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Development of a Row Spacing System for Plant Factory(2)
- Performance Test of Row-Spacing System-
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instruments used for cultivation experiment
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Fig. 4. View of the cultivation experiment with the row-spacing control system
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Fig. 5. Change in outdoor and indoor
temperature, relative humidity
and solar radiation
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solution and the indoor and outdoor
atmospheres.
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Fig. 7. Change in pH and EC of the nutrient solution
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Table 1. Comparison of the growth characteristics of leaf lettuce for the
two different row-spacing system

Growth d(i::r?g:t’gr Leaf length | Leaf width | No. of Fresh weight(g)
System (cm) (cm) (cm) leaves leaf root
Row-Spacing
control system 32.1 18.7 10.8 127 52.2 75
Fixed
row-spacing 33.0 187.8 13.2 13.6 53.7 6.9
system
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Table 2. Comparison of lettuce production for the two different row-
spacing systems

growth Canopy No. of Weight per Yield of leaf
diameter (m? ) | plants plant(g) lettuce (kg/10a)
System
Row-Spacing 15.4 405 52.2 1372 (128)
control system
Fixed row-spacing 15.4 308 537 1074 (100)
system
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