. The soil generally seemed wetter in
the styrene and plastic pots than in the clay pots, but the plants never seemed to
be adversely affected.

The advantages of the light-weight pots are obvious. A flat containing 6
styrene or hard plastic pots would be 12 to 18 pounds lighter than the same number
of clay pots. Long distance hauling could be more feasible with the lighter containers

This article is not intended to belittle the clay pot. Pot plants have been
grown successfully in clay pots for years. Also, the results in this report are
from only one study, though previous attempts w*ith the newer pots, with pot mums
and poinsettias, had also been very successful, at State College. The grower who
is interested in the new pots which are available should try them on a small scale,
but give them a fair test when they are used.
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It is not recommended that different types of pots be used with the same set
tings on the Chapin watering system. A grower using the new containers for the first

^•time perhaps should use the conventional hose, and spot water, rather than give all
the plants the same amount of water.

LINES BY LARSON

I will edit the Flower Growers' Bulletin until Joe Love arrives on the scene,
which means you may only have to suffer through the June and July issues. We feel
we have made some progress with the bulletin within the last year, and we also feel
that a bulletin edited by Larson might be better than no bulletin at all. This
opinion could be controversial, and open to debate.

* * *

We would still like to see more grower participation in the Short Course.
By "participation" we primarily mean "attendance". We had a fine representation
from Tennessee, growers came from South Carolina, Georgia, Virginia, and Florida,
and sales representatives came from New York, Delaware, and New Jersey, as well as
North Carolina. However, we had plenty of room left for more growers, both from
within and out of the state. We sincerely feel that each grower who attended went
home with some idea that would help him in his business, and that might well pay
for time and money he spent attending the meetings.

On to other problems

Some of you may think I am a crusader for safety, since every once in a
while I will mention some danger common in greenhouses, and suggest you inspect
your own establishment, look for safety hazards, and then correct the situation
once you are aware that it exists. A danger was recently called to my attention,
and I would like to pass it along to you.

A headhouse recently caught on fire (not in North Carolina), and firemen
naturally rushed to the scene. After the fire had been extinguished they realized
just how close the flames had been to a room full of insecticides and fungicides,
and the thoughts of a burning room, loaded with highly volatile insecticides, made
the responsible people somewhat uncomfortable. What would happen if your head-
house caught on fire, and vapors from some of your chemicals began to drift through
out the area? You might never get to know what it was that got you, and your
employees, and other people engaged in putting out the blaze. Or, if you did
survive, you might know only too well what happened, as you might have several law
suits constantly reminding you.

Several remedies come to mind. We will assume that you wish to keep insects
under control, so you can't solve the problem by throwing away the volatile com
pounds. An isolated shed, built of cement block or similar materials, would be a
good place to store volatile materials. Such a shed should be kept locked, to
keep children out, and the materials in. It might be worthwhile if you talked
to your fire chief or inspector about the best thing to do.

Are you about to install the Gates system for watering benches of cut flowers?
Do you want to know of a good way to accurately drill the holes for the nozzles to
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