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Primary Study on Fruit Quality of Thrity-four Blueberry Cultivars in Shandong Weihai

PEI Jiabo' ,LI Yadong? ,SHEN Guozheng' , WANG  Shijun®
(1. Horticulture Research Institute, Hangzhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Hangzhou, Zhejiang 310024 ;2. College of Horticulture, Jilin
Agricultural University,Changchun,Jilin 130118;3. Weihai Beiguo Blueberry Technology Co. ,Ltd. , Weihai,Shandong 264503)

Abstract: Fruit quality and yielding ability of thrity-four blueberry cultivars in Weihai of Shandong in 2014 were studied in
this investigation. The results showed that eleven northern highbush blueberry (V. corymbosum L.) (‘Patriot’, ‘Coville’,
‘Bluecrop’ , ‘Bonifacy’,  HL12’, ‘Duke’, ¢ Herbert’, ¢ Chandler”’, ‘Reka’, ‘Puru’, ¢ Spartan’) cultivars showed good, and
maybe suitable for local development. ‘Sierra’, ‘Bluehaven’, ‘Jersey”’, ‘O’Neal” and ‘Brightwell” other five cultivars showed

some problems. And other rest eighteen cultivars showed high quality and low yield,it may be need to further study.
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Fig. 3 Change of soluble sugar content under drought stress
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Effect of Drought Stress on Physiological Characteristics of
‘Xizhoumi No. 25’ Hami Melon

YANG Jun,HU Jinge, YANG Ying,SUN Yuping,SHA Yonglong, LIAO Xinfu
(Resesrch Instituation of Grapes and Melons in Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region,Shanshan, Xinjiang 838200)

Abstract ; ‘ Xizhoumi No. 25’ hami melon was used as materials,change of free proline, betaine,soluble sugar,chlorophyll,

malondialdehyde and enzyme activity of melon were tested under drought stress in this study. The results showed that the

proline content changed little in the early,but proline content increased rapidly since 5 days and was significantly higher

than CK,betaine content changed smoothly and was always higher than CK,soluble sugar content increased in the early

and declined in the later,alondialdehyde content increased, chlorophyll a and carotene contents declined in the early and

increased in the later, but chlorophyll b was opposite,they did not change obviously in the later and was higher than CK,

POD and SOD activity first roughly fell then rose,and were slightly higher than CK after 5 days.

Keywords : hami melon;drought stress;physiology
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