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ANTTRA W50, UGG 3k 3 a k- X H AT
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THbRA 102 Jo_EFHE] 410 JTLBE T 4 £, R$E 2012
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Table 1 The cost counting of 667 m? peach orchard(2010~2012)

A 2010 4F iﬁ/: 2012 4
(—) LA 102 243 410
(OOAT A 856 1217 2 240
(EWIFRA 1 361 1 650 1777
LR2 216 402 383
2. 4Lhe 197 323 330
3. HHLIE 221 324 333
42548 327 341 373
5. EERYLAITIH 129 113 88
6. 7K H A 109 112 224
7. H]HE 162 35 46
(W) SA A 2 319 3110 4 427

L R HURA SR PR SR LTI 2 ATRASRRAB
7153 BUE AL P-4 KPR & e SRR 2 5 FOF 3 4. BIRAE R (M=
—+=+=).

2.2 BRELL AR B RO RS A HT

2 2 AT, BE AL T AR (667 m?) 4477 B S A
FEFE 2 600 kg/667m’ HXTHa RE 17K , i Ak B B 4 45 1%
FEET, BAT AL B 2011 4F L 2010 SFHE KT
67%,2012 £E b 2011 3K T 42 % , Bk A7 T AR A U 25
£/ FE AL TR BB M 4% 5 1Bk B T ARSI 2%
RAS 528 U EHAE
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Fig.1 Cost change of 667 m® peach orchard(2010~2012)
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Table 2 The economic benefit counting of
667 m? peach orchard(2010~2012)
S o
2010 4F 2011 4 2012 4F
SEH R kg 2 750 2 650 2 664
SERAE/TC « kg™ ! 2.7 4.5 6.4

Wit/ 7 425 11 925 17 050
B/ T6 2 319 3110 4427
Hrleas/ T 5 106 8 815 12 623

1L e/ T =T 37 8/ ke X T/ TT « kg1, 2. Hrllas/ o= 2k / T —
BA /Tt
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2010 4EA T T A BAQ TH AR 25 S rplSe g 5 B TS,
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Fig. 3 The benefit of 667 m® peach orchard (2010~2012)

2.3 HEF AT T

ME 4 TTLIE H, B 2010 53] 2012 4F, “Bul 13 57
MEH LR 6 7T/ ke TR HHEAE MM R I 14 T8/ ke,
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Fig. 4 The average price comparison of
peach variety(2010~2012)

2.4 M AT B AR B K licas i
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POAE, 7 B A TR A — 7K P AR 7 AR AR 2 [ A 8
R T AR 2 B s ) 3 A 5 BSR4 7 5 ik Bk
R R 39 57 BT BN Ko AR A RUH” (E
S AER AT 1A% 5 25 T AR e SGHT o ol 5 2 FE B T
A “EniE 21 57, T A B BCA R B a2
FNT TG 2 S BRI G B AR A BT B0 [ A
Bt T B AL 2 J7J0H) R AR .
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Table 3 The average production and
benefit counting of peach varieties per 667 m?(2012)
A 667 m? =1k /kg 667 m? Y25 /70
“peg” 1 600 8 000
“RAR” 2786 12 993
“CHHL” 2 585 12 454
“Hiig 13 57 1 750 24 500
“RE” 2325 18 600
“Hik 39 5”7 2 200 22 000
“HEE” 2 400 21 600
‘" 3 500 23 800
“Hiig 21 57 2 400 24 000
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Fig. 5 The benefit comparison of peach
varieties per 667 m’ (2012)
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Analysis of Economic Benefit on New Peach Varieties

WANG Zhen' ,JIANG Quan' ,GUO Ji-ying' ,ZHAO Jian-bo' ,REN Fei' ,ZHANG Wen-zhong’
(1. Institute of Pomology and Forestry,Beijing Academy of Agricultural and Forestry Sciences,Beijing 100093 ;2. Fruit Office of Pinggu District

of Beijing,Beijing 101200)

Abstract: The peach industry economic data in the main producing areas of Beijing were investigated, arranged and

analyzed. The role in peach industry economic development and the contribution in the industrial economic growth were

compared between the existing cultivars and new varieties. The results showed that the yield per unit area of new

varieties and CK had no significant difference,but the sale price of new varieties was significantly higher than that of CK.

Under the same cost per unit area,the benefit per unit area of new varieties was far higher than that of CK,especially the

net income,it was 1~3 times higher than that of CK. The contribution rate of new peach varieties for increasing industry

economic benefit was up to 70%6~80%.

Key words: peach; variety ;economic benefit
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