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Effect of Delayed Pruning Period on Harvesting Time of

Mango cv. Kaew in the Upper North
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Abstract : In order to increase the Kaew mango’s value in the Upper North rainfed condition, an experiment was
conducted with an objective to know the effect of different pruning period on delay flower formation and the harvesting
time. Six treatments were arranged in Completely Randomized Design with different pruning periods : June, July,
August, September, October and a control (no pruning). The experiment was conducted from June 2001 to June 2002,
tested with mango cv. Kaew grafted on Talub Nak, 12 years old. Four replications were laid out in the farmer ’s field,
Chom Tong Land Reform Project Area, under Doi Lor district of Chiang Mai, one tree assigned as single replication.
The analysis of data indicated that there were no significant differences on number of leaf flushing, flowering period,
size of inflorescence, percentage of perfect flower and harvesting time among the treatments and control, except yield
and fruits drop. Yields from June and July pruning were highest (201.9 and 249.6 kg/tree respectively) and October
pruning produced the lowest yield (37.6 kg/tree). Fruit drops were highest in the October pruning (89.4%). Preliminary
finding showed that delayed pruning in the Upper North rainfed condition could cause lower yield with no other

significant differences on delay flower formation and the harvesting time.
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Table 1 Leaf flushing of Kaew mango trees after pruning in

different months.

Pruning month

Leaf flushing

New leaf flushing (%) Number of new leaf flushing / shoot

No pruning 85.0 2.70
June 95.0 2.68
July 80.0 2.53
August 95.0 2.85
September 82.5 2.15
October 92.5 3.07

LSD . ns ns

C.V. (%) 15.67 22.75
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ns = nonstatistical difference at 95% level ( P < 0.05)
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Table 2 Flower formation period, size of inflorescence and percentage of perfect flowers of

Kaew mango trees after pruning in different months.

Flower formation period (days) Inflorescence size Perfect

Pruning (cm) flowers
month 15 Jun. - 1.5 cm 1.5 cm Inflorescence —full Diameter  Length (%)

Inflorescence bloom stage
No pruning 176.0 27.2 18.0 294 34.6
June 176.0 25.9 18.6 335 31.1
July 176.0 31.0 18.3 314 50.2
August 184.3 29.3 16.0 31.6 275
September 176.0 27.8 16.5 35.0 43.2
October 183.7 29.3 17.8 325 22.6
LSD .. ns' ns ns ns ns

C.V. (%) 4.48 9.05 11.9 13.54 43.01

ns = nonstatistical difference at 95% level ( P < 0.05)
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Table 3 Fruit drop, harvesting period, harvesting day, yield, number of fruits per tree and

number of fruits per panicle of Kaew mango after pruning in different months.

Fruit drop  Harvesting Harvesting Yield No. of fruits No. of

Pruning month (%) period (days) day (kg / tree) / tree fruits /

panicle
No pruning 66.7 b 127.0 11 May 151.9 be 176.9 b 1.0
June 77.5 ab 132.2 14 May 201.9 ab 201.9 ab 14
July 62.1b 123.7 11 May 249.6 a 274.6 a 1.5
August 60.4 b 125.6 19 May 1382 ¢ 188.2 b 1.3
September 78.9 ab 1284 12 May 115.7 ¢ 87.1c¢ 1.2
October 895a 122.0 15 May 37.6d 37.6c¢c 1.1
LSD . 6.09 ns 22.57 25.09 ns

C.V. (%) 14.54 5.43 30.27 31.16 22.32

Mean within the same column followed by the same letters do not significantly differ at 5% level (P < 0.05) by LSD,

ns = nonstatistical difference at 95% level ( P < 0.05)
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Table 4 Fruit size, fruit weight and percent flesh of Kaew mango after pruning in different months.

Pruning month Fruit size (cm) Fruit weight Flesh
Width Length Thickness (€] (%)
No pruning 6.0 cd 8.5 55¢ 156.4 be 70.1
June 6.2 ab 8.7 5.8 ab 179.4 ab 70.8
July 6.0 cd 8.6 5.5bc 159.2 be 69.6
August 59d 83 54c¢ 149.2 ¢ 694
September 6.1 be 8.8 5.6 be 169.4 abc 69.5
October 6.4a 8.9 58a 1879 a 71.1
LSD .. 0.77 ns 0.73 7.98 ns
C.V. (%) 2.53 4.40 2.59 9.56 1.74

Mean within the same column followed by the same letters do not significantly differ at 5% level (P < 0.05) by LSD.

ns = nonstatistical difference at 95% level (P < 0.05)

Table 5 Fruit quality of Kaew mango after pruning in different months.

Pruning month SS (%) TA (%)

No pruning 9.19 be 0.30
June 9.96 ab 0.30
July 9.46 bc 0.30
August 897 ¢ 0.28
September 9.41 be 0.29
October 10.54 a 0.33
LSD 0.30 ns

C.V.(%) 6.19 8.82

Mean within the same column followed by the same letters do not significantly differ at 5% level ( P < 0.05) by LSD

ns = nonstatistical difference at 95% level ( P < 0.05)
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