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Use of Nutrient Balance for Improving Fruit Yield and Quality

of Tangerine (Citrus reticulata Blanco) cv. Sainampueng:

II. Assessment of Appropriate Tangerine-leaf

Sampling Position for Nutrient Analysis

M3 dunsians” s9udy sadmaa” waz dunsad anduila”

Pavinee Chanvichit", Tavatchai Radanachaless” and Nantarat \'Supakamn(-)rd2 /

Abstract: The experiment aimed to study the effect of leaf position on leaf nutrient concentration of tangerine
(Citrus reticulata Blanco) cv. Sainampueng in order to establish the appropriate index leaf for assessing plant
nutrient status. Leaves at 90 days of age from non bearing twigs were sampled from the farmer’s orchard in
Fang district of Chiang Mai province. The first six leaves from around the canopy were sampled separately and
composite leaf samples of the same leaf position were made. Subsequently, the concentrations of N, P, K, Ca,
Mg, Fe, Mn, Cu, Zn and B of sampled leaves were analyzed. The results indicated that the third leaf from shoot
apex should be sampled and used as index leaf to assess the nutrient status in plants since there was less

variation of all nutrient concentrations in leaves.

Keywords: Tangerine cv. Sainampueng, nutrient concentration, leaf position
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Table 1 C

Figure 1 Leaf position of tangerine for nutrient concentration analysis.

oncentration of elements in 90 day-old leaf of tangerine at different leaf position.

Leaf Concentration of macronutrient element (%)” Concentration of micronutrient element (ppm)"
position N P K Ca Mg Fe Mn Zn Cu B
1 253b 0.154 cd 2.06 b 6.01 a 0.36 ab 122.08 a 62.61ab 130.68 a 26.28 ¢ 29.96 ¢
2 2.59 ab 0.152d 2.08 b 5.89 a 0.35 ab 100.30 b 63.04 ab  120.08 a 24.01d 43.32 b
3 2.80 ab 0.155 bed 216ab 528b 0.35 ab 75.84de 63.61a 84.82b 24.26d 63.30 a
4 2.81 ab 0.160 abc 215b 538 b 0.37 a 80.98 d 61.04 b 93.30b 30.19b 61.80 a
5 2.76 ab 0.163 a 229ab 471c 0.34 b 87.56 c 55.05¢c 89.86b 3245a 64.80 a
6 293 a 0.161 ab 247 a 4.57 c 031¢c 73.58 e 47.35d 62.03c 30.88ab 63.70 a
F - test « B « N B B N B * B
LSD, o5 0.36 0.006 0.31 0.36 0.03 6.56 212 12.17 1.59 8.11
%CV 8.71 3.24 10.91 5.15 5.75 5.58 2.76 9.63 4.34 11.40
Adequate concentration
Florida” 2.5-2.7 0.12-0.16 1.2-1.7 3.0-49 0.3-0.49 60-120 25-100 25-100 5-16 36-100
Taiwan’ 2.9-31 0.12-0.18 14-1.7 2545 0.26-0.5 60-120 25-200 25-100 5-16 25-150

"Means followed by different letters within columns are significantly different at the 5 % level by LSD

®source: Alva and Tucker (1999)

*source: Chang et al. (1992)
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Table 2 Nutrient concentrations in soil at two depth levels and the standard value.

Soil nutrient concentration

. . 1/
Optimum concentration

Nutrient 0-15 cm depth 15-30 cm depth

pH 4.7 5.1 6-7
OM (%) 29 1.7 25-3.0
P (mg/kg) 337.0 91.0 26 - 42
K (mg/kg) 300.0 207.0 130
Ca (mg/kg) 918.0 1074.0 1040
Mg (mg/kg) 136.0 118.0 130
Fe (mg/kg) 213.0 124.8 11-16
Mn (mg/kg) 51.5 25.2 9-12
Cu (mg/kg) 6.0 29 09-12
Zn (mg/kg) 7.4 3.0 1.1-3.0
B (mg/kg) 0.35 0.39 06-3.0
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OM & leaf N

soil P & leaf P
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Figure 2 Relationship between soil nutrient concentrations and leaf nutrient concentrations in

tangerine cv. Sainampueng.
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