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Comprehensive Diagnosis of Yielding and Management Benefit of Litchi in Qinzhou City

TU Hai-lian,LI Yan-yan, YU Fu-cheng,GU Ya-liang" et al ( Agricultural Science Institute of Qinzhou, Qinzhou, Guangxi 535000 )
Abstract Based on the fieldwork of 29 natural villages in Qinzhou litchi wine,the yielding and management benefit of litchi in Qinzhou City
was analyzed. The results showed that Qinzhou litchi completely lost management area ratio reached 26. 9% , half lost management accounting
for 18.6% . In the condition of normal management, Guiwei was high and stable yield, got the best income. The yielding and management ben-
efit of Jizuili, Guifeihong and Feizixiao were better. Qinzhouhongli was generally benefit. The prices of large varieties such as Heiye, Sanyue-
hong, Heli were decline ,the comprehensive benefit were reducing year by year,lost management were the most serious. Lingshanxiangli “Daxia-
onian” were serious,whose income were not stable. To improve the efficiency of the litchi production and operation, Qinzhou should choose

suitable varieties, strengthen the management of orchards, improve fruit management skills and level of farmers.

Key words Litchi; Yielding and Management ; Benefit ; Qinzhou City
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Table 1 Litchi plant year and area of 29 natural villages

FPHE A FIAE I ditk
Plant year Plant area//hm’ Proportion // %
1990 224.4 53.2
1991—1994 80.0 19.0
1995—1998 117.6 27.8
A1t Total 422.0 100
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Table 2 Litchi management of 29 natural villages

AT S 01 ) FIRA

EBR TR ditk et S
Management Area  Proportion N.cuural }:E uqﬁ
level hm? % village Main varieties
eve m o A

IEH 230.3 54.5 7 I 0T
Normal management

SE4 K4S Completely 113.5 26.9 7 -

lost management

A 78.2 18.6 15 i R =
Half lost management RAa 5
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Table 3 Different varieties of litchi average yield in high and low yield

year
AR R4y AR
O L A 2L ST
Serial B'm d Average yield Average yield  Proportion of low
No. ree of high yield of low yield yield year in
year//kg/hm’  year//kg/hm’ high yield year// %
1 E7S 20 712.0 9750.0 47.0
2 ot 16 539.0 6 045.0 36.6
3 RMELT, 16 500.0 4500.0 27.3
4 K 14 265.0 4035.0 28.3
5 pietioFen 13 461.0 8 050.5 59.7
6 RS 9 805.5 4773.0 48.7
7 =VEEAR 8401.5 1404.0 16.7
8 iy AN 6 690.0 3087.0 46.1
9 RINER; 5778.0 1278.0 22.1

1 3 A0, D5 s b AR A 2R A AR R I R A, B
FUCL R e A AERR i 4 A1, = A 20 R 7 B S T
B BAR ST AR T 1 o5 8 7 AR LU R WS M 7,
FEBR O T RIS R = Ly, Bk Z R . = A 4
MR EHIE.
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E S AR R AT AT = NG & =T ISR 4 U S
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R 13 375.5 J0/hm’ 5 507 i AR A AR AR e AR U R 75
2376.0 5o/hm’, = H 41 3787.50/hm*, R Il & 7
5625.0 55/hm’ B0t 8 385. 0 50/hm’ M £T 759 528.0 71/hm’
REHELS 19 219. 5 J5/hm’, G F45 22 347. 0 J6/hm*, S 40 41
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34 275.0 J5/hm’ , #:8£ 63 000. 0 J&/hm’
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Table 4 Different varieties of litchi average income in high and low

yield year
ARy 7= 4F053 (BRI T=is
o, THIA  TBIRA  AEHCARD
Serial A g verage inc Average i P ion of 1
Seria Varieties verage income  Average income  Proportion of low
No. of high yield of low yield yield year in
year// J6/hm’*  year//JC/hm’ high yield year// %
1 JERUS 126 600.0 63 000.0 49.8
2 R 95 625.0 5625.0 5.9
3 iy Al 75 630.0 34 275.0 45.3
4 (e 63 367.5 22 347.0 35.3
5 =Ha 58 245.0 3787.5 6.5
6 M LT3 34 995.0 9528.0 27.2
7 Ay 35445.0 19 219.5 54.2
8 LEYi S 35 070.0 8 385.0 23.9
9 S8 13 375.5 2 376.0 17.8
3 #ig5Ei
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