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Pomological Characteristics and Fruit Yield of Some of Ilam Native Olive
Genotypes Under Sarpol-e-Zahab Environmental Conditions
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Fig. 4. Mean fruit weight of different olive genotypes. Columns with similar letter are not

significantly different at the 5% probability level-using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 1. Mean comparison of fruit characteristics of olive genotypes

TS (0,5 an 035 s o5 waacsS o
Genotype Pit weight (g) Flesh weight (g) Flesh: Pit ratio
SKE7 1.20b 6.73a 5.56a
PG1 0.97c 3.37h 3.45¢
SKE8 1.20b 5.31d 4.40d
PG3 0.91cd 4.03ef 4.43d
BSCH2 0.73fg 3.05i 4.19d
SBM1 0.83def 2.73j 3.2%
SBM2 0.88de 3.75¢ 4.27d
BSCH1 0.66gh 3.49h 5.31a
BSCH3 0.699 3.40h 4.96b
KF8 0.58h 2.62j 4.41d
Dz1 1.19b 5.64c 4.87b
NS4 1.32a 6.13b 4.88b
SBM5 0.86cde 3.85fg 4.51cd
NS3 0.84def 4.11e 4.91b
Dz4 1.10b 5.16d 4.77bc
Amphisis 0.77efg 1.97k 2.57f
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Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not
significantly different at the 1% probability level- using Duncan’s

Multiple Range Test.
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Table 2. Mean comparison of fruit dimensions of olive genotypes

<S55 Cragdhn) o gn d b Crohn) 0 gen a3 0sen s 4 Jsb o
Genotype  Fruit length (mm)  Fruit diameter (mm)  Fruit length: Fruit diameter
SKE7 28.71a 19.79% 1.45¢cd
PG1 22.65e 16.37def 1.38de
SKE8 25.18c 18.91abc 1.33de
PG3 22.80e 18.30abcd 1.25¢f
BSCH2 27.42ab 16.35def 1.68ab
SBM1 26.09bc 15.32¢fg 1.71a
SBM2 23.27de 19.66ab 1.18f
BSCH1 27.76ab 16.89cdef 1.64ab
BSCH3 27.53ab 17.07cde 1.61ab
KF8 18.14g 13.84g 1.31def
Dz1 22.40ef 19.21ab 1.17f
NS4 25.22¢ 17.58bcd 1.44cd
SBM5 24.69cd 19.19ab 1.29¢f
NS3 20.62f 15.28efg 1.36de
Dz4 18.75¢ 14.92fg 1.27¢f
Amphisis 21.49¢f 13.80g 1.56bc
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Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly
different at the 1% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of pit dimensions of olive genotypes

) (e o) s b (o) an a3 o Jad 4y Jsb Lo

Genotype  Pitlength (mm)  Pit diameter (mm)  Pit length: Pit diameter
SKE7 19.05ab 8.31b 2.29a
PG1 16.84cd 7.41bc 2.27a
SKES8 16.98cd 7.78bc 2.18a
PG3 19.29a 10.83a 1.78bc
BSCH2 16.48cde 8.36b 1.97b
SBM1 15.32efg 8.16b 1.89bc
SBM2 20.32a 10.67a 1.91bc
BSCH1 17.83bc 8.00bc 2.23a
BSCH3 16.08def 8.28b 1.97b
KF8 12.41h 7.03c 1.77bc
Dz1 14.70fg 7.59bc 1.94bc
NS4 17.34cd 7.56bc 2.31a
SBM5 15.37efg 8.51b 1.81bc
NS3 12.83h 7.49bc 1.72c
DZz4 14.30g 7.55bc 1.90bc
Amphisis 15.02fg 8.21b 1.83bc

SO glaals dior 0 g03T plal py dzsb oo &5 2te O3 K Jolao (slls &S (gt a3 o la ol
I Sl me gl s s G ez e 5o
Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not
significantly different at the 1% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range

Test.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of fruit dry matter, moisture content and oil percent of olive genotypes
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S5 Fruit dry matter Fruit moisture Oil in dry matter Oil in fresh matter
Genotype (%) (%) (%) (%)
SKE7 30.22¢ 69.78abcd 32.24bcd 9.78cdefg
PG1 33.58bc 66.42bcd 28.69fgh 9.63cdefgh
SKE8 28.74¢ef 71.26a 29.27efgh 8.45ghij
PG3 33.18bcd 66.82bcd 31.11def 10.32bcde
BSCH2 30.49de 69.51abcd 28.26gh 8.61fghij
SBM1 33.16bcd 66.84bcd 32.29bcd 10.70bcd
SBM2 34.37b 65.63d 34.44b 11.83b
BSCH1 30.13e 69.87abc 27.04h 7.15j
BSCH3 28.70ef 71.30a 27.34gh 7.84ij
KF8 30.63de 69.37abcd 26.78h 8.09hij
Dz1 34.19b 65.81cd 29.75defg 10.06cdef
NS4 27.13f 72.87a 30.93def 8.32ghij
SBM5 31.23cde 68.77abcd 28.63fgh 8.86¢efghi
NS3 33.05bcd 66.95bcd 34.03bc 11.17de
Dz4 29.59f 70.41ab 31.65cde 9.29defghi
Amphisis 38.43a 61.57e 42.27a 16.22a
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Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at
the 1% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 5. Mean comparison of fruit yield per tree and hectare for olive genotypes (2015-2018)

<¢,f,g.<>¢>)>)“,_“§w (o) NS 53 0500 5 Shes
S Fruit yield per tree (kg) Fruit yield per hectare (ton)
Genotype 2015 2016 2017 2018 2015 2016 2017 2018
SKE7 1.3b 6.58a 8.80d 6.10e 0.43b 2.19a 2.93d 2.03e
PG1 0.25e 1.75fg 4.50h 3.70f 0.08d 0.58fg 1.50h 1.23f
SKE8 1.20c 3.55d 5.50fgh 9.00bc  0.40c 1.18d 1.83fgh  3.00bc
PG3 0.31d 2.25f 6.30ef 5.90e 0.10d 0.75f 2.10ef 1.96e
BSCH2 1.50a 4.20c 15.50a 9.40b 0.50a 1.40c 5.16a 3.13b
SBM1 0.24ef 1.78fg 5.50fgh 6.33de  0.08d 0.59fg 1.83fgh  2.11de
SBM2 0.22efg  1.36ghi 7.20e 6.40de  0.07d 0.45ghi  2.40e 2.13de
BSCH1 0.08h 0.82ijk 10.36¢ 7.17de  0.03f 0.27ijk  3.45¢c 2.39de
BSCH3 0.19g 2.92¢ 12.66b 10.37b 0.06def  0.97e 4.21b 3.45h
KF8 0.21fg 1.39gh 3.32i 6.43de  0.07de 0.46gh 1.11i 2.14de
DZ1 0.23ef 1.19hij 4.82h 6.33de  0.08d 0.40hij 1.61h 2.11de
NS4 0.18g 1.19hij 6.22efgy 6.63de  0.06def  0.40hij 2.07efg  2.21de
SBM5 0.10h 0.79jk 5.02gh 7.83cd  0.03ef 0.26jk 1.67gh 2.57cd
NS3 0.19g 0.59k 4.82h 5.93e 0.06def  0.20k 1.61h 1.97e
Dz4 0.22efg  0.59k 6.22efg  10.20b 0.07d 0.20j 2.07efg  3.40b
Amphisis  1.47a 4.98b 13.62b 12.04a 0.49a 1.66b 4.53b 4.01a
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Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 1%

probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 6. Mean comparison of fruit yield per tree and hectare for olive genotypes (2015- 2018)

Py <¢,f,tz.<>¢.+)>)>,,_.u§w () NS 53 050 3 Shes
Genotype Fruit yield per tree (kg) Fruit yield per hectare (ton)
SKE7 5.70c 1.897c
PG1 2.55h 0.847h
SKE8 4.81d 1.603d
PG3 3.69¢f 1.230ef
BSCH2 7.65a 2.547a
SBM1 3.46¢f 1.153ef
SBM2 3.80e 1.263e
BSCH1 4.61d 1.533d
BSCH3 6.53b 2.177b
KF8 2.84gh 0.943gh
Dz1 3.14fg 1.047fg
NS4 3.56¢ef 1.183ef
SBM5 3.44¢ef 1.143ef
NS3 2.88gh 0.960gh
Dz4 4.31d 1.433d
Amphisis 8.03a 2.673a
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Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not
significantly different at the 1% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple

Range Test.
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