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Effect of Different Organic Fertilizers on the
Watermelon Yeild and Soil Physical and Chemical Properties Under Row Cover

YANG Dong-yan, GU(Q Wen-zhong, QU Ji-song,ZHANG Li-juan, FENG Hai-ping
(Ningxia Academy of Agricultural and Forestry Science, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750002)

Abstrac: In this experiment, the characteristics and the effect on the growth of watermelon under three organic fertilizers
were compared. The results indicated that the soil salt and available nitrogen content of organic fertilizers treatment were
significantly lower than control, meanwhile the soil organic matter, available phosphorus and available potassium were
higher than control. The watermelon growth vigor of treatment were weaker, but the quality were better, Among
them, the soil fertility of bacterial manure treatment was highest during fruit setting stage and was at moderate level in
other stage; the change range of soil fertility was litter at whole growth period in chicken manure treatment; the soil
physicochemical index of cake fertilizer was all lower after fruit setting stage. Comparison of application effects, the yield
of bacterial manure treatment was highest and the quality was best, followed by chicken matter and cake fertilizer.

Key words: organic fertilizers; row cover watermelon;soil
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Effect of Paper Bags on Quality of Pomegranate

LI Xiang, YU Qiao-zhen, WU Yang-yu, ZHANG Shu-fen
(Shanxi University of Science and Technology » Xi’an, Shaanxi 710021)

Abstract: In order to improve production efficiency of pomegranate which may appear insect pest, sunscald, russet,
cracking fruit during the growth process, the paper compared the effect of membrane bags and paper bags on the quality
of pomegranate. The results showed that the weight of bagging membrane pomegranate was significantly higher than
paper bags and non-bagging fruit, the fruit cracking rate, the concentration of sugar and acidity was significantly lower
than bagging paper fruit and non-bagging fruit. Compared with nom-bagging fruit, the weight of bagging paper
pomegranates was higher and the concentration of sugar and was close to. The concentration of sugar of bagging paper
was significantly higher than bagging membrane, but the acidity was equal to bagging membrane. Not only enhanced the
production efficiency the technology of bagging pomegranate, but also madethe fruit sweet, acid taste with size
uniformity, bright color.

Keywords: pomegranate; encasing bag techniques; quality
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