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Summary. The results of long-term studying of the scion-rootstock combinations of plum on clonal 

rootstocks of selection of the Crimean EBS breeding and seedlings of a cherry plum are given. For the 

selection of the best scion-rootstock combinations in a young garden the genetic-statistical analysis was 

used. The assessment of process ability and responsiveness of the variety-rootstock combinations to 

fertilizers is given. The combinations for use in the intensive plum plantings are selected. 
 

Key words: plum, rootstock, scion-rootstock combination, productivity, stable fructification, inten-

sive plantings 
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  3 34,21 71,8** 1,85 79,7 
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  3 17,49 19,4** 0,91 50,2 
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