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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. 3. Effect of soil amendments on soil Ca.
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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

N P K Ca Mg Cu Mn Zn Fe
Treatment *

gkg——m —— mgkg———

OF+SH  18.0a> 1.5a 18.4b 26.8bc 2.7a 4.0a 10a 29a 142bc
OF+L 188a 1l4a 182bc 245c 2.5ab 4.0a 9a 22a 120c
OF 149bh 1.6a 16.8c 33.6a 29a 4.0a 16a 3% 172a
SH 154b 15a 183bc 29.2ab 2.7a 4.0a 152 3la 168ab

L 146b 15a 19.2ab 30.9ab 2.1b 4.0a 13a  39a 140bc

CK 15.7b 1.5a 20.6a 24.0c 26a 3.7a 13a 3la 167ab

' The same as table 1.
% Within columns, data followed by the same letter are not significantly
different, using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test (P = 0.05).

eI CE S SES A 2L
PHEE T AT HAIL  d 2 LR FEBR(EZ) BT o
15 % SHA it (SHsoil) g2 % F 2 £ 633 kg/plants 3 > vt
R 2 3 & 55.5% (22.6 kg/plant) » # =t 55 5 #8540 2 2o
(OF+L) /g2 2 5 183 2 (OF) L - 4 W] v 43 R e J2 3 A 25.3% (10.3
kg/plant) % 25.1% (10.2 kg/plant) » @ %F P& &d240.7 kg/plant% 5 # & 5
Mo P EIEFEREEMLIR BT AMMEIEEFEY LAy
M~ LS ftg 3 A2k o v L F k% R dcdgr - 1% % SH
2 B e 47 (SH soil) A2 2. % sk #91.8 fruit/planti % > v ¥ B a2
40 24.0 fruit/plant > H =% F 5 +0 2 75 (OF+L)ad@ vt ¥4 R g2

H# 4v 17.9 fruit/plant > @ P8 % 4> #67.8 fruit/plants < > &1 &
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Table 3. Horticulture characteristic of wentan pomelo fruit
Fruit Fruit ~ Thickness Sugar Sugar
Acidity Yield Inder
Treatment’  number weight of peel  content facidity
(%) (kg/plant) (%)
(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 9.49b 0.60a 15.8 51.0b 125.3
OF 78.8bc  644.8a 10.3d 9.91ab 047b 211 50.9b 125.1
SH 91.8a 685.4a 12.0ab 9.05bc 0.49b 185 63.3a 155.5
L 68.3c 652.8a 1l1.1bc 10.17a 0.45b 22.6 44.5bc  109.3
CK 67.8c 657.0a 11.3bc 8.85c 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).

AP AT HEHE Y L R A BR o EH G e
(OF)2 § #5742 +v 2 7 45 (OF+L) AL ¥ $ 35 » @ 25§ 157 42 +SH2
i 4o 47 (OF+SH s0il) # SH2 3 7 4c 47 (SH soil) e dZ F # 5 » &7 5
¥ SHI i 4o 4+ (SHsoil)» § 3 ek A BR A% w20 27
BEFTH TR LR ARE > Fa sl Ll S 2T L
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