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Comparison of yield of tow types pruning in Tea bushes 
A.DADASHPOUR* and M.HASANPOUR ASIL1  

Abstract 
In order to comparison of yield of tow types pruning in Tea bushes (curved and flat pruning), this 
study carried out in shahid-eftekhari Tea research station situated in 12 km near to Rasht in the 
north of Iran. During the study Tea bushes were irrigated and fertilized. Also pesticides and 
herbicides were used to against pests and weeds in selected rows of Tea bushes, respectively. 
Experimental design was observation design. After leaf harvesting, curved pruning bushes had 
more yield than flat pruning bushes. Thus curved pruning bushes can be advised to farmers as a 
superior pruning method. 

 
Key words: Tea, curved pruning , flat pruning, yield. 

                                                 
* . Corresponding auther Email :dadashi_ahmad@yahoo.com

1. Contribution from College of Agriculture, university of guilan


