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Effects of Planting Densities on Growth, Development and Yield of Thin-skinned Melon in Solar Greenhouse
ZHAO Yun-xia,PEI Hong-xia, GAO Jing-xia et al
ence, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750002)

Abstract The long stick type thin melon "thin skin crispy" was used as the test material, and the single vine pruning and the above ground

(Institute of Germplasm Resource, Ningxia Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sci-

type brick trough were used for cultivation. The row spacing was 90 ecm, and the plant spacing was 20, 25, 30, 35 and 40 cm respectively.
Effects on growth, photosynthetic characteristics, fruit quality and yield of melon in solar greenhouse were studied. The results showed that
when the row spacing was fixed, the appropriate increase of plant spacing was beneficial to the increase of plant growth potential, which was
conducive to the improvement of net photosynthetic rate, fruit quality and yield, but the effect of excessively increasing plant spacing was not
obvious. In the above ground type brick trough matrix cultivation mode , when the row spacing was 90 c¢m, the suitable planting distance of sin-

gle vine pruning was 35 cm.
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Table 1 Effect of planting densities on biological characters of thin—
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Table 2 Effect of planting densities on fruit characters of thin-skinned

skinned melon melon

BRI 30 d Bk 40 d bkEs  ZRHL AR MR PRI ENES i e pm EEIOD SRR
Planting 30 d plant 40 d plant Stem (SPAD) Leaf P.lantlng Lnn.gltudlnal Trflnsverse Fleshiness Cha.mber Commodlt.y
distance height height diameter  Chlorophyll area distance diameter  diameter em size rate of fruit
cm cm cm mm content cm cm cm cm cm %

20 95.33b  150.73 cd  4.47a  43.36a  252.01 b 20 22.17b 7402 2.07a 3.77a  58.33
25 97.00b 142.10d  4.69a  45.17a  248.06 b % 28.00b  7.50a  1.90a  3.87a  72.98
30 97.53b  157.20bc  4.59a  45.78a  276.68 ab 30 27.40b 7.77a 2002 3.87a  82.18
35 105.60 ab 166.93ab  5.00a  45.15a 294.05a 3 32.98a 8002 2302 3.53a 8440
40 117.93a  175.00a  4.76a  44.65a  274.59 ab 40 28.80b 7.77a 2.27a 3.67a  80.11

1 ISR NG S F7m AN R H] 26 57t i 3 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ences between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 3 Effect of planting densities on fruit quality of thin-skinned

melon

R T [ N \ ;

Wi TEEEE e s o
Planting Soluble . .

. . Soluble sugar Vitamin Soluble protein

distance solids % o/k o/

om % o mg/kg mg/g
20 10.08 b 10.83 ¢ 51.5e 1.03 ¢
25 10.60 b 10.98 ¢ 61.2d 1.10 b
30 10.90 ab 11.24 ¢ 67.6 ¢ 1.12b
35 12.58 a 13.38 a 78.9 a 1.21 a
40 11.25 ab 12.27 b 72.5b 1.19 a

T [FFAN RN S REFR R AN [RI BRI ) 22 5 1 3 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ences between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 4 Effect of planting densities on yield of thin-skinned melon

) =
HE L7 - yié it
anting Single fruit . Conversion
. . Cell yield .
distance weight K yield
cm g g keg/hm?
20 620.26 b 26.94 b 29 947. 80
25 710. 42 ab 24.84 b 27 613.35
30 767.40 a 26.64 b 31 114.35
35 772.80 a 33.42 a 37 151.40
40 813.10 a 23.79b 26 446. 20

T : R FUA )N RN AN R BRI ] 22 57 .35 ( P<0. 05)
Note: Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ences between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 5 Determination results of cellulose degradation capacity and

enzyme activity of strains

e IEAR BTG
(=) ==}
¥ @H:ﬁﬁ Weight loss of filter Enzyme activity
No. Strain code
paper//g U/mL
1 c2 0.35(0.02) 42.3(1.6)
2 C7 0.38(0.04) 45.6(0.6)
3 C8 0.41(0.05) 47.7(1.3)
4 C12 0.33(0.01) 38.8(2.0)
5 C15 0.42(0.03) 51.5(1.2)

A5 SNk % o

Note ; Data in parentheses are standard variance o
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Table 6 Screening of organic matter degrading strain from sludge

5 WS L WL

No.  Strain code Strain Identification result

1 M7 AHUTIEMDE  HAZFMIFFIR B. licheniformis
2 M11 BHUTREAER /NI B. pumilus

3 010  FHUTFEARTE = RER T Thermoactinomyces
4 S1 TER PR MAZEAUFFTE B. licheniformis
5 P2 HOTREERE  SECEHFTTE B. mojavensis
6 022 MIRREMRR  E/NERUATIR B. pumilus

7 C15 SPUERMEARAE  BEASZFHUAT I B. coagulans
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