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Comparison of Muskmelon Varieties for Cultivation in the Autumn in Ji’ an City
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Abstract

(1.Ji” an Crop Fine Seed Breeding Farm, Ji” an, Jiangxi 343016;2. Ji’ an In-

To select muskmelon varieties suitable for cultivation in the autumn in Ji” an City and achieve localized planting of characteristic

melons and fruits, experiments were conducted to compare the growth period, plant resistance, multiple fruit traits and yield characters of 12

muskmelon varieties. The results showed that ‘ Yongtian No. 5’ and ‘ Huami 0526’ exhibited better performance overall and were suitable for

promotion and trial planting in the autumn in Ji’ an City.
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Table 1 Comparison of the growth period of testing varieties of thick-skinned melon
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’ period period stage //d period //d

1 £ 0526 08-01 08-11 09-05 10-18 43 78

2 PHHREIE 2 5 08-01 08-11 09-07 10-18 41 78

3 Tt 2 5 08-01 08-11 09-07 10-13 36 73

4 It 4 5 08-01 08-11 09-07 10-20 43 80

5 i 58 08-01 08-11 09-06 10-12 36 72

6 R 08-01 08-11 09-06 10-15 39 75

7 B 08-01 08-11 09-07 10-15 38 75

8 KK 85 08-01 08-11 09-06 10-13 37 73

9 EANTA 08-01 08-11 09-06 10-16 40 76

10 VG % 25 5 08-01 08-11 09-06 10-20 4 80

11 BB 12 08-01 08-11 09-05 10-16 41 76

12 BB 13 08-01 08-11 09-06 10-20 44 80
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Fig.1 Dead seedling of testing varieties of thick-skinned melon
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Table 2 Comparison of the fruit characters of testing varieties of thick-skinned melon
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