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Effects of Tree Cover on Survival Rate and Growth of Walnut

QI Hui-juan' , WANG Shou-long' , LI Fang-gong® (1. Forestry Workstation of Jiyuan City, Jiyuan, Henan 459000;2. Agricultural and
Rural Bureau of Jiyuan Production-city Integration Demonstration Zone, Jiyuan, Henan 459000)

Abstract For improving the walnut afforestation survival rate and growth, with “flavor” as the research object, new planting walnut trees
mulching test was conducted using different thickness.The effects of different covering thickness on the survival rate and growth rate of walnut
planting were analyzed. The results showed that covering thickness of more than 15 ¢cm could significantly improve the survival rate and annual

growth rate of walnut planting. It is worth popularizing in production.
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Table 1 Variance analysis of planting survival rate of different treatments
7 S IR F I ¥y FE F F
Source of variation Free degree Quadratic sum Mean square F value 00 oot
[X [ [A] Among groups 3 11.6 3.87 1.12 3.49 5.95
AbFEE] Among treatments 4 490.2 122.55 35.52 3.26 5.41
"2 Error 12 41.4 3.45
JAAR 5 Total variation 19 543.2
F2 TREBHEMELERENT 32 AELEMEARERERIND  HEK 3 A0, H R

Table 2 Analysis on the difference of survival rate of different treat-

ments
WA EG =N
wipes TR e ERE
Qb Number of A Survival 1%];,1”1”““6 0
Treatment cultivated ql:;:iﬁ rate ifference
plants s/ @ 005 0.1
CK 30x4 15.3 50.8 c C
FH 5 cm 30x4 18.0 60.0 ¢ C
Mulching 5 ¢m
10 em 30x4 22.8 75.8 b B
Mulching 10 e¢m
15 em 30x4 27.3 90.8 a A
Mulching 15 e¢m
F 20 cm 30x4 27.8 92.5 a A

Mulching 20 c¢m

R 4 WE A I

Note : The data in the table are averages of 4 repetitions
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Table 3 Comparison of growth of walnut trees under different treatments

3 i Bt B Bkl BiEoH
Treatment New root number // % New root length //cm  New branch number /2 New branch length //cm New branch width // cm
CK 9.8 9.3 6.3 43.0 1.13
P75 em Mulching 5 em 10.8 9.5 6.8 44.4 1.15
BT X8 Higher than control // % 10.2 2.2 7.9 3.3 1.80
7 10 em Mulching 10 cm 17.8 13.9 8.8 52.6 1.68
5 T IR Higher than control // % 81.6 49.5 39.7 2.3 48.70
P37 15 em Mulching 15 ¢cm 333 20.1 12.8 70.9 2.15
BT X8 Higher than control // % 239.8 116.1 103.2 64.9 90.30
FH 20 em Mulching 20 cm 34.5 20.9 13.5 71.9 2.18
=5 T % IR Higher than control // % 252.0 124.7 114.3 67.2 92.90

T R 4 A

Note: The data in the table are averages of 4 repetitions
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T ARV NG SRR 3 [R) 2257 13 (P<0.05)
Note: Different small letters indicated significant difference between
them( P<0.05)
E3 AEERAETHRBEGEAMENS(HE)RE
Fig.3 Fresh weight of D.officinale planted on trunk under dif-

ferent substrate dosage
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HANFING ERER IR 3 1] 25 53 8 3% (P<0.05)

Note : Different small letters indicated significant difference between
them( P< 0.05)
B4 ARERASTHRBEXREAMEYNE(TE)RE
Fig.4 Dry weight of D.officinale planted on trunk under differ-
ent substrate dosage
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