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Abstract: Uttaradit province is the largest area of cashew nut (Anacardium occidentale) production in Thailand.
The average yield of cashew nut is 5,000 ton in each year. Cashew nut shell, is a waste of community derived
after shelling process, produced 3,700 - 4,000 ton annually. Presently, some of cashew nut shell has been
exported for industrial use or compressed for cashew nut shell liquid commonly known as CNSL. Although, the
crude of cashew nut shell still remained problematic and should be upcycled. Biochar obtained from cashew
nut shell was studied about its benefits for agricultural application such as a soil conditioner or plant nutrients
resource. Therefore, the chemical properties of cashew nut shell biochar (CNSC) was characterised. The effect
of CNSC on changing of soil pH, EC and mineralization of some nutrients was also investigated employing
liming material and FGD gypsum as a benchmark. The study showed that CNSC has pH of 10.3 and contains
mainly stable carbon (57.71 %) and 3.24 % of K. The efficacy of CNSC is inferior to lime considering from the
rate of CNSC between 10 - 50 times of LR were applied in order to rise soil pH. Potassium was the main
component of CNSC that play a key role in decrease of soil acidity. Moreover, available P and exchangeable

K were increased after CNSC application which has not effect EC values.

Keywords: Biochar, cashew nut shell, acid soil, soil amendment
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UNAREa; ﬁwﬁmmﬁmﬂﬂmmmwaﬂQrm:m\iﬁmwmmimm‘lm&iﬁzgm‘umﬂizmﬂvlmm HNaNAALNAAN TN
Aunuslagiade 5,000 fusell MuudiaInnszuaMINENTNERa wWasniumaansieiunueiiy
veadaguTlazans 3,500- 4,000 fu Taqiildinistrdniannismnseenueniuiivieinsdusamini
(cashew nut shell liquid, CNSL) Lﬁ@ﬁﬂﬂhﬁ‘luﬁmmmmm nIzUAUNIIAINAREALAININTaLLAanN
Luﬁmuzm\iﬁuwmﬁﬁai”’mﬂagm*’ummmuﬁfiﬂLﬂuﬁmmLme\‘imiﬁﬂﬂ%ﬂaszﬂ amAdeiaddtinnni
wWasndumaanzsasiinniusuduingaulunisvindiusionaw (cashew nut shell biochar, CNSC) waz@nun
nsldlssTamiimianisinems Wy a19U5utgenu uazunassnnamnsing ﬁqﬁuﬁqﬁqmimmmuqmmuﬁﬁmq
i naweansld CNSC Aeniaiwaauuilasen pH, EC waznistlanaeasinaimnsivg taelduanouaziildu
lumaufauifiey uan1sfine wod1 ONSC fansuiifdusnednlaaiien pH 10.3 uasfinnfeufiadondy
asrilsznauvan (57.71%) Awunaduudusigermefinuninigaie 3.24 % dez@vaninlunisilsuan pH
2839 CNSC #aaninyuriaiansanaindnsinisld CNSC densulfun pH m@qﬁuﬁ@f;ﬂwﬁfw 10-50 N84
LR e nunadesdaduanleseuiiduwiaiuiaded Anyivi lranuidunsalufiuana wenanil nnsld
oNSC dataenfinanuidulslinfemaanesauas nunaduuiiuanildnulalog lddsuasiarnaiwin

ARIATY: TIWTINN WRBNMARNTNNNIWE Aunan anstfuilpemu

AN drudanan (biochan \ludanfitiu

nezuaun s lud faaaninsiideandaunn

Jandngrsindiduunaanizlgnuzaiog w3a nezuqunisinislada (pyrolysis) Tnadmnmu
funudunaclng Aqaaedszmalng AAu Alossienlddoulng Tt wesdenansnens
wnzilgn 27,286 15 daulunjiduniswazilgnuuy i S99 e weld unau afinaesdiudonan
ety anmAaulANMTuNIAdnguus TAq1is. 9UA289AUW LATANTWLIARDNNINAY HNAse
Nedafun Ui NaRAR TN 7,192 A1 (Uttaradit miﬂ@mﬂ@'@ﬂmﬁlmmiﬁmmemafl,ﬂﬁ'ﬂuuﬂm
Provincial Agriculture and Cooperatives Office, 2019) ANAHL LN AR89 (pH) Liw nnsldanuTanw
mwzﬁ“\ﬁmilﬁuLﬁ'mﬁm?ﬂ:mﬂzmﬁmLL@zLLﬂ@gﬂlu andadnalne §ma1 25% lnaiauin ¥ialst pH
i Lfi’ﬂﬂ AV RE Lu@“mLLﬁquiﬁLﬂﬁﬂmuﬁm%uﬂu m@qamﬁu‘-ﬁ”ul,t,mzmm?umm?m; WU TRaanwsn

gLl LM@@VNVINT]’]TLHHM?LL@ ‘“NLL“L&’JINJJLWQHJHV] nil ﬁﬂ@uﬂ‘l,uﬁw,ﬂ?”m (Pearaksa and Saeng-ngam, 2018)
Lu'a\ﬂmnu NAHd il Sufuiiaalfudanazann  luanefinnslddadanamatnunay §ae 2 dusiels
nspEe i fnzilgn Taqufinissanisulden IuﬁuL“f'IfaiJ‘ummwﬁwﬁq N lAAUTAT pHanag
wanadeunsdudaieadaduintui Fandn ANURE LAZAUATUNITATANTIRLUANLASNDIUAY
cashew nut shell liquid (CNSL) Svineeanuani L Tuwanda Inan1sanasaasmn pH TAnINLNg
dei Ul ddslunlGegnamnssy wienwde  Anarnardueuiiduesddsznauludiudanan
'1'7{mumiﬁu'é”mLmﬁf]ﬁu@ﬂﬂLLﬁqgnﬂdaﬂﬁﬂfﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂ azaseanuuazilasulasairaidunsnanuein
AanEANTINTNR Taisndn ez 2,880-3,120 5114 (H,CO,) ﬁ@uﬁ%lﬁmﬂﬁﬁ?m Hydrolysis siaatnanaiili
(Klaichom et al., 2017) WEnAaamINaN e usinunmi Tupnsusalasau (HCO,) uazlalnsiaulanau (H')
levain ilegann Waenmdauzdaeiiunusedl (Leksungnoen et al., 2017) Tnugiinslddudanm

CNSL nelanaamaaag daonnidunsaguuss uaz  anlkigan@lsa dnen 500 Alaniusials TwAnunds
WuAemaRami (Andonaba et al., 2017) N lf AN pH 49w wasduaadaniuanlasuls
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anantRrasudinwanilfanuianzsinsinnuiuas

Anugansalunisdsuilssnunsna

veanaianidulslomifaiy winn liaunsedng
Tudin Tulnsiausiann uasnunadenfiuanwde
Inanad drudaninduasunisasimuinuesdin
Tug29818 30 WAL 45 TUNAIUI1WT19 i lusees
70 Sundardnundunudn drafinnsazansinminuts
29939NARAd (Manaonok et al., 2017) aziiulaqngnu
Fonnusasalaiuafani pH 189AY Maulaenulag
memm?zyLﬁuimmﬁmﬁumnﬁmﬁu Fravfu M
dflnndszasiilefnmananiRzesdnudanim
andaanudanziBiunius LasllTeuauna
2093 M oudan Al aenuf anzadasiuns
ﬁumi'ﬂi”uﬂgqﬁumﬁﬂﬁluiumiﬂiﬁﬂgqauﬂmLL@:
muﬁmﬂ?mmmammﬂuﬁu

4 a
AUnsaluazIang

desanamuantiuazacuaiuisnly
n17U5uAN pH 229 CNSC alinauuiddn aadan
Japuiudgehunieuaaaiy CNSC ludan
il usnedn winaua usnlunislfuan pH

Table 1. Chemical properties and methods of analysis

HAonuane iy ldun Juane wasidduuas
AnazinuaniRaesianliulssdiu laun A pH
AU AN (EC) ANFLAUT I A N80
O EPS ROTT, LL@L’;‘JJ‘?]ILﬂuﬂﬁ‘ﬂﬂ‘ﬁﬂﬂmﬂ'ﬂ@ﬂ'ﬂ?@
Tnunades unadonuazuini Gesiuanianuld
sandapmaaIsnlunisuaniaaulszquan (CEC)
WAY ANANYALAALEENAITLIEA (CCE) (Table 1)
Aaudnhlldlun1maass Jaglfulgeduynaiia
ATUINITRULIUAZUNTITOUIUIA 2 HARLNAS
wanth llaudaagnunni 105 °C awiminah
mam’?mwﬁ”@Qﬂ%uﬂ@aﬁuﬁ%ﬁwmwmﬂu
vl denwfanzaiaeiuniusidudaien
dnsueenudanmidaanszuaunisinislada
wuudadangnunfisanda 500 °C nsieadau
panatain liifanudan wilsennns 35 % wanas
Flfdunmdanimanniaenmdanzaioaiiamius
(cashew nut shell biochar VEG CNSC) wlBauisuny
FanUiulgenuldun 1uana (slaked lime vida Ca(OH),)
uaraildudamsei (flue gas desulfurization gypsum
39 FGD - gypsum) 1 4Asn19tAilAa CaSO,2H,0

Chemical properties

Methods of analysis

pH pH meter (soil : water = 1:5) *

EC Conductivity meter (soil : water = 1:5)*

Total C and organic C

Total P

Total K, Ca, Mg
(AAS)*

Available P

Dry combustion and Walkley and Black (1934)
Nitric - perchloric digestion, Vanadomolybdate method™*

Nitric - perchloric digestion, Atomic absorption spectrophotometry

Extracted the soil with Bray |l and determined calorimetrically

using molybdenum blue method*

Exchangeable K, Ca, Mg

Extracted the soil with 1M NH,OAc pH 7 determined with atomic

absorption spectrophotometer*

Total S
Cation exchange capacity (CEC)

Nitric-perchloric digestion, Turbidimetric method*

Leach the soil with ammonium acetate method at pH 7.0 followed

by Kjeldahl Distillation*

Calcium carbonate equivalent (CCE)

Titrimetric method* and Erich and Ohno (1992)

* Therajindakajorn (2009), ** Suwanwong (2001)
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=

FalunanaaslaainnszuIun1IN13 ARG
Famasinaanlasuaalesliwnlda 1 uiudlu
1TeImnas (Kaweewong, 2018)

g mfunislseuineunaesansliulge
o e 4 oa o A
AunisaninasuulasuaniEniaaiaesny
wazFunaisngainisiidutlszloasd Aunldlu
ANINARALNLAINA AR 100.93824E, 17.819018N
e . - .
nunmnzgnanegluganuidnsede (Coarse - loamy,
siliceous, subactive isohyperthermic Typic (Kandic)
Peleustults Lﬂuwuwmmummu (slope complex)
AfinnsTy A19AUGY deAusaulune dlevrdu
NAAsziAMANTANIGAN (Table 1) WUFY AUl

A" pH 1UNIATANIN (4.95), AN EC 0.04 AaR a1l

FRLTURALNAT, AYINABINITLU (ime requirement: LR)
Wiy 1.1 fusials SaenlngldganaaauAuiimm
TnaAUINEATANERT NuRneaedeslud U
AsafARUAENEN Woodruff buffer §1usut3unny

51687113 luA Y wudn AneavesanidulssTaal

342 aanfusenlansy, nunal@en, unaldaw
wazunniliFeufinandsuld 228, 818 waz 221
gaansumanlansu puansL

Faunisanaaaslnanistediu 100 nu
ldn1ruznanafndulIuguaNas 6.5 EURWA9
44 9.5 uRiumg udafeTaniulgeiunusmad
nvunalagfansu1aInAn CCE 1098135 uL 3951
wiazTiln 1MW Ema0 LR m@qgumiﬁimﬂﬂ 0.35 i
HaNAqNAA1A LAWY WAZLANTANAY 20
faaans dafduliunaia i aud Ao g
LWmw*aﬁﬂ”ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ?mﬁumaﬂ%uﬂNau Flalta
mmmumﬂ 3 qu Imwmamwwnumuﬂwmﬂﬂ
LEA NN FUA U N A a9 R KA mTn AT
nauldvinadlilafausn

TIUHUNITNARBILL UGN ANY T0d

(completely randomized design) A1 4 41 I9Ne
10 N3INAD mu mmu ﬂmm fl1ld3 waz CNSC 8590
LR, 10LR, 50LR aniuAsRan Nl asuuila
ARANLRAYW LT pH EC agvlaFafdulselog]

TWunamaN wAamaN waskNniideNnuanilasuls
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(Table 1) mwz\i”\wmmﬂzﬁmm%uﬂgqauﬁimmm
3,7, 14, 30 uaz 60 U

n19aA g A N LU Tl s uN 1A A
(analysis of variance) LazlUTa L E LA asing
35984 Tukey HSD fiszAunIN @ 03Ty 95 % laeld
Tisunsunneans Statistix 8.0

NANSANELAZAIANTOL

ANUANLANARAA LTI
annsiaszfdand fudqeAuiiiounld
lunnmmageuns 3 aia 1Hun Yur1q gdu way
CNSC w131 "fmanﬂmﬁmﬁqwéLﬂuﬁﬁq A1MFUAN
CCE 9ast]usnafiAnanniign Aa 135 % 1nisialiu
waz CNSC ##1 CCE IndiAssiiupa 114 uaz 113%
#ruFu ONSC Fuiludaudanan wudn fuiunm
Arfuauiiadasidundn (57.71 %) daniu
AFuRuBuYIER arunTnd anaans dnutaenan
0.71%) wanaldinannisla CNSC funidiia
maﬁ'u@uﬁm?mﬂuﬁu Hlsuuneanefauas
n LLV]@L"’IJENVNMN@@\? ‘Lumm”wﬂumfummﬂﬂnu
Fauuus wudn uﬂ?mmummﬂwwmmmm
Fwiulsinnuanil@aaoun S5 ez
IndAseiuludanlsulgadunnaiin dounnuzdu
%wumwumnﬁqmiu@ﬂsﬁu 12.87 % UTu1tu
samerslugdfidudlaglomd wudn fdadawdy
lputiuinsineinisinm s eildluglaes
ﬂ?mmﬁmmwﬂ%\mmm Tnaneanasaidu
Uselom] unaiFanuasunniidonfivanudeuld
999 CNSC nuaniga lusnsfitsunnunaidoni
LmﬂLﬂ?{ﬂuiﬁm@qﬂ.umqLmzaﬂeﬁumnﬂdﬁ CNSC
Aruasnsolumsuanidaaulszquan viasn CEC
wudn ONSC HAruniigasesasunia Yusnauaz
gldu pANanAU (Table 2) ilesannil@enuzaing
Aun s ansTulamen warluasussmlsznay
dewndudndanmudavinWnanedum ey
lansanFauazensuendasuasnniv i ndanm
A1 CEC 44 (Kookana et al., 2011) RINNIFNANTON



anantRrasudinwanilfanuianzsinsinnuiuas

Anugansalunisdsuilssnunsna

antAniwail anuisonanalaoagdlsdn CNSC
Wudrudan wiidgnaidusng danfuaulugdd
wdes TSumanenmanlnaanizet19ds
Twunadenga LL@:ﬁLI?mmmﬁlmmﬂugﬂﬁLflu

Uselamimana loun Waanasandudszloay

Tnunadouuazunnildouiuanid anwldgendn
Yuruaceildy
maasundasanuilunsasiauaznisialniih
aasRuManaIan ldsssuilsanu
mislzﬁ'miﬂi“uﬂa\iﬁwnmﬁmﬁN@ﬁ’ﬂﬁ’ﬂ'ﬂ
pH meul,ufamﬂunumimmqumumm
mwmmsmm:m [flafiansnuinAn pH Afinann
mﬂmmm 3afnluemnsuagaiu lussezinan
3 dunavannld aziindinasldyuanednan LR
se@nsn1nwnn 1A pH AT ULAZUAN G192
n13ld@duuay CNSC 6m91 LR ae el iad Aty
N9EAR Tud99 7 uay 14 51 1t Ain pH i
geiuluynnasudd usinudn naslddddunas
CNSC 6711 LR navUldwansnaiuneafanunssna s
ALAN BAaz Ut 30 waz 60 Junaanld wuan

A1 pH 284n19}d CNSC 8m51 10LR ldumnsneniy
ati Nl Tad Ay N At AnunssnaTnld uang
8m31 LR n12ldyur1ludmnen 10LR uaz 50LR
souDa8Uduway CNSC 6m91 50LR 1 1H A1 pH
wasuwlaglugng 6.16 - 8.42 (Table 3)

AN 13U WA (EC) arnnaslduana
uay CNSCyndmsnaqaulug ldunnsdiaann
N9INIBAIUANARBATNNNINIINAADIUAZ T AN
ECA1N91 02 RAAT UM A TUALNAT (Table 3)
13188 UduN11H A EC \WMiNTURINE 97 14
NNEn Inelanirdna 10LR waz 50LR M1 WAN
ECumnsneniuaeg 19alWad1Aynisadifann
N9INADOU uareg ludag 1.02-1.73 Haddiuusse
IUR AT azWiud n1sld CNSC yndnan Tdvinld
Walesaudasylusuuiniulldaudanalding
a < & A A Aa o o >
AUANVIONNANTENUFAANT TuunsenaUdunnl
A1 EC guauldnindnsnlduazaiadanas e

a a - a v A =
nsasyiAulnaasirunesiale WasanddTunm
al o o dl 1 dl

WAALTENUAZTINEIUNGaUAN a7 DU 7 TulFunn
1ingl (Table 1)

Table 2. Characteristic of lime, FGD gypsum and cashew nut shell char used in the experiment

Parameter Slaked lime FGD gypsum CNSC
pH 13.2 124 10.3
Calcium carbonate equivalent (CCE, %) 135 114 113
Total C (dry combustion, %) ND ND 57.71
Organic C (wet combustion, %) ND ND 0.71
Total P (%) 0.01 0.01 0.50
Total K (%) 0.11 0.10 3.24
Total Ca (%) 64.16 21.57 0.57
Total Mg (%) 0.570 0.004 0.040
Total S (%) ND 12.87 0.14
Available P (mg/kg) 66 56 576
Exchangeable K (mg/kg) 229 434 8,679
Exchangeable Ca (mg/kg) 19,182 26,680 1,387
Exchangeable Mg (mg/kg) 253 640 1,063
Cation exchange capacity (cmol/kg) 16.65 10.90 33.53

ND = Not detected
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Table 3. Changing of soil pH and soil electrical conductivity after application of lime, FGD gypsum and CNSC

at different rates

Treat t pH EC (mS/cm)
reatmen
3DAA"  7DAA  14DAA  30DAA 60 DAA 3DAA  7DAA  14DAA  30DAA 60 DAA

1. Control 500° 4869 527 441" 469° 005° 009* 008’ 016°  0.16°
2. Lime LR 579° 574 602° 569°  6.04° 005° 008° 013° 017°  0.16°
3.GypsumlR 475" 477° 525 485°  541° 028° 031° 034° 041° 035°
4.CNSC LR 505° 5119 539" 496°  521° 023° 007" 010 018°  014°
5. Lime 10LR 7.74°  732° 798° 7.98° 7.76° 093° 013* 019° 0.22° 0.20°¢
6.Gypsum10LR  4.95%  501° 542 505°  533° 1.02°  103°  114° 125" 108°
7.CNSC10LR 530 5377 575° 548 568 005° 005" 008 016°  015°
8. Lime 50LR 794°  787° 842° 816°  814° 011° 015° 019° 024%  022°
9.Gypsum50LR  6.16°  624% 694°  688°  7.08° 163%  1.49° 160° 1.73° 1.53°
10.CNSC50LR  631°  646° 7.10° 7.22° 7.27° 007° 009" 012° 0.19° 0.13°¢

*k ok ok ok

F-test

*k

*% *k *k *k *k

Means within the same column followed by different letters showed significantly different between treatments by Tukey’s HSD test

** = Significantly different at P < 0.01, = Days after application

AIANANITANHIALTRW A IIN1IA 1N UA
dnanislddandiudgesdunauuniduianu
a7 NAaun teaInAn LR asinslainin nnsld
CNSC a1 AN pHinauauas lussay
Indrhasiunsladanyu dasesldludnanuinnda
saaziiulagainnsalfnld CNSC ludmsn 10LR
wamalfiingn ldau9nldAn CCE 429 CNSC
Tuntanauumamnsaniald CNSC & 1Hagann
ANA1N170IUN19UFUAN pH aR9E T uTaA TN
ANANNIELTHATed R AU EN W wi
FANLaTTINAYD9IA Y AIINAINITD IUAN TN AN

2 e . L, . -
pH Tuatlifaduuanuatng 1wy Usuiusia
5iN4 (basic cations) NifluaaAlsnaLueInIuTan W
1 = al a = =
WU wpaEeN wNntiden undiden waz Tones
(Novotny et al., 2015) lunsei a9 CNSC aziiule
Fonauin I adanduearlsznauuannynnliean
pH s Inel CNSC el ununmidudeafuunum
= ' =l =
1aaupa e laasurasianiu Aalnunadusloasu
gnunundonlalnsaulessunazagitiuleasuly
guUfuanlasuls (exchangeable form) N g afln
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At U898 YNIARY na19RaNn TN
Auantdaaunls (exchangeable acidity) 134 7 1
anas (Chintala et al., 2014) Wanani CNSC f9&

U P -
nyWaddumrfuendandqugntnldsnaulu

a = a aaa P
ansazatgAuvsainlfisanisldidsneu
(proton consumption reaction) d4ua AN LT NT U
rasllsmauluansazarahuanasauinliinonuiiy
NIAVBIAUAAA (Chintala et al., 2014; Kookana et al.,
2011)
o o a o d’ o ' A A
g mfugddn aedniduusinfeanuas

WaldadllluAnazuansaatnsanysallivinli pH
a X oA o~ o %o o = o
Wntwlemauiun1slddanyuludnsinaaiu

v a o a a = dl v
widdduazidinrunaiaunaransls
wnndndanafingy wiluanuddeidulingulidn
a o a wa [ % [ a
glduinuand@lunisdudangdivilgefiunse
luansrzaanindldvndfasandumanuss
agRuNluAwdwRaTUYune wilsz@nsan
gl iniunisldywan nasuldeuulasan pH
Weslandasnianasainnisladddn aanasas
fUN12ANE1289 Kaweewong et al. (2018) AWLIIN



anantRrasudinwanilfanuianzsinsinnuiuas

Anugansalunisdsuilssnunsna

AN pH ANT W 0.1 winaarnn1sldgUdudnan
2 fiusials Siiwal (2011) a5u1analnnisiNA pH
gevfddnainnisigdduiadjasaaduwman
uazegiunluAwduuan lnanisiuaaGeos
5 4 aeoa A Y oW e
W ldununegiiduluan andueglduashldy
Audams faduanslsznaudedoausesezgiitan
lamsanddainem (AIOHSO,) nTaaygi 1ilay
Famnunnloasu (AISO,” complex ion) #§8AINN1N
wdamn (50,%) NuandaaindUdudiliunui
wylamsanlasdlaaan (OH) wAuuds lansanlas
andandaeseanuidudaszlunuuazsusaiy
lalasiaulasu (H) Waduin
Fanusaamsiamenasanlaasdsudgenu
nandsainldansdfugenu wudn
UFuruneanesaidudszlaniiiuawilaiiay
Aunssudsaouanlunndowaainiandsainld
(Table 4) uAn13ldywan98m97 10LR WAL 50LR
1 a A o 1 1 aa
wuan HuFununeanesaliunnsneainnssnds
P | p~ |
ALAN N1l AUl aIAn pHENasegU e
Waanasanidudselodd @y nsdNAUT AN pH

|
o '

A1ndn 6 Wanesasdinaslugd H,PO, usiiila A pH
g4nan 6W@@W@§mmﬂ§'ﬂugmﬁu HPO,”
ﬂ']ﬂﬂ?q'ﬂugﬂﬁqn@hq nlusegatinnaanasany
waneenlaianas i ldiag el 14l dedy
(Ruksabo et al., 2018) a¢i14lsfinANmIN A pH 43
Auld Weanasfaszgnasslnauaaionlenny
Waduwra@anaswaviainan1oziiuyu
(over liming) naudsannasldansl iyl gemu
azidiulddnaaneiandulszlogiiadunn
fmansldddunas CNSC aeafdadAtynvaia
Lﬁmﬁﬂuﬁunﬁﬁ%muau fudunaniIaingn
pH i uaudare LT wanzanren1sazane ey
ﬁﬁ&gW@@W@i’@ﬁﬁ@g’Lﬁuiuﬁuumﬂmﬂd@ﬂ@@nm
nsldgldunemsiuaznisld CNSC 8ms1 10LR
uaz 50LR I sumrlearesaiiulunaan
Faefiianaamanes n1sldyduananausinlian
W@@Wﬂ'fmﬁ?qm@ﬂﬂﬁmLwa”w,ﬁmmmmmﬁugu
Saagdlddnslddddunnsnsuas CNSC fisns
10LR uaz 50 LR liianansenusiaaanuiiulszlomd
rodnaanesalunu uAnilieanadanslugd
fitmgaldlduniy

Table 4. Changing of available phosphorus and exchangeable potassium after application of lime, FGD

gypsum and CNSC at different rates

Available P (mg/kg)

Exchangeable K (mg/kg)

Treatment -

3DAA"  7DAA 14DAA  30DAA  60DAA 3DAA  7DAA 14DAA  30DAA  60DAA
1. Control 255 ® 285 ¢ 289 ® 2707 319¢ 325°  262° 108°  193° 173°
2.Lime LR 244 % 288° 269 “ 283 348 264° 274" 129°  199° 206 %
3. Gypsum LR 356 ™ 34479 448" 323°% 418" 356° 276" 171°¢  188° 159 °
4.CNSC LR 306 ™ 322 343 °%° 325 ° 326 ¢ 182° 159 ¢ 200° 185° 279"
5. Lime 10LR 266 °*° 288° 309 °*° 271% 373 234° 248" 126° 229" 250 %
6. Gypsum10LR ~ 364° 421% 473" 387 512° 215°  182% 183°  182° 305
7.CNSC 10LR 313 374 423> 360 ™ 370 273° 223" 307 327° 481°
8. Lime 50LR 179° 195 ° 218° 210" 304 ° 247° 260 109°  151° 145°
9.Gypsum50LR  466° 464 ° 553 % 458° 665° 1220°  438° 1354°  699° 253 %
10.CNSC50LR ~ 371° 492° 684° 418 476> 675° 503° 761°  729° 1,317°

FT3 Hok Hok ok

F-test

Hok

ko Hok ke ke Hk

Means within the same column followed by different letters showed significantly different between treatments by Tukey’'s HSD test

** = Significantly different at P < 0.01, = Days after application
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P tnunadouduanddouldd
ARNUANFANNTUAINT AT AR US U gemuusazaiin
aqulug nisladidduuas ONSC Instanizlu
§m31 50 LR 1A Inunaidaniuanlaeuld
fiFngandnnssuiaauetinadvadnAynieadnnn
F291987 711NN AAD4 (Table 4) Wi N1slag U
agvn B i adeufiuaniasulfifiuiy
W 1,220 uaz 1,354 Raanfumaniansu Tudae 3
LAz 14 Fumdaann g uazanaamdaanniu luaned
nsld CNSC il Banaitwuna @ fiuani asuld
Wi 1,317 DadnfusenTaniu e 60 5u
nasan’ld dmiunisldyuann Budu uaz CNSC lu
snadu o v R uinunadesiiuaniAuuls
WANFNAINNIINAT AILANEE NI A AN AT A
AAeATASTIAN9ANE quuiumaiﬁ‘i’ﬁﬂdﬂ 400 HAANTN
slaniansd (Table 4)

Bunnuas@oufiuandsulddiunm
Lﬁu%umuﬁmﬂmﬂmﬁum’nLmzﬁﬂﬁmmmmnﬁmﬁu
BN AN NERAAINNITNIDALANARDATI
fivinnnmaaas (Table 5) Tnaenznslddslialusmm

50 LR #{1/Funtunnnndn 15,000 Raansuseilansu
709a9NABNT Y uanaludnen S0LR, Blduuay
1u198M31 10LR AINasL wazn1slddlduens
10LR vl unnuuaadaniuaniaauldannga
5,000 fiadnsuseAlaniu n1afindmna CNSC laidl
pavn S @ st uaynield CNSC
731 50 LR vl Bunniuaai@asiuaniaenld
WANEINIAINNITNATAILAN (Table 5)

azifinlddn nnsld onsc lifuasianisiia
Buruaa@auiivanuldeuldlusy daeandes
FUiBunuuAa @ usiananiiaiaeatldly CNSC
A9 0.57 % (Table 2) usinsld@duanunsn
Walsunnunadauiuanilaauwld uazdina
Inamserann EC uanslfiiuinuaai@anudazlynn
UgnTeunguiumanuazergiunlufungd
fefldruresupaiFauiimdeannavinlfAse iy
leeeufiagatiBarlugnsazasiu mefiduaaGe
laaauazaraag luunniiulilenadenansznuse
nsiastyiAuneesie Wy fannaze alds1naimis
wuudfilne (antagonism) FYUTIUAALE 8N AL

Table 5. Changing of exchangeable calcium and magnesium after application of lime, FGD gypsum and

CNSC at different rates

Exchangeable Ca (mg/ kg)

Exchangeable Mg (mg / kg)

Treatment

3DAA’ 7 DAA 14 DAA 30DAA 60 DAA 3DAA  7DAA 14DAA 30DAA  60DAA
1. Control 949 @ 676 ¢ 588 ° 1,175° 817 ¢ 233° 241° 202%™ 215° 200°
2. Lime LR 1,312% 1,088¢ 797 ° 1,115° 1,254« 218" 238° 199 214° 216°
3. Gypsum LR 1,308 1,022¢ 1,027° 1,168° 1,389 « 224° 234° 201" 209 “ 235°
4.CNSCLR 878 ™ 711°¢ 655° 822° 1,005 220 238° 216 ™ 218" 1,156 °
5. Lime 10LR 2,822 3,004° 2,398° 2,811° 2,732 166 ¢ 190°¢ 147°¢ 157°° 172°¢
6. Gypsum 10LR 3,476° 3,554 3,081° 3592°  3700° 173% 201° 165" 197 % 169 °
7.CNSC 10LR 880 @ 717 ¢ 606 ° 840 ° 1,149 225° 231° 149° 236 ™ 1,277°
8. Lime 50LR 3,898° 4,004° 3,695" 3883°  3,929° 143° 181° 120° 131° 169 ©
9. Gypsum50LR  19,920° 21,010°  19,367° 2,2100°  15757° 619° 378°  436° 475° 1,105°
10. CNSC 50LR 816° 660 ° 593 ° 719° 1,040 % 265° 259°  270° 260° 3,240°

F-test . - o o . . . . . .

Means within the same column followed by different letters showed significantly different between treatments by Tukey’'s HSD test

** = Significantly different at P < 0.01, = Days after application
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anantRrasudinwanilfanuianzsinsinnuiuas

Anugansalunisdsuilssnunsna

Twunadan uuniiden wan waniia uasTuseu
Tudu atnslafimu annuan1s@neaziulaan
fddu uunsunadauiig Ay azanannlé
wAalEanannnsniAde i luawldan uayllsin
Uffiseniuezgiin Avdaaaniiwaevargiiu
AfldensniAuineessnfiald Hanldaddy
lunsdfuannasinlnnaslufuian (Wang et al,
2017; Watt and Dick, 2014) iilesanndduiunaides
uazniuzduiluesdlsznaunan annisdnun
ﬂ?mmﬁwmmi%mmluhn FHULATARINGY
ﬁﬂqﬂ"lm:umumwm 28999NTAYAIART WL
doulugyainsinemisuaaidanetedala uavi
unus s s luA A1 (Sangmanee et al.,
2011, 2018) kazuAaiFaadlusineisiiadaud
Lildluite fadu 3nsilduaniiganenisldnisiu

1 = ] 1Y o o Y
LINNIINITRANUNG L weidanasszaingedalunig g

Sulfafunlgeiu Ae Wuasilueaiauetaien
uailildFuAn pH et AepasiinasldTanyuild
ANNANNIT LNNTUSUAN pH Aeuanmivasldady
Tt BunaufimunzanlugasiRadeanisuaad ey
UTuaunnn 1w ﬁqqﬁnﬁ?mﬁ'm@nmﬂ%uﬂuﬁw
WaafuiiFauuansndeuiiazarnnsagadusg
219119 AR AN NAUDITNNTA TN ALAR
Psunauund@aufivanulaould s
G Lo T RTINS e R B UM S R T A DA
dfudgenn Tudasnranasainld 30 duusnnisld
1w 50 LR ¥l Sunnuuunii@esiuaniaeld
LANAN9ANNNIINARANEE 1T T d Ay n19adA
Lmzmu‘l,mgrf%ﬂﬂdﬂ 500 Haanfusanianiy (Table 4)
WATiszez 60 1 wudn uunTiFandiuanu deuld
AT uagnadiaiay Inaleniyed1989nsnd s ld
CNSC #7131 50 LR Wouuni@ et ugwiflu 3,240
faansusenlaniu wANA19aINNITNARAL I
ag el dad1ATYN19anf T898981AR CNSC 8RN
10LR ua LR d9fiiBunasliunnsnaannnisldady
8791 50LR uazagluda9 1,105 - 1,277 Haaninse
Alansu lusnsfinssadzauilSunmaiadlledlu
4941817 u 250 Haansusanlaniu (Table 5)
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2oy Ay A
AR NIRRT UNNTT N AN T WA NIAT
anaflunanIanUfAsenisuanidasuiusndng
= = o a A a
LAALTEN TWunadeN NuwNNITEeN @Y (Table 5)
nslsauieulsz@nsninaesdian
unlgemwisanaiinaziiugn CNSC iluanudanw
s unnedn annnsaldidudantfulehune
WudagndoaiuiFuiuneansfanidudl s lomd
= dl dl P2 v ra o Y
wazlwuna@aniuanidaswladldunau nnlden
pH R NTulAuN g luensn 10 LR vige 11 Ausals
v =3 A =l [~3
andayaliuiuaesAmmaesedlaanmdnly
wsiazD T szann 2,880 - 3,120 6w (Klaichom et al.,
2017) Wadn w1 ud1udanan CNSC azld
1,008 - 1,002 s wnun bl wedsulgaaunsalu
am31 11 siusiels azlddfud ganunmnzlgnivana
an1idununsaies 91 -99 1 Fafadn 1418
Wunmizdgnlainan etnglsfinn anpnanis
2O IUTININNHAINNFUGILAZUIUITN LN
3@ﬂ0iﬁﬂmﬁmuﬁLﬂumﬂiﬂ§uﬂiqauﬂiméqmﬁu
fazmﬂu u@nmﬂu ANTHINIINAGALAADINAANS
mﬂmmummwuﬁ CNSC 1ﬂ1°ﬁﬂumuwﬂ@ﬂwm
MAINMANETTA 899N ONSC Sefltinsfufivaamae
AINNT9LNN TeanaluasanIenuaznaesyFuln
~ A A a Ay Lo A a
2o videRnaundoyladngiglusiv
GE)
1 a o v < 1
dudanInanlaenyuimannzaag
RUNUB (cashew nut shell char CNSC) Vliﬂ@’m
NN EIEdN9= A HeenT aumn widn HanauTh
Wusednlnafian pH 10.3 fenfueuiaiani
agAdsznauuan 57.71 % uazl nunadauiiu
51618 1MNSNNUNINAGARD 3.24 % NNIANHIDHI
n13ld ONSC lugar uilnsede Wan1sui s pH
aasaulfiAsuWniuAn LR daeld CNSC 6man 10
Win1ed LR AaHnsiinAl pH aaudusaanununn
vaslnund@annuaeAlsznauaas CNSC
nnsld ONSC livin1d AN EC inaunnemns i g
a & ! \ v = o
AT NI UT9AN pH d9nalinsndanaanasa
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