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Véraison to HarVestVéraison to HarVest

Help us design the first virtual B.E.V. NY! 
Think outside the box 
(but inside the screen) 

by taking this very short survey: 

Click Here for Virtual BEV NY Survey 
https://cornell.ca1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_cUxLMTlIlOAOAbb

Survey closes Tuesday, October 6  
Save the Date: B.E.V. NY March 3-5, 2021

Around New York...
Statewide (Tim Martinson)
October 2, 2020.  From our previous sample date on Sept 
21 to the current Sept 28 samples, cooler temperatures with 
highs in the 60s and lows in the high 30s through Sept 23 
gave way to higher temperatures (mid 70s to mid 80s, with 
lows in the high 50s).  These warmer temperatures and sun-
shine lead to significant 0.6 – 1.0 °Brix gains in soluble solids 
– despite some varieties ‘topping out’ close to harvest.  Sig-
nificant rain in the Finger Lakes (See Hans Walter-Peterson
summary) in midweek should be beneficial, and ripening
should be nearing ‘the end’.

Harvest.  Harvest has reached at least the midway point, 
as reflected in our sample vineyards.  In addition to the 15 
blocks harvested the previous week, 19 more sample blocks 
were harvested this week.  In addition to remaining Cayuga, 
La Crescent, Marquette blocks, blocks of standard vinifera 
varieties (Chadonnay, Pinot noir, Sauvignon blanc, Malbec) 
were harvested prior to our Monday sampling effort.  One 
Merlot block (Hudson valley) was harvested.  No Cabernet 
Franc and Riesling blocks had been harvested. 

Soluble solids:  Gains in soluble solids ranging from 0.6 
°Brix (V vinifera) to 3-3.3 °Brix (Vignoles up to 25, Trami-
nette from 18.5-21.6 °Brix).  Across all varieties, soluble sol-
ids are running 1-3°Brix ahead of last year.

TAs: With the exception of high acid varieties Vignoles 
(14.4g/L) and the Minnesota varieties (11.5-15 g/L) and the 
single Noiret block (10.5 g/l), many varieties are in the 6-9 
g/l range, with major varieties in harvestable range.  Among 
the majors,  we see Riesling at 9.4, Cab Franc at 7.0, Merlot at 
7.2, and pinot noir at 6.2 g/l.  pH values are going up, with 
many vinifera in the 3.2 to 3.5 range. (Riesling at 2.98 still 
under ph 3). 

Concords and other Natives:  With brix levels above 18 °Brix, 
and TAs at -3.0 g/l lower than last year, these are definitely 
very ripe.

Forecast:  At Geneva, it looks like we are in for cool weather 
and intermittent showers next week – but no frost on the 
horizon yet.   I expect that by this time next week, harvest 
will be close to wrapping up.  The dry, sunny September 
weather has given growers and winemakers ample reason 
to be optimistic about quality this year.

Continued on page 2
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Finger Lakes (Hans Walter-Peterson)
Hoo boy - we needed that. At the end of one of the dri-
est months in many years, the Finger Lakes finally got 
some much needed rain on Tuesday and Wednesday 
this week. 

The amount of rain that fell ranged between 1 and 1½”, 
depending on where you were, but the best things 
about it were 1) the entire region got it, and 2) it was a 
slow, steady rain that could soak into the ground, rath-
er than hard and heavy which would lead to surface 
runoff and send a lot of that water to drainage ditches, 
creeks and lakes. These kinds of events seem much 
fewer and further apart in recent years, but this week’s 
rain was pretty much exactly what the vines needed, 
when they needed it. 

Along with the rain came a significant cool down, 
which will slow the ripening process compared to 
what it’s been up to this point. We still saw over 1° 
Brix increase on average in the major varieties in our 
sampling this week so things continue to move ahead.

While the rain was a welcome relief, it also brings some 
concerns – albeit fairly minor at this point – about the 
development of cluster rots. If we don’t get any more 
rain over the next several days and our humidity levels 
remain relatively normal, things should be able to dry 
out enough to avoid major outbreaks, but it wouldn’t 
be surprising to see a bit of sour rot start to pop up in 
areas where berries were previously injured by birds 
or insects, or where vines were overly stressed before 
the rain came.

The list of varieties getting picked this week remains 
long, as we’re still deep into harvest right now. Char-
donnay and Cayuga were picked at the Teaching Vine-
yard this week, along with our single row of the selec-
tion NY81.0315.17, which is a Cayuga White x Riesling 
cross from Bruce Reisch’s breeding program. This 
year’s Vignoles crop might be the ripest ever harvested 
in many vineyards thanks to almost non-existent sour 
rot pressure. Several growers were picking it this week 
at 24-25 Brix, or even a bit higher. Small picks of Ries-
ling are going on right now, but I suspect we’ll start 
seeing some larger blocks being harvested by the end 
of next week. 

Constellation Brands, the region’s largest processor, 
will be wrapping up their harvest this Friday, Octo-
ber 2, after one of the smallest and ripest Concord har-
vests they have seen in a number of years. That trend 
of smaller than expected crops is true for most other 
varieties this year as well, based on what we’re hearing 
from growers and wineries. 

On the bright side, there is a lot of optimism in the in-
dustry about the quality of this year’s fruit, not just due 
to the lack of disease pressure (which helps), but the 
also the levels of ripeness that we’re seeing this year. 

How that will all translate into the quality of the wines 
over the next several months will be in the hands of the 
winemakers of course, but there is widespread agree-
ment that they have some great raw material to work 
with. Growers are just wishing there could be more of 
it this year.

Harvest in the Lake Erie region. .
Photo by Jennifer Russo

Lake Erie (Jennifer Russo & Terry Bates)
It is a great time to be in Western NY.  The air is thick 
with the aroma of sweet grapes.  Bin-lined trailers and 
trailers with bulk gondolas driving down the road are 
a common site, and the calls into the office have defi-
nitely slowed this past week; all signs that harvest is in 
full swing. 

In the Lake Erie Grape Region, discussions with indus-
try stakeholders this past week began with ‘we need 
rain’.  According to the Network for Environment 
and Weather Applications (NEWA) for Portland, NY, 
the last three days of September yielded us 1.1 inches 
and the total precipitation recorded for September was 
2.22 inches.  When speaking with vinifera growers they 
mentioned that they needed two inches of rain, and 
‘the sugars were high and acid levels are not dropping 
fast enough’ by their standards.  

I have had an uptick in soil and petiole sampling and 
have noticed some potassium deficiencies in some 
blocks.  Potassium is a nutrient that requires water to 
carry it through the soil profile and we are all aware of 
the lack of rainfall this season.   

During the first nine days of Concord harvest, one pro-
ducer reported that good quality Concords were com-
ing in, averaging well over 16 °Brix.  

‘Acid is good, color is great, and flavor is yummy, an official 
Quality Control term ;).  Concord crop size is coming in 
smaller than the farmer estimates.  

That, coupled with smaller crops in both MI and WA 
indicate that there will be a shortage of Concord.  Re-
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member though, that the juice industry is shrinking 
overall, so this shortage is bucking an overall down-
ward trend’.  

The smaller tonnage seemed to be a common thread 
when speaking with other producers.  I asked another 
producer about the status of their harvest thus far, and 
it was reported “dry, hot, and running out of grapes”.  
The harvest was anticipated as being complete by this 
Friday, October 2, 2020, when they had planned on 
running two weeks into October.  

CLEREL Weather. Per the Network for Environmental 
and Weather Applications (NEWA) for the station lo-
cated at CLEREL in Portland, NY, the average air temp 
for the past week was 64.9°F up from 57.7°F the previ-
ous week, a difference of 7.2°.  The air maximum temp 
of 80.7° up from 72.8°, a 7.9° difference from last week, 
and minimum temp this week 48.9° compared to 44.4° 
last week that differed 4.5°.  The CLEREL AgriTech lab 
did not receive any precipitation or leaf wetness two 
weeks prior, but in the past three days we’ve accumu-
lated 21 hours.  The wind has also been stronger the 
past couple days. .

Hudson/Champlain (Jim Meyers)

Just past dawn, the sun stands 
with its heavy red head 
in a black stanchion of trees, 
waiting for someone to come 
with his bucket 
for the foamy white light, 
and then a long day in the pasture. 
I too spend my days grazing, 
feasting on every green moment 
till darkness calls, 
and with the others 
I walk away into the night, 
swinging the little tin bell 
of my name.  

-- Ted Kooser, ‘A Happy Birthday’

The previous week brought an uptick in GDDs 
for eastern New York (Figure 1) but weather 
forecasts suggest that useful GDD accumulation has 
come to an end (Figure 2). Champlain Valley 
vineyards are finish-ing harvest with GDDs well 
ahead of last year (Fig-

ure 3), which partially explains why all of the sampled 
vineyards have been harvested earlier than last year 
(Figure 4). Fruit is coming in at a steady pace, so it 
seems likely that next week will be the final 2020 Verai-
son to Harvest sampling for eastern New York grapes. 

Figure 1. Comparison of 2020 and historical cumulative Growing Degree 
Days (GDDs) in a representative vineyard from each of four sub-regions of 
eastern New York

Figure by Jim Meyers

Figure 2 Six day growing degree-day (GDD) forecast for representative 
vineyards from each of four sub-regions of eastern New York.

Figure by Jim Meyers
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Figure 3. Difference in cumulative Growing Degree Days (GDDs) and pre-
cipitation between 2020 and 2019 as of September 18th. Each colored circle rep-
resents a farm location. Local CCE offices are represented by colored squares. 

Figure by Jim Meyers

Figure 4. Comparison of 2018, 2019, and 2020 ripening at 16 vineyards in 
eastern New York. CV = Champlain Valley. HV = Hudson Valley. UHV = 
Upper Hudson Valley.

Figure by Jim Meyers

Long Island (Alice Wise)
Harvest proceeded at full speed on Long Island this 
week. Lots of varieties made it to the crush pad includ-
ing Chardonnay, Sauvignon Blanc and fruit for rosé. 
Fruit quality is good to excellent.

In the Cornell research vineyard, we harvested a group 
of varieties that we collectively call the ‘miscellaneous 
whites’. This year we waited a bit on harvest as the 
weather has been cooperative. With such a large group 
of varieties, some are harvested at optimum ripeness, 
some a bit early, some a bit late. Below are numbers 
and comments from our harvest. On Oct. 1, we start-
ed Chardonnay harvest.  The fruit has been beauti-
ful – golden and somewhat translucent with minimal 
cluster rot. More Chardonnay will come off next week. 
Some varieties have had a touch of sour rot, largely re-
lated to damage by yellow jackets and friends.
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Figure 1. The structural colonization of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi in fine roots of Pinot noir at Sawmill Creek vineyards Hector, NY. A: Arbuscules. 
Scale Bar 12 μm,  HC: Hyphal coils. Scale Bar 12 μm, H: Hyphae.Scale Bar 17 μm,  V: Vesicles.Bar 26 μm. Magnification is 40x.

Photomicrographs by Mariam Berdeja

Enhancing Vine Health with Commercial Arbuscular Mycorrhizal 
Inoculants in Vineyards

Justine Vanden Heuvel, Mariam Berdeja, Qiuhong Ye 

Introduction
Grapevines benefit from a symbiotic relationship 
with arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF).  Togeth-
er the vine and the AMF form mycorrhizae, which 
play an important role in vine health, grapevine 
nutrition, and water relations.  AMF are thought 
to improve nutrient uptake as well as the ability 
of vines to withstand stress from drought, disease, 
and insects.  

AMF penetrate the cortical cells of roots to form ar-
buscules (Fig. 1 and Fig. 2) to aid nutrient exchange. 
The hyphal coils are long, branched portions of the 
fungus that act as a virtual root system for the vine, 
essentially increasing the functional root area.  The 
hyphae enter the root and create vesicles for nutri-
ent storage structures where nutrients are trans-
ferred between fungus and plant (arbuscules).

A range of products - generally referred to as soil 
microbial stimulators - are sold with the goal of 
encouraging the formation of mycorrhizae.  While anecdotal reports from the grape and wine industry suggest 
these products can provide a benefit to the vine, none have been systematically tested in Northeast vineyards.  
With the help of many Finger Lakes growers as well as funding from the New York Farm Viability Institute, 
we tested these products in a series of fully replicated experiments as well as side-by-side trials in commercial 
vineyards.

Methods
Table 1 lists the products we experimented with over a two-year period.  The instructions for application vary 
among all the products – but we did not usually follow the instructions for application as we needed to develop 
a more grower-friendly approach.  Essentially, we either used a hoe and dug a roughly 1-inch deep trench that 
extended about 10 inches parallel to the vine row, about 10 inches out from the vine trunk and sprinkled in 

Figure 2. Extensive arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi colonization in fine roots of 
Pinot noir. Samples were collected in November 2018, 5 months after inoculation 
in Sawmill Creek vineyards Hector, NY. Scale  Bar  60 μm. Magnification is 40x

Photomicograph by Mariam Berdeja
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roughly a tablespoon of the powdered product per vine.  At other sites, if the product was soluble in water we 
approximated the concentration listed on the label, mixed it into water and sprayed it directly under the vines.  
At the grower sites, we only applied one application of a product, even if multiple applications were suggested.   
Additionally, we only applied the products in 2018 – so any 2019 results we’ve presented are due to the applica-
tion of AMF in the prior year.  

Table 1: Inoculation products tested in fully replicated and grower side-by-side 
trials in the Finger Lakes. 

Produc 
numbe Inoculant nam Claimed species Suggested application rates 

(from the label)

Cost/acre for 
one  

application

1 Big Foot Concen
trate

4 sp. Endomycorrhizae
N,P,K

Humic acids, Softwood 
biochar

Worm castings

2 tsp/gallon of water/6 plants
Repeat every 2-3 weeks

for 3 months

10 lb/acre
$ 422

2 BioOrganics LLC 9 sp. Endomycorrhizae
Clay

2-8 small holes/plant
2 tsp/hole

Apply 1 time/year

13 lb/acre
$ 418

3 MycoGrow® 
Soluble

7 sp. Endomycorrhizae
5 sp. Ectomycorrhizae 

Beneficial bacteria

1 oz/1 gallon of water/6 plants
Apply 2 times/year

2 lb/acre
$ 160

4 MycoApply Endo 
granular

4 sp. Endomycorrhizae
clay

2-8 small holes/plant
2 tbs/hole 2 times per year

Apply 1 time/year

54 lb/acre
$ 354

5 MycoApply all 
Purpose granular

4 sp. Endomycorrhizae
5 sp. Ectomycorrhizae

Beneficial bacteria
N,P, K

2-8 small holes/plant
2 tbs/hole

Apply 1 time/year

54 lb/acre
$ 478

Did the products work? 
We completed three replicated studies at a commercial vineyard.  In a Pinot noir/3309C  block, we tested prod-
ucts 1, 2, 3, and 5 (see Table 1).  In a  Riesling/3309C block and a Riesling/SO4 block, we tested products 2, 3, and 
5.   All of the products improved the number of vesicles, arbuscules, and hyphae found on the roots.  In the Pinot 
noir block, when we tested the leaves for nutrients there was a sizeable increase in phosphorous, nitrogen (N), 
magnesium, and potassium concentration.  In the two Riesling blocks we only tested for leaf N, but again saw 
a sizeable increase.  In the year after product application, N was 0.77% in the leaves of the product 5 vines, but 
only 0.62% in the leaves of the non-inoculated vines in the Riesling/3309C block. 

Table 2 provides the results from three of the grower side-by-side comparisons.  At all of the grower sites (which 
covered a range of cultivars, locations, and under-vine management) the products increased the vesicles, arbus-
cules, and hyphae on the roots.  Some products provided more benefit than others, although those results were 
likely impacted by the single application of product that we used (as opposed to multiple applications, such as 
those suggested for Products 1 and 3).   Total N in leaves was also increased at each of the grower sites.  

Should I apply AMF in my vineyard? 
While we were pleasantly surprised by the positive results in these studies, we don’t yet have enough informa-
tion to recommend commercial use of these products.  Our efforts focused on determining whether the AMF 
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Table 2: Impact of mycorrhizae inoculation in grower side-by-side comparisons. 
Vine roots were inoculated in Spring 2018. 

Attribute 
Measured

Gruner veltliner/101-14 
Keuka Lake

Chardonnay/ 3309C 
W. Seneca

Riesling/3309C 
E. Seneca

Non- 
inoculated Inoculated Non- 

inoculated Inoculated Non- 
Inoculated Inoculated

Vesicle colonization of roots 
(%), Fall 2018 20.0 49.9 14.6 19.7 31.5 60.5

Hyphal coils colonization of 
roots (%), Fall 2018 31.0 44.9 13.7 18.9 41.2 52.1

Arbuscule colonization of roots 
(%), Fall 2018 38.3 69.6 17.6 24.7 38.6 66.6

Vesicles colonization of roots 
(%), Fall 2019 23.3 44.3 16.9 26.5 17.4 45.2

Hyphal coils colonization of 
roots (%), Fall 2019 36.0 55.2 17.4 22.3 21.3 43.4

Arbuscule colonization of roots 
(%), Fall 2019 40.7 66.7 21.8 26.8 20.7 56.4

Petiole Total Nitrogen (%), Fall 
2019 0.67 0.72 0.77 0.86 0.71 0.77

resulted in improved mycorrhizae formation of the roots – and the good news is that they did.  Additionally, we 
found that leaves of inoculated vines had increased N content at all sites.  

The next step is to determine whether these products are worth the cost and effort for grape growers.  We hope to 
study the impact of AMF application on vine growth, fruit composition, and the ability of the vines to withstand 
stress (such as drought and disease).  We will be applying for grants in the near future to take this next step in 
the required research.  

Questions?
If you have questions about this work, please contact me at Justine@cornell.edu. 

Acknowledgements
Many thanks to Sawmill Creek for hosting the replicated studies, all of the growers who helped us out by testing 
these products, and to the New York Farm Viability Institute for funding to complete these studies.
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New York Sick Leave Require-
ment: What We Know, Still 

Don’t Know, and Action Items

Richard Stup, Cornell University

The post New York Sick Leave Requirement: What We 
Know, Still Don’t Know, and Action Items appeared 
first in The Ag Workforce Journal 

What We Know
The Law 
New York State, in the 2020 budget act, mandated 
annual sick leave on a permanent basis. There is no 
exemption for farm employers from the sick leave re-
quirement and we expect most farms with hired em-
ployees to be affected. The amount and type of sick 
leave required varies by employer size and income, as 
follow:

• For employers with 4 or fewer employees and less
than $1 Million in net income: 40 hours of unpaid
sick leave per employee

• For employers with 4 or fewer employees and
greater than $1 Million in net income: 40 hours of
paid sick leave per employee

• For employers with between 5 and 99 employees:
40 hours of paid sick leave per employee

• For employers with greater than 100 employees: 56
hours of paid sick leave per employee

Note that this is a new requirement for all employers, 
if you already provide sick leave that meets or exceed 
these levels then your policy already meets the re-
quirement. Employers are not required to provide the 
sick leave until January 1, 2021 but they are required 
to begin accruing hours of sick leave for employees on 
September 30, 2020.

Reasons to Use Sick Leave
The new law has detailed requirements about reasons 
for sick leave that your policy must also meet, includ-
ing some that you might not expect. According to the 
law, employers must provide leave:

(i) for a mental or physical illness, injury, or health
condition of such employee or such employee’s family
member, regardless of whether such illness, injury, or
health condition has been diagnosed or requires medi-
cal care at the time that such employee requests such
leave;

(ii) for the diagnosis, care, or treatment of a mental or
physical illness, injury or health condition of, or need
for medical diagnosis of, or preventive care for, such
employee or such employee’s family member; or

(iii) for an absence from work due to any of the follow-
ing reasons when the employee or employee’s family
member has been the victim of domestic violence (…),
a family offense, sexual offense, stalking, or human
trafficking: (a) to obtain services from a domestic vio-
lence shelter, rape crisis center, or other services pro-
gram; (b) to participate in safety planning, temporarily
or permanently relocate, or take other actions to in-
crease the safety of the employee or employee’s family
members; (c) to meet with an attorney or other social
services provider to obtain information and advice on,
and prepare for or participate in any criminal or civil
proceeding; (d) to file a complaint or domestic incident
report with law enforcement; (e) to meet with a district
attorney’s office; (f) to enroll children in a new school;
or (g) to take any other actions necessary to ensure
the health or safety of the employee or the employee’s
family member or to protect those who associate or
work with the employee.

Accrual and Carryover
Employees can accrue sick time at a rate of no less than 
1 hour of sick time per 30 hours worked, or the em-
ployer can choose to award all of the sick time upfront 
at the beginning of the calendar year. If the upfront ap-
proach is used the employer is not permitted to reduce 
or revoke the awarded sick time if the employee ends 
up working fewer hours during the year than expect-
ed. Unused sick time must carry over to the next year 
but employers with less than 100 employees can limit 
accrued sick time to 40 hours, and employers with 
greater than 100 employees can limit it to 56 hours.

What We Still Don’t Know
In spite of repeated requests by employers, business 
organizations, accountants, attorneys and this author, 
the NYS Department of Labor has not yet provided 
details about many important questions relevant to 
farm employers. 

http://agworkforce.cals.cornell.edu/
https://legislation.nysenate.gov/pdf/bills/2019/s7506b
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• How will net income be calculated? What formula 
will NYS Department of Labor use?

• What about seasonal farm employees, are they in-
cluded in the sick leave requirement? How many 
hours or days must they work each year to be in-
cluded in the employer’s number of employees?

• Can employers provide a pro-rated amount of 
sick days upfront to seasonal employees, such as 
20 hours for employees who work 5-6 months, or 
must the hourly accrual of 30:1 be used?

• What about family members who work on the 
farm as defined in the Farm Laborer Fair Labor 
Practices Act, is sick leave required for them?

• What about youth workers, employees under age 
18, are they included in the sick leave requirement?

• What about different business entities with vary-
ing levels of share ownership? Which of those 
entities will be combined in order to calculate the 
number of employees?

We will continue to press for answers to these and oth-
er relevant questions and will share this information 
through written releases and employer training when 
available.

Actions Items for Employers
1. Track hours worked for all employees beginning 

September 30, 2020, if not already doing so. Em-
ployers can always go back and credit employ-
ees with sick time earned if the number of hours 
worked is known.

2. Consider adopting modern software and track-
ing systems to create employee schedules, record 
hours worked, integrate with payroll, and keep 
track of sick leave and vacation accrual and usage 
for all employees.

3. Review your current sick leave policy and update 
as needed.

4. Train managers and employees about your sick 
leave policy and any changes that will occur.

Stay tuned to the Ag Workforce Journal and other in-
dustry newsletters for more information about New 
York’s sick leave requirements.

https://agworkforce.cals.cornell.edu/
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Fruit Composition Report - 9/28/2020 
Samples were collected on Monday, September 21.  YAN measurements are included in  this week’s samples, 
Next week’s samples will be collected on Monday, October 5.

Baco Noir
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Hudson Valley 9/8/2020 HARVEST
Final Sample 8/31/2020 SW HV 0.95 18.8 3.12 13.4 214

’19 Final Sample 9/3/2019 SW HV 1.09 19.2 3.14 14.0

Cabernet Franc
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Lansing 1.14 23.5 3.15 6.4 63
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Dresden 1.22 23.1 3.11 6.5 39
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Keuka 1.25 22.9 3.01 7.6
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 E. Seneca 1.32 23.8 3.15 6.1 57
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 W. Seneca 1.32 22.6 3.03 7.7 40
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Cayuga 1.43 21.1 3.10 6.6 82

Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 Central Hudson Valley 1.28 20.0 3.50 7.2 133
Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 SW Hudson Valley 1.35 23.2 3.36 6.5 10

Lake Erie 9/28/2020 Portland 1.70 19.3 3.35 8.3 158
Long Island 9/28/2020 LI-09 1.76 18.4 3.58 5.7 167
Long Island 9/28/2020 LI-05 2.15 20.3 3.41 6.2 64

Niagara 9/28/2020 Niagara County 1.23 22.5 3.18 8.9 43
Average 9/28/2020 1.43 21.7 3.24 7.0 78

Prev Sample 9/21/2020 1.43 20.4 3.18 7.8 63
‘19 Average 9/30/2019 1.36 19.7 3.17 8.2 93

Catawba
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Keuka 2.48 18.8 2.88 8.2 84
Prev Sample 9/21/2020 Keuka 2.49 18.4 2.9 8.5 28
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019 Keuka 2.53 14.6 2.77 12.9 58

Cayuga White
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Dresden 2.79 21.2 3.18 6.2 146
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Ithaca HARVEST
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Keuka HARVEST
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Cayuga HARVEST

Average 9/28/2020 2.79 21.2 3.18 6.2 146
Prev Sample 9/21/2020 2.67 18.9 3.10 8.6 166
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019 2.16 19.4 2.99 10.0 123

Chardonnay
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Lansing 1.33 23.8 3.25 6.1 94
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Dresden 1.52 23.0 3.07 6.1 69
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Cayuga HARVEST     
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 W. Seneca HARVEST     
Long Island 9/28/2020 LI-03 1.83 20.6 3.45 7.5 192

Niagara 9/28/2020 Niagara County 1.46 23.4 3.28 7.5 78
Average 9/28/2020  1.54 22.7 3.26 6.8 108

Prev sample 9/21/2020  1.55 21.6 3.21 7.5 125
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019  1.56 18.9 3.10 9.0 113
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Concord
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 W. Canandaigua 3.03 18.3 3.20 4.3 114
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Keuka 3.07 19.3 3.34 4.6 140

Lake Erie 9/28/2020 Portland 3.02 16.9 3.30 9.1 286
Average 9/28/2020  3.04 18.2 3.28 6.0 180

Prev. Sample 9/21/2020  3.01 16.8 3.27 6.0 124
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019  3.14 16.0 3.16 7.4 128

Frontenac and Frontenac Gris
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 W. Canandaigua HARVEST
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Keuka HARVEST

Lake Erie 9/28/2020 Portland 1.09 23.3 3.27 15.0 509
Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 North HV 1.13 26.9 2.97 16.6 305

Average 9/28/2020 1.11 25.1 3.12 15.8 407
Prev Sample 9/21/2020 1.17 23.9 3.13 14.4 367
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019 1.14 20.7 2.90 17.3 277

Gruner Veltliner
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Final Sample 9/14/2020 Dresden 1.41 21.3 3.11 5.3 26
‘19 Final Sample 9/23/2019 Dresden 1.36 18.8 2.95 6.9 29

La Crescent
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Champlain Valley 9/21/2020 Central Champlain HARVEST     
Champlain Valley 9/21/2020 Northern Champlain HARVEST  

Finger Lakes 9/21/2020 Geneva HARVEST  
Hudson Valley 9/21/2020 NW Hudson Valley HARVEST  

’20 Final Sample 9/21/2020  1.27 23.5 3.09 13.0 70
‘19 Final Sample 9/30/2019  0.96 20.3 2.93 12.7 82

Lemberger
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Wayne County 2.32 21.1 3.16 9.3 246
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Dresden HARVEST    0

Average 9/28/2020  2.32 21.1 3.16 9.3 123
Previous sample 9/21/2020  1.95 22.0 3.07 8.5 129

‘19 Sample 9/30/2019  1.78 21.0 2.99 8.6 99

Malbec
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Long Island 9/28/2020 LI-06 2.50 20.7 3.52 6.6 114
Previous sample 9/21/2020 LI-06 2.40 20.1 3.4 7.1 120

‘19 Sample 9/30/2019  2.19 21.8 3.48 7.2 168

Marechal Foch
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Hudson Valley HARVEST
’20 Final Sample 9/14/2020 NE Hudson Valley 1.09 24.2 3.45 7.1 114
‘19 Final Sample 9/23/2019 Northeast HV 1.28 21.3 3.16 10.0 66
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Marquette
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Champlain Valley 9/28/2020 Central Champlain HARVEST
Champlain Valley 9/28/2020 Northern Champlain HARVEST

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Ithaca HARVEST
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Dresden HARVEST
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Tones HARVEST

Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 NW Hudson Valley 1.61 24.2 3.24 11.9 531
Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 NE Hudson Valley HARVEST

Lake Erie 9/28/2020 Fredonia HARVEST
Average 9/28/2020 1.61 24.2 3.24 11.9 531

Prev Sample 9/21/2020 1.41 23.3 3.10 12.5 280
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019 1.45 22.3 2.97 12.2 172

Merlot
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 Central Hudson Valley HARVEST    0
Long Island 9/28/2020 LI-10 1.81 20.2 3.64 5.2 169
Long Island 9/28/2020 LI-04 2.23 20.4 3.51 6.8 113

Niagara 9/28/2020 Niagara County 1.43 24.8 3.15 9.5 50
Average 9/28/2020  1.82 21.8 3.43 7.2 83

Prev sample 9/21/2020  1.72 20.8 3.47 6.3 122
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019  1.65 21.6 3.46 6.0 86

Niagara
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Lake Erie HARVEST
’20 Final Sample 9/14/2020 Portland 3.57 15.6 3.18 6.7 176
‘19  Final Sample 9/16/2019 Portland 4.34 15.4 3.14 8.2 124

Noiret
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Lake Erie 9/28/2020 Sheridan 1.62 16.4 3.35 10.5 322
Prev Sample 9/21/2020 Sheridan 1.65 15.9 3.22 11.7 346
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019 Sheridan 1.57 17.3 3.10 10.7 211

Pinot Noir
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 W. Cayuga HARVEST    
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Ontario HARVEST    

Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 Central Hudson Valley 1.38 22.0 3.51 6.6 107
Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 SW Hudson Valley HARVEST    

Niagara 9/28/2020 Niagara County 1.29 23.6 3.37 5.7 191
Average 9/28/2020  1.34 22.8 3.44 6.2 149

Prev sample 9/21/2020 1.48 22.1 3.48 5.9 145
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019  1.42 20.0 3.20 8.3 196

Regent
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/8/2020  HARVEST     
’20 Final sample 8/31/2020 1.48 17.7 2.95 8.4 215
‘19 Final Sample 9/3/2019 TDV 1.62 19.3 3.15 10.0 63
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Riesling
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN 

(ppm)
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Lansing 1.22 21.6 2.91 9.1 69
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Dresden 1.22 19.3 2.81 9.4 70
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Riesling Clone 90 1.30 22.2 3.00 8.5 101
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Keuka 1.32 21.3 2.85 9.7 50
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 W. Canandaigua 1.35 19.3 2.84 11.8 140
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Riesling Clone 239 1.45 22.3 3.03 7.6 89
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Wayne County 1.47 20.5 2.92 11.2 516
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Riesling Clone 198 1.50 21.1 3.02 8.1 54
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 E. Seneca 1.50 18.5 3.01 11.0 262
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 CL 90 Cayuga 1.53 19.4 2.95 10.7 151
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 W. Seneca 1.64 21.5 2.93 9.9 87

Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 Central HV 1.33 18.8 3.25 7.3 128
Hudson Valley 9/28/2020 SW Hudson Valley HARVEST    

Lake Erie 9/28/2020 Portland 1.66 18.5 3.25 8.4 187
Average 9/28/2020  1.42 20.3 2.98 9.4 136

Prev Sample 9/21/2020 1.44 19.7 2.99 9.7 108
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019  1.43 17.4 3.03 9.6 118

Sauvignon Blanc
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Long Island 9/28/2020 HARVEST
’20 Final Sample 9/21/2020 LI-02 1.24 19.7 3.28 8.0 242
‘19 Final Sample 9/16/2019 1.49 20.2 3.29 7.2 164

Seyval Blanc
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/8/2020 Cayuga HARVEST     
Hudson Valley 9/8/2020 SW HV HARVEST     

Lake Erie 9/8/2020 Portland HARVEST     
’20 Final  Sample 8/31/2020 1.54 17.3 2.99 9.4 143
‘19 Final Sample 9/16/2019  1.93 19.7 3.17 8.4 155

St Croix
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/28 HARVEST
’20 Final Sample 9/21/2020 Geneva 1.82 23.3 3.34 6.7 141
‘19 Final Sample 9/23/2019 Geneva 2.12 20.0 3.21 8.8 171

Traminette
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Lake Erie 9/28/2020 Portland 1.64 21.6 3.11 9.7 162
Prev Sample 9/21/2020 Portland 1.61 18.5 2.99 10.4 96
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019 2.14 19.6 2.93 9.8 150

Vidal Blanc
Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)

Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Dresden 1.81 20.3 3.05 8.0 57
Prev Sample 9/21/2020 Dresden 1.73 19.1 3.04 8.2 44
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019  1.95 18.3 2.99 9.8 102
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Vignoles***

Region Sample Date Description Ber. Wt. g. % Brix pH TA g/L YAN (ppm)
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Loose Cluster R67V79 1.33 27.2 2.91 14.3 327
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Loose Cluster R65V83 1.34 27.1 2.88 14.7 329
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 Standard Vignoles 1.53 25.7 2.95 14.1 386
Finger Lakes 9/28/2020 VSP Keuka HARVEST     

Lake Erie 9/28/2020 Portland HARVEST     
Average 9/28/2020  1.40 26.7 2.91 14.4 347

’20 Final Sample 9/21/2020 1.61 24.4 3.00 14.3 281
‘19 Sample 9/30/2019  1.82 22.3 2.91 16.8 406

***The three Vignoles samples collected this week are from an experimental planting at Cornell AgriTech, com-
paring the ‘standard’ tight-clustered vignoles with two ‘loose clustered’ clones. The ‘loose clustered’ clones 
have smaller clusters, with more space between berries.  Over four years, these clones have reduced botrytis and 
sour rot by about half, compared to the standard ‘tight-clustered’ variety (See photo below).
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