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Table 1. Effect of windbreak treatment on the frequency distribution of windsock angle
[GEEE! fEHERERs B SEEREHENS EAE pagiist

Plastic house 32 mesh white 50% shading black Control

ey =z windbreak net screen windbreak net -

Angle of HE Bok  HE "ok HE B H HE Hak

the wind sock Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage F requency Percentage Frequency Percentage

0-22.5° 65 95.58 29 42.65 25 36.76 19 27.94

22.5-45° 3 4.42 11 16.17 15 22.06 15 22.06

45-67.5° 0 0 10 14.70 12 17.65 6 8.82

67.5-90° 0 0 18 26.48 16 23.53 28 41.18

#& & Total 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100

RONFAMAREREHREREC X E

1able 2. Effect of windbreak treatments on tempefature of environment.

woooE B M

Time of observation
AM 8: 30 PM 1:30 PM 4:30
B3
Date
MR BERE Ee® ¥ K HMERE BREE ERE B R MERKE EEE EeE ¥ R
Plastic 32 mesh 50 % Control Plastic 32 mesh 50 % Control Plastic 32 mesh 50 % Control
house white shading house white shading house white shading
wind-  black wind-  black wind-  black
break  screen break  screen break  screen
net wind- net wind- net wind-
break break break
net net net
—_ A 16.9 15.0 15.0 15.2 17.4 17.2 17.4 17.1 16.9 16.4 16.6 16.0
T A
Late
Feb.
= H 13.6 12.9 13.3 12.1 16.6 15.2 16.0 15.6 16.6 15.8 15.9 15.3
+ 4q i
Early
March
= 19.4 18.9 19.3 18.2 21.3 20.27  21.2 19.9 19.8 19.3 19.3 18.7
4] '
Mid.
March
= 19.9 19.0 18.8 18.0 21.5 21.5 21.5 20.1 18.9 18.5 18.6 17.2
T A
Late
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Fig. 1: Effect of windbreak treatment on plant height of papaya.
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Plastic house 32 mesh white windbreak net
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50% shading black screen Control
windbreak net
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Fig. 2: Effect of windbreak treatment on petiole length of papaya.
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Fig. 3: Effect of windbreak treatment on leaf length of papaya.
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Fig. 4+ Effect of windbreak treatment on leaf width of papaya.
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Fig. 5: Effect of windbreak treatment on leaf length X leaf width of papaya.
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Table 3. Effect of windbreak treatmemts on flowering and yield of papaya

B o= BT K HEREK E E &
Treatmemt No. of No. of Fruit setting Yield
flowering fruiting ratio (%) (kg/plant)
il 5 5% HE
Plastic house 24.58% 16.83° 68.47 18.812
R REABIS A4 '
32 mesh white 21.33° 8.08P 37.88 7.90°
windbreak net
SEE B AR G :
50% shading 23.83° 7.17P¢ 30.09 6.410C"

black screen
windbreak net
Control 25.832 4.83% 18.70 3.61°

it FAfTHRFRRRRESBRE K

Note : The same letters in a column mean are insignificantly different at 5% level.
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Table 4. Papaya fruit ;haracters affected by different windbreak treatments.

BB BRE (9 2 E(om) £ R (cm W OE
Treatment Fruit weight Fruit length Fruit diameter_ ° Brix
MR R R R R [1: 23
Pyriform Oval Pyriform Oval Pyriform Oval
fruit fruit fruit fruit fruit fruit
W5 % 1051 1188 23.8 19.0 10.1 13.1 10.10
Plastic house
JEREMARS B 789 962 20.9 17.7 8.5 13.5 7.08
32 mesh white
windbreak net
SR ARG B8 795 992 19.4 18.1 9.3 12.9 7.07
50% shading
black screen
windbreak net
# i 727 747 20.2 16.5 8.9 11.3 6.21
Control

A FTHABASEREANREERGTTIR

Table 5. Effect of windbreak treatments on organocletic evaluation of papaya fruit

B& b2 B E ¥ E BBk w4
Treatment Color Sugar content Test Total
G
Plastic house 8.652 7.908 8.053 24.60
E R
Contro] 5.10P 4.55° 4.500 14.15

i AT ERRRAESHEE kR

Note : The same letters in a column mean are insignificantly different at 5% level
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Fig. 63 Fluctuation of temperature during the experiment period.
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Fig. 7: Fluctuation of wind speed during the experiment period.
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Effect of Windbreak Treatment on the Growth, Yield

and Quality of Papaya (Carica Papaya L.)

Su-feng Roan and Wan-tin Ni

Summary

An experiment was conducted in the farm of Taoyuan DAIS to study the effects of
3 types of windbreak, i.e., 50% shading black screen windbreak net, 32 mesh white
nylon windbreak net and plastic house compared to the control on the growth, vyield and
quality of papaya (Carica papaya L.) under the condition of prevailing strong northeast
monsoons.

In all windbreek treatments, the air temperature was increased 1-2°C and the wind
speed was reduced. Plant characteristics and fruit characters. were influenced
significantly by type of windbreak. The plant grown in plastic house showed the highest
plant height, the longest petiole length and leaf length, the widest leaf width, the largest
dimension of leaf length x leaf width, the largest amount of fruit number, fruit set and
yield. It also gave the best quality of fruit and least demage of leaves and plants among
treatments.

Although the environment have been improved with black screen windbreak net and
white nylon windbreak net treatments, however, no difference was observed either on the
growth, yleld and quality of papaya as compared to the control.



