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Abstract

The objectives of this research were to study the effects of foliar spray with calcium
and boron (CaB) on yield quality of melon. A factorial in randomized complete block
design was employed. The first factor consisted of no foliar application, and CaB foliar
application at the rate of 0.75, 1.5, 2.25 and 3 mU/liters of water applied at 1, 2, 3 and 4
weeks after the flowering stage (four times). The second factor comprised 2 melon cultivars
(honeydew 1348 and TML-052). The results revealed that the CaB foliar application in
different concentrations resulted in fresh fruit weight, peel thickness, flesh thickness,
firmness and total soluble solid were significantly different. CaB foliar at the rate of 3 ml/

liters of water gave the highest fresh fruit weight (1,866 ¢) flesh thickness (37 mm), brix
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value (14.06 %brix) and fruit diameter (15.51 cm). When considering interaction between
cultivar and CaB rate found that CaB foliar at the rate of 3 mU/liters of water in TML-052
cultivar gave the highest flesh thickness and total soluble solid. The yield of TML-052
cultivar was greater than that of Honeydew 1348. In addition, concentration of CaB in
pulp had significant differences among the cultivars. Foliar of CaB in different rate resulted
in higher total B concentration in TML-052 than Honeydew 1348 cultivar, whereas the
total Ca concentration in Honeydew 1348 greater than that in TML-052. CaB foliar at the
rate of 3 mU/liters of water gave the highest calcium and boron concentration in all parts
of plant. However, foliar application at the rate of 3 mlU/liters of water gave the highest
economic return (16,524 baht/crop for Honeydew 1348 and 25,084 baht/crop for TM-052).

Keyword: melon calcium boron foliar spray
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Table 1 Effect of foliar spray with calcium and boron on yield quality of melon

Fresh Total
Fruit Peel Flesh
Methods fruit diameter thickness Thickness Firmness  soluble
weight (N) Solids
(cm) (cm) (mm)
(9 (%brix)
Melon cultivar (A)
HONEY DEW 1348(H)  1660.37b 14.45b 0.80b 31.81b 2.46b 12.32
TML-052 (T) 1753.38a 15.20a 1.13a 33.81a 2.76a 12.49
F-test * * * * * ns
CaB rate (B)
0 1721.48b 14.25b 1.33a 27.84d 3.05a 11.02d
0.75 1722.06b 14.73b 0.87c 32.08c 2.41b 11.77c
1.50 1512.14c¢ 14.80b 0.78c 32.69c¢ 2.50b 12.20c
2.25 1712.83b 14.85b 0.73c 34.48b 2.56b 12.98b
3.00 1865.88a 15.51a 1.10b 36.95a 2.54b 14.06a
F-test * * * * * *
AxB
Hx0 1658.49 13.9 1.40a 25.16e 3.13 11.22ef
Hx 0.75 1703.8 14.16 0.38f 32.86bcd 2.23 12.25cd
Hx 1.50 1420.55 14.2 0.51ef 32.58bcd 23 12.13cde
Hx 225 1663.33 14.2 0.64cd 34.89b 2.33 12.46¢
H x 3.00 1855.71 15.6 1.06bc 33.55bc 2.33 13.56b
Tx0 1784.47 14.6 1.26ab 30.53d 2.96 10.83f
Tx0.75 1740.33 15.3 1.37a 31.03cd 2.6 11.30def
Tx 1.50 1603.73 15.4 1.06bc 32.8bcd 2.7 12.26cd
Tx 225 1762.33 15.3 0.82cd 34.07bc 2.8 13.50b
T x 3.00 1876.06 15.43 1.1dab 40.34a 2.75 14.56a
F-test ns ns * * ns *
CV. % 8.61 4.9 37.11 11.73 13.79 9.75

Y* = significantly different at 95% level of confidence, mean within the same column followed by the

same letter indicated no statistical difference using DMRT; ns = not significant
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Table 2 Effect of foliar spray with calcium and boron ratio or of calcium and boron in
leaf, pulp, peel and stem of melon

Ca (mg/kg) B (mg/kg)

Method
Stem Leaf Pulp Peel Stem Leaf Pulp Peel

Melon cultivar (A)
HONEY DEW 1348 (H) 1.1 7.82 4.58a 3.67b 11.49a 1394 1229 6.57

TML-052 (T) 1.13 6.78 4.00b 4.28a 13.15b 13.87 14.39a 6.67
F-test ns ns * * * ns * ns
CaB rate (B)
0 0.5¢ 6.3 4.06ab 351 6.42d 6.83c 7.09d 4.45c
0.75 1.22b 642  3.56b 39 11.35c 14.10b 12.47c 6.49b
1.50 1.27ab 753 4.42ab  4.09 13.32b 16.21a 14.31b 6.96b
2.25 1.27ab 558 4.8la 39 14.32b 15.62a 1575b 6.99b
3.00 1.33a 842 458a 4.49 15.88a 16.76a 17.09a 8.44a
F-test * ns * ns * * * *
AxB
HxO0 0.45 6.03 4.69 3.48 6.44 6.71 6.34 4.33
H x 0.75 1.22 8.3 3.35 3.57 10.56 1432 1091  6.09
H x 1.50 1.3 7.03 4.54 3.65 1238 167 1297  6.65
H x 2.25 1.25 9.19 5.18 3.36 13.13 1554 1493  7.31
H x 3.00 1.35 9.05 5.14 4.32 1494 1643 1632  8.46
Tx0 0.55 4.14 3.44 3.54 7.03 6.95 7.84 4.56
Tx0.75 1.21 6.87 3.77 4.24 12.13 1388 14.04  6.09
T x 1.50 1.31 75 4.3 4.53 1426 1571 15,64  7.28
T x 225 1.28 7.32 4.43 4.4q 1551 1571 1657  6.68
T x 3.00 1.31 7.62 4.03 4.66 16.82 17.09 1786 8.41
F-test ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
CV. % 28.66 228 1981 18.34 28.08 2895 2893 2323

¥ = significantly different at 95% level of confidence, mean within the same column followed by the

same letter indicated no statistical difference using DMRT; ns = not significant
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Table 3 Production cost and economic returns of melon in greenhouse

Production CaB Melon Yield - Benefit-
T cost Solution seed Yield value .y Cost
(Baht/ (Baht/ (Baht/  (kg/crop) (Baht/ Ratio
crop) crop) crop) crop) crop) (BCR)
HONEY
DEW 1348
0 11,150 0 420 326 26,080 14,510 2.25
0.75 11,150 176 420 340 27,200 15,454 2.31
1.50 11,150 353 420 240 19,200 7,277 1.61
2.25 11,150 529 420 326 26,080 13,981 2.15
3.00 11,150 706 420 360 28,800 16,524 2.34
TML-052
0 11,150 0 360 353 35,300 23,790 3.06
0.75 11,150 176 360 346 34,600 22914 2.96
1.50 11,150 353 360 320 32,000 20,137 2.69
2.25 11,150 529 360 346 34,600 22,561 2.87
3.00 11,150 706 360 373 37,300 25,084 3.05
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