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The Value of Ligustrum obtusifolium as a Supplementary Nectar
Source: Quantitative Analysis of Nectar Composition and
Honey Production

Ji-Min Park Young-Ki Kim', Hae-Yun Kwon and Sung-Joon Na*

Special Forest Resources Division, National Institute of Forest Science, Suwon 16631, Republic of Korea
'College of Life Science and Industry Department of Forest Resources, Suncheon 57922, Republic of Korea

m This study assessed the nectar productivity and bee forage potential of Ligustrum obtusifolium
by investigating its growth and flowering traits, nectar volume, and the concentration and
composition of free sugars and amino acids. To evaluate its contribution to apiculture, the honey
production potential was also estimated. An average of 848.7 flowers per square meter was
observed in hedge-type stands, with peak anthesis occurring in early June. The second day of
flowering showed the highest nectar volume and sugar content, and the nectar composition was
classified as sucrose-dominant. A total of 19 amino acids were detected, including functional
compounds such as proline, glutamine, and asparagine. The estimated honey yield averaged
46.1 kg per hectare, categorizing the species as a low-grade nectar source. For the sustainable
development of the apiculture industry, it is essential to maintain and expand bee forage plants.
These results suggest that L. obtusifolium has potential as a supplementary forage plant for
honeybees.

LGS Ligustrum obtusifolium, Nectar productivity, Free sugar, Amino acids, Honey yield, Bee forage
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(Baker and Baker, 1983).
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Fig. 1. Growth characteristics of L. obtusifolium.
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uR|, 27, A, LHE

Table 1. Nectar characteristics of L. obtusifolium in relation to anthesis and floral traits

Flowering period No. flower Noi)érrlgglngne? ce No. flower ;11(;' lﬂ S%Wnig
. . 2
(peak period) per inflorescence (30 X 30 cm) per 900 cm (15X 100m)
5/29~6/13 848.7 2,826,060
+ + 2040,
(6/03~6/8) S49EIS6 155%39 (453~1,365) (1,510,598~4,548,171)

Data represent the mean =+ SD (n=30).

Table 2. Nectar volume, free sugar, and nectar sugar content of L. obtusifolium

Characteristics Day 1 Day 2 t-value p-value
Vi 0.38+0.14 0.73+£0.07 —5.004 <0.001
Cs 677.9+180.8 587.9+£136.5 0.888 >0.05
F; 0.24+£0.05 0.43+0.09 —4.032 <0.01

Va: Nectar volume per flower (uL/flower), Cs: Free sugar content per unit volume (ug/pL), Fy: Nectar sugar content per flower (mg/flower)

ok 2,826,060712] Zo] 7|3tE &= Q= A2 YrERGT hexose (S/H ratio) H]-8°] 1.0 ©]JA2 2 sucrose-dominant
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0.38 uLet 0.73 L=, 22 A o5t B E-2 ghdo] 1] -4k (non-essential amino acids, NEAA)S] A Th 4]
HEHE AT (p<0.001). §HH, 9] 859 Fed dF £ (85.71%)°] ¥4 ofu] 4t (essential amino acids,
192} 677.9 pg/uL, 2282} 587.9 ug/uLZ F2J3t 2fol= EAA)ETE @3] wokth H|" S ofnjial F TEF

RATH(p=0401). 22} o] 5 7|9t =2 4HEH £ ot (Proline)< M 41.19%2 A ofa)icst F 71 &2
e T 1924024 mg, 292 043 mg 22 St FeEFS HGlom, ofAnEtIl (Asparagine, 14.63%), =
2GR A B-25HA =4 THp <0.01) (Table 2). ZE (Glutamine, 11.99%), 2594 (Glutamic acid,
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3. 98|gd =M 2E]d (Histidine)©| 5.055% 2 7F =3tom, EHET

(Tryptophan, 2.608%), °F=7]d (Arginine, 1.310%), E
]2 (Threonine, 1.104%) <22 &2 32 H YT},
GABAE 1.510%= A=% % ch(Fig. 3).
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FO] = 272 48.92 ug/uLet 39.60 pg/uLE F7FSHR 747 g, T 2249 g © = UERITH ha'd Bt B AT
AJgt, 2bgo] A f2de] oF 85% 5 /35t sucrose/ 46.1kg S 2, 574 M= 24.6~74.2 kgo| Tt

o

5. BN 2 A 5H
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Fig. 2. Composition of free sugars content in floral nectar of L. obtusifolium.

Total amino acid content: 304.6 mg/L

Amino acid composition (%)

L.
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Silva et al., 2020).
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