LYK R, Journal of Anhui Agri. Sci.2016,44(33) :26 - 28 =EEBE BHiE =EEM

IS

(6] % % 3] 48 $52 A X B0 ] 75 52 Bl B =5 i

1 x 2
% 7%7 ,‘fé N'] (1. N FE L X AR BB AR HL ARG 518101 52, 8 K75 B r= M 22 RN G R0 v, T A I 518055)

WE [ Bay ]k SaTAM A BEARMAER S BRELRRE FEE RRETE,FERFRRZFIE RHHEZRUETER
B, [F %] T 20082014 4428 B % R, PG A o A BT, 1 50 9 45 2 B RECR PRI AL B o, [ 23 R IR A~
FHATRE MRERLFTRARIT , REBARD, REELAARTPEBRAR, BOLF8E88m, (SR ]MAMELERESE FEEHK
HTRERSG,

KA AR ik AR RIB S A

FESES S605 XEEFRIDES A XEHE 0517 -6611(2016)33 - 0026 —03

Effects of Intermediate Cuttings and Retraction Technology on Litchi Enclosed Orchard

LU Yong' ,PENG Gang® (1.Bao’ an District Agricultural Science and Technology Promotion Center of Shenzhen City, Shenzhen, Guang-
dong 518101 ; 2. Shenzhen National Litchi Industry System Comprehensive Test Station, Shenzhen, Guangdong 518055)

Abstract

ment, serious plant diseases and insect pests, low yield and poor quality, to enhance the quantity and quality of litchi. [ Method ] With

[ Objective ] To solve the problems of relatively high litchi enclosed degree, poor aeration and photopenetration, difficult manage-

Nuomici variety as the test materials, we researched the effects of intermediate cuttings and retraction technology on litchi enclosed orchard.
[Result] The yield of thinned orchard became stable. Tree growth and development showed good status; the fruit quality enhanced; and the
incidence of plant diseases and insect pests significantly reduced; the overall economic efficiency increased. [ Conclusion] Enclosed orchard

can significantly enhance the yield and benefit after transformation.
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Table 1 Changes of main index of orchard

P S ST AR JEt e BAA T AUREL L DAL A R
Year Type Total area Total number Pl.anl number per. Yield per unzll area Yield per plant
! hm %3 unit area // ¥f/hm kg/hm kg/tk

2008 oy 6.0 2 340 390 1404.0 3.6

A £ el 0 0 0 0 0
2009 popist 6.0 2 340 390 3234.0 8.3

a4 el 6.0 1170 195 1189.5 6.1
2010 oyt 2.7 1 040 390 9 438.0 24.2

[ el 2.7 520 195 2047.5 10.5
2011 POyt 2.7 1 040 390 7 878.0 20.2

i) el 2.7 480 180 2376.0 13.2
2012 ot 2.7 1 040 390 600.0 1.5

i) el 2.7 440 165 2244.0 13.6
2013 Xif R 2.7 1 040 390 1911.0 4.9

) A 2l 2.7 440 165 1485.0 9.0
2014 Xof R 2.7 1 040 390 2076.0 8.4

i) 45z el 2.7 440 165 2359.5 14.3
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Table 2 The main disease incidence of litchi in 2008 —2014
. , 2008 4 2009 4F 2010 4 2011 4 2012 4 2013 4 2014 4

Wi Disease KR Type o of ;Foos Year of ;F009 Year of;zlo Year of ;‘611 Year of ;512 Year of ;‘513 Year of ;514
PRI X R 23.00 22.00 20. 00 18.00 19.60 19.05 21.70
Anthracnose El | 0 12.90 11.00 10.00 8.80 8.51 8.40
EH i) el 0 5.50 4.00 3.20 2.00 0.35 0.33
Mycoplasmnoid Xif R 6.40 6.60 5.80 5.60 6.00 4.00 5.30
TR ] A 2l 0 8.00 6.90 6.20 5.10 5.30 4.90
Sooty mold oyt 12.00 10.00 8.00 9.60 9.30 13.00 11.00
R Gl 0 12.00 12.00 11.00 9.00 9.24 8.00
Cephaleuros virescens X HE 23.00 20.00 22.00 19.20 21.70 20.06 19.10
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Fig.2 Situation of flower formation and fruit setting of litchi
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Table 3 Labor force and agricultural capital cost of enclosed orchard and thinned orchard in 2008 —2014

8 113% A Labor force input AR A Fertilizer input AR 24 N Pesticide input HAbFEA Other input
KW OATHTH TR WA Atk WA fRE K K IRBLIUE
Year Type  Daily labﬁr Labor days B Cost ) Dosage B Cost . Using times - Cost aagg:ﬁi:;trx:i;r;ry
price // JC d Jit/(hm’+a)  kg/(hm’*+a) J770/(hm’-a) )/a J7 55/ (hm® +a) l(z)’ss//ﬁfﬁ/(hmz'a)
2008 XFHR 50 28 1.30 3 960 0.62 18 0.04 0.05
Ji] (2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2009 XFHR 50 28 2.36 4 800 0.57 17 0.03 0.06
[ ] 50 24 0.53 1500 0.19 15 0.27 0.04
2010  XIHB 50 28 2.51 81 675 0.41 18 0.06 0.10
V] £ el 50 20 2.12 37 125 0.19 14 0.30 0.05
2011 XFFR 100 24 2.51 12 375 0.55 15 0.10 0.22
[ f el 100 18 2.23 5625 0.25 14 0.61 0.06
2012 XfHR 100 24 2.88 4950 0.10 12 0.64 0.06
Jé] (2 100 18 2.78 2 250 0.46 10 0.20 0.25
2013 XtHE 120 19 3.02 11 730 0.36 13 0.63 0.04
[ f el 120 16 2.78 12 150 1.62 10 0.22 0.03
2014 XIHR 120 19 3.15 3 600 0.19 13 0.53 0.07
Jéi] 45 ] 120 15 2.75 2 475 0.19 10 0.23 0.03
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Table 4 Input-output ratio of enclosed orchard and thinned orchard in 2008 —2014

Ay 21 PARRE PR T AR A A PR
Year Type Yield per plant//ke/#k Yield per unit area//kg/hm’  Income // J375/hm’ Input // J37¢/hm” Output-input ratio
2008 X IR 3.6 675 2.03 0.19 10.68

] {5l 0 0 0 0 —
2009 Xif e 8.3 1385 3.32 3.00 1.10

a5l 6.1 498 1.19 2.28 0.52
2010 Xif HE 24.2 5 820 1.09 3.09 0.35

fal e 10.5 12 870 2.57 2.38 1.08
2011 oyt 30.8 6 030 5.54 3.38 1.64

] el 13.2 2 037 4.89 2.65 1.85
2012 Xif HE 1.5 363 0.72 1.34 0.54

a4 el 13.6 2262 1.73 3.28 0.53
2013 X} e 4.9 1 608 3.54 3.50 1.01

[ el 9.0 1 497 4.50 2.90 1.55
2014 oyt 8.4 1 984 5.95 3.50 1.70

fal & 14.3 2370 7.14 2.30 3.10
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