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Table 2 Effect of different bags on appearance quality of Hujingmilu peach
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Fig. 1 Effect of different bags on single
fruit weight of Hujingmilu peach
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Fig. 3 Effect of different bags on disease

and pest fruit rate of Hujingmilu peach
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Effect of Bagging on Fruit Quality of Hujingmilu
Peach Variety

HU Liu-shen'? ,GU Zhi-xin'* , XIONG Shuai''? ,LI Chun-xi''? ,ZHOU Ya-hui'
(1. The Promotion Center of Agricultural Technique in Pudong,Shanghai 201302; 2. Shang-

hai Institute of Peach,Shanghai 201302)

Abstract ; In order to improve fruit quality of peach, taking Hujingmilu peach variety as test material, the effect

of bagging on fruit quality of peach was studied. The results showed that the appearance quality of fruits,dis-

ease and insect fruit rate under bagging cultivation were significantly higher than that of the fruits(CK) under

non-bagging cultivation; Appearance qualities of fruits bagged with yellow-colored bags and double-layer bags

were better,disease and insect fruit rate bagged with double-layer bags was extremely significant lower than

that of other kinds of bagging cultivation(P<C0. 01). The soluble solid content of fruits under bagging cultiva-

tion were lower than that of the fruits(CK) ,but there was no significant difference in soluble solids content of

fruits between CK and bagged with white-colored and double-layer bags(P~>0. 05) ; Mean fruit weight of fruits

bagged with double-layer bags and waxy fringe yellow-colored bags were higher.

Keywords: bagging; peach fruit; quality;effect
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