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Table 1 Comparison of vegetative growth of two different tree forms in chestnut
. e FHEE FAEHLE BB W wiE
Year Treatment Length of new Roughness of new  No, of vegetative branches Tree height Crown-width
shoots/cm shoots/cm VG ER S /cm /em
2012 ST CK 37.67a 0.73a 26. 0a 188. 00a 127. 002121, 00a
B BEIE Fence wall form 35.10a 0.67a 16.7b 161. 33a 134.33aX75. 00b
2013 ST CK 30. 50a 0.5%7a 24.7a 195. 70a 179. 00aX167. 00a
EBEJ Fence wall form 25. 85a 0. 55a 14.7b 190. 40a 179. 67aX76, 00b
2014 ST CK 31.61a 0.61a 53. 8a 208. 40a 182. 402X 202, 40a
B BEIE Fence wall form 30. 97a 0. 63a 31.0b 196. 00a 212. 00a>< 99, 00b
2015 ST CK 26. 63a 0. 55a 37. 8a 218. 00a 196. 002X 211, 00a
B BEIE Fence wall form 26. 90a 0.52a 17.0b 204. 00a 246. 00aX97, 00b
2016 ST CK 18.49a 0. 48a 24. 0a 224, 00a 232.00aX202, 86a
B BEIE Fence wall form 18.09a 0. 48b 16.8b 219. 60a 246. 20a><89. 20b

EAR/NGFRFR A 2R B3 P<O0.05,

Note; Different lowercase letters show significant difference among treatments at 0. 05 level.

FRURIE BRI, 3R B AR A LA T
X R A IR A S X He b X HR 2013—2015 4R
YR TERE. 2R EE. 2016 F - HEZRAE
E EEREER SRR AE R R
PR L 2 MHEZE RN EE WA= 2

LE2012AEERIERM TR (H TEE S
R BE WA FTED , 2013—2016 F£EEBETE
B T B S e B 4. 2196.127. 99 %
23.69% .114. 94 % , AT 1 88 BE TR 2 I Ry ) o T
NN RR . 5 TR RS



5% 20 39

It B B Z2 83

2.3 AEWHIIRIEM K EIRIEIRA N
2.3.1 MHBESE

AR a8 it B RO A IR o B Kt
SERR RS W Z DM E RS, HRR

E R UL ACE R X 2 T AR R St
BROTBNESERRY, EREIPAE 58 AMRR
BT R R RS B B e B
(E D,

*2 REB AR EE TR P8
Table 2 Comparison of economic characteristics of different tree forms in chestnut
o e EEREH T BRBHL R R WERE IR
No. of fruit branches  No. of periclinium No. of seeds per Individual fruit  Production of projected area
Year Treatment
S BT S BRTD periclinium/ 7 mass/g of crown/(g+* m—2)
2012 XtHE CK 19. 3a 29. 3a 1. 56a 6. 53a 227. 28a
EBEH Fence wall form 16. 3b 25. 0b 1. 48a 6. 29a 205.51a
2013 ST CK 73.7a 119.7a 1.57a 6. 53a 518. 74b
 BEJE Fence wall form 43. 3b 74. 3b 1. 49a 6. 29a 540. 58a
2014 ST CK 23. 2a 25.6b 1.91a 7. 35a 123. 50b
 BEJE Fence wall form 27. 8a 37.5a 2.08a 8.05a 281.57a
2015 XtHE CK 81. 4a 130. 8a 1. 28a 5. 67a 292. 09b
EBEH Fence wall form 71. 8b 108. 8b 1.27a 6. 0da 361. 29a
2016 ST CK 56. 6a 73.2b 1. 65a 6.19a 201.51b
 BEJE Fence wall form 55. 4a 90. 2a 1.72a 6.17a 433.12a
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Fig.1 Chlorophyll content of leaves of

two different tree forms
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Fig. 2 Net photosynthetic of leaves of

two different tree forms in August
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Table 3 Light transmittance in the canopy of two different tree forms in chestnut %
IWM 437 E Measuring position EREIY Fence wall form CK
TF-Hr> Below-central 77. 26b 46, 77a
TF-%:-1 Below-east-1 65.19b 17. 27a
F-%K-2 Below-east-2 21.22b 3.98a
F-7i-1 Below-west-1 21.23b 11. 65a
F-#6-2 Below-west-2 21.57a 21. 66a
_E-Frs Above-central 95. 68b 6. 29a
F-%-1 Above-east-1 20. 52b 17. 27a
F-%-2 Above-east-2 80. 86a 81. 82a
_E-P8-1 Above-west-1 94. 46b 24. 69a
F-P8-2 Above-west-2 41. 29b 5. 75a

¥ BHE R 2013 45 8 A 31 H,14:00—15,00,
Note: The date was Aug 31th,2013, the time was 14;00—15:00,

TEEYIE RIS . W TR E KR
W R E , B BRSO S IS R L. BRI
KIILASK , BL{ 1w AR B L I A 0 E AR SRR 1
BUrE R R A R E BRI Z —. &%
RERY] &R BIETTH T AR B, A
TR ] TR A B AR, AT B 3R A
DN e 07 Ve o8 iR i K2 N TR 8N = X
Wk, AN TR HRIE SRR 15 Tt
FIHRCR s BEE WP LU AR GE ) H AR B KR 3 5
Tl B PR A SR AR AL AR L 37 v S AL K EI
SO R TR R, DA BB A A T R R B
 ob: 15T AU Sy v € i1 I P2 0 N D C N R €S

RS ROIARIAR AR, 2R L B 2SS
WIFAEL ™ FBBRE RN, R T HE— 2 f
KBTI .

S22 30k

(1] EKRE, 2BV FES, 5 RE 3 AT RO g 4
HERBFELT]. AP E R, 2006(5) :15-16.

(2] BUFE,EKRE, TR % AMARCE Bk w8
AR GEEEFSH M. 5 P EAE B R, 1996,

(3] =BV RHZES . TKE % REEEBEEAMELI]. +
LR, 2006 (4) 1 15-17.

(4] dbEEdEMG R & R R R 5
BIFTEARIM]. JLaT - B2 SCER i AL, 2013.

Preliminary Report on Fence Wall Form of Castanea mollissima Plants

CAO Qingchang, CHENG Lili, LAN Yanping, HUANG Wugang, HU Guanglong
(Beijing Academy of Forestry and Pomology Sciences,Beijing 100093)

Abstract; Taking Castanea mollissima ‘Yanhong’ as the test material, the objective of this experiment

was to compare the vegetative growth, economic characters, chlorophyll content, and net

photosynthetic between two different tree forms in Castanea mollissima which were fence wall form

and natural round head form respectively. The results showed that trees with fence wall form got

bigger light area and higher utilization of light energy than those trees with natural round head form.

It was more beneficial to the formation and accumulation of photosynthetic products and got higher

yield per unit than the latter.
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