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A Simulation Model for Functional
Design of Insect-Proof Greenhouses for
the Humid Tropics

P.O. Ajwang’and U. N. Mutwiwa

Abstract - A simulation model based on energy and mass
balance method was developed in MATLAB\SIMULINK
in order to predict the effect of insect-proof screen
properties on climate in naturally ventilated greenhouses in
the humid tropics. The model uses the four commonly
measured weather parameters (wind speed, global solar
radiation, air temperature and relative humidity) as input
variables. The model was used to evaluate the effects of
discharge coefficients (Cd) and area of insect-proof screen
materials on greenhouse climate. The discharge coefficients
of the insect-proof screening materials were determined by
relating static pressure drop and airflow rates using the
Bernoulli and continuity equations. External and
greenhouse climate measurements were made at the Asian
Institute of Technology (AIT) campus in Bangkok,
Thailand. The internal climate measurements were made
concurrently in  two similar, naturally ventilated
greenhouses covered with different insect-proof screens on
ventilation openings. Tomato (Lycopersiconesculentum
‘KingKonglI’) plants were grown in the greenhouse during
the experimental period. Model predictions of greenhouse
air temperature were then compared to the measurements
from the two greenhouses and good agreement was
achieved. The results show that insect-proof screens with
discharge coefficients between 0.2 - 0.3 would provide
adequate ventilation for the screened greenhouse prototype
investigated in this study.

Keywords: Energy and Mass Balance Model, Insect-proof
Screens, Greenhouses, Humid Tropics

I INTRODUCTION
Protected cultivation offers a promising approach to
sustainable vegetable cultivation in the humid tropics.
Some studies have shown that with well managed
protected cultivation systems tomato yields can be
more than double compared to the yield of open field
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(Anais et al. 1997). Therefore, greenhouse systems
which can provide the optimal plant growth
environment while offering maximum protection
against pests need to be developed. The use of insect-
proof screens on greenhouse vent openings as a
physical protection against pests is an increasingly
popular approach to achieve this objective. However,
the insect-proof screens affect the ventilation
efficiency hence climate of the greenhouse. Several
important questions therefore arise from a
horticultural engineering perspective: Which pests
can be excluded by a particular insect-proof screen?

What is the optimal ratio of insect-proof screen area
to greenhouse floor area? What reduction in airflow
would occur due to the use of a particular insect-
proof screen? What is the effect of the reduction in
airflow on greenhouse climate (air temperature and
humidity)? Lastly, how do these changes in climate
affect the crops in the greenhouse e.g. with regards to
leaf temperature, evapotranspiration and growth?

Considerable research efforts have been devoted to
finding answers to the questions posed above. For
example, the pest exclusion efficiency of various
insect-proof screens has been investigated (Bethke
1994, Bell and Baker 1997). These studies
established the dimensions of screen holes that would
be effective in preventing infestation of greenhouses
by insects of various sizes. Antignus et al. (1998)
investigated the efficacy of plastic screens with ultra-
violet spectral absorbency in the UV-A and UV-B
range (bionets) in comparison to conventional nets of
the same mesh size for protection against vegetable
insect pests and spread of virus. Research on
coefficients of discharge (which characterizes the
ventilation efficiency of openings) has been
conducted by several authors (Sase and Christianson
1990, Montero et al. 1997, Munoz et al. 1999, Mears
and Both 2001, Teitel 2001, Fatnassi et al. 2001 and
Demrati 2001). Several simulation studies have
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shown that greenhouses with insect-proof screens
placed on side and roof ventilation attain higher air
temperatures compared to greenhouses with no
screens on the openings (Teitel, 2001 and Fatnassi et
al. 2003).

Most of the above studies have been done using
insect-proof screened greenhouses in the temperate
regions. There has been a gap in the literature with
regard to insect-proof screened greenhouses for the
humid tropics. Further, although the use energy and
mass balance models provides an integrated approach
to predicting greenhouse climate hence form a good
basis for functional design of greenhouses, it has not
been applied to the case of insect-proof greenhouses
in the humid tropics. The present study was therefore
geared towards developing and validating an energy
and mass balance model that can be used for design
of insect-proof screened greenhouses in the humid
tropics, with a special emphasis on the effect of
discharge coefficient of different screens on the
greenhouse systems (Ajwang, 2005).
The energy and mass balance approach for predicting
internal greenhouse climate is based on the first law
of thermodynamics. For a system that does not
involve mechanical work, such as an unheated
greenhouse, the law states that any increase in the
intrinsic energy of a system is equal to the algebraic
sum of the energy flows to and from it. The term
energy balance is used to refer to the mathematical
analysis of the gains, losses and storage of energy by
an object. With the exception of solar radiation, the
energy fluxes created by the individual heat transfer
processes can be formulated in terms of differences
in temperature (DAY and BAILEY, 1999). Thus, in
principle, if the temperatures of all the objects which
interact with an object are known, it is possible to
determine the temperature of that object by solving
its energy and mass balance equations.

1. MATERIALS AND METHODS
Field experiments were carried out at a purposely-
built greenhouse complex at the Asian Institute of
Technology (AIT) which is located approximately 42
km to the north of Bangkok in Thailand. The 200 m2
greenhouse (see fig. 1) had surface area to floor area
ratio of 2.25. It was fitted with ant-insect screen on
the ventilation openings, i.e. on both the wall and
roof openings. It had optional ventilation fans which
were not used during the experiments. The total area
of the screened ventilation openings was 228 m” The
rest of the surface area of the greenhouse was
covered with polyethylene film.
Tomato plants were grown in pots placed at 1.60 m
spacing (between rows). A drip fertigation system
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was installed to supply water to the plants. Automatic
control of the drip fertigation system was achieved
through the use of solenoid valves. Irrigation control
was based on radiation sum.

M. Experimental Measurements

Light transmission of the nets and plastic films was
determined using a photometer. The dimensions of
the screen holes were adopted from measurements by
KLOSE (2002). In order to calculate the discharge
coefficients of different screen materials, airflow and
pressure drop measurements were carried out using a
wind tunnel set-up. Discharge coefficients were
determined by relating the pressure drop to airflow
using the Bernoulli and continuity equations as
outlined by Ajwang et al. (2002).

Greenhouse air temperature and relative humidity
measurements were achieved using aspirated
psychrometers. Two psychrometers were installed in
each greenhouse at a height of 1.5 m above ground
level. Leaf temperature was estimated using the
regression model by Wang and Deltour (1999).
Global radiation was measured using solarimeters
from Kipp and Zonen Ltd, Delft, Netherlands. For
outside global radiation measurement, the solarimeter
was positioned at 1 m height. In the greenhouse, the
solarimeters were positioned above the plant canopy
on the rails. Wind speed measurements were made
using a cup anemometer with a measuring range of
0.5-50 m/s from Thies Klima GmbH, Germany. The
instrument was mounted on 8 m high mast next to the
greenhouse complex in an area free of obstructions.
All the instruments were connected to MCU-ITG
1996 data logger developed by the Biosystems and
Horticultural Engineering Section of the Liebniz
University Hannover. The data loggers in the
greenhouses were connected to one central computer
via a RS-485 bus cable. All the data from the sensors
were sampled at 15 second intervals and mean values
computed at 30- minute intervals were recorded on
the computer.

Data Analysis A coupled energy and mass balance
model of the greenhouse air was built using the
MATLAB\SIMULINK toolbox (Mathworks, 1991).
Greenhouse ventilation rate calculation was based on
wind and buoyancy model according to Kittas et al.
(1997).The wind effect coefficient was assumed to be
0.09 based on literature (Boulard and Baille 1995,
Baptista at al. 1999). Greenhouse evapo-transpiration
was estimated using the Penman-Monteith equation
for greenhouse tomatoes presented by Boulard and
Wand (2000). Other equations for the model were
obtained from standard greenhouse engineering
literature (Ajwang, 2005). The model uses four



weather parameters as input variables namely; wind
speed, global solar radiation, outside relative
humidity and outside air temperature. The effect of
the changes in several parameters including the
discharge coefficient of screens, leaf area index
(LAI), and ratio of vents to screen area could be
examined using the model. The model outputs
include predicted greenhouse air temperature, relative
humidity, evapo-transpiration rate, vapour pressure
deficit and ventilation rate.

Using weather data obtained from the AIT campus in
Bangkok between 10™ -14™ August, 2003, scenario
simulations were carried out to examine the effect of
discharge coefficient on ventilation rate, temperature
and vapour pressure deficit (VPD). It was assumed
that the greenhouse had a tomato crop of leaf area
index 4. The total opening of the screened area was
taken to be 228 m2 (same as the actual total screened
area on the experimental greenhouse).

Data for validation of the energy and mass balance
model was obtained from the experimental site
during the period between 15" and 29" August, 2003.
Measurements were made concurrently in two
greenhouses covered with screens of different mesh -
78x52 and 40x38 (abbreviated as 78- and 40-mesh
respectively in the following paragraphs). Tomato
plants were planted in both greenhouses on 10"
August 2003 such that leaf area index (LAI) of plants
in the two greenhouses were the same during the
experimental period. The values of LAI for different
growth stages were adopted from the work of
KLEINHENZ (2003).

V. RESULTS

Properties of insect-proof screens Figure 2 shows
the relationship between approach velocity and static
pressure drop for an opening fitted with different
insect-proof screens. For the same approach velocity
values, the static pressure drop is higher in screens
with small hole sizes such as Econet S. This implies
that screens with small hole sizes offer higher
resistance to airflow than those with large hole sizes.
The static pressure drop across screens is important
in the design of forced and natural ventilation
systems apart from being used in the determination of
discharge coefficients.

Table 1 shows a summary of the air permeability,
hole size and percentage ventilation reduction of the
insect-proof screens that were tested in the laboratory
at the Liebniz University Hannover. Screens with
small hole sizes had the smallest discharge
coefficients. The lowest discharge coefficient was
that of Econet S which is an anti-thrips screen while
Econet B which has the largest hole size has the
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largest discharge coefficient also. For the 78- mesh
and 40-mesh screens used in the experiment, the
discharge coefficients were determined to be 0.22
and 0.32 respectively. The discharge coefficient of
the opening without insect-proof screen was 0.5 and
formed the basis of calculation of reduction of
ventilation. A logarithmic  relationship  was
established between the discharge coefficients of the
screens and their hole size in mm2. Fig. 3 illustrates
the relationship. Using the relationship, the discharge
coefficient of very small hole sizes (less the 0.05
mm?2) tend to be close to zero. For hole sizes greater
than 4 mm2 the discharge coefficient approaches 0.5
asymptotically.

Model validation In fig. 4 it can be observed that the
air temperature in the two greenhouses was generally
higher than the outside air temperature. Larger
differences between the greenhouse air temperature
and the outside air temperature is evident during the
day. During some periods the difference between
inside and outside air temperatures was as high as 5
°C. In the evenings and at night, the recorded inside
and outside air temperatures were comparable. The
temperatures recorded in 78-mesh greenhouse were
generally higher than in the 40-mesh greenhouse
during periods of high irradiance. During night time,
the differences in temperature between the two
greenhouses were minor. Larger differences in
temperature were registered during the day time, with
the highest difference of about 3 °C between the two
greenhouses.

Model predictions of the air temperature in the two
greenhouses were in good agreement with the
measured values (see fig. 5). Differences between the
predicted and measured values were more
pronounced during the day-time. Over-predictions
and under-prediction of temperatures are evident
from the figure suggesting the randomness of
distribution of the simulation errors. Both the
measured and predicted temperatures in the 78-mesh
greenhouse were marginally higher than those in the
40-mesh greenhouse. The result suggests that the
discharge coefficients of 0.22 for 78-mesh
greenhouse and 0.32 for the 40-mesh greenhouse
satisfactorily describe the restriction of air flow in the
two greenhouses. The correlation coefficient for
measured and predicted temperature in the 40-mesh
greenhouse was 0.89 (fig 6).

In the 78-mesh greenhouse the vapour pressure
profiles predicted were higher than in the 40- mesh
greenhouse (fig.7). The higher wvapour pressure
deficit in 78-mesh greenhouse is attributable to
higher temperature in the greenhouse. Higher values
of vapour pressure deficit are predicted when plants



have small LAI than when the LAl is large. In the
day time, the vapour pressure deficit was generally
above 2 kPa in both greenhouses.

Simulation of effects of discharge coefficients
Figure 8 illustrates the effect of discharge coefficient
on greenhouse ventilation rate. Discharge coefficients
above 0.2 generally provide ventilation rates above
0.75 volume changes per minute which can be
considered adequate. However, the ventilation rate is
strongly dependent on wind speed as is implicit from
the fluctuations on the graph.

Discharge coefficients of 0.3 and above resulted in
ventilation rates of about 1 volume change per
minute and above. But given that the nets with
discharge coefficients of 0.3 and above are likely to
be penetrated by smaller insects like thrips it would
not be safe to use them under field conditions.
Therefore, to provide adequate ventilation for cooling
while preventing the entry of harmful insects into the
greenhouse, the discharge coefficients of the
openings should be between 0.2 to 0.3.

The effects of discharge coefficient on greenhouse air
temperature are illustrated in figure 9. The lowest
temperatures are predicted for the highest discharge
coefficient i.e. 0.5. On the other hand, when the
discharge coefficient is 0.01, the predicted
temperature rises significantly depending on the
external weather conditions, principally solar
radiation and wind speed. A difference in
temperature of about 10 °C can be realized between a
greenhouse covered with a net of 0.5 discharge
coefficient as opposed to a closed greenhouse
(discharge coefficient 0.01). Larger discharge
coefficients in the range of 0.2-0.5 results in small
temperature increases i.e. below 1 °C.

The predicted vapour pressure deficit in the
greenhouse increased with increasing temperature
(see fig 10). The simulation results suggest that
closed greenhouses will have higher vapour pressure
deficit than open greenhouses during periods of high
solar radiation.

The changes in discharge coefficient affect on the
evapo-transpiration rate in the greenhouse. This is
illustrated in figure 11. The evapo-transpiration rate
for a discharge of 0.5 is consistently higher than
those for lower discharge coefficients. This
difference in evapo- transpiration varies from day to
day and is influenced by the external climatic
conditions, notably solar radiation.

V. DSCUSSIONS
Results from the model validation exercise show that
the simulation model developed in this study gives a
good correlation between measured and predicted
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values of air temperature and relative humidity. Thus,
the model can be applied to predict the climatic
conditions and evapo-transpiration in  similar
screened greenhouses for different regions in the
humid tropics. The model requires only standard
weather station data as input variables. This makes it
attractive for use in different regions in the humid
tropics. It would reduce the need for costly
experimentation and can be used when only historical
weather data is available.

Discharge coefficient is the most important
characteristic of insect-proof screens in so far as
ventilation efficiency is concerned. The discharge
coefficient values used in this work were determined
under laboratory conditions. They are likely to be
different from the discharge coefficients of the
screens when placed on greenhouse openings due to
differences in geometry, dimensions and aspect ratio.
The performance of the model could therefore have
been affected by the values of the discharge
coefficients. Different authors have reported different
values of discharge coefficients of greenhouse
openings in the literature, perhaps indicating the
differences in greenhouse configurations that have
been studied. Sase and Christianson (1990) reported
discharge coefficient values ranging from 0.05 to 0.5
for greenhouse ventilation openings covered with
different insect-proof screens. Munoz et al. (1999)
reported global (whole greenhouse) discharge
coefficients ranging from 0.182 to 0.426 for roll-up
roof vents with insect-proof screens located on
central and lateral spans. Mears and Both (2001)
reported discharge coefficients of 0.28 for screens
used to exclude whiteflies and 0.09 for a screen
effective against thrips. Montero et al. (1997)
reported discharge coefficients of 0.32 — 0.35 for
anti-thrips nets on a continuous roof vent located in a
lateral span.

There have been some suggestions in the literature
that the discharge coefficients based on the Bernoulli
and continuity equations do not provide a reliable
approach to estimating the ventilation rate of insect-
proof greenhouses because they do not take account
of the viscous effects of fluid flow at low velocities.
Miguel et al. (1997) argued that when the Reynolds
number (based on pore size) was less than 100-150,
then the inertial forces do not dominate and so the
viscous forces cannot be neglected. They proposed
the wuse of the Forchheimer equation for
determination of pressure drop across insect-proof
screens. However, it has been shown that for
practical purposes, the choice of either the
Forchheimer or Bernoulli equations makes little
difference in the estimation of pressure drop



coefficients and air flow rates across insect-proof
screens (Bailey et al. 2003).

The prediction of higher temperatures for lower
values of discharge coefficients of screened
greenhouse ventilation openings is generally the case
in the literature available. However, the extent of
increase in temperature for decreasing values of
discharge coefficients varies from author to author. It
is also important to note that the temperature increase
due to decrease of discharge coefficient will also
depend on the greenhouse configuration, notably the
ratio of the floor area to the greenhouse surface area.
Using simulation results from a 27 m by 7.2 m
greenhouse with 0.9 m opening side vent and 0.8 m
opening roof vents, Sase and Christianson (1990)
showed that with a discharge coefficient of less 0.05,
a 10 °C increase in greenhouse air temperature could
be realized in a screened greenhouse as compared to
an open one, when net radiation is 500 W/m? and
wind velocity is zero. This result was, however, not
verified by field experiments and there were no
plants in the simulation study. In this study, the
increase in air temperature attributable to a discharge
coefficient of 0.05 is generally about 5°C (depending
on the climatic conditions). The differences in
predictions of increase in air temperature can be
attributed to the differences in greenhouse
configurations and the fact that the present study uses
a holistic energy and mass balance of the greenhouse.
For a discharge coefficient of 0.22, the increase in
temperature attributable to effect of screens for a
greenhouse with full crop canopy is generally
between 0.5 and 3°C depending on the external
weather conditions. Thus for design purposes, it
would be appropriate to consider a 3°C increase in
temperature attributable to the use of an anti- thrips
net.

The difference in greenhouse air temperature between
the two materials used in the validation is not quite
pronounced i.e there was a minor differences in air
temperatures in  greenhouses with discharge
coefficients of 0.22 and 0.32. Larger differences were
predicted for smaller discharge coefficients (below
0.1). This implies that for the greenhouse
configuration that was used in the experiment,
significant differences in climate will only occur if
reduction in ventilation efficiency is about 80 % and
above.

The predicted vapour pressure deficit values were
generally in the range of 0 to 4 kPa which is similar
to values commonly found in the greenhouse
literature. Higher values of vapour pressure deficit
were predicted for a greenhouse with young crops
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(lower LAI) than in that with full plants. Higher
vapour pressure deficit was predicted in the 78-mesh
greenhouse than in the 40-mesh greenhouses. This
implies that higher wvapour pressure deficit is
experienced in the greenhouse at low ventilation
rates. This result agrees with the observation of
Critten and Bailey (2002) in which they showed a
similar trend by simulation.

VI. CONCLUSSION

The most notable effect of the anti-insect screens was
on greenhouse air temperature. The study has
established that the ambient temperature in the
Bangkok region was generally above 24 °C during
day-time and occasionally fell below this external
climatic conditions. Theoretical simulations using
different areas of leaf area index (LAI) showed that a
2 °C reduction in greenhouse air temperature can be
attributed to a value during the night. Ambient
temperatures often exceed 30 °C during the day for
most periods of the year. With the greenhouse design
used in the study and assuming a young tomato crop,
the results showed that the use of an anti-thrips net
with a discharge coefficient 0.22 can cause a
temperature increase of up to 5 °C relative to the
ambient, depending on the full tomato canopy. Thus
the increase in temperature in an anti-thrips
greenhouse could be as high as only 3 °C after
considering the evapotranspirational cooling effect of
a full tomato crop. Generally, tomatoes grow best in
temperatures ranging from 20 to 27 °C (Hanson et.al.,
2000). Fruit setting is poor when average
temperatures exceed 30 °C or fall below 10 °C. It can
thus be concluded that the adapted greenhouse used
in this study would require cooling in order to make
tomato production efficient.

The present results show a good agreement between
the predicted and measured values of climatic
parameters. However, it would still be necessary to
test the model using data from other regions before it
can be adopted for use.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This study was funded by the German Research
Council (DFG). The author is very grateful for
the generous support.

REFERENCES

[1] Sase S. and Christianson L. L. 1990. Screening
greenhouses — some engineering considerations.
Paper no. 90-201 American Society of Agricultural
Engineers/ Northeast Agricultural and Biological



Engineering Conference. Penn State University. July
29 — Aug 1, 1990.

[2] Mathworks 1991. Matlab User’s Guide. The
Mathworks Inc., South Natick, MA 01760, USA.
BETHKE J. A. 1994. Considering installing
screening? This is what you need to know.
Greenhouse Manager 13, 34-37.

[3] Kittas C., Boulard T. and Papadakis G. 1997.
Natural ventilation of a greenhouse with ridge and
side opening: sensitivity to temperature and wind
effects. Transactions of ASAE 40, 415 — 425.

[4] Anais G., Baudoin W. O., Papadoupoulos 1., and
von Zabeltitz C. 1997. Handbook on improved
vegetable production technologies in the Seychelles.
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations, Rome, Italy

Miguel A. F., van de Braak N. J., Silva A. M. and
Bot G. P. A 1997. Analysis of the airflow
characteristics of greenhouse screening materials.
Journal of Agricultural Engineering Research 67,
105-112

[5] Bell M. L. and Baker J. R. 1997. Choose a
greenhouse screen based on its pest exclusion
efficiency. North Carolina Flower Growers’ Bulletin
42, Number 2.

[6] Montero J. I., Munoz P. and Anton A. 1997.
Discharge coefficients of greenhouse windows with
insect-proof screens. Acta Horticulturae 443, 71-77.

[71 Antignus Y., Lapidot M., Hadar D., Messika Y.
and Cohen S. 1998. Ultraviolet absorbing screens
serve as optical barriers to protect crops from virus
and insect pests. Journal of Economic Entomology
91, 1401 - 1405.

[8] Day W. and Bailey B. J. 1999. Physical principles
of microclimate modification. In: Stanhill G., Enoch
H. ZVI (Eds), Ecosystems of the world 20:
Greenhouse ecosystems. Elsevier

[9] Munoz P., Montero J. ., Anton A. and Giuffrida
F. 1999. Effect of insect-proof screens and roof
openings on greenhouse ventilation. Journal of
Agricultural Engineering Research 73, 171-178.

[10] Wang S. and Deltour J. 1999. An experimental
model of leaf temperature for greenhouse- grown
tomato. Acta Horticulturae 486, 91-99.

[11] Hanson P., Chen J. T., Kuo C. G., Morris R. and
Opena R. T. 2000. Suggested cultural practices for
tomato. International cooperators’ guide. AVRDC
publication number 00-508.

115

Proceedings of the Sustainable Research and Innovation Conference,
JKUAT Main Campus, Kenya
8- 10 May, 2019

[12] Boulard T. and Wand S. 2000. Greenhouse crop
transpiration model from external climate conditions.
In: Teitel M., Bailey B. J. (Eds), Proceedings of
International Conference and [3] [13] British-Israeli
Workshop on Greenhouse Technology towards 3™
Millenium. Acta Horticulturae 534, 123-132

[13] Teitel M. 2001. The effect of insect-proof
screens in roof openings on greenhouse microclimate.
Agricultural and Forest Meteorology 110, 13-25.

[15] Mears D. R and Both A. J. 2001. Insect
screening and positive pressure ventilation for
tropical and subtropical greenhouse facilities.
Proceedings of the international symposium on
design and environmental control of tropical and
subtropical greenhouses. April 15-18, 2001. National
Taiwan University, Taichung, Taiwan

[16] Demrati H., Boulard T., Bekkoui A. and
Bouirden L. 2001. Natural ventilation and
microclimatic performance of large-scale banana
greenhouse. Journal of Agricultural Engineering
Research 80, 261-271.

[17] Fatnassi H., Boulard T., Bouirden L. and Sappe
G. 2001. Ventilation performance of large canarian
type greenhouse equipped with insect-proof nets.
Proceedings of the international symposium on
design and environmental control of tropical and
subtropical greenhouses. April15-18, 2001. National
Taiwan University, Taichung, Taiwan.

[18] Critten D. L. and Bailey B. J. 2002. A review of
greenhouse engineering developments during the
1990s. Agricultural and Forest Meteorology 112, 1-
22.

[19] Ajwang P., Tantau H-J. and von Zabeltitz C.
2002. Insect screens for integrated production and
protection in horticulture: a review of the physical
and technical basics. European Journal of
Horticultural Sciences 67, 45-49.

[20] Klose F. 2002. Investigations of insect-proof
screens — measurements and evaluation of air and
spectral transmissivities MSc. thesis in German,
Institute  of  Biosystems and  Horticultural
Engineering, Liebniz University Hannover

[21] Kleinhenz V. 2003. Greenhouse tomato leaf
development. Research progress report. Protected
Cultivation Project, Asian Institute of Technology /
Liebniz University Hannover. Unpublished

[22] Fatnassi H., Boulard T. and Bouirden L. 2003.
Simulation of climatic conditions in full-scale
greenhouse  fitted with insect-proof screens.
Agricultural and Forest Meteorology 118, 97-111.
[23] Bailey B. J., Montero J. I., Perrez Parra J.,
Robertson A. P., Baeza E. and Kamaruddin R. 2003.
Airflow resistance of greenhouse ventilators with and
without insect screens. Biosystems Engineering 86,



217-229.
[24] Ajwang P. O. 2005: Prediction of the effects of

insect-proof screens on the climate in naturally
ventilated greenhouses in the humid tropics. PhD
dissertation, Institute of Biosystems and Horticultural

116

Proceedings of the Sustainable Research and Innovation Conference,
JKUAT Main Campus, Kenya

Engineering, Liebniz University Hannover.

8- 10 May, 2019



Proceedings of the Sustainable Research and Innovation Conference,
JKUAT Main Campus, Kenya
8- 10 May, 2019

0.8m
B 3.7m
FANS aacisiaaus) |
- ‘4:&; ’7 Aaes A
ailyas seaggs idiazsy 0.5m
BEEkein :‘ i i § 7,,,,,, 2 — N PLASTC FILM
Wilisieginn g Ak N
// £ < INSECT-PROOF SCREEN
5m 5m \ <
DSOR
Fig. 1. Sketch of the experimental greenhouse
10 ¢ Econet-T
ad ® Econet-S
/ pd Econet-L

= Econet-B

A Brinkmann-W

® Brinkmann-T

Static pressure drop at screen (Pa)
O P N W M U1 O N 00 ©

E Polysack-AV

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2

) A Polysack-BN
Approach velocity (m/s)

Fig. 2. Static pressure drop versus approach velocity for different insect-proof screens

17



Proceedings of the Sustainable Research and Innovation Conference,
JKUAT Main Campus, Kenya
8- 10 May, 2019

0.6
Z 05 s
2
[«5)
S 0.4 -
= > y = 0.055In(x) + 0.400
S 03 < R2=0:922
[«5)
oo f
© .
5 o
2
A 01

0

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 45

Hole size (mm?)

Fig. 3: Logarithmic relationship between discharge coefficient and hole size of screens

40 Ti-meas78
/h\ ——Ti-meas40
O 35 ™ | {| =™ To-meas
e
2 30 -
S
o
S
2 25
20
15-Aug 16-Aug 17-Aug 18-Aug 19-Aug
Time (Day)

Fig. 4: Comparison of measured outside and greenhouse air temperatures. Ti-meas78 =
measured temperature inside 78-mesh greenhouse. Ti-meas40 = measured temperature inside

40-mesh greenhouse. To-meas = measured outside air temperature.

118



Proceedings of the Sustainable Research and Innovation Conference,
JKUAT Main Campus, Kenya

15-Aug
40

Time (Day)

16-Aug 17-Aug 18-Aug

19-Aug

35

A\

M A

/™

M /M

-5

RSN IV IS RPN, WASE

®) gg Sy S0 AR =

% 20 ——Ti-pred
g 15 Ti-meas
£ 10 dev
k5

Fig. 5: Predicted (Ti-pred) vs. measured (Ti-meas) air temperature for 78-mesh greenhouse.

dev= difference between predicted and measured temperature

R2=0.891

40

%)

< 35

D

=

S

S 30 -

£

|_

8 25 -

>

S

= 5
20

25 30
Predicted Temperature (°C)

35

40

Fig. 6: Correlation between measured and predicted temperature in 40-mesh greenhouse

119

8- 10 May, 2019



Proceedings of the Sustainable Research and Innovation Conference,
JKUAT Main Campus, Kenya

>
ul

w

Ml

e

——

—\/PD-78mesh
=\/PD-40mesh

o

e

T\

Vapour Pressure Deficit (kPa)
H
G O Ol O N 01T w o1 M

>
&

17-Aug

Time (day)

19-Aug

Fig. 7:Comparison of vapour pressure deficit in two greenhouses

12

10

Cd=0.01
—Cd=0.1

——Cd=0.3
—Cd=0.5

>
-

N IN
Il
S
o —
= =

Air changes
(volumes\ minute)

||
AW
w24 LA™

0
10-Aug

11-Aug

12-Aug

Time (Day)

13-Aug

14-Aug

8- 10 May, 2019

Fig. 8: Effect of discharge coefficient on predicted greenhouse ventilation rate
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