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Effect of Ultilization of Root Restriction Sheet
on Quality in Tomato Cultivation
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Table 1. Physical and chemical characters of media used in this study.

. pH E.C Bulk density Solid phase Air phase
Medium (1:5 (@S/m  (g/mL) (%) (%)
Perlite 717 0.05 0.21 21.2 78.8
Perlite(6)+Peatmoss(4) 5.01 0.23 0.15 18.0 82.0
Cocopeat(6)+Perhte(2)
rrice hull(2) 6.74 0.63 0.18 }9.9 0.1
Siity loam 6.70 0.27 1.14 437 56.3
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Fig. 1. Changes of water content at different medium after 2 liter irrigation per plant
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Table 2. Effects of medium and root restriction material on the growth and fruiting in

tomato.
Treatment No. of fruits/truss Plant height(cm) Stem
. Materials of diam..*
Medium optenas &7 |1st 2nd  3rd  May 27 Aug8 “(mm)
Pertite RRWP 38 39 39 83 132 119
er PWR 36 37 36 A 135 157
. RRWP 35 39 35 97 132 138
Perlite(6)+Peatmoss(4) PWR 38 40 38 9% 136 178
Cocopeat(6)+Perlite(2) RRWP 36 40 39 98 133 137
+rice hulls(2) PWR 38 41 38 % 137 177
St | RRWP 37 39 37 93 133 158
ity loam PWR 36 40 34 97 137 185
Sail culture - 38 40 39 100 140 190
L.SD. 05 ns ns ns 25 7.6 0.94

* RRWP : Root restricted and water permeated sheet
. PWR © Root and water permeated sheet
Average from first to third truss.

Table 3. Effects of medium and root resction material on the yield in tomato.

Treatment Marketable fruit(/plant) Total % of
Medium root restricton| Whig) st wiie) \@/Plant) Marketable

Perlite RRWP 157 11.7 1841 2128 86.5

PWR 168 130 2189 2660 82.3

. RRWP 150 132 1978 2290 86.3

Perlite(6)+Peatmoss(4) PWR 151 143 2160 2532 853

Cocopeat(6)+Perlite(2) RRWP 153 131 2017 2387 845

+rice hull(2) PWR 166 143 23719 2750 86.5

Silty loam RRWP 152 145 2207 2416 91.3

PWR 165 163 2701 3028 89.2

Sail culture - 168 170 2865 313 91.4
LSD. .06 7.1 192 2232 3152 -

HAW BT Table 49 Zo] AZAEZ e 2A X Hls) BB
ol FoAAM FA Uetwon, i FFhdE HgolEGE)+THEYAU)TY =
HEBG)+HHo EQ+ERFH)T7 %1, B EFAu T 713 woro
s BYEFA vls] ZIANEG)+YolEQ)+EE ()T Helo|E(6)+IE
H2(4) T A glucoses ZHZE 0.23%, 0.24%, fructose= 0.54%, 053% o}
T 0.77% FREHRIE AU

dn W Im

_73_



Table 4. Effects of medium and root resction material on the sugar content in tomato.

Treatment Sugars (%)
Medium rol\g?tfé%ljscggn Sucrose Glucose Fructose Total
Perlit RRWP trace 153 1.83 3.36
erite PWR “ 155 176 3.32
Perlite(6)+Peatmoss(4) Y;FW\%P “ igi fgg gg?
chopeat(62+ Perlite(2) RRWP “ 1.73 2.05 378
+rice hulls(2) PWR “ 1.57 1.80 357
) RRWP “ 1.58 1.91 3.49
Silty loam PWR “ 148 165 312
Soil culture - “ 1.49 152 3.01
LSD. .05 - 0.08 0.06 0.13
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