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Determination of Five Varieties of Pear for Leaf and Fruit Characteristics

ZHAQO Jie'* , TANG Zhaolian? ,LIANG Chenhao' ,XU Yefan' ,ZHAQO Baoming' ,CAO Zhengyu'
(1. Shanghai Pudong New District Agro-technology Extension Center,Shanghai 2012013 2. Shanghai Pudong Youth and Children’s Centre,
Shanghai 201399)

Abstract; Taking five varieties of pear as test materials, determined characteristics for leaf and fruit of pear. The results
showed that ‘Shinseiki”, ¢ Yuanhuang’, ¢ Cuiguan’, ‘Cuiyu’ and ‘Qingxiang’ had no significant difference in the leaf. The
weight from large to small order was ‘Yuanhuang’, ¢ Qingxiang’, ¢ Cuiguan’, ¢ Cuiyu’ and °Shinseiki’. In fruit shape
index, ¢ Yuanhuang’ and ‘Qingxiang’ were close circle. ¢ Cuiguan’, ‘Cuiyu’ and ‘Shinseiki’ were flat circular. Fruit
weight and fruit transverse diameter, fruit weight and fruit longitudinal diameter showed positive correlation. Linear
regression equations were formed by the transverse diameter and fruit weight,longitudinal diameter and fruit weight,and
the linear regression relationship between the transverse diameter and fruit weight was more closely. ¢ Cuiguan’ and
‘Qingxiang’ flesh was the most hard. ‘Shinseiki’ and ¢ Yuanhuang’ flesh was more hard. ‘Cuiyu’ flesh was tender. Five
varieties had no significant difference in the content of soluble solids.
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Fig.1 Comparative of starch content of

cortex of different treatments
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Fig. 2 Comparative of starch content of

cortex of different pruning periods
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Fig. 6 Comparative of starch content of

marrow of different pruning periods
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Effect of Pruning Period on Branch Starch Contents of
Precocious Walnut(Juglans regia L. )

CHEN Liying"? ,MA Huabing"? , QIANG Jingsha'? ,ZHANG Xuemei** ,LI Baoguo®?®
(1. Lyuling Fruit Company Limited of HeBei, Xingtai, Hebei 054300; 2, Research Center for Walnut Engineering and Technology of Hebei,
Xingtai, Hebei 05430033, College of Forest, Agricultural University of Hebei,Baoding, Hebei 071000)

Abstract:In order to determine the best pruning period and method, six-year-old ‘Lyuling’ walnut(Juglans regia L.)
were used as test materials,spring and autumn were selected as pruning periods,5 pruning branch diameter,the effect of
different pruning periods on starch content in branch of different position were studied. The results showed that the
starch content of branch T3 pruning in autumn was significantly higher than that of pruning in spring. The contents of
xylem starch of all pruning branches in the autumn were significantly higher than that of pruning branches in spring
except for T2 diameter branch. The pith starch contents of T4,T5 in one-year-old branches and T3 in perennial pruning
branches in spring were significantly higher than that of pruning branches in autumn. The pith starch contents
accumulation of pruning branches in spring were significantly higher than that of pruning branches in autumn.

Keywords : precocious walnut; pruning period; branch diameter;starch content
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