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ABSTRACT

The effects of canopy arrangement on growth and yield of pummelo in Pakpanung River
district area was conducted in 5 - year old pummelo planted under a furrow system with spacing of
3x8 meters. The experiment was designed as a randomized complete block design (RCB). There
were 6 treatments:1) control (T1) 2) cutting two size of canopy of the middle tree with 1- meter
spacing between trees.(T2) 3)cutting around the canopy of every tree with 1- meter spacing between
tree.(T3) 4) cutting the top of canopy to open 1- meter width (T4) 5) cutting the top of canopy to open
1- meter width and cutting the canopy middle tree with 1- meter spacing (T5) 6) cutting the top of
canopy to open 1- meter width and cutting around the canopy every tree with 1- meter spacing (T6)

The results showed that the canopy volumes of the all treatments were highly significant
difference. T1 had the highest canopy volume (70.69 m°) fallowed by T4, T5, T2, T3 and T6 (67.12,
65.36, 61.71, 44.59 and 41.58 m’, respectively). The volume of chemical used per tree showed highly
significant difference among the treatments. The lowest volume of chemical used in T6 was 3.5 liter
per tree, followed by the T5, T4, T3, T2 and T1 had the means are 4.02, 4.52, 5.53 and 6.33 liter per
tree, respectively. The percentage of light transmission showed that there was highly significant
difference among the treatments highest in the T3 (26.40), followed by the T6, T4, T5, T2 and T1 and
it was (25.34, 14.47, 11.91, 7.39 and 7.02 %, respectively). The number of fruits was highly significant
difference, among the treatment T2 had the highest number of fruits (42.25 fruit per tree) followed by
T1, T3, T4, T6 and T5 (29.25, 27.25, 20.50, 20.00 and 16.75 fruit per tree, respectively). The
percentage of fruit setting in top zone, middle zone and bottom zone of canopy of six methods were
not significant difference. The color of fruit skin (smooth skin and disorder) were not significant
difference among the treatments. Fruit were graded as 4 grades, it was found that T6 had the highest
grade 1 (76.04 percent), and it was significantly difference from T1, T3, T2, T4 and T5 (60.89, 58.17,
55.06, 52.89 and 42.20 percent, respectively). T4, T5 and T2 had higher grade 2 fruits (28.12, 27.78
and 26.56, respectively composed with T1, T3 and T6 (24.29, 22.11 and 12.29 percent, respectively).
T5 had the highest grade 3 (25.94 percent), followed by T2, T1, T4, T3 and T6 (17.82, 13.76, 13.11,
11.67 and 10.00 percent, respectively). T3 had the highest grade 4 (8.05 percent), followed by T4,
T5, T6, T1 and T2 (5.88, 4.08, 1.67, 0.96 and 0.56 percent, respectively). The means of weight per
fruit in T6 and T4 (1.42 and 1.40 kilogram) were significantly higher than those of T5, T3, T1 and T2
(1.28, 1.24, 1.23 and 1.23 kilogram, respectively). The number of carpel, the thick of peel and percent

of total soluble solid were not significant difference among the treatments.

Keywords : pummelo, Yield
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Figure 1. canopy volumes (m°) and volume of chemical (Lits.)
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Table1. Mean of fruit Quality (fruit weight fruit Segment thick percent of total soluble solid)

Mean of fruit Quality
treatments fruit weight fruit Segment thick percent of total
(kg.) (Segment) (cm.) soluble solid

(° Brix)

1 1.23" 14.33 1.40 11.75

2 1.23° 14.16 1.49 11.50

3 1.24° 14.41 1.42 12.58

4 1.40° 13.41 1.40 10.12

5 1.28" 12.58 1.36 11.49

6 1.42° 11.50 1.13 1.7
C.V. (%) 20.35 14.68 20.63 13.45
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