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Effect of canopy position on fruit set and fruit quality

of Citrus grandis (L.) Osbeck cv. Manee-Esan
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VoW HamMIANwILandliiiud duvmisfanansemsauisuaumsinuainniian (43.7%) TaediuanEn
Afingn A wniigade Turngidmumnisduuuremssiuisiuunsionatosiian (20.8%) wafidnlu
FuvtlsdinaIemsi uazdunawomsny Suwidnuafiunnimalusiumisdruuuroms
ogslsfimusiuntstemsminiuanesty lidswasoUsinnsvoma suana arumunie euktuie
Uhinuvesdsfiazaneluthld uasuTinmnsafilmmseld
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Abstract

The canopy position affecting on quality of pummelo (Citrus grandis (L.) Osbeck) cv. Manee-Esan,
the experiment was conducted in farmer’s orchard at Kasetsombon, Chaiyaphum province. The
objective was to know the pummelo fruit set, grade of fruit and fruit quality at 3 canopy positions.
The fruit position canopy composed top, center and bottom. The results showed that the center
canopy position had the highest fruit number (43.7%) and showed the highest-grade A fruit size while
the top canopy position had the lowest fruit number (20.8%). Fruits at the bottom and the center
showed greater effect on fruit weight than the top canopy position. However, the canopy positions
had no effect on volume, fruit size, pulp thickness, firmness, total soluble solid and titratable acidity

of fruits.
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o1sansinaluladuazudanssuinuas
B Un 2 auun 1 (UNSIAU - JOUNBU 2567)




Navasswmimsudanshanauazaannanaadulewuguiits . g

UNUI

dilovugudifan Duduleamsiusiudesdidmanluaniufisnnanuasauysal Smiadugd
fdnvasidufio Wasnidmdomeniedimdotendudognuiiiud wienluliousuy HofFunady findy
veusou Adrenare deUnfudrdulefnssaiulamandlumaaniied Vilisnsanauyuiiu fugs lagany
dilomeritustardnmanigdulsmadueugeroudnemndiniameiugay 1 fnshananssaeimsa
PagtununansGuiugnifioniseyindaeiusiiusndnuaivesitufuaniionisdifunniu Tasfims
YeneuseTsNMsmouRuarmsUasusen agslsiny innsnsnutlaymiGesnsdnudsiuasmsianismsey
mﬂmil,a]'%tyL&U‘Immnﬁmmmq«ﬁuﬁimL% dlosninainimninsiaussisesnuiniulunienisdauss
WUUAUANAINEAIDIRIENSENUAUAuUslun1slinandavesdule viliuTinaunandnanas Tagn1swaun
nsvesHATEEEanLA wavaamiiintunelusy unau 9 ndumislunsanauusiu (Minas et al,, 2018)
Fadwmimsavis Gueudiusifertestusyavinmmsliuas ssosinsseviaunasaisazuvaddonnsg
(source/sink) FuvsvasAs FPYENNINUNAIYDIEINBIMNS 1h uazeesluu (Basile et al, 2007; Lewellen
& Marini, 2003) faifunismeasdluadsifedfnqusvasfifiovsadiunisiiona msdadunmnmusane
uazAnmYesHanandlewuguddanlusumimsojuiisseduiu dmuliidudeyalumsdnnimsss
Amnzauuaznsimuasumidumsling fezdssaroniseenaen Anna UsinamananuasnanmHandn T

QUszasA

ileAnwnave s msauTisnaiy 3 diu Ao dauuy dunans wazdiudemsmsa fiflia
AeduaunIsRnsa MatadunninmuewanEn waranawIewmaNan dsuliEuuumdlumslumseenuuy
msfaustauaznslisununaveséulevusudsay

e gunsal wagIaniiuns

Aadendudileusuddaluasveunuasns Jrugsdvd duneinumsauysal Swmiadend
Tneidensuduleffimuamsmuuazanuauysallndidssiuduou 3 su engdudule 7Y mugeesiuusyana
6 wms wuauvmsavinuusueandy 3 diu Ao d1ua1I SN AINNANUBINTINY UAZEIUULVDINTINY
ImsJri’wmmmﬁmmﬂisﬁummqqmﬂﬁuau 1.5 was (laud) daudsvemsmuiissduaugs 1.5-3.0 s
nfiudu dunanmsauiissiuaugs 3.0-4.5 wnsNuAY LazdLUNIMuTisERUAIG 4.5-6.0
wnsaniuiy (Figure 1) Wiunandnanunnisluutasfunonniudinsng q semssjy wetandawen
insnveamalnsnsiavuiadusoiss vdnduihnmsdunandainga A efnwAnwiamuamuanas
IUNLNTTAREILUU RCBD (Randomized Complete Block Design) Tneldiumiarts 3 sumisuudu
dilodunssuiBnmeans ivtiufindoya dnvaryenisnmiasdnvasmaedvomanan Téun dviinua,
Uannsvesmalasnsunuiitn, anugena, anuniame, i, aruuinde, Binamewdeiiazaneil
(Total soluble solids: TSS), Usunansafilnmseld (Titratable acidity: TA), farnafnauasiifonalussuy L*
a* b* IWsuiflsumnuuansinsesradesyds LD
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Figure 1 Sampling positions within the canopy of pummelo cv. Manee-Esan.
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wanAnduletusudifany engsu 79 Aiduiuntmesedluaded annsolinandaede 84.7 nadesu
NI TILULsueen Uy 3 diu fie duULTeIvISINY dIUNaNITBINTINY LAZAILAIIVDINTINY
wuhmshinandndanlugjeguinudiunarmssin Taefliendonisfonageds 37 wadesu Andu 437
Wosiduduosnishinuasdu sesannie Uinaduswemaniu Snshianaiode 30 wasedu Andu 354
Wesdusivesnsianaiiodiu Vinaiiinishnnatosiian fo druuuvemsmiu Snsfonaads 17.7 nased
AnLu 20.8 Wesifusuasnshanaiiadu (Table 1) aswdiuldindumisnislinananuesdulomeiusudda
oUTnMdIUNALATd I RMTIL VideTisziuAgailiiAY 4.5 Ling aenrdesiunsAnyiues Moon
wazAn (2011) wuhdiumisesmsinualuduusunu fudadiu 3 4u fle fuuu sssnans waedug i
Yosn1shnuadnlu 20-25%, 45-46% uaz 30-34% suadﬁgamwju AMIETU UTinuvesNananTiuanenaiu
Wuramnannisuanmaeniuusassiiuniuanaaiy Khandaker uazauz (2017) Anwsumanisesnaen
YosduvLY NUd druvuvemssNisuuaentesiian dusuvisnuuenvesdunanmssiuiinsfinnon
LarATUILYBINENNINTIan TlanAnvesLydusguT RN UnamIsalnetae s LT LAy
waauanLisT Uiy Wilkie uazaniy (2008) Meauin anudunasdinasonisiniimaenuazauninees
aeentulddudunaneyila

nsdntunninnvomandndulelunragsiumisuudu nudn sumisdunansromssindinandn
filfunmnimingn A gaaniads 17.7 naradu sesannfediudsuomseviiade 15.5 uadedu uazdiuuuves
iy 5 Hasedu sudiy egdlsfinudunmunimngn D wuh sumisduuuremsmuardisiuoy
gdﬂ’jw‘f%mﬂ&gu 9 Tumsany wazdaddaunauadnfinnniwardmnsadulusumiafety (Table 1)
wandlsiiuimsansluiumidnuuuremssallufilometustasliondniidoundn aruulsususes
vnakaiatuvaeilade Wy nsutdiulunsugeoimns th uas uaziuiinieludiu (Cowan et al,, 2001)
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Table 1 Yield and grade of pummelo cv. Manee-Esan in different canopy positions.

Canopy Yield (fruit/tree) Total Fruit set
position Grade A Grade B Grade C Grade D (fruit/tree) (% of whole tree)
Top 5.0 2.7 1.0 9.0 17.7 20.8
Center 17.7 4.0 8.0 7.7 37.0 437
Bottom 15.0 5.0 57 a3 30.0 35.4
Note: Grade A fruit width > 19 inch Grade C fruit width 17-18 inch
Grade B fruit width 18-19 inch Grade D fruit width 16-17 inch

MNNSANIAN YN IINENMYeINadile wud dintinvesradulefiiuieransunisnaniy
vusudanuuananiuegeltedAygmeada naduloNiunuediuaavamsanawazadunNaImsmy
AR VTINNAZINTINATLAINAINUUNTING dOARHEIUNITVIAGBIYBY Shu (2002) WUI1 HATLIY

o '

(wax apple) Aiusnasuvtsdiuarmwesiy aviimdnunnniwadildanduuy dWonuadiuansldsu
a501MIMNTTINAoUNEl WPy q dwariliiauinisvesaldfingt drunafiunanuadisiums
suvuvemssilduadasiinnnnin eumgiinGeuseavesiugenindiudu o shlsisnsnismelaves
wagstu msavauanslulawnsndadosnimalusumisinudns dealfvuanadnndt elsfimudnuay
yenenndu 9 1un Uinesvesma armniesa anugans wazanuvuiiona lifinnuuandatunsati
TnefunlmesradoUsinsvesa anunima wasanunudevewmaiimumisdnuaaemsmunay

drunanmssiudianadegeanimaiildaindruuunsaiuaniies (Table 2)

Table 2 Effect of canopy positions on fruit characteristics of pummelo cv. Manee-Esan.

Canopy position Weight Volume Fruit width Fruit height  Pulp thickness
(9) (mU) (mm) (mm) (mm)
Top 1,023.4+3225b 1,628.7+577.0 147.7£18.7 129.3+19.8 83.3+8.8
Center 1,260.84296.2 ab 1,831.7+516.7 152.9+12.2 124.3+12.2 85.1+8.6
Bottom 1,326.6+3353 a 1,871.0+721.7 156.9+15.5 128.3+15.5 88.9+6.2
F-test ** ns ns ns ns
CV (%) 3.04 6.38 2.85 6.26 3.83

Note: The values are the means + standard deviations (n=15)
ns and ** = not significant, significant at P < 0.01, respectively.

The different letters with in the same column are significantly different at P < 0.01 by LSD

anuduile Ysinawewdefiavanethld (total soluble solids : TSS) wazUSunansailnmsals
(titratable acidity :TA) vesdulawudviuiinauidumssiimeiulussosiuifemandn liflaraumning
aadd Tnofldnadovesruutuielurae 20.5-22.2 Gy Usinamewdsiiazarstilutis 10.7-11.1
93U3Ng druuSinansaiilnnseldlugas 0.56-0.58 Weasdus (Table 3)
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Table 3 Effect of canopy positions on firmness, total soluble solid and titratable acidity of pummelo
cv. Manee-Esan.
C i Firmness TSS TA
ano osItion
PP (N) ° brix) (%)
Top 20.5 + 6.6 10.9 + 0.7 0.54 +0.10
Center 21.9 + 3.6 11.1 X 05 0.59 + 0.06
Bottom 22.2+53 107+ 0.4 0.58 +0.11
F-test ns ns ns
CV (%) 14.39 2.19 9.2
Note: The values are the means + standard deviations (n=15), ns = not significant
G’ﬁu@mmw?ﬂmaLLﬁzﬁLﬁ@hisazLﬁULﬁ'mwawﬁm N91304197NA1 L* a* b* TagAn L* uananuaing
AT a* LAMSAYI-ULAT AN b* LAASEUNRU-LUEDY HaNI5ANY WU AdRINE (2%) dAuuana1eiulunieada
Imwaé’ulaﬁﬁi’wLmﬂﬁﬁmuummmqvﬁu daduns (%) ﬁqm’jwamﬂﬁummgu 9 wandn naduledild
fAveRmalnuwdetenduinnninaansuwmisdy o (Table 4) donadesiuaunnasivel Anthony LagAny
(2021) wui1 Wagnity Wug Sierra Rich Mldannduuvesivaziiduaaduninnindiuaavemsay iesn
nasnuuulasuaudivematluUsnanandt wudeiumenunsAnyilunasuy (apple wax) inud
HaRUUULarsoUNeNNIINuREliddundmanululaysiua19veeiy (Shu, 2002) N1sWAUINTTAUERY
voswaldiinanAnutuduLaznsnsEeiveseulnlseiiu ualsiiuess LazAaslsiad (Steyn, 2012)
G‘\"]L.mﬂwmmamﬂuaﬂmwg'uﬁvl,éﬁuLmenmf’] fnsmsduasziweulnlyeniuninnin vliianaduns
wneafiegnelunsaia (Lewallen, 2000) agslsfinu anuansnaaesdnuluasell Sslmuaaunnsig
yeadavesdidle lnefiriadsvesnnuainwesdiileluyas 35.6-36.4 Ardundhugig 15.9-17.3 adindedlutig
6.9-7.8 (Table 4)
Table 4 Effect of canopy positions on color properties of pummelo cv. Manee-Esan.
Canopy peel pulp
position L* a* b* L* a* b*

Top 66.6+3.9 1.7£0.4 a 37.5+4.9 36.4+3.8 17.2+3.2 7.7£2.7
Center 67.9+6.1 0.7+£0.5 b 37.0+£5.9 35.6+3.6 17.3+2.8 7.8+2.4
Bottom 64.5+4.1 0.4+0.7 b 34.0+5.7 36.2+3.9 15.9+1.1 6.9+1.0
F-test ns ** ns ns ns ns
CV (%) 2.59 7.62 5.76 4.17 6.99 13.30

Note: The values are the means + standard deviations (n=15)
ns and ** = not significant, significant at P < 0.01, respectively.
The different letters with in the same column are significantly different at P < 0.01 by LSD
8
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