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Effect of Renewal Pruning on Apple Canopy and Fruit Quality
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Abstract: In Weibei Plateau, the apple trees at final full productive stage were pruned by renewal
pruning and long branch pruning (control) in winter pruning season, and the leaf area index (LAD,
canopy openness (DIFN), average foliar obliquity (MTA), extinction coefficient (K) of trees were
measured by LAI-2000 Canopy Analyzer at growth stage (in July), fruit yields and related indicators
of fruit quality were measured at harvest stage (in October). The results showed that renewal pruning
significantly increased leaf area index and average foliar obliquity, slightly increased extinction coeffi-
cient, and significantly reduced canopy openness. Renewal pruning significantly increased fruit yields,
fruit mass, fruit shape index, organic acid mass fraction, economic value, and had no significant
effects on coloring area, soluble solids, soluble sugar, fruit firmness, and vitamin C. Renewal prun-
ing should be an appropriate pruning method for apple trees at final full productive age in Weibei
Plateau.
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Table 1 Effect of different pruning types on apple fruit quality, yield and output value
Single ' /% Fruit (mg/g) : (mg/g) : (mg"g’)’/ / Ve/
Position Pl;unmg fruit Coloring shape Soluble Total Organic (Fkg Ln?__) (mg/g)
ype mass arca index solid sugar acids IFMNEss
Top Long branch pruning 168. 3 98. 6 0.85 133 112.1 3.1 9.6 0.065
R 1 . 224, 4% % 98.3 0.91* 133 111.9 3.4% 9.5 0.065
enewal pruning
Middle Long-branch pruning 184.3 97.2 0.83 137 111.6 3.2 9.5 0.065
. 228, 6% * 96. 9 0.89* 136 111.6 3.5% 9.4 0.067
Renewal pruning
. 202.2 96. 4 0.82 135 111.3 3.3 9.3 0. 064
Bottom Long-branch pruning
. 232.8%* 96. 8 0.87* 134 111.4 3.6% 9.2 0.063
Renewal pruning
L% (P<C0.05); % * (P<<0.01),

Note: * within the same column indicates significant difference at P<C 0. 05, % * indicates significant difference at P<Z 0. 01.
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