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Table 1. R? between chlorophyll content extracted with 80% acetone to (a*/b*)* value and chlorophyll
meter reading in different development stages of fruit leaves

Leaf development stage (a*/b*) Chlorophyll meter reading

Folding 0.01 0.21

Mango Newly well-developed 0.05 0.17
Matured 0.51 0.21

Folding 0.10 0.10

Litchi Newly well-developed 0.58 0.23
Matured 0.79 0.56

Folding 0.11 0.41

Pear Newly well-developed 0.12 0.16
Matured 0.01 0.34
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Fig. 1. Relatlonshlp between acetone extractable chlorophyll and (a*/b*)
values measured from mango leaves.
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Fig. 2. Relatlonshlp between acetone extractable chlorophyll and chlorophyll
meter(SPAD-502) readings measured from mango leaves.
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Fig. 3. Relationship between acetone extractable chlorophyll and (a*/b*)2 values
measured from litchi leaves.
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Fig. 4. Relatlonshlp between acetone extractable chlorophyll and chlorophyll
meter(SPAD-502) readings measured from litchi leaves.
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Fig. 5. Relationship between acetone extractable chlorophyll and (a*/b*)2 values
measured from pear leaves.

100

Y=14.68-0.71X+0.04X2
R2=0.92 .

Total chlorophyll(pg/cmz)

N
o
1

L
0 '7// T T T T T T T T

0 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55
Chlorophyll meter readings

Hﬁaﬂ‘i . FJEFEF TUECE S R Fﬁi??ﬁé k5 (SPAD-502) i1 I/ ﬁ'%%ﬁ%‘ﬂ °
Fig. 6. Relationship between acetone extractable chlorophyll and chlorophyll
meter(SPAD-502) readings measured from pear leaves.
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Two Rapid Determination Methods for Total
Chlorophyll Contentin Fruit Tree Leaves'

Chih-Sheng Chang and Lin-Ren Chang*

ABSTRACTS

The objective of this study was to find a rapid and nondestructive method for
determination of chlorophyll in fruit tree leaves using mango, litchi and pear as materials.
Two nondestructive measure methods were compared with 80% acetone extraction
method. The devices used for nondestructive measurement were color meter (model ZE
2000) and chlorophyll meter (model SPAD-502). The results indicated that the regression
models express curve relationship, the chlorophyll meter readings correlated well with
acetone extraction method. R*>0.92 for mango, litchi and pear leaves. But less the linear
relationship was obtained between chromaticity values with color meter and acetone
extraction method for pear leaves (R*=0.75). The color meter and chlorophyll meter can
be used for the rapid and nondestructive estimation of leaf chlorophyll content in situ if
the number of sampling leaf is enlarged and the distribution of chlorophyll in leaf is

homogenous.

Key words: chlorophyll content, color meter, chlorophyll meter.
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