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ABSTRACT

In this study effect of Ace rootstock and different levels of nitrogen (60, 120, 180 Kg/h) on vegetative growth, yield,
quality characteristics of fruit, leaf and fruit nitrogen concentration of Cucumis melo cv. Samsoori as a factorial
experiment in Completely Randomized block Design evaluated in field condition in 2013. Increasing nitrogen levels
from 60 to 120 kg.ha™* increased marketable yield by 23.4%, whereas increasing nitrogen rate from 120 to 180 kg.ha™
! decreased muskmelon yield by 19.7%. Marketable yield was higher (18.85%) in grafted in relation to non-grafted
plants. Yield per plant, marketable fruit number and total yield per plant was higher in grafted plants. Fruit flesh
firmness decreased in response to an increase in nitrogen fertilization and the highest values recorded on plants
receiving 60 kg nitrogen per hectare. Fruit dry matter percent in fruits harvested from grafted plants were
significantly higher than non-grafted plants. Total soluble solid and pH not affected by grafting and nitrogen amount.
Stem length was also affected by grafting and highest stem length (212/17 cm) obtained in grafted plants, whereas
lowest stem length (173/56 cm) were recorded in the non-grafted plants. Nitrogen concentration in leaf and fruits of
grafted plants was higher than non-grafted. According to results, use of grafting and appropriate rate of nitrogen (120
kg) can improve growth and yield of muskmelon plants.
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Table 1. Vrainces analysis of yield and yield componats of melon under effect of grafting and nitrogen

Marketable Number of . . Day from

Source of variation  df Total m_a:léetable yield marketable I'?Id Total ;runt transplanting to

i€ per plant fruit per plant of plant numoer first fruit harvest
Block 2 13.6589 ™ 0.05028 " 0.2515"™ 0.1365"™  0.01851™ 35™
Grafting 1 580.8337" 3.0786" 2" 3.1913° 0.15432"™ 0.22™
Nitrogen 2 1068.42" 6.2525™ 1.7237" 4.9425™  0.324"™ 0.66"™
Grafting x Nitrogen 2 231.2940™ 1.3118™ 0.449 ™ 1.0661"™ 0.3533™ 4.22™
Error 10 104.9154 0.53918 0.3256 0.4607 0.2529 3.1
C.V. (%) 18.77 17.88 20.27 15.91 15.96 2.24

oy ) 50 Jlasl a0 )lo goe g lo cixe uf oS 5 4y e g s S

ns, *,** Nonsignificant or significant at p < 0.05 and 0.01, respectively.
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Table 2. Varinace analysis of grafting and nitrogen on fruit quality attributes of melon

Soluble Flesh of Seed of Skin of Seed Fruit dry Flesh
S.0.v df solids pH fruit fruit fruit cave matter fruit
weight (%)  weight (%) weight (%)  diameter (%) firmness
Block 2 012™ 0.28™ 29.003™ 531"™ 9.95™ 113.15™  0.254™ 0.482"™
Grafting 1 0.52™ 0.02™ 116.57 * 3.13™ 1.07"™ 85.358 ™  2.184 ** 0.387™
Nitrogen 2 0003™ o018™ 58.957 ™ 35™ 38.175"™ 117.256"™  23.31**  18.649 **
Grafting x Nitrogen 2 01™ 030™  39.940™ 9.34™ 54.64 ™ 37.429™  0.823* 0.104 ™
Error 10 0.29 0.19 31.22 2.57 11.09 64.053 0.148 0.219
C.V. (%) 7.34 6.17 9.48 13.58 13.04 9.45 5.72 8.53

ns, *,** Nonsignificant or significant at p < 0.05 and 0.01, respectively
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Figure 9. Interaction of grafting and different amounts of nitrogen on percentage of fruit dry matter of melon
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Table 3. Varinace analysis of grafting and nitrogen on vegetative traits of melon

SOV of Stemdry  Fresh stem Stem Leaf dry Total fresh Total leaf Leaf
matter (%) weigth length matter (%) leaf weigth area number

Block 2 488 ™ 126914.1™  716.72" 1539 "™ 21432.1"™  796889.15"™ 104.541"™
Grafting 1 206"™ 708656.1™ 6708.68 * 5.831"™ 592951.3* 2176766.13" 2123.347 **
Nitrogen 2 6.98 " 447355™  1045.93™ 3.954 " 314221.7* 77187291™ 901.291 *
Grafting x Nitrogen 2 0.307 ™ 263782.7™  109.43" 1.373™ 91032.8"  514214.18 ™ 37.263™
Error 10 2.66 148849.1 824.45 471 54726.1 30383876 133.158
C.V. (%) 16.61 26.67 14.88 11.97 18.55 25.23 9.59

ns, *,** Nonsignificant or significant at p < 0.05 and 0.01, respectively.
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Table 4. Varinace analysis of grafting and nitrogen on nitrogen concentration of leaf and fruit of melon

Nitrogen

SOV, of fruit Leaf
Block 2 0.0008 "™ 0.0828 "
Grafting 1 0.0773 ™ 0.9583 **
Nitrogen 2 0.16535 ** 0.0876 "
Grafting x Nitrogen 2 0.0608 ™ 0.0287"
Error 10 0.0054 0.0495
C.V. (%) 4.39 8.78

#* NS

Aoy ) 50 Jizl maw ;o o gixe 5 o pixe e Cud Ay e
ns, *,** Nonsignificant or significant at p < 0.05 and 0.01, respectively.
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