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Effect of Different Pruning Quantity on Growth and Fruit Qualities of Kyoho Grape
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Abstract

of mechanical pruning,and the effect of mechanical pruning with different canopy thicknesses of 30, 40, 50, 60 ¢cm on growth and fruit qualities

[ Objective ] To screen the optimum canopy thickness. [ Method ] Taking Kyoho grape as the experimental material, the work efficiency

were researched. [ Result | The increasing canopy thicknesses made the shoot thin and longer, increased leaf area, lowered leaf chlorophyll con-
tent, which also decreased the panicle and single fruit weight ,the length and diameter of berry and soluble solids content. Mechanical pruning
can save work than normal summer pruning way about 57.69% and dramatically improve work efficiency. [ Conclusion ]40 ¢cm was the best canopy

thicknesses.
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Table 1 The influence of different mechanical pruning levels on branch growth

IR S 5% IER B EAE AL
Canopy thick- Internode Branch diameter Medulla diameter Ratio of diameter
nesses // cm length // cm mm mm to medulla
CK 7.63 ab 9.11 a 2.74 b 3.32 a
30 7.38b 8.95 a 2.95 a 3.03b
40 7.74 ab 8.96 a 2.88 a 3.11 ab
50 7.76 ab 8.75 a 2.69 b 3.25 ab
60 7.95 a 8.37b 2.52¢ 3.32 a

G APV R /NS TR R R R 25 B35 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 2 The influence of different mechanical pruning levels on leaf growth

TS L T AR nf R R AL MR A
Canopy thicknesses Leaf area Leaf thicknesses Specific leaf weight Chlorophyll
cm cm’ mm mg/ cm’ content // mg/g
CK 135.62 b 0.177 a 6.51 be 2.61 b

30 147.91 a 0.173 ab 6.63 a 3.08 a

40 132.63 ¢ 0.171 be 6.58 ab 2.47 be
50 131.64 ¢ 0.174 ab 6.46 ¢ 2.23 cd
60 130.52 ¢ 0.169 ¢ 6.31d 1.88 d

T : RPNV EHR R /NG PR R 22 57 B3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 3 The influence of different mechanical pruning levels on fruit appearance quility

IR HPie Hiiz Lk LI FILAREL
Canopy thick- Vertical diameter Transverse diameter Single grain Single panicle Fruit shape
nesses // cm cm cm weight /g weight /g index
CK 23.43 a 22.26 a 8.12 a 615.35 a 1.05 ab
30 22.20 b 20.61 b 6.72 d 559.77 b 1.08 a
40 21.51 b 20.94 b 7.96 b 580.39 ab 1.03 ab
50 22.13 b 21.71 a 7.55 ¢ 570.13 b 1.02 b
60 20.74 ¢ 19.78 ¢ 6.07 e 479.84 ¢ 1.05 ab

T : RSB R /NG PR R R R 22 57 B35 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 4 The influence of different mechanical pruning levels on fruit

internal quality

OB TR TR L
Canopy thickn- Soluble Titratable Ratio of
esses // cm solid // % acid// % SS to TA
CK 20.57 a 0.42 ¢ 48.98 a
30 16.93 d 0.55b 30.78 ¢
40 19.99 b 0.42 ¢ 47.60 a
50 17.72 ¢ 0.46 c 38.52 b
60 15.93 e 0.62 a 25.70 d

TE: [RIFIEHE G /NG FREAR FOR 22 53 .35 (P <0.05)
Note: Different small letters within the same column mean significant
differences (P <0.05)
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Table 5 Pruning time consumption under different processing conditions in summer

CK HURAE BT Mechanical pruning
R . AU FERT 7] AT FERS 7] . BAYCIHFERTA] AT FERS A
EL . EL .
Steps i Once consu- Single consu- T Once consu- Single consu-
me mption time //h mption time //h me mption time//h  mption time//h

KZF Bud picking 2 4 8 2 4 8
HRY4F4 New shoot binding 3 6 18 3 6 18
%0 B4 Pinching and 5 10 50 0 0 0
sublateral shoot removing
4465 Lateral branch pruning 0 0 0 6 1 6
JUSHE] Total time //h 76 32
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