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The Influence of Upper Scaffold Branch Index on the Interior
Light Exposure within Apple Tree Canopy

Ren Zhongbo Yuan Chunlong Xing Youmei
Zhang Wenli Zhu Linsheng Cao Wei

( Department of Horticulture, Northwestern Agricultural University,Yangling ,Shaanxi, 712100 )

Abstract The investigation of interior canopy light regimes and the influencing
factors within the apple trees of 7 year old standard size showed that the light exposure
of interior canopies decreased with the increment of folliage depth from top or exterior
canopy,and that the bottom and the around central leader canopy positions were lowest
in light exposure. A proper increase in upper scaffold branch index had great importance
in interior canopy light improvement.
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