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Optimization of Cucumis melo L. Seed
Sterile Germination Conditions

ZHAO Xin, QI Hong-ying, YANG Hui,SUN Yue
(College of Life Science and Agriculture Forestry, Qigihar University, Qigihar 161006, China)

Abstract: In order to optimize Cucumis melo L. seed sterile germination conditions, we compared the germina-
tion in different medium (agar medium.1/2 MS .1/8 MS) . different seed soaking time (0.5.2.0.,4.0 h) and
culture temperature (25,30 and 35 ‘C) by the orthogonal design L, (3"'). The results showed that seed soaking
temperature at 35 °C ,seed soaking time for 4 h,culture temperature at 25 “C ,the 1/2 MS, sterile germination
rate was the best germination condition, the germination rate reached 100%.

Keywords: Cucumis melo L. ; seed; sterile germination

72



4 H KA D 2 R A R R E SN A LA B ®BY - @ik
L2 Jrik fL G EbR B RBCH  FZHE 10 A2 A AT
L2017 KB KR T 2017 FEPTILRMRE B SR AR R R A R TR A O

BRI B R w2 MRl = Wik AT, 1
MR = A 340 m* . 2 WRE &, BEHLIX ZLHED . /)
XA 21 m®, B/ R AR 30 Bk, 45 4b 3 H [E] 45
PR s — B

B2 R 2017 48 2 13 H #E471R Rl i
R A 55°CHR/KIZF 10 min, 329 4 h 54
52 15 H#EAT#E A E /5 (32 LN AR
)33 A 27 BT e M. B0 IR 20 S 2oy 2
3000 kg, ¥ Bg At ) 9 MR & 2B, 28 [E) R
50 cm, ZE 5% 90 cm, WATFIAE , 47 BE 50 cm, #RFE
50 cm, RSB THE. DR paE
R N Tl B A2 M40 N ] Fh 2, g bk B3R
2~5 14,
1.2.2 mERB 5% % H/NXEEHLR S 4
IR S B S TR Y BUOR L R AT A R
P A AL AN X 2R 5 AN HAA AR S L
TR SR LR AR L RN R R AR L R
B0 SR, FEDRE B I b aT i T EDE B

RS BESE 2 L AE SR A5 an Bl 1A 20

BT AS A= 7 309 LBy R A B 9« O 76 12
TSR A i FfOGE R B BT
1.2.3 ##%45#  H Excel 2010 1 DPS 7. 05
B AT B A BN T 2 43 HT
2 &iR5br
2.1 AEHIKGHMERLER

ARAE FE SRR L Sk 14 AT AL b ) 43
PEHEE Bz 2 ASSEFP . FEERR P L 3 e 3 A 4 R
SRR 730 2 3, T Bz 28 T4 BEOR 54T JC M 2L
PR 2 260 W HRIR R R rp L o 1 A R S R
JRERAR . THE 3 AN A TR B g b 1 2R
SCHE R TR B AR AR (HRUBR IR - TORS 1 5 £
AT 61 (9 AR BT . 22 hh 22 IR ik
A A 61 ME . i BRI . W R AU B
2 b, R 98 BSR B EBAEHE T A2 L
Hah Bt s F# 29 R ER . 5H e e Rl
HHEE S B 3

F1 UMK mAHREIERIEE
Table 1 Comparison of the fruit traits in 14 tested muskmelon varieties
- ‘ / %i%%/cm %@;tﬁiﬁ/cm R %l’ﬂ)? GUIEPN EPL#E R
Variety s TP Fruit Fruit Pericarp Sarcocarp 5 em /b /em B/% Palate
Type Shape vertica transverse Sarcocarp Seed Sugar
name | diameter diameter color color thickness cavity content seore
KM E R K AR 27.10 6.18 4 H o 1.40 3.07 10. 60 9
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Table 2 Comparison of yield and resistance to powdery mildew in 14 muskmelon varieties

i il 44 B IR kg Bk R TR bk i kg Jra s/ (kgehm™®) [SEIFIERES
Variety name Weight per fruit  Fruit number per plant  Yield per plant Yield Powdery mildew resistance
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Comparison Test of Muskmelon for Spring Greenhouse

in Jingyang County of Shaanxi

ZHANG Ming-ke'

,PANG Qi-yong’ , WU Song’ , REN Miao’ , MA Jian-xiang'

(1. College of Horticulture, Northwest Agriculture and Forestry University, Yangling

712100, China; 2. Jingyang Vegetable Technique Popularization Station, Jingyang 713700,

China)

Abstract: In order to screen suitable musk melon varieties for cultivation in greenhouse at Jingyang region of

Shaanxi at spring, we divided 14 new inrtoduced muskmelon varieties into 4 categories for comprehensive evalu-

ation of varieties. The results showed that in the type of rod-like and thin skin melon, Jingxuanyangjiaomi and

Boyang 61 were early maturing and good quality; in the type of pear-like and thin skin melon, Huami 98 had

fine comprehensive characters; and in the type of smooth and thick-skin melon,IVF192 and IVF117 were early

maturing with good quality and high yield;in the netted and thick-skin melon,Zhongmi 1 and Shuaiguo 5 were

distinctive. These 7 cultivars of musk melon were more suitable for the cultivation in greenhouse of Jingyang

region of Shaanxi province at spring.

Keywords: muskmelon; cultivars; comparison test; greenhouse; spring
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