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1969) - = RIF [iﬁﬁﬁﬂl a5 ?;J?Fﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁ }fﬁﬂ%f&wﬁt F{Jf,]gls w0 E F"’?‘f?[ﬂ' 'f J@l}%pﬁ%
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OV WERIFTIRL (R ET AR A %éﬁﬁﬂf@ﬂ)uﬁ'm 53.3 fffhi % B e
72.4% ; BRI T KD 653%,3; 1A £ 46.3% » PR R TSR Mg“@la—i:a*}ffn %éfﬂ’;(% 1)-
BV S ERIST AR TR I (78 g (e 1) A7 F) AVG [EEIF g VBl o g 11 7 -



AVG BRI FIEGEE AT YR 13

\_

 RHRAT LT AR R R0 0826V (A 1) 5 SERYETA N
%ﬁftﬂ}lﬁ“lﬁ N 1Y 16.7-32.2% - SRV AETA U 5 34.8% SR AVG i[RI E T U -
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FACEI SRV - T SRS T S I ] (109.9 g) - AR
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Table 1. Effect of different AVG treatments on the number of harvested and dropped fruits of ‘Premier’ peach

Treatment’ Fruit Harvested (no.) ¥ Fruit dropped (no.) ¥
May 15 May 22 May 29 Sum May 15 May 22 May 29 Sum
| 40b* 52.0a B 56.0 a 0.7a 23.0ab B 23.7ab
(5.0%)  (65.3%) (70.3%) (0.8%)  (28.9%) (29.7%)
I 6.7b 46.0 ab 20a 54.7 a 10a 14.3ab 2.7a 18.0ab
(9.2%)  (63.2%)  (2.8%)  (75.2%) (14%)  (19.7%) (3.7%)  (24.8%)
1l 53D 53.3a 0.7a 59.3a 10a 12.3b 10a 14.3b
(72%)  (724%)  (0.9%) (80.5%) (L4%)  (16.7%)  (1.4%) (19.5%)
\VJ 14.3a 35.0b — 49.3a 20a 243 a — 26.3a
(18.9%)  (46.3%) (65.2%) (2.6%)  (32.2%) (34.8%)

 Treatment I: whole canopy spraying after fruit bagging; Il: bagging after fruit spraying; I11: bagging after whole
canopy spraying, and IV: untreated (bagging only).

¥ Data were average of fruits harvested from three single tree replications.

¥ Means in the same column followed by the same letter are not significantly different according to the least
significant difference test (p=0.05). Percentage of total bearing number is listed in parenthesis.

£ 2. AVG TR U E B I T RS U T S B g

Table 2. Comparison of ‘Premier’ peach fruit weight on three harvest dates after AVG treatments

Mean fruit weight (g) ¥

Treatment

May 15 May 22 May 29
| 120.7+6.6 a* 102.8+1.7 b —
I 118.8+5.1a 116.3x2.2a 86.5t7.5a
i 109.9+4.9 a 99.7¢15b 86.3+4.3a
v 122.7+3.3a 116.3+2.7 a —

 Treatment I: whole canopy spraying after fruit bagging; I1: bagging after fruit spraying; I11: bagging after whole
canopy spraying, and IV: untreated (bagging only).

¥ Data were average of fruits harvested from three single tree replications.

* Data are mean+SE. Mean separation within columns by LSD test at p=0.05.
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Table 3. Comparison of ‘Premier’ peach harvest weight after AVG treatments *

Harvest weight of treated fruit (g)”

Treatment * May 15 May 22 May 29 Total

| 483.0 b*(8.3%) 5347.7 a (91.7%) — 5830.7 a (100%)
1l 7921 b (12.6%) 5348.7 a (84.7%) 172.9 a (2.7%) 6313.7 a (100%)
11 586.3 b (9.8%) 5317.4 a (89.2%) 57.5a (1.0%) 5961.3 a (100%)
v 1758.6 a (30.2%) 4072.0 a (69.8%) — 5830.6 a (100%)

* Treatment I: whole canopy spraying after fruit bagging; Il: bagging after fruit spraying; 111: bagging after whole
canopy spraying, and I1V: untreated (bagging only).

Y Data were average of fruits harvested from three single tree replications.
* Mean separation within columns by LSD test at P=0.05. Percentage of total harvest weight is listed in parenthesis.
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Fig. 1. Flesh firmness of ‘premier’ peach after AVG treatments. Treatments were |: whole canopy spraying after fruit
bagging, 11:bagging after fruit spraying, I1l:bagging after whole canopy spraying, and 1V: untreated (bagging only).
Data are mean+SE. Different letters indicate significantly difference between treatments by LSD test at P=0.05.
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Fig. 2. Comparison on soluble solids content of ‘premier’ peach by different AVG treatments. Treatments were
l:whole canopy spraying after fruit bagging, I1:bagging after fruit spraying, 111:bagging after whole canopy spraying,
and 1V: untreated (bagging only). Data are mean+SE. Different letters indicate significantly difference between
treatments by LSD test at P=0.05.
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Fig. 3. Comparison on titratable acidity of ‘premier’ peach by different AVG treatments. Treatments were |: whole
canopy spraying after fruit bagging, 11:bagging after fruit spraying, 111:bagging after whole canopy spraying, and 1V:
untreated (bagging only). Data are mean+SE. Different letters indicate significantly difference between treatments by
LSD test at P=0.05.
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Effect of Different Spraying Treatments of
Aminoethoxyvinylglycine (AVG) on Maturation,
Preharvest Drop and Fruit Quality of ‘Premier’ Peach’

Ming-Te Lu? Chia-Wei Song® and Shyi-Kuan Ou*®

Abstract

Lu, M. T, C. W. Song, and S. K. Ou. 2006. Effect of different spraying treatments of
aminoethoxyvinylglycine (AVG) on maturation, preharvest drop, and fruit quality of ‘Premier’ peach. J.
Taiwan Agric. Res. 56:11-20.

The ethylene production inhibitor aminoethoxyvinylglycine (AVG) was sprayed at 150 mg L™ on
fruits, leaves, or whole canopy of ‘premier’ peach (Prunus persica L. Batsch) trees 10 days prior harvest
to test the effect of AVG on maturation, preharvest drop, and fruit quality. Fruits were harvested according
to commercial standard maturation criteria of background color. Number of fruit harvested and dropped,
fruit size, flesh firmness, and fruit quality were assessed on three harvest dates. All treatments effectively
delayed fruit maturation, lowered fruit drop, and increased flesh firmness at first harvest date. Whole
canopy spraying delayed 11.7% of harvest fruit number at first harvest date and postponed fruit ripening
for 7 days so that fruit could be harvested for 15 days. Throughout the harvest period, whole canopy
spraying resulted in a 15.3% decrease in fruit drop but was not significant on fruit size and harvest
weight.Within 10 days of all AVG treatments, fruits were much firmer (4.0 kg/cm?) than control. In
addition, these AVG-treated fruits also showed higher soluble solid content (1°Brix) than control and
could last for 17 days after treatments.

Key words: Prunus persica, Aminoethoxyvinylglycine, Harvest time, Fruit firmness.
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