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Abstract
With pimiento as the test material, LED supplementary lighting was carried out in different growth periods. The yield and quality changes of pi-
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[ Objective | To research the effects of LED supplementary lighting on the yield and quality of pimiento in greenhouse. [ Method ]

miento were observed. [ Result] Compared with the control, three supplementary lighting treatments greatly enhanced the single fruit quality,

commodity rate and yield of pimiento, enhanced the vitamin C content in pimiento, and reduced the nitrate content. [ Conclusion] LED sup-

plementary lighting is conductive to improving yield and quality of pimiento, especially at seedling stage.
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Table 1 Atmospheric sunshine duration of Jiangmen City from Octo-

ber 2015 to April 2016 h

H R ERiElin gy
H A Sunshine H Sunshine
Date . Date .

duration duration
2015 -10 171.8 2016 -02 106.3
2015 - 11 108.8 2016 -03 79.0
2015 -12 79.3 2016 —04 26.2
2016 -01 55.8
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Table 2 Yield changes of each harvesting time point ke//NX.
2015 4ERAL it 2016 4ER ALt
F%I\I‘E Harvesting yield in 2015 Harvesting yield in 2016
reamentT 16 12-28 01-11 01-14 01-21 01-29 02-18 03-02 03-09 03-21 04-07 0413 04-20
A 6.56 7.09 8.34 2.86 4.75 1.67 10.81  7.3¢  12.59  9.64 8.23 5.12 5.05
B 6.06 8.19 6.70 2.40 2.90 231 10,22 5.99  10.13  9.20 6.40 5.12 4.80
C 5.54 6.82 7.77 2.05 2.85 2.11 6.75  6.29 7.66  8.80  7.27 4.11 4.00
CK 4.07 7.90 3.12 1.25 2.07 2.47 4.09  4.56 5.27 3.63 3.92 4.25 2.66
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the commodity and yield of

pimiento
— A " i CK FeE
R o HRARH HeCK i
. IR . e Yield
Single . Fruit INX R .
yosLil 3 Commodity . increase
fruit number  Plot yield
Treatment alit rate er plant kg//hIX compared
quatty % per b © with CK
g | %
A 168 a 91 a 11.2 a 90.05 a 82.81
B 156 b 85 b 10.7 b 80.42 b 63.26
C 154 b 84 b 9.7 ¢ 72.02 ¢ 46.20
CK 133 ¢ 62 ¢ 7.7 d 49.26 d —

PR FEV NG SRR AR FRE]TE 0. 05 /K25 R B3
Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level.
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Note; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant
differences at 0.05 level.
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on the vitamin C content of
pimiento
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Note:; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant
differences at 0.05 level.
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Fig.2 Effects of different treatments on the nitrate content of
pimiento
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Fig.3 Effects of different treatments on the total soluble sugar

content of pimiento
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