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Table 1. Fertilization treatments

Treatment Application rate

OF+SH 20 kg/plant organic fertilizer+10 kg/plant SH soil
OF+L 20 kg/plant organic fertilizer+10 kg/plant dolomite
OF 20 kg/plant organic fertilizer

SH 10 kg/plant SH soil

L 10 kg/plant dolomite

CK Control, without application any amendment
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Fig. 1. Effect of soil amendments on soil pH.
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Fig. 2. Effect of soil amendments on soil K.
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Fig. 4. Effect of soil amendments on soil Mg.
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Table 2. Nutrient contents in wentan pomelo leaf

Treatment : P K Ca Mg Cu Mn Zn Fe
a/kg —F—  mg/lkg —

OF+SH 18.0a 1.5a 18.4b 26.8bc 2.7a 4.0a 10a 29 142hc
OF+L 18.8a l.4a 18.2bc  24.5c 2.5ab 4.0a %9a 22a 120c
OF 14.9b 1.6a 16.8c 33.6a 2.9a 4.0a 16a 39a 172a
SH 15.4b 1.5a 18.3bc  29.2ab 2.7a 4.0a 15a 3la 168ab
L 14.6b 1.5a 19.2ab  30.9ab 2.1b 4.0a 13a 3% 140bc
CK 15.7b 1.5a 20.6a 24.0c 2.6a 3.7a 13a 3la 167ab

! The same as Table 1.
2 Within columns, data followed by the same letter are not significantly different, using Duncan’s Multiple Range
Test (P=0.05).
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Table 3. Horticultural characteristic of wentan pomelo fruit

2

2

) Fruit Fr_un Thickness  Sugar Acidity Su_ggr Yield Index

Treatment™  number weight of peel  content (%) facidity (kgplant) (%)
(fruit/plant)  (g/fruit) (mm) (°Brix) (%)

OF+SH 72.2bc? 648.7a 12.6a 9.75ab 0.51ab 19.1 44.7bc 109.8
OF+L 85.7ab 597.6a 10.6cd 9.49h 0.60a 15.8 51.0b 125.3
OF 78.8bc 644.8a 10.3d 9.91ab 0.47b 21.1 50.9b 125.1
SH 91.8a 685.4a 12.0ab 9.05bc 0.49b 18,5 63.3a 155.5
L 68.3c 652.8a 11.1bc 10.17a 0.45b 22.6 44.5hc 109.3
CK 67.8¢c 657.0a 11.3bc 8.85¢ 0.53ab 16.7 40.7¢ 100.0

! The same as Table 1.
2Within columns, data followed by the same letter are not significantly different, using Duncan’s Multiple Range
Test (P = 0.05).
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Effect of Application of Soil Amendments on
Pomelo Fruit Quality *

Wen-Lung Lay and Ya-Wen Kuo?

ABSTRACT

There are 4,000 hectares of red soils in Taichung area and one third of them is very
acidic. Owing to the acidity of the soil, it isn’t suitable for cultivation of crops. The
purpose of this study was to correct the soil acidity by adding different amendments. The
experiment was conducted in Chentsoliao Series soil located in Daya. Township. The
amendments used were dolomitic limestone, SH mixture compost, and organic fertilizer.
After 3 years of treatment the soil pH increased from 0.31 to 1.44 unit, compared with CK.
The exchangeable calcium and magnesium of soil increased 59-643 mg/kg and 20-73
mg/kg, respectively.

Key words: wentan pomelo, organic fertilizer, soil amendment.

! Contribution No. 0741 from Taichung DARES, COA.
2 Assistant Researcher and Associate soil scientist of Taichung DARES, Changhua, Taiwan, ROC.



