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FATREE$RER0.6 kg2 12.4°Brix B @ EAESEKL2 kgBERZ » ML
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WEERAE "R 218 MASIETR S REE R GECN o ST RIS
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(M ERE  RRBET FHERS 04 K 02 kg » SRR BRI » HiAER
TEYIHERE M ' MHBEE A -
1. FPICRTRERSR - FESRIERA 0.9kg (B EL#=0.3kg) -
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3. SFHCHIRIRESR - BEFHRIEA 0.6kg (B EILH=0.3kg) °
4. SFHER SIS - BESHRMEA 1.0kg (B EL#=0.6kg) -
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EABRRER > AT ERE LW B EE ik 1 - AR 1 740 3L ERE L
HiSE L  pHAE 0~20 cm S 4.5 » 20~40 cm S 4.2 » 40~60 cm IES 4.1 » Biaks
ML MESGXEARZ T pH ER 55~6.5 - XERES HHERESE » 0~20
cm BRES 3.4% o BWEEHREE - 20~40cm FEH 33% 0 BESHESE 0 40~60 cm FEH
1.9% - BEEHRESE - HIEHSE 0~20 cm ES 43.4ppm - BHERESE » 20~40 cm
BRE% 15.6ppm > BHEEHEE » 40~60cm S 10.3ppm » WIBESRSE - LIRFESE 0
~60 cm ZEFY 16.0~554ppm - EHHELEREE - TEESE 0~20cm FEL 27.5ppm
RIEFREE > 20~40 cm PSS 6.5ppm @ BEEEHR SR » 40~60 cm B 2.9ppm » 71VE
BEFRTE - —fHREM) (K ERE BYMILEMyK)YNR 1 gL EREEE
AR+ SRS S RILLAE + 7E 0~20 om B HHMEL{EAS 2.1 » 20~40 cm KL
FAES 14 > 40~60 om B+ SBLL(ARS 0.9 - FHph ATATACEASR 4 07 SEEIGR 2 BLAT (Er0/H
E# -

# 1. X ERE LA R B E
Table 1. The physical and chemical properties of soil in the orchard of Wentan pomelo before
experiment.

Soil depth Texture pH OM. P K Ca Mg Fe Cu Mn Zn
(cm) (1:1) (%) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm)
0~20 L 45 34 113 434 554 275 495 1.8 84 1.0
20~40 L 42 33 24 156 346 65 413 17 56 03
40~60 L 41 19 21 103 160 29 256 15 73 0.2

C)NEREFRERSRER . HESF

81 4F 8 A HiR % » 4 BIERENR BEHE 0~20 cm ~ 20~40 cm F 40~60 cm 2 +
HEITOT ORISR 2 - R 2 BR - THS T ARZEE (SRE) » o~
20 cm B2 pHEES 4.1 » 20~40 cm 2 pH{EE 4.0 » 40~60 cm %2 pH HE 4.2 5 i
E+AIKZBHE > +18 0~20 cm %2 pHEES 4.3 » 20~40 cm %2 pH {lE 4.3 » 40~60
cm %2 pH B 4.2 - L FTAMGES T HKE 38 pH ET X RBESK | B 1A
IR BEHE » 138 0~20 cm 2 pHEEIREE 5.5 » [ +4% 20~40 cm & pHEE 4.5 - 3%
40~60 cm 7 pHYES 4.2 » L FTANBHS T AR EE - WRMERER L+ DT
FEBER M T Ik BREE » 148 0~20 cm 2 pH {E#2EZE 5.8 » 11 20~40 cm 7 pH {H
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R 74 +3% 40~60 cm 7 pH S 7.5 > FHILFIAIGEMEE + A IK A H 8RS 118 0~60
cm;Z pH{H : ?%ﬁﬁ%“iERjﬁm)&fﬁﬂii&HEZﬁ@ » 138 0~20 cm .2 pHfH 6.2 » [LER
B T RIK(pH (E 5.8)Z BURIF 5 BEMET T ARG I R HERE 2 3 > 3% 0~20 cm
Z pHEES 7.2 » 118 20~40 cm ;2 pH {EE 7.7 » +3% 20~40 cm 7 pH &L 7.3 » FHILH
FIERREE AR EER IS ST HERE » JRA] E RIS 4% 0~60 cm 2 pH {H -

BRI + A KGNSS 2 AR BR P > H4-3% 0~20 cm » 20~40 cm > 40~60 cm %
CEWEEESFIS 9.0% 0 7.8% - 43% - BHEERVLLRINE RHEAD . HAREE 0 Hi
BRE LI 0~60 cm FAMESBA 2.2~3.8% 2L - EiE A K BIRIE RS %
B> HAM0~20cmEZHRESERE (9.3% ) JMBEEEEM -

2 NERE 81 FREHE Z T

Table 2. Soil properties of the treatments in the orchard of Wentan pomelo in 1992.

Treatment®  Soil depth pH oM. Ca Mg
(cm) % ) (ppm) (ppm)

(1) 0~20 4.1 2.4 10.6 24
20~40 4.0 22 20.7 4.0

40~60 42 2.4 16.2 8.1

) 0~20 43 2.8 22.4 6.3
20~40 43 2.6 243 47

40~ 60 4.2 2.5 20.5 2.8

3) 0~20 5.5 3.5 14.0 75.2
20~40 4.5 3.1 108.2 9.7

40~60 4.2 3.8 236 2.8

(4) 0~20 5.8 3.8 190.5 73.5
20~40 7.4 3.4 146.7 220.5

40~60 7.5 2.7 352.5 755.0

(5) 0~20 6.2 9.3 149.9 475
20~40 44 24 18.4 44

40~60 4.2 2.3 23.1 2.8
(6) 0~20 7.2 9.0 380.0 1039.0
20~40 7.7 7.8 666.0 770.0

40~60 7.3 4.3 569.0 170.0

% Treatments - (1) control, (2) laying lime on the ground, (3) appling lime in the furrows, (4)
deep fertilizer application by a driller, (5) furrow liming and amended with the bark compost,
(6) deep fertilizer application with the bark compost.
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FHERIE LI 0~60cm ¥ » IESEE B AN > TS+ RKZERE » HIESEE 106~
20.7ppm > AT AR BRI - HEEE RS 20.5~24.3ppm - EE T RIKZRE - HiEE
EfS 14.0~108.2ppm » B E LK RHE - HIFSEE 146.7~352.5ppm » EHE +HIK
WA RHERE R - EL5 2 BRS 18.4~149.9ppm » YEHET £ T SR ATt oAl R »
PR 380.0~666.0ppm « HHILFIH] » EMEE + K > SN IIS ELHERD & BRIE » %4118
BERZRESREEW -

HEEE T 0~60 cm & - EHESEHE  THS TEKZEHE » HEESES 24~
8.1ppm » S R REE » HEES RS 28~63ppm » BIiEE +HIKTRE - HEESE
£5 2.8~752ppm » EIEH AR R - HEES RS 220.5~755.0ppm » EHEE +E I
BIRHEAC IR - HEEE 85 2.8~47.5ppm » FEHETE + IR R HERD - BRIE - HiE S8
5 170.0~1039.0ppm » FHEEFET > GEMETE IR - NS RHERD » Rl ie 18
HEE-

ETRIRFTEZES - SEAMER - R5BE) - A 3 T4 EEE 1AK% » £H8
20~60 cm & » HIECA B BT $5E 8 146.7~352.5ppm » MIHEIEAIESME] 10 cm BE 20
~60 cm FRZ HIHFEE RS 53.6~67.0ppm o EHETE - K% 0 FE138 0~60 cm FEHES B
220.5~773.5ppm » HEAE(LESME] 10 cm B 0~60 cm B2 + 185585 15.2~40.3ppm - ZEHE
& ARG B HERE - 38 20~60 cm B - HMEEME HIBI SRS 569.0~
666.0ppm > MAEACHZESME] 10 cm B 20~60 cm ¥ +1HIEES B E 20.8~37.0ppm - R E
TRIRAEAOE RHERD » TE+18 0~60 cm EEESES 170~1039.0ppm © FEALAIESME 10
cm B 0~60 em ¥R TIREEE RS 1.7~6.4ppm o FHELATH] » 8ESRIUE 10 em ZFERE - 5 -
BCEEERRK  ME I OREHERERSETES  HARBRBLT -

3 EMEE AR - FEIEAIE 3RS ME 10 om 5 1382 2347
Table 3. Comparative soil analyses. Between the position of Mg-lime applied by a driller and the

position 10 cm distant from the liming site.

Treatment® Soil depth pH oM. Ca Mg
(cm) %) (ppm) (ppm)
D, 0~20 5.8 38 190.5 773.5
20~40 7.4 34 146.7 220.5
40~60 7.5 2.7 352.5 755.0

Dy 0~20 5.0 3.2 238.0 40.3
20~40 6.0 35 53.6 18.8

40~60 4.7 2.9 67.0 15.2
DB, 0~20 7.2 9.0 380.0 1039.0
20~40 7.7 7.8 666.0 770.0
40~60 7.3 43 569.0 170.0
DB, 0~20 5.5 3.1 306.5 6.4
20~40 4.6 2.5 37.0 3.2
40~60 4.3 2.2 20.8 1.7

* Treatments : (D,) the position of Mg- lime applied by a driller, (D,,) the position 10 cm
distant from D, treatment, (DB, ) the position of Mg-lime and bark compost applied by a
driller, (DB,,) the position 10 cm distant from DB, treatment.
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XEHRE T IRIERER

EYXEERSEERS O
RBIESH  REFABMIFERENE IR 4T HREEEHTHIE KB
HESER 030~033% - REMEEEZE  RIBEREBREREBAHR 5T TGS
FRE - Mg BEEER 027~0.50% » FHILFTH > SEBENESBOIEHEEER -
(M ERERERER S SFTHAE
XERRWIRAESMTRELERER  SRENER  SEHE 2 ¥ S 3 1
XERREST  REARNE 4 - RBEER/ T ZEEXEMTES S " RATETS
fRHE ) BRAVCERE 450~650g » REEELE 0.9 cm AT - ¥EETE 11°Brix DAL » B
& 04~0.6% - BERELL 20 LAF - 5% 4 oh > SREC REEIAEHEHEERN - REENRK
BREEPAERER &1 1.5~ 1.7cm 2 488 0.9 cm ; ¥EETE 9.7~10.1Brix 2R » LI
BRI R IR A R HEAT & BREERERE 10.1°Brix By » BRETYE 0.42~0.45% 2R WL
22~24 > BFEBEZH - H EMFH > SBRESNERESEEHERS - REHZE
& 44.8~58.1 K/ #F » DIRMEE TR IRINHAC S SRR 58.1 b/ MRE RS © TiEH
ELAKREER 5530 HRZ (B RENERTEE -

R4 FREHEHNVERELERER S HE

Table 4. Comparison of fruit quality and yield of Wentan pomelo in various treatments in 1992.

Peel Sugar Sugar Yield”
Treatment  Fruit weight  (hjckpess content Acidity content (No.of
(g) (cm) (° Brix) % ) /Acidity fruit/pt.)
(1) 650 1.6 9.7 0.45 22 51.0°
(2) 645 1.6 10.0 0.45 22 48.1°
(3) 641 1.5 9.7 0.42 23 44.8°
(4) 613 1.7 10.0 0.45 22 55.3%
(5) 602 1.6 9.9 0.45 22 51.9°
(6) 651 1.6 10.1 0.42 24 58.1%

* Yield followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 5% level.

(DXEER - REFARREERERZ STHAE
814 8 H 28 Ha HIRM#R » 14 10 AP aE A EEEE - W5 82 4 8 A LA
REERRET - SBECXEERSEES 035~039% @ RREEFEEER - &
RECXEREMMTRERINSE 5 Fim > SEHES REEIEEEEHER - 5255 EEH
AR £ 1.0~11lcm 2/ » FBEOEST 0.9 cm Z4E¥E ; ¥EETE 10.5~11.1°Brix » [
BTSRRI R i © BB S 049~0.52%  BEERLLES 20~21 > OV
RHE 20 - HEGEATAD > SRBINERELBEECHIBES - SREZER 593~
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80.5 23T/ #k > LUEIEE LRI R E B - MBS AR R E B RI(K
BRTBEE LRI RSN SRER ERBEPEER -

RS QFREHEHNERBEAERERLY

Table 5. Comparison of fruit quality and yield of Wentan pomelo in various treatments in 1993.

Peel Sugar Sugar Yield*
Treatment Fruit weight  (hickness content Acidity content
/Acidity
(g) (cm) (° Brix) (%) (kg/pt.)
(1) 520 1.1 10.5 0.52 20 64.5%
(2) 547 1.1 10.7 0.51 21 71.3%®
(3) 556 1.0 10.7 0.52 21 75.4%
(4) 531 1.0 10.5 0.49 21 80.5°
(5) 549 1.0 11.1 0.52 21 59.3°
(6) 547 1.0 10.6 0.51 21 71.9*

* Yield followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 5% level.

» X B REESEE R

(A FRFIEEREHEAEN N E RE L REE ¥
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NFEEAAF A ERRERIRI L ROTER (1% 6 ) Brn o SREZ 18
pHE » LUREFAFEASRE IR 0.6ke LREHE R » L@+ pHES 6.5 T/8 118 pH {EE
6.1 - MERRIELITEIE 1.2kg CREERZ » LEL1% pH S 6.2 TEL% pHES 6.1

» T EAREFRIRER SR % 0.9kg < RIEBE K » LR NG+ pH{EI9E 5.7 - HREEZ
132 pH B M7E S EE M (Medium acid, pH=5.6~6.0) E#Es% (Slightly acid, pH=6.1~6.5
) QEE" - THEARESE - LB IRLEAREITSk 0.6kg BEEZ 2.9% BEE

 TER&ALSREHR 1.0kg BREE L 2.5% Rz MIAEASSHEIR 0.5kg KIREEFEH
1.2kg MERHEE L 2.1% BRI 0 TR LHLEAEASEE 1.0kg BEELC 24% BEm

» HER 4 (EREHEE 2.1%  BRRET HIHEHESEIINEDEFR ( OM=2.0~4.0%
) ZEE" - LIHAWERESE 0 LB ELEAREEITER 0.6kg BIEE S 260ppm £
B MRS 1.0kg BREEZ 160ppm K& - MLAKE I RERSFRGIE 0.9kg BREE
Z 70ppm BEK  TELBLERAEAHEHE 1.0kg RFEBIFEMRE 1.2kg MEHEEZ S
110ppm &= - HEABRERIRER 0.6kg BRIEEZ 100ppm K2 - T LAME A TR EE SR 1k
0.9kg FREEZ 26ppm B - HEEHEZ AR TEHBEREHS BESSHRU L

( P>20.1ppm) Z#E (" - HIREREFER - DUEATESFEGR 0.6kg 2 RIEE R
& LT REREIRSERS 106ppm » TE HHEAKNMEIFE RS 152ppm 0 Hi A RILET



T ERE AL

R 1.0kg ZRHEXL » CETRAREFHFEZER 100ppm - TE HREREHZER
82ppm - MILUEA &ILHER 0.5kg KB ERE - LEHRARMEHTER 35ppm » T
&R R E R d6ppm 0 HREH T HMABMEH S BERERL L (K>
29.8ppm) ZHEE"Y - LIRBFHIES S E - FEBEEDPFHRLL ( Ca>571ppm) L&
B RS R BREAMRER SR 1.2kg BB TG HIRAEEEH ( Mg 24.1
~48.1ppm) ZHGE - HER THIITEREHRAE ( Mg>48.1ppm) Z#EE"? : IS
B BRHEETERM L (Fe>50ppm) ZHE"  TIEMHEEE - RIEARBRIHESK
0.6kg K & ILHEIR 1.0 kg RiBRFHIITERZER (Mn @ 20~ 140ppm) Z#iE - HER 3 {EEHE
HEHEEFHR ( Mn<20ppm) ZHEE" : WEEREE  SEHESEDTEHR (Cu: 0.5~
8.0ppm) ZHEIE'" : AAMSF S E - IRIEFAMBLIMEIR 0.6k BRI Z L@ HIRAEDER (
Zn: 6~20ppm) ZH#iE - HER THIIMIEMEZELR ( Zn<3ppm) ZHE" -

xo6 FEAENTERFTENE IR

Table 6. The soil properties of various treatments in the experimental orchard of Wentan pomelo.

Soil depth pH OM P K Ca Mg Fe Mn Cu Zn
(cm) %) (ppm)
KNO, 0.9kg 0~20 57 22 70 52 1134 62 320 8 31 1.7
20~40 57 21 26 68 1330 S1 234 10 26 14

KCl  0.5kg 0~20 61 21 120 35 1205 52 332 6 19 13
20~40 59 21 60 46 1144 74 263 7 24 13

K,SO, 0.6kg 0~20 65 29 260 106 1832 258 181 58 3.0 6.8
20~40 6.1 21 100 152 1855 228 150 25 28 19

KCl 1.0kg 0~20 59 25 160 100 1637 87 231 27 34 23
20~40 58 24 110 82 1536 62 222 21 38 21

K,SO, 1.2kg 0~20 62 21 150 66 1360 60 250 15 3.0 16
20~40 6.1 21 110 58 1368 47 201 15 24 1.7

TIEIHTFTIEEREA

1. pH © $RIFIHERRE (£:7k=1:1) -

2.0M : fRELE -

3P HRAFBRE—E (pH3S5) -

4. K~ Ca~ Mg ¥RFI7TTTIKEE (0.05N HC1-0.25N H, SO, fiH » K LUKAEEEEHAIE » Ca
* Mg LURFIR B EE) -

5.Fe~Mn~ Cu~ Zn : R 0.IN HC1 ZEEUE ( IR FHROLEEIE ) -

Treatment
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ONAFICEEA A RN N AR TR RS

NTEECAHT/\EXEREEAY  REREEAECER MTHEBTESE
(MER7) Br > SRBERZREE - LUEHAREEEk 0.6kg BEE Y 1.9% SEBE
HEFATRBRSTEEIR 0.9 kg IREEE Y 1.8% K2 MLAMEAEMLSREHK 0.5 kg REEY 1.3% 5
R BREEEF RS EIENASRT B S RLEEE 2 E s 22~2.5% &
B MR RBIRE AL R - BEZHE R - LUEFARBITSH 0.6 kg BHEE Y
0.74% Ffrrs > HEF ®ULFREHE 1.0 kg RARESSTEIR 1.2 ke RIBRIEE S 0.68% K2 - Ll
HEFATRERST 0.9 kg BRIFE 2 0.64% BRI{E  EREHEES TS BTSN ASEITLES
BROWRHRE CETRE 0.12~0.18% #IEC? - THIIFSE - LIRS 0.6 ke
BEZ 31T B ASKSER 1.0 kg REEZ 3.05% X2 MLGEHERES 1.2
kelREEZ 2.92% BEIE  HERBER ZHSBITENEAERITXESBMEEY
ETRE 1.40~1.70% #EE - ZHZHE - BRESBEENAERT SR EEH
ZHEFIEE ( Ca:25~45% > Mg: 026~0.50% > Fe: 60~120ppm) HIEC? - T2
5h S S BITEGTBE A B R IT N B B HrTHE @ h @& (Mn : 25~200ppm » Cu
5~16ppm) FE" - EF 2SR SEEYENALRTXE SRS EERE Y EhiE
& (Zn: 25~100ppm ) FEEC? » HEAEMRIGRSIRATREE S BUR -

R BRENNEEFERTERERIEE

Table 7. The leaf nutrient contents of Wentan pomelo in various treatments.

Treatment N P K Ca Mg Fe Mn Cu Zn
% ) (ppm)

KNO,; 0.9kg 1.8 0.64 3.02 57 1.28 164 24 6 14

KCl  0.5kg 1.3 0.67 3.03 5.2 1.63 198 28 7 18

K,SO, 0.6kg 1.9 074 317 5.6 1.40 175 24 6 15

KCl 1.0kg 1.6 0.68  3.05 5.2 1.46 199 28 6 15

K.,SO, 1.2kg 1.6 0.68 292 5.8 1.06 200 28 5 15

T FEFEERE L A EN T ERELE Y
NOEAAAEKE - 575 - FERSTRESE - SRR BT HE

STRER (W% 8) 8 REECRERH B DUKARESIEHK 06 kg BHEES

156cc Fyfcie » BESLHEA QULHMEIE 0.5 ke BREBRIZ EEEE » S 3 MRE 2
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XERE IR EH

RF Sn CEREKYE - RECVEE - DUEATEESREK 0.6 kg BEE Y 12.4°Brix BEE
» BEELTE FTRER TSR 1.2kg BREBRIZ SN - MEELELM 3 (BRI o 2 RE 5% Z8%
TKHE » BEREE > DIEHEASFEMR 1.0 kg REE Y 044% S5 MHEHEM 4 (55
FMERILAEE  RECHMER CEE  LUERAREESTEGK 0.6 kg BHEE Y 39.5mg/100g
FERE MO R & HEIE 0.5 kg RIREBRSFEIE 1.2 ke WRERM = ETEE - fHHM
2 ERERC ZRE % JHEKE  REZREEE - ERMEITEHk 0.9kg EHEE
< 1.9em £5ER15 » RMESLE A &SRR 0.5 kg & 1.0 kg RTERTZ R NEE » HEHA 2
(BRI 25 5% ZREE/KHE -

RO ERHENNERELHECLE

Table 8. Comparison of fruit quality of Wentan pomelo in various treatments.

Fruit Peel Fruit Sugar Acidity®  VitC*
Treatment diameter ~ Length thickness® juice®  content

(cm) (cm) (cm) (cc) (CBrix) (%) (mg/100g)

KNO, 0.9kg 12.4 14.3 1.9° 1214 10.7¢ 0.43° 33.6°
KCl 0.5kg 12.1 14.1 1.7 150% 11.6° 0.43° 37.5%

K,SO, 0.6 kg 12.7 15.0 1.6° 156 12.4° 0.43° 39.5%

KCl 1.0kg 12.1 13.5 1.7%® 138° 9.8¢ 0.44° 29.34

K,SO, 1.2kg 12.1 14.5 1.6° 147" 12.2° 0.43° 38.7°

* Quality followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 5% level.
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Table 9. Comparison of fruit yield of Wentan pomelo in various treatments.

Fruit Pulp No.of
Treatment weight* weight* Yield” fruit/pt.”
(8) (cm) (kg/pt.)

KNO, 0.9kg 650° 381° 35.1° 39.5°
KCl  0.5kg 6124 388° 435%® 47.0°
K,SO, 0.6kkg 725¢ 408° 46.3° 48.7°
KCl  1.0kg 679" 395 43.8% 464°
K,SO, 1.2kg 634 < 403° 459° 47.2°

*Yield followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 5% level.
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Soil and Fertility Managements for Wentan Pomelo

Kuo- Chung Chiang1 Suh- Jen Lin2 Chung Cheng3
Summary

The main purpose of this experiment is to enhance the efficiency of Magnesium containing
lime and the availability of Magnesium application in cooperating with a riller designed for deep
fertilization. The experiment was conducted at Jui - Sui, Hualien. The soil studied is strong acid
loam. In 1991, after the harvest, six teratments, i. e. (1) control, (2)laying lime on the ground, (3)
lime applied in the furrows, (4) deep fertilizer application by a driller, (5) furrow liming and
amended with the bark compost, (6) deep fertilizer application with the bark compost. Between
August and September of 1992 and 1993, soil properties, Mg contents in leaves and fruit quality of
Wentan pomelo were analyzed. Meanwhile, the production of Wentan pomelo was also recorded.
Result showed that, the operation of a driller designed for deep fertilizer application has been
significantly promoted the strong acid soil to be neutralized to attain a desired soil pH, and also the
contents of Mg and Ca in leaves at the depth of 0-60 cm. Besides, the fruit productions were also
promoted to the highest among the treatments. However, the contents of Mg in leaves and the fruit
quality were not significantly different.

Another experiment was designed to understand the effects of different kinds (K,NO,,
K,SO,, KC1) and amounts of potassium fertilizers on the yield and quality of Wentan
pomelo. The experiment was conducted in 1995 at Juisui, where is one of the most important
Wentan pomelo production areas in Taiwan. In the contents of fruit juice, the results showed
the treatment of applying 0.6kg K,SO, per plant (contained 0.3kg K,O) had the biggest
volume of fruit juice (156 cc/fruit), the treatment of applying 0.5kg KCl (contained 0.3kg
K,0) was the second, and the lowest of that (121 cc/fruit) was obtained from the treatment
of applying 0.9kg KNO,(contained 0.3kg K,0). In the contents of sugar, the treatment of
applying 0.6kg K,SO, had the highest value (12.4 Brix), the treatment of applying 1.2kg
K,SO, was the second, and the lowest sugar content was obtained from the treatment of
1.0kg KC1 (9.8 Brix). The results of acidity obtained from all treatments were not
significantly different. On fruit yield, the highest amount of production was obtained by the
treatment of applying 0.6kg K,SO,  the treatment of applying 1.2kg K,SO, was the second;
while the treatment of applying 0.9kg KNO, was the lowest. Results suggested that applying
0.6kg K,SO, per plant each year could be the best way to improve the quality and yield of

Wentan pomelo, compared with other potassium fertilizers.

1,3. Assistant agronomist, Assistant, Hualien DAIS.

2. Assistant agronomist, Taiwan Agricultural Research Institute.
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