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Characteristics of White Tea New Strain White Peony
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Abstract
strains ) . [ Method ] Field contrast experiments of white peony and white 1were carried out. The transplanting survival rate ,new shoots growth peri-
od, bud leaf traits , biochemical components , drought resistance and resistance were investigated. [ Result ] Transplanting survival rate of white peo-
nyis was high,the clump survival rate was 74. 8% ,the survival rate of strain was 67.7% . 100 — bud weight in 1 bud 1 leaf period was 3. 1% high-

(1. Shaoxing Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Shaoxing,Zhejiang 312003 ;2. Shaoxing Economic

[ Objective ] To study the characteristics of white peony, provide basic data for breeding and promotion of white tea varieties (or

er than control. The free amino acid content of leaf was7.7% . White peonyis was resistant to drought and Empoasca vitis. [ Conclusion ] White peo-
ny is a new strain of white tea with better adaptability , disease and insect resistance and good quality , which is suitable for cultivation in Shaoxing

tea area.

Key words White tea;New strain; White peonyis

FIALAS S BE TR & v, A A R B 9 2 —F 44 S 5%
g R — P A S R 0 G AL, R
BT R AR 2 A 2E T G B Btk AL B L 2
FIALFR 2 IRt &, [ EOE A Rr R > 18 &
BEOT R A IR Y BB s T i
AT 205, FF AR I AL A R PP &, 28 38 T e i
YIXT LTI S X N 15 SR B P R EA T T IR A, 2009 4R AE 2
NSRRI 1 MOFRS 2R AR RS B RS T A A
FRARFIE I, (AL R A E , B 44 o 14, i Z AR
PRIEE TN 1 A58 R ,2012 4R LLE B 15 A0 iR 7 ik
55 F AT IS b, R ABIFSE FRRIE AR 1, SRy (A 2580 it o
(R) Wk E M) R ALah vkt
1 M#B5F*

L1 RIEER i AT XM T 5] £ 44
K, H53% 405 m AEPSIR 17.5 °C,24F H BEEHE 25 1 987 h, 1
AR 4.5 C,7 AG-FAIE 27.5 C K E
1 588 mm, - HEJ& F AP BT bR, 1 18 4 A 832 mg/kg, 4
474 mg/kg 428 3 676 mg/keg AL 26.3 mg/kg,pH4. 35,
L2 R PP AR H R A A TE M R AT xR
FI 1SR AR 2R 0 AR Rl o 1 AR e R
FFHHT

1.3 RIigit 2012483 A AR (R) 1 ADX,3
WHES /NX K 10 m, /NX AL 1S m*, ST Uk A% 55, MR
40 cm, 715 60 cm, Z—AC KA HE

4
H—

BB HAN979- ), B AT A, RET, ML, AFXHF
AR et # o AP AR T o

KiS A 2016-09-07

1.4 PEHMBESHZE

1.4.1 FBRATER, ah 1 AEXSR MR (R) B E
RIATIRAIC S BRI 2 = TG MR A AR x 100% 5 DA
BER = B B SEAEL < 100% 2

1.4.2 FiftEE B, 20152016 4F%4: 2 AFF AR
BN 5 KA, BENERE BT LT LLUR A 1 Aot 2
SHVHA TG et 1 ZE 1 R L 2E 2 bR H O, 2R AR
WIS E ARG 1 d et 1 Yk (30% 1l WREE 2 3k B4 i it Bt i
YR EET bt )

1.4.3 ZEHPRIR, 2016 AEEZE 18R AT /N X AR [R] £
BEHLIEEE 10 A%, 435X 1 258 1 A 1 28 2 I 28K
IR Rii iy ECa R

1.4.4 ALY, 2016 A3 ZE A0 DN 2% i B S KR
W ZR Wy i S R AR A 1 i T S A L R A
%18 GB/T8314—2013 ; 5 Z Kl 2 1R GB/T8313—2008 ; I
MEGE K I 2 B GB/T8312—2013 ; 7K i3 H 4 K I 2 I/ GB/
T8305—2013,

1.4.5 Tt 2013—2014 4F 8 H F A [ SR % @ - s
SR (R ) B Rk

1.4.6  Hifh. 2013—2014 4F %4 2 4% A (] A k"
XFZAL AN (R ) BB AR /)Nt it wif R EG b g e 35 3547 1 i)
JEE

2 RS54

2.1 FEHME  ASSHEHEARR R TF K, SRt K
B A EE . 2R O, AR AR 2%, 11k
Wik 20 d 247 RIS, B g TR 4k, A, i
ViRl BB . BRI 1S B %
2.2 BEEUEER 2013 4E3 H,HAE T AR R R RS



44 % 31

B AF QU RIS R G4 A AT 29

Ao AR T TTHL, FALPRBR B A H X IR 2.3 1 0, A
JI R X IR 1.4 5 530
#1 SREM(R) BRAEE

Table 1 Transplanting survival rate of testing variety ( strain) %
R () R 2 PNSRRES
Variety ( strain) Survival rate of strain  Survival rate of clump
F14t S} White peonyis 67.7 74.8

FAF 1 5 white 1 65.4 76.2
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Table 2 New shoots growth period of testing variety ( strain)

G AR () fi 4] LZE 1 122 i)
Yes Variety Fishleaf 1 bud and 1 1 bud and 2
ear (strain) period leaf period leaves period
2015 HA4EFE 03 -27 04 -05 04 -10
M1 5 03 -25 04 -04 04 -09
2016 HA4EFE 03 -24 04 -02 04 -06
H1 5 03 -24 04 -02 04 -08
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Table 3 Bud leaf traits of testing variety (strain)
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Bud leaf length //cm 100 — bud weight /g
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Variety  strain ) PZET i 122 M8 1 2R 1 okl 1 282
1 budand 1 1 bud and 2 1 bud and 1 1 bud and 2
leaf period leaves period leaf period leaves period

F41ST White peonyis 2.32 3.23 13.2 17.3

EiF 1 5 White 1 2.29 3.19 12.8 16.7
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Table 4 Biochemical components of testing variety(strain) %

AP () rEEAR XZh o KR
o o vt , W A
Variety Free amino Tea poly- . Water
. . Caffeine
('strain) acid phenol extract
141} White peonyis 7.7 10.7 2.87 46.3

FAF 1 5 White 1 5.4 13.6 3.59 45.5
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Table 5 Drought tolerance of testing variety ( strain)
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Table 6 Resistance to Empoasca vitis of testing variety ( strain)
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