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Table 1. Analysis of variance reflecting the lux
inhours 9, 12, 15

Hours case study

S.0vV df 9 12 15
hours hours hours

Repeat 2 9632 2052 8163
Mulch 3 39667 11057 10227
Height 2 9215. 3452 7159
Mulch x Height 6 15637 20297 4118
Error 14 3042 3773 344

Cv 0.4 0.84 0.27

Aoy ) 0 mhaw 13 (5 )ly gixe g 0 Jre ST 8gg puc 1k g i NS
** *and ns: were significant at the 1% and 5% and non-significant.
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Figure 1. Comparison between different levels of light intensity within the shoots of nectarine at different hours (9-12-15)
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Table 2. Analysis of variance of fruit morphological traits

Characteristics case study

SOV df Hardness  Diameter Volume  Fruit weight Meat weight  Core weight
Repeat 2 0.071 12 4.33 4 6.9 0.03
Mulch 3 0.37" 721" 55.8" 8899™ 8032™ 0.08™
Height 2 286" 72,5 492.7 502™ 452. 39"
Mulch x Height 6 0.28™ 26" 6.41™ 20" 20" 0.07™
Error 22 0.35 0.94 3.48 1.9 2.3 0.03
Cv 10.6 1.58 1.28 0.98 1.2 1.2

Aoy ) 50 mhw jo gl L g (5l g BB D4y pus s

** *and ns: were significant at the 1% and 5%, and non-significant.

ougSl el o lSa e heSl
Fagibo VFA) osee o2 (i (2 iy (so5ensl]
Sl )Lo.u L .Ioj.:).o 0gus x> Q‘)"‘"’ uJJ-A-QS
| 059y (uJS«arA‘suLw\ fY)
Ooldl D9 oo oadlive ¥ S o 4 4isS jlen
byme 039 Ol O deyd) gl 3 ()l
acsls S8 e bl jlalals o a5 Slbcs s
st o (g lime SaBls 392y ald L L
O3 & o)y 9 Ol 4 (e )l
4 osregll SagieSe o)l ca e Ghbsel
S5 Sl g Sle (AP0 e ool Rl s

el 009y s I 5 350 00 (339 e SRl 5

(g) Diameter

Down part
of tree

Tree area

8 Gl G sy maw )8 (65l Jre Dgls
T R P RV P WP g s ;o sg
ls 39y dald Gl boanisly L1868 sanlisl
A5 Gl e (s egeteesl] slabe S
P il 5 Giaghs PV ole 25l 43 o5
P 3 S anlh o5 o0 5 (n s
OOIN) sl 5 Gode OV) Gl dxl jo
Sl iS5 wisls lad |y co e (e
iz (g jo ) e 99 o (xSl SLSIL
(Y USE) wisls las s o
Olyee 95 g0 odaline ¥ S5 )0 a5 jobolan
oeSE oyl jlaslagle jo 4 SLS )0 sgae p>
o, 30 mhaw o (gls g Dglay Canl ouds ool

W Witness
Transparent
plastic

B White plastic

B Aluminium

The middle part

of tree

ogee a8 (e aald 5 (Ll cagriengl] 599 803l Slo g Jla 3l Y U
Figure 2. Effects of aluminum light reflective mulch and polyethylene on fruit diameter
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Figure 3. Effects of aluminum light reflective mulch and polyethylene on the volume of fruit
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Figure 4. Effects of aluminum light reflective mulch and polyethylene on total fruit weight
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Figure 5. Effects of aluminum light reflective mulch and polyethylene fruit fresh weight
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of biochemical characteristics of fruit

Characteristics

SOV of TSS TA TSS/TA  Anthocyanins  Antioxidants  Phenols
Repeat 2 001 0.04 0.07 0.08 3.08 0.019
Mulch 3 033" 0.06" 1.13™ 345" 18,6~ 75
Height 2 0.09- 0.018" 49" 1117 199" 575~
Mulch x Height 6 0047 0.02% 0.06" 6.19+ 81" 18.6”
Error 22 001 0.03 0.05 0.9 49 1.58
CVv 0.99 1.83 2.25 34 3.9 40.6

o0 ) 50 a5 (6,08 S g (5,0 Fe BV Dgg pac i g W NS

** *and ns: were significant at the 1% and 5%, and non-significant.
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Figure 7. Effects of aluminum light reflective mulch and polyethylene on amount of anthocyanins
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Figure 8. Effects of aluminum light reflective mulch and polyethylene on the amount of antioxidants
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Figure 9. Effects of aluminum light reflective mulch and polyethylene on the amount of phenols
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ABSTRACT

Food quality, marketability, soluble solids, size and color of nectarine fruit is affected by the intensity and
amount of direct sunlight. Usually the outer areas of fruit trees get enough light and take the appropriate
color. However, in the middle and lower part of trees, due to low light intensity, fruits have no good color
and taste and their marketability were not desirable. To improve the quality of fruits that were in the
middle and lower parts of canopy, using PET and aluminum reflective mulch in a commercial orchard in
the city of Sari was studied. Evaluated characteristics were anthocyanins, antioxidants, soluble solids,
acidity, total phenols, flesh weight, kernel weight, fruit firmness, fruit size and diameter. Results showed
that reflected light from the aluminum and polyethylene mulch into the canopy increased significantly
fruit weight, flesh weight, fruit diameter, anthocyanins, antioxidants and polyphenols contents.
Performance of fruits at aluminum mulch was better from the points of color, sugar content, fruit weight
and phenolic contents than polyethylene one. Overall, results showed that the use of reflective mulch
could improve quality of nectarine fruit.
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