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Investigation Effect of Cantaloupe Planting Pattern in two
Methods of Traditional and Use Mulch
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Table 1. Soil Moisture Properties of Field Until 60 cm Depth
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Soil  Formation.  Soil Moisture in Differet Tentions (%) Depth
Factor Soil
(cm)
<l o Cl o 15 5 3 1 033 0.1
Texture  Sand Silt Clay A Al el il el i)
% % % atm atm atm atm atm atm
5 e
Silty 22 54 24 91 113 124 153 223 291 0-30
Loam . . . . . .
5 e
Silty

30-60
L oam 18 56 26 85 116 129 16 22.3 29
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Table 2. Results of 2 Years Mean Comparison in Studied Traits Among

Different Levels of Treatment

5 Shes 05w O35 o st g 3 0y 3l Bl o ol Gpas LS
o lo Yield Average Fruit Fruit Stem (W.U.E)
Treatment (Ton/ha) Weight Number  Diameter Kg/m3
Kg) per Plant cmy

o sle sAL

o 18.61a 1.73a 2.94a 17a 4.77b
AL: Plots

Without Cover

s i sl SA2

A2: Plots With 17.44a 1.69a 2.75a 1.8b 6.26a
Cover

V0 (sl aiy u.chBl

s ) 18.06a 1.73a 2.86a 1.7a 5.55a
B1: Row Width

(1.5m)
Y gl aly ‘_,,,;EJ;BZ

7 ) 17.99a 1.69a 2.83a 1.7a 5.49a
B2: Row Width

(2m)

S5 55 alolCl
CmM yo s,
C1:Plant

Space(25cm)

sy 55 alols C2

18.18b 1.75a 2.88a 1.6b 5.63a

CMo. as,
C2:Plant
Space(50cm)
s 55 AolC3

20.18a 1.85a 2.83a 1.7b 6.17a

CMvo s,

C3:Plant
Space(75cm)

15.27c 1.53b 2.83a 1.8a 4.75b

L5105 ls e gl 10 a3 Sl (glarels Az O ga3T bl D 2 55 By Sy sl slaSile
Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5%
probability level according to Duncan s Multiple Range Test
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Table 3. Mean Comparison of Average two Years of Plot with Cover and
without Cover and Plant Space Treatment per Water Use Eefficiency

3 Osk s SR g b led Dslie sk

olchan ol
3 59y 4y aols

: W.U.E
Treatment Levels of with Cover and (kg /ms)
Without Cover xPlant Space
Sby Ok S X g (L YO &5 Aol 4.65b
Uncovered PlotsxPlant Space(25cm) '
Shy Ok DS X g (e 00 &y ol 5 26h
Uncovered PlotsxPlant Space(50cm)
g gk O S X e Sle VO & g alols 4.38b
UncoveredxPlant space(75 cm) '
)bdi.ﬁﬁ:QJSX;»JJLﬂYOG":\MU 661a
Covered PlotsxPlant Space(25cm)
s gy &S X e (Sl 00 &5y Aol 7 05a
Covered PlotsxPlant Space(50cm)
s S &S X e Sl VO 45 g alols 5 12b

Covered PlotsxPlant Space(75cm)

L5105 ls e g5 10 a3 Sl (glarels Az O ga3T bl D 2 55 DLy Sy sl slaKile
Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5%
probability level according to Duncan s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 4.Results of Correlation between Traits Studied

4.3[.«:}&3 ;.ju_'%ja.a‘;;bls Lha)?ao)')hw);a dﬁ)soxﬁs\.ld J;L»& Slews
Stem Water Use Mean of Fruit No.Fruit/Plant Yield Traits
Diameter Efficiency Weight
0.253 0.554%* 0.424%* 0.138 1 Yields s
5 6 g0 3ldas
0.265 0.162 -0.387* 1 0138 = U
No.Fruit/Plant
La 6500 O35 oo 520
0/325 0.754** 1 -0.387* 0.424**  Mean of Eruit
Weight
Efficiency
Stem sl s
1 0.298 0.325 0.265 0.253 ]

Diameter

*, **Significant at P=0.05 and 0.01, respectively
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