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Effects of Foliar KNO, Application on Nutrient Concentration, Fruit Set

and Fruit Quality in Pummelo (Citrus grandis Obs.)
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anysnd (Randomized complete block design, RCB) W41 nM3wuans KNO3 ldinasianlefidusinisfinna
PUIALEUEIUAUTNAINNA ATUNINES mwLiu%’wﬂmmﬁu”lmmmmﬂulu WAz NI NI U035
Waanaialuludule usin1svinans KNO, AuNs0L Adinduaessg ulnsauuas nunadesluluadng
AladAtyn1eada (P < .05) Tmm@u‘wummmemwmmm”LuTmL@uLLmIWLLmLeﬁﬂﬂﬂmuiﬂmeumﬂ
dszanns 3 heundsiana tnanislians KNO, Aaadudu 6 % Analidadududuressnguinsiau
waztnunadengefigaie 3.55 uaz 3.38 % AUAIFL sevan iU KNO, Anidindii 4 % (3.25 uax 2.89 %)
wazaodudu 2 % (3.20 uar 2.62 % ) waznaslildans (control) HprNiduturessinlulasian
LL@%TWLLW@L%M’]%@ (2.75 WAy 2.35 %) mm:mué’u‘iﬂﬁﬁmﬁ@mﬁmq 7 WAAUNAINTAAKA WL
nsldans KNO, mandudiu 6 % Fualdfiauiduduaessiglulasnauiasieanesagefigaio 3.45 ua
3.85 % ANA1AY s lAun nsldans KNO, manudindu 4% (3.25 uay 3.52 %) uavaruidndy
2% (2.88 WA 3.30 %) warn17ldldans (control) ﬁmmLimﬁmmmﬁﬂu‘immmm:‘mme%ﬂwfhﬁqm
(2.72 unz 2.68 %)

mdany: Tnunadenlumen Ysunmusinamns &ula Citrus grandis Obs.

Abstract

Effects of foliar KNO, application on leaf nutrient concentration, fruit set and fruit quality in
pummelo (Citrus grandis Obs.) were studied. Thong Dee cultivar grown in pummelo production area in
Nakhon Pathom province was used for the experiment. KNO, at the concentrations of 0 (control), 2, 4 and
6 % were applied to pummelo leaf and inflorescence at anthesis stage, 1 month after fruit set and 2 months
after fruit set. The randomized complete block design was employed for the experimental design.
The results indicated that KNO, did not affect to fruit set, fruit diameter, fruit quality, leaf carbohydrate
concentration and leaf P concentration. However, KNO, applied to the pummelo leaf and inflorescence

statistically increased leaf N and K concentrations (P < .05). At 3 months after fruit set, 6 % KNO, gave

‘adrmelulagnsndnie anginanmaniuazimalulad auineduaaiguasln e. Wes a. uasgN 73000
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the highest leaf N and K concentrations (3.55 and 3.38 % respectively) followed by 4 % KNO, (3.25 and
2.89 %), 2 % KNO3 (3.20 and 2.62 %) and 0 % KNOS3 (control) (2.75 and 2.35 %). While, at 7 months after
fruit set, the 6 % KNO, gave also the highest leaf N and K concentrations (3.45 and 3.85 %) followed by 4
% KNO, (3.25 and 3.52 %), 2 % KNO3 (2.88 and 3.30 %) and 0 % KNO3 (2.72 and 2.68 %).

Keywords: KNO,, nutrient concentration, pummelo, Citrus grandis Obs.
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Uuusmamnaaziunuanfiulanmazaniulufiesoyiu indufiudawesiugelufiesdatudenen
antAswuasTwuna e lumanaanududu o (NQNALAN), 2, 4 UAT 6 % unluuazdananduiamanuid
fuay 4 §u 41uu 3 A% MU szasmdtnenunu sravNaReny 1 e uavszasnafieny 2 e udnis
Aona Tnemuanslugaadinan 7.00-9.00 u. Wianadu daedominasnd
NNSLHUNMTNARDILAZNITIATIZWHAN A

UEUNNIMARetiUUgN luLaeAaNYysn] (Randomized complete block design) ?JLm’]zﬁ%'@yj@VlN
405 AR LiANANLLTU U (Analysis of variance, ANOVA) LAZNAGALIANNUANANIIZMIN AN DA
Tm2i3% Duncan’s new multiple range test ﬁ?zﬁuﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂ&l 0.05
NSUUNNRANITNARDY

duidenuadulaanusaznisianmmeneaiieldaninasneus (durhguinansuazdusenng)
wazilefidusinisniauann 2 dulnef Wszes 3 Wewwn lnaGuiufinuadenadulefleny 2 Weundsiaua
ndsanniuasiufinuaideuas 1 Afaunssiafufen (nadnlaflangiazanni 7 eundeRona asannidu
@qu@ﬁLﬂEmiﬂiLﬁu Aeaienisdeeanuazaning) uasufin Sannmananiiuies i lanAndhulefidus
NANARTTLR L

memﬁui@u@’mwmumummmmmum@&’u‘i@mmwwmumummmmu 4 mm@mu(sm)
ifmmuum 16 NARANIINTD MALATITTAUN NTRIHAENTD THun 1 swiinug aunana Sviinilaen Shwin
Luﬂ LAYANNLNTadLLAaN ﬂ?mmmummumamim (Total soluble solid, TSS) fnel Hand refractometer
uaziBunnnsmilnmaald (Tiratable acidity, TAYAOAGC, 2000).

duiuludulasumled 3 uaz 4 aniatssen anduilldfuansninmzisng N, P uas K uaz
Banmsesnnslulawmmmazaniieuas 1 ass TnoEuiumedndluidlenadnlediony 2 Wewndshnuaauis
sraslALIRINA (7 \PDUNAINTAANA) Fuay 4 T AeAau 39Nt lua1wu 16 luseanssniaseho i
Amanziiianuenslulawmsnsands Nelson's procedure Uar3ATEITnIME168119 N, P uaz K faeis
PRINGUINUARELAR AU (2544) uaz AT Snmziuiiazasing Aunfiasoyga (2542)

NANNSANHLAZIANT

nsldansnunadeslumsn (KNO,) Aensinuaresdnleiugnesd wudr nisldans KNO, avu
dindu 2, 4 uaz 6 % hitinasieefifuireinisfinuanaenszaznisimmngesta widanisld KNO, Ansdn
i 2 % tuunlidiasiile fifusnnafnua (22.20 %) genanlaildans (control) (20.15 %) Lﬁawmﬁ@mﬂaxmm
7 \Aau (Table 1) wanantunnsldans KNO, selufnasanaifinanazesnadulelussazfuAenaawudn
M5 KNO, paaidindin 2, 4 uaz 6 % ofuadulefifawadurngudnanaua 12,10, 12.25 uaz 12.50 uR wims
ANNAEL anueTinnglaildans (control) HuwnAuRNAUTNAHA 11.50 HUFLAS (Table 2) navesnsldans
KNO, sepunintesnadulanugnesdnudt n1sldas KNO, avnidudusnge ifnasevdminua
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Wusauns uiniiniasn dninide Anumulaen TA uay TSS aasdnlaiugnedd (Table 3)

Table 1 Effect of KNO, on percentage of fruit set in pummelo cv. Thong Dee.

Month after fruit set

Concentration

2 3 4 6 7
Control 36.20 29.30 23.15 20.15 20.15
KNO, 2 % 35.13 29.27 24.20 22.20 22.20
KNO, 4 % 37.98 30.60 20.35 20.35 20.30
KNO, 6 % 39.42 31.50 21.60 20.60 20.60

F-test ns ns ns ns ns

CV (%) 30 25 23 20 21

ns = non-significant difference (P < 0.05)

Table 2 Effect of KNO, on fruit size in pummelo cv. Thong Dee at harvesting stage (7 month after fruit set).

Concentration Fruit diameter (cm)
Control 11.50
KNO,2 % 12.10
KNO3 4% 12.25
KNO, 6 % 12.50
F-test ns
CV (%) 16

Nns = non-significant difference (P < 0.05)

Table 3 Effect of KNO, on fruit quality in pummelo cv. Thong Dee.

Concentration Fruit weight Fruit circumstance Peel weight Pulp weight Peel thickness TA  TSS
(@) (cm) (@) (@) (mm) (%) (°Brix)
Control 860.74 41.80 357.61 503.13 15.40 0.50 11.50
KNO, 2 % 855.20 41.50 350.16 505.04 15.15 0.45 11.60
KNO, 4 % 828.83 42.40 340.78 488.05 15.20 0.48 11.24
KNO, 6 % 857.60 41.57 360.50 497.10 15.13 0.51 11.20

F-test ns ns ns ns ns ns ns

CV (%) 25 23 25 34 23 22 18

ns = non-significant difference (P < 0.05)
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anizfinnsldans KNO, ynadudndulitinaseasudnduresnilulammaranluludulassudng
nsimungednalaenislidans KNO, audindu 2, 4 uaz 6 % Wunaliluianudnduresnnfivlamm
azanlulu 91.61, 90.10 waz 90.52 mgg™ spuziinnslaildans (control) IAudinduaesansiulawmanazas
90.40 mgg’’ anludulelussezansnadulonianAuiien (7 WPRVUAINTTAANA) (Table 4)

Table 4 Effect of KNO, on leaf carbohydrate concentration (mg g-1) in pummelo cv. Thong Dee during

fruit development.

Month after fruit set

Concentration

2 3 4 6 7
Control 116.10 92.28 73.35 94.30 90.40
KNO, 2 % 115.55 94.10 78.58 95.22 91.61
KNO, 4 % 117.40 95.39 77.51 97.45 90.10
KNO, 6 % 113.42 94.52 79.26 95.26 90.52
F-test ns ns ns ns ns
CV (%) 24 25 28 21 22

ns = non-significant difference (P < 0.05)

HAT8IN"T AT KNO, siapanuidinduaessinlulnsiau Weaneda uastwunaden luludule wodd
nslfans KNO, ifinArudnduressnglanauuasimmadenluluduledon Boudouiunislilians
(control) LLﬁi"LsJﬁm’luﬂfmﬁmmuL’?Iu‘iummm@W@M\I@%@‘Lﬂﬂéﬁmi@ (Table 5-7) FaHaL BUNL AT LLAN AN
ﬂnmmﬂvl,uimmw,mzimm@L%ﬂm"luiué’uiﬂLﬁ'ﬂmﬁmgﬂixmm 3 iheundsinua tnensldans KNO,
pradadu 6 % Sualid anadidusessnulpsauiasinunaGaugefigaia 3.55 uaz 3.38 % AUAIAL
209891 LA WA KNO, Anaidindiu 4 % (3.25 uaz 2.89 %) uaz Andindiu 2 % (3.20 uaz 2.62 % ) waznn7la
19419 (control) HAHN NI LY ﬁ’]@VLuTM?L@uLL@ﬂWLW]’&L%F;wallﬂﬁlzﬁm (2.75 WAz 2.35 %) snuriludulafiiu
Slanaflany 7 ieundsnsfiaua wud nsldans KNO, Avsidindu 6 % fnalifianuidnduressinulnsan
uazagrleiagefiqaie 3.45 uay 3.85 % MNa1FL sasasnldud nnaldans KNO, Aauudindu 4%
(3.25 uaz 3.52 %) waz ANLdindL 2 % (2.88 uaz 3.30 %) waznislaildans (control) HAndinduaassis
1uimmuum‘iwme%ﬂwﬁ‘ﬁ%m (2.72 WAz 2.68 %)
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Table 5 Effect of KNO, on leaf N concentration (mg kg™) in pummelo cv. Thong Dee during fruit development.

Month after fruit set

Concentration 2 3 4 6 7
Control 2.65 2.75¢c 2.85¢c 2.75¢c 2.72c
KNO, 2 % 2.70 3.20b 3.10bc 2.85¢c 2.88¢c
KNO, 4 % 2.80 3.25b 3.28b 3.35b 3.25b
KNO, 6 % 2.85 3.55a 3.65a 3.55a 3.45a

F-test ns * * * *

CV (%) 22 23 26 25 28

ns = non-significant difference (P < 0.05), * = significant difference (P < 0.05)
1/ Means in the same vertical column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.

Table 6 Effect of KNO, on leaf P concentration (mg kg™) in pummelo cv. Thong Dee during fruit development.

Month after fruit set

Concentration

2 3 4 6 7
Control 0.18 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.22
KNO, 2 % 0.18 0.21 0.22 0.24 0.23
KNO, 4 % 0.19 0.21 0.22 0.23 0.22
KNO, 6 % 0.19 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.21
F-test ns ns ns ns ns

CV (%) 16 15 15 14 15

ns = non-significant difference (P < 0.05)

Table 7 Effect of KNO, on leaf K concentration (mg kg™) in pummelo cv. Thong Dee during fruit development.

Month after fruit set

Concentration
2 3 4 6 7
Control 2.32 2.35¢c 2.40c 2.55¢c 2.68c
KNO, 2 % 2.46 2.62b 2.75bc 2.92c 3.30bc
KNO, 4 % 2.56 2.89a 3.15b 3.33b 3.562b
KNO, 6 % 2.60 3.38a 3.50a 3.75a 3.85a
F-test ns * * * *
CV (%) 22 28 29 22 25

ns = non-significant difference (P < 0.05), * = significant difference (P < 0.05)
1/ Means in the same vertical column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.
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