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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted on eight cantaloupe varieties (Galia, Toal, Ideal,

Galor, Vicar, Rafigal, Regal and Primal) to investigate the effect of variety and planting

dates on yielding ability, fruit characteristics and storageability. These varieties were

cultivated at Isna — Qena governorate during the fall and winter seasons of 1998/1999

and 1999/2000.

The main results can be summarized as follows :

1- Early yield of Rafigal, Primal and Galia cvs at the first planting date were higher
than that of the other varieties. On the other hand, Total and Galor cvs showed
the lowest early yield in both seasons. Moreover, the first planting date was very
productive compared to the others in both seasons.

2- Total yield of Rafigal, Galia and Ideal cvs had the highest total yield at different
planting dates, while Regal, Galor and Total cvs produced the lowest yield.

3- Exportable yield was higher during the first planting date than that of other
dates. However, Rafigal, Galia and Primal cvs produced the highest exportable
yield at the first planting date, while Regal, Galor, Total and Ideal cvs produced
low exportable yield in both seasons.

4-  Regarding fruit characteristics, Rafigal, Galia, Total, Ideal and Galor cvs showed
the highest values at the first planting date, where Primal, Regal and Vicar cvs
exhibited the lowest values, concerning average fruit weight. Moreover, fruits of
Galia, Rafigal, Ideal and Total cvs were higher than Galor, Vicar, Regal and
Primal at the first planting date, concerning average exportable fruit weight.
Concerning fruit shape index (L/D %), Rafigal, Vicar, Ideal and Primal cvs at the
first planting date, generally, appeared to be higher in L/D % than Regal, Galor,
Total and Galia cvs. With respect to T.S.S., Vicar, ideal and Rafigal cvs at the
first planting date had the highest content of T.S.S. Moreover, the varieties
Regal, Primal, Galia, Galor, and Total cvs showed the lowest contents,
respectively. Concerning fruit firmness, Primal, Rafigal, Regal and Galia gave
the higher degree of firmness, while Vicar, Ideal, Galor and Total, respectively
showed the lowest values. However, fruits of the first planting date were fermer
than that of second or third planting dates in both seasons.

5- Regarding to storageability, there were significant increase in weight loss and
decay percent during storage period. Moreover, the rate of decrement in
firmness was much higher with prolongation the storage period. However, the
Primal, Regal and Rafigal cvs exhibited the least weight loss and decay percent
compare to Total and Galor cvs which showed higher losses. Meanwhile Primal,
Regal and Rafigal cvs showed the highest firmness value followed by Galia,
Vicar and Ideal cvs, while Total and Galor cvs exhibited the least firmness
values. On the other hand, the fruits from first planting date showed significantly
lower in weight loss and decay percent but higher firmness compare to those of
secend or third.
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With respect to chemical composition, there were decrease in T.S.S., sugars
and ascorbic acid contents with the prolongation of storage period. However, fruits of
Vicar and Ideal cvs had higher values in this respect than the other varieties under
test. On the other hand, T.S.S., total sugars and Vit. C values reached the maximum
amounts at the first planting date.

INTRODUCTION

Cantaloupe in very important crop for export in Egypt. The area
cultivated with cantaloupe in lower Egypt became limited because of
Suddenly Wilt diseases which affected cantaloupe production during the fall
season. Environmental conditions in Upper Egypt during the fall season are
suitable for cantaloupe production because of temperature, humidity, lighit
intensity and duration, direct sun light exposure, wind ... etc., which affected
cantaloupes production, fruit quality, and post-harvest storability (Ryall and
Lipton, 1979; Wills et al., 1982; Stanely, 1991). Therefore, the planting date is
very important factor with directly or indirectly affected cantaloupe yield, fruit
quality and storability.

The early and total yield of cantaloupe fruits differs greatly from one
variety to another due to the genetic differences among varieties (El-Deweny,
1978; Stanely, 1991; Abd El-Khalek, 1996; Ibarra et al, 2001). AtQena
Governorate, a sizeable attention has been focused towards this crop
because of the favourite climatological and soil conditions and the tendency
towards early cropping at this area.

Many investigators reported that there were significant differences in
characters of all cultivars at picked time as well as during storage period
(Ezzat, 1991; Abd El-Khalek, 1996 and Bigalke et al., 2001).

It is well known from the physiological point of view that respiration
primarily involves the enzymatic oxidation of sugars to CO, and water,
accompanied by a release of energy. Hence, the rate of respiration after is a
good index to the storage life of a crop : the higher the rate, the shorter is the
life, and lower the rate, the longer in the life. Moreover, cantaloupes fruits
have a high rate of metabolism and will destroy themselves in relatively short
time, even without the presence of decay organisms (Stanely, 1991, Bigalke
et al., 2001).

However, there were changes in physical and chemical contents of
melon fruits during storage as reported by Evensen (1983); Hardenburg et al.
(1986); Ezzat (1991); Abd El-Khalek (1996); Li XIU XIU ef al. (2001)on
melon. '

So that, this work were conducted to investigate the effect of variety
and planting date on yielding ability, fruit characteristics and their
storageability.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This experiment was conducted at Isna- Qena governorate during
1998/1999 and 1999/2000 seasons. Eight imported cantaloupe varieties
namely, Galia (Hazera), Total (Novortis), Ideal (Novartis), Galor (Hazera),
Vicar (Novartis), Rafigal (Hazera), Regal (Novartis), and Primal (Novartis)
were used.
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Seeds of different cultivars were sown on September 28™ 1998 and
1999 for the fall seasons in the open field. As for the winter seasons, seeds
sowing was carried out on November 21* and December 20", for 1998/1999
and 1999/2000, respectively, under polyethylene tunnels.

Labeled fruits where they were picked at 45-days after anthesis.
Normal cultural practices were followed whenever needed according to the
recommendation of the Ministry of Agriculture.
Data were recorded as follows :

A. Yield Component :

1- Early yield/plant (Kg), determined as weight of fruits picked during the
first two weeks.

2- Total yield/plant (Kg), determined as weight of fruits picked all over the
season.

3- Exportable yield/plant (Kg), determined as the total yield after discarding
the damage, big and malformed fruits.

B. Fruit characteristics :
Ten fruits were used to determine the following characters :

1- Average fruit weight (Kg), using Top balance loading.

2- Average exportable fruit weight (Kg), using Top balance loading.

3- Fruit shape index (L/D ratio), calculated as length/diameter (cm).

4- Total soluble solids, measured by hand refractometer (Wills et al,
1982). :

5- Firmness, determined by Magness and Ballauf pressure tester equipped
with 3/16 inch plunger and adjusted in Newton (as recommended by
ASHS pest-harvest working group).

C. Keeping quality :

Fruits were immediately transferred to the laboratory, where
discarded the misshaped and healthy fruits were chosen. Fruits were stored
in cold storage (2.5°C and 90% R.H.). Moreover, fruits were packed in five Kg
carton boxes before storage. All treatments were carried out in three
replicates.

The determination of physical and chemical properties was due every
7 days during storage, starting at the beginning of storage period.

1- Weight losses of fruits was estimated by the following equation :

Initial weight — weight at sampling date
Weight loss % = X100
Initial weight

2- Decay percent : Decay fruits were removed, weighted and recorded.
They included all the shrinked, injured or spoiled fruits resulting from
fungal or bacterial infection. Percentage of decay was calculated in
relation to the initial weight of stored fruits.

3- Firmness : Firmness were determined during storage period using the
method mentioned before.
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D- Chemical composition :

1- Total soluble solids : were determined using the method mentioned
before.

2- Total sugar content analyzed according to Shaffer and Hartman (1921).

3- Ascorbic acid contents were determined as mg/100 ml juice using 2.6
dichlorophenol-indophenol for titration (A.0.A.C., 1970).

A split-plot design with three replicates was used to analyse post-
harvest treatments. The varieties were in the main plots while, the planting
dates were in sub-plots.

All data were subjected to statistical analysis according to (Snedecor,
1962).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Yield Component :
1- Early yield :

Table (1) demonstrates that Refigal, Primal and Galia cvs produced
the highest early yield with significant differences between them during the
two seasons. On the other hand, significant differences were found between
them and the other tested varieties. In this respect, Total and Galor cvs
showed the lowest early yield with significant differences between them. The
differences among the varieties might be due mainly to the genetic
differences. Moreover, there were significant between the planting date.
However, the first planting date was very productive compared to the others
in both seasons. These results might be attributed to environmental factors.

From the obtained results, it can concluded that the early yield of
Rafigal, Primal and Galia cvs at the first planting date were higher in the two
seasons than that of the other cultivars.

Similar findings were obtained by Locassio et al. (1976), Rizkalla et
al. (1987), Abd El-Khalek (1996) Ezzat (1999) on melon.

2- Total yield :

The cultivars Rafigal, Galia and Ideal had the highest total yield/plant
at different planting dates with significant differences between them (Table 1),
while Regal, Galor and Total cvs produced the lowest yieid. That could be
attributed to heridital differences among varieties, and environmental factors
which affected fruit quality at harvest.

These results are in harmony with those obtained by Locascio et al.
(1976), Hamail et al. (1992) and Emarah et al. (1984).

3- Exportable yield :

The exportable yield was higher during the first planting date than
that of other dates. Rafigal, Galia and Primal cvs produced the highest
exportable yield at the first planting date season. Cn the other hand, Regal,
Galor, Total and Ideal cvs produced low exportable yield with significant
differences between them (Table 2 and Fig. 1).

Varietal differences could be attributed to the genetical differences,
as stated by El-Deweny (1978), Ezzat (1991), and Abd El-Khalek (1996).
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Table (2) : Effect of variety and planting date on exportable yield of
some Cantaloupe varieties during seasons (1998/1999

and 1999/2000).

Season | 1998/1999 | 1999/2000
Character Exportable yield |  Exportable Yield
Variety Planting Ka/ | Weight Ka/ Weight
date plant ton/fed. plant ton/fed.
a First 0.584 2.900 0.561 2.800
‘gu Second 0.441 2.200 0.423 2.100
Third 0.322 | 1600 | 0.301 1.500
= First | 0.397 1950 | 0.372 1.950
E Second | 0.381 ‘ 1.900 I =0.363 1.600
Third 0.262 | 1.300 0.241 1.200
2 First 0.452 2.250 0.434 2.150
2 Second 0.374 1.850 0.351 1.750
= Third 0.312 1.550 0.293 1.450
5 First 0.362 1.800 0.342 1.700
= Second 0.344 1.700 0.321 | 1.600
o Ted | 0281 1 1400 - | 0262 | .- 1300 |
= | Frst 0.410 2000 - | 0368 3 5800 |
g Second 0.360 | 1900 | 0343 1.700
Third 0.340 1.700 0.321 1.600
= First 0.724 3.600 0.702 3.500
g Second 0.619 3.050 0.591 2.950
« Third 0.580 2.900 0.564 2.800
- First 0.391 1.950 0.401 2.000
2 Second 0.382 1.900 0.372 1.850
" Third 0.331 1.650 0.311 1.550
= First 0.562 2.800 0.541 2.700
E Second 0.464 | 2300 0.442 2.200
— Third 0.401 | 2000 | D384 1.900
L.S.D. at 0.05 Varieties 0.04 s 1 -002 0.15
Planting dates 0.03 0.16 0.04 0.14
Varieties X planting dates 0.04 0.11 0.03 0.12

B. Fruit characteristics:

1- Average fruit weight:
From Table (3), it appears that the first planting date season had

effect on all fruit characteristics for all tested varieties. In this connection,
Rafigal, Galia, Total, Ideal and Galor cvs showed the highest values at the
first planting date, where Primal, Regal and Vicar cvs exhibited the lowest
value, concerning average fruit weight.

2- Average exportable fruit weight :
Regarding average exportable fruit weight. it appears from Table (3)
that fruits of Galia, Rafigal. Ideal and Total cvs were higher than Galor, Vicar,

Regal and Primal at the first planting date.

3- Fruit shape index (L/D ratio) :
Concerning fruit shape index (L/D %), data in Table (3) reflected the
variations in L/D %as affected by the varieties and planting dates. It could be
2332
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suggested that the varieties at the first planting date were significantly higher
values in this respect than the other planting dates. Rafigal, Vicar, Ideal and
Primal cvs, generally, appeared to be higher in L/D % than Regal, Galor,
Total and Galia cvs.

4- Total sciuble solids (T.S.5.) content:

With respect to total soluble solids were higher in first planting date:
than the second or third seasons. Vicar, Ideal and Rafigal had the highest
contents of T.S.S. during the first planting date. Moreover, the varieties
Regal, Primal, Galia, Golar and Total showed the lowest contents,
respectively (Table 3).

5- Fruit firmness :

Data in Table (3) showed clearly that, fruits of the first planting date
were fermer than that of second or third planting date seasons with significant
difference between them. Moreover, the varieties Primal, Rafigal, Regal and
Galia gave the higher degree of firmness, while Vicar, Ideal, Galor and Total,
respectively showed the Iowest values.

Similar results were obtained by Ezzat (1991) and Abd El-Khalek
(1996) cn melon.

C. Keeping Quality :
1- Changes during storage :

Data concerning the effect of storage condition on keeping quality are
presented in Table (4).

Regarding the weight loss and decay percent, data show obviously
that there were significant and consistent increase in weight loss and decay
percent during storage period at cold storage for 28 days. The decay and
weight loss percent were increased with prolongation the storage period.

These finding might be due to the higher biclogical activity at the iater
period of storage and this in turn facilitate fruit infection with micro-organisms.
The decrease in fruit weight be due to the increase in water loss and dry
matter consumption in respiration and other metabolic reactions.

Concerning the fruit firmness, data indicated a significant and gradual
decrease in firmness value. However, the rate of decrement in firmness was
much higher with prelogation the storage period.

These results might be owe much to that the conversion of
protopectins to soluble pectins and conversion of insoluble carbohydrates to
soluble sugars. On the other hand, the high accumulation of ethylene in
diametric fruits are associated with high respiration rate, which in turn affect
the ripening processes of fruit and make fruits were soft, as stated by Ryall
and Lipton (1979) and Wills et al. (1980) on melon.

Similar results were obtained by Ezzat (1991) and Abdel Khalek
{1996) on melon.
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2- Effect of variety:

Data concern with fruit keeping quality are presented in Table (4).
Regarding the varietal differences in keeping quality, data show obviously
that there were significant and consistent differences between tested
varieties. However, the Primal, Regal and Rafigal varieties exhibited the least
weight loss and decay percent compare to Total and Galor vrs. which showed
higher weight loss and decay percent. Meanwhile, Primal, Regal and Rafigal
vrs. showed the highest firmness values followed by Galia, vicar and Ideal,
while Total and Galor vrs. exhibited the least firmness value. That could be
attributed to heridital differences among varieties.

These results are in agreement with those obtained by Evensen
(1983), Ezzat (1991) and Abd El-Khalek (1996) on melon.

3- Effect of planting date :

Data in Table (4) showed also that, the fruits from third planting date
exhibited significantly higher losses (weight loss decay percent, and lower
firmness) compare to those of first or second.

Table (4) : Effect of storage period, variety and planting date on
physical properties of Cantaloupe fruits during seasons
(1998/1999 and 1999/2000).

1998/1999 1999/2000
g Firmness|Weight Firmness
I\;ies‘g('!'}:) DFZ?V (poundl loss D;z?y (poundl
Inc?) (%) Inc?)
Effect of storge period/days :
0 - - 20.79 - - 21.39
7 254 |451| 1938 | 3.14 | 5.11 19.98
14 390 |534| 1845 | 450 | 594 19.05
21 764 |752| 16.78 | 824 | 8.12 17.38
28 960 11.62] 1547 | 1020|1232 - 16.07
L.S.D. at 0.005 0.16 -- 0.43 0.18 -- 0.45
Effect of variety :
Galia 423 |537| 1894 | 483 | 597 19.54
Total 8.86 [13.21| 13.24 | 931 | 13.81 | 13.84
Ideal 742 [(803| 16.75 | 698 | 8.63 17.35
Galor 9.06 (14.51| 1329 | 966 | 1511 | 13.89
Vicar 6.12 |6.94| 18.41 B2 | 7.58 19.01
Rafigal 388 15474 2152 | 333 607 = 2212
Regal 387 |509]| 2051 447 | 569 21.H
Primal S8~ 375 1" 20681 -376-| 4 35 2312
L.S.D. at 0.05 0.27 - 0.34 0.29 0.36
Effect of planting date :
First 420 681 1903 |. 559 | 7.12 19.63
Second 584 | 7.86 18.26 6.44 | 8.46 18.86
Third 6.93 | 9.02 17.16 7.53 | 9.61 17.76
L.S.D. at0.05 0.14 -- 0.41 0.16 -- 0.40
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These results might be attributed to environmental factors

(temperature, humidity, light intensity and duration, direct sun light exposure,

. etc.) which affected fruit quality at harvest and consequently its storability
(Locascio et al., 1976).

4- Effect of interaction (Variety X Planting date) on physical properties
of Cantaloupe fruits :

Data regarding tha effect of interaction on physical properties are
shown in Table (5 and Fig. 2).

£. significant and consistent differences in losses of weight and decay
percent were detected among the tested hybrids at different planting dates.
Primal, Regal and Rafigal at different planting dates are outstanding in
keeping quality compared with other varieties. These might be due to the
genetic differences, which caused variations in physical properties of the
fruits (Ryall and Lipton, 1979). Moreover, Primal, Regal and Rafigal fruits at
different planting dates were firmer than the other tested hybrids.

These results might be due to environmental conditions, changes in
the overall pattern of the cell composition and structure with the progressive
solubilization and depolymerization of pectic substances (Ryall and Lipton,
1979).

Table (5): Effect of interaction (variety X planting date) on physical properties
of Cantaloupe fruits during seasons (1998/1999 and 1999/2000).
1998/1999 1999/2000

i Planting | Weight Firmness | Weight Firmness

b date Iosgs De.;:ay (pound/ losgs Dizay (pound/
(%) (%) Inch?) %) | Inch?)
© First 3.46 425 19.99 4.06 4.85 20.59
@© Second 3.96 5.45 19.00 4.56 6.05 19.60
© Third 5.27 6.41 17.84 5.88 | 7.01 18.44
= First 8.7 11.37 14.08 9.31 11.97 14.68
° Second 10.01 13.43 13.54 10.61 14.03 14.14
b Third 10.87 14.85 1214 11.47 | 15.45 12.71
= First 6.38 6.93 17.29 6.98 7.53 17.29
e Second 7.37 8.09 16.93 7.97 8.69 17.53
== Third 8.51 9.10 16.05 9.11 9.70 16.65
5 First 8.07 12.72 14.25 8.67 13.32 14.85
© Second 8.91 14.71 13.26 9.51 15.31 13.86
o Third 10.19 16.09 12.36 10.79 | 16.69 12.96
5 First 5.02 5.81 19.29 5.62 6.41 19.89
o Second 6.25 6.92 18.63 6.85 7.52 19.23
= Third 7.10 8.09 17.33 7.70 8.69 17.93
-g First 2.73 4.37 22.74 3.33 497 23.34
= Second 3.54 5.50 21.51 4.14 6.10 22.11
14 Third 4.77 6.56 20.33 537 7.16 20.93
= First 3.14 3.94 21.61 3.74 454 22.21
i Second 3.76 5.12 20.61 4.36 §:72 21.21
= Third 4.70 6.21 19.32 530 | 6.81 19.95
= First 2.47 2.75 23.00 3.07 3.35 23.60
£ Second | 2.99 3.67 2260 359 | 427 23.20
o Third 4.04 4.84 21.96 4.64 5.44 22.56
L.S.D. at 0.05 0.15 - 0.31 017 | - 0.33
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5- Effect of interaction (variety X storage period) :

Concerning the weight loss and decay percent, data in Table (6)

show obviously that, in all varieties under test, there were significant and
considerable increase in losses values with the progress of storage period.
However, Primal, Regal and Rafigal cvs during storage period exhibited lower
losses percent and firmer than the others. These resuits might be attributed

to evaporation and respiration (Wills et al., 1982).

Table (6) : Effect of interaction (variety X storage period) on
physical properties of Cantaloupe fruits during seasons
(1998/1999 and 1999/2000).

Storage([1998/1999 1999/2000
Variety | period | Weightloss |Decay| Firmness | Weight |Decay| Firmness
(days) (%) (%) | (pound/ inc?)| loss (%) | (%) |(pound/inc?)
0 - - 22.16 = p 2276
= 7 1.42 - 20.29 2.02 3 20.89
= 14 2.20 3.52 19.31 279..1.312 19.91
o 21 5.60 479 17.32 626 | 5.39 17.92
28 7.73 7.80 15.64 833 | 8.40 16.24
0 - - 15.97 = = 16.57
= 7 5.39 451 14.84 5589 | 5.11 15.44
3 14 7.18 11.69 13.65 7.78 |12.29 14.25
g 21 12.87 15.12 11.83 13.17 |15.72 12.43
28 14.29 21.56 9.94 14.89 |22.16 10.54
0 - - 20.03 - = 20.63
- 7 3.65 = 18.24 425 - 18.84
8 14 5.53 5.45 17.16 613 | 6.05 17.76
= 21 9.30 7.59 14.94 390 | 8.19 15.54
28 11.19 11.07 13.43 11.79 | 11.67 14.03
0 = - 16.38 = e 16.98
5 7 5.23 - 14.46 583 = 15.06
= 14 6.45 9.41 13.54 705 |10.01 14.14
o 21 11.14 14.19 11.64 11.74 [14.79 12.24
28 13.40 19.93 10.44 14.00 |20.53 11.04
0 = - 21.30 - - 21.90
E 7 2.29 = 19.56 1.89 - 20.16
8 14 3.49 4.17 18.44 409 | 477 19.04
o 21 8.37 .24 16.78 897 | 6.94 17.47
28 10.33 10.31 15.92 10.93 | 10.91 16.52
0 = = 23.61 - = 24.21
= 7 1.47 - 22.57 2.07 = 23.17
% 14 2.72 353 21.51 232- L4413 22.11
(4 21 4.30 468 20.54 490 | 528 21.14
28 6.23 8.22 19.42 6.83 | 8.82 20.02
0 = = 22.60 - - 23.20
5 7 0.67 - 21.52 1.27 < 22.12
2 14 223 3.24 20.41 283 | 3.84 21.01
© 21 5.33 432 19.59 593 | 4.92 20.19
28 7.24 7.71 18.45 7.84 | 8.31 19.05
0 i - 24.32 = = 24.90
. 7 0.25 = 23.57 0.85 32 24.17
P = 14 1.42 1.72 2261 2.02 2.32 23.21
o 21 4.58 3.7 21.57 5.18 3.77 2217
28 6.42 5.37 20.54 7.02 | 6.97 21.14
L.S.D. at0.05 0.12 = 0.33 0.11 = 0.32

2337




8EET
JO 2Jom SAD |B3P| PUB JBJIA JO SUNY 1By AJes|> Moys Bjep pioe DIqIOOSE
pue siebns |gj0}) “S'S'L Ul S3JUBBHIP |ejeueAa 3y Buiuisouod
: fjauieA Jo 1093 -Z
"uojawp
uo(g661)MaIBUM-I3 PAY Pue(L661)iezz3 (9861) /818 BanquapieH0'(9861)
SHOIH pue usyo) ‘(0861) uewlos Agq pauigjqo 2.om s)nsal Jejwis
‘200 0} spioe duebio Jayjo pue pioe oiAnJAd Jo UOBPIXO JO 8jel pides ay}
0} @np 39 JyBiw D YA Ul 8SEIO3P 8U} JSA0SIO0N ‘spunodwo? ajespAyogied Jo
SULIO} JAYJ0 0} SIEBNS JO UOISISAUOCD 3Uj JO/PUE 3jel uonesidsal ul asealoul au}
0} painquue aq Jybiw abesois Buunp sJebns pue 'S'S’Lul 8se8J03p Bl

sze 00 710 820 900 a1'0 G001 'a’s1
9.6l 616 civL| 918l 6.8 €GEl payL
6002 256 LlvL| 6v6l rAN yO'vl puooag
6922 ¥8'6 LISL| e0ee v'6 €57l sl
- ajep Bunued jo o8y3|
90 ¥0°0 ) 80 Z00 9t0 00 ds
z8'12 ¥.6 166L| ZTiE ¥£'6 871 [ewud
1912 6.6 906Gl | L0412 6£6 or'vl jefay
¥8LL ¥6'6 6ZGL| ¥TL ¥5'6 69°Fl |ebyey
80'6Z 0Z'0l 69°GL| 8¥¥e 08'6 60°Gl JeaIp
0z'6l 9.8 PEL| 0981 9¢'8 18721 Joeg
P TATA LE°01 ¥6'SL| ¥9¥EZ 166 ¥EGL |eap|
SG'El €Ll 8g'LL| S6C oL 8TLL leloL
vL 61 196 LLvL| ¥L6L 126 Lipl eleD
: Rjauen Jo 18y

120 €00 ¥0'0 9z'0 700 900
gL21 ZL'6 €0PL| ELLL L8 erel S00'018 '0'SM
6v'6} Zv'e 6yl | 6881 206 68°cl 8z
19°02 156 iLpL| 1002 AN Lipl 1z
rA YA 896 6evL| Thie 8Z'6 6271 vl
90'€Z LL6 €0'GL| ovze LE6 vl L

0

: skep/pouad ab10s jo P9yl
(e2inl {uopuod [CEIL (uopuod
jwoo/Bw)| elqipe (%) |wopol/Bw)| eiqipe (%)
poe |wbgol /wb)|'s's'L| poe | wb ool jwb) |'s's’L
21q4008Y Jebns |ejol 214028y Jebns jelol
000Z/6664 6661/8661

~abe10}s Bunp s)nij adnojejue) JO UojSodwiod [BWIYD
uo ajep Bunueid pue Ajeuea ‘poued abeio}s JO 30943 :(2) e1qelL

‘pouad
abeJoys Jo uonebuojoid au} YIm SJUSUOD PIOE DIGIOdSE pue siebns “S'S°L
U saseasoap iam siey) ‘jeuy (L) S1qeL u! Ejep woJ paonou st

: gbesoys Buunp sabueyd -|
: uonisodwo) [edwayd 'd

uojew U (9661 ) deleu-13 Pav Pue ‘(1661) 1Zz3 '(€861) USsUAZ
‘(1861) 2uwse)y sioxom Auew Aq peuiejqo aiam s)nsal JE|WIS 'SSNSLEA
usaMaq Jayip SNy Ul uonenwnode sugjAyi® |yl "SEnJy uoRWSNW
au} JO SSBULLLY By} 8SBS103P UIN} Ul SIY} pue ‘(zg6lL ‘1B 1@ SIIIM) Odusioew!d
jo Buuadu Buunp siN020 JuSHUOD ausjAyle jo uoneasie dieys v

v W 1ezz3



J. Agric. Sci. Mansoura Univ., 27 (4), April, 2002

higher values than the other varieties under test. These results were true at
the two growing seasons (Table 7). That could be attributed to heridital
differences among varieties.

These results are in agreement with those reported by Pratt et al.
(1977), Evensen (1983) and Abd El-Khalek (1996) on melon.

3- Effect of planting date :

Regarding the effect of fruit planting date on chemical properties,
data in Table (7) showed clearly that T.S.S., total sugars and vit. C values
reached the maximum amounts at the first planting date. These results hold
true at the two seasons. That could be attributed to environmental factors
which affected fruit quality at harvest (Locascio et al., 1976).

4- Effect of interaction (variety X planting date) :

It is evident from data in Table (8) and Fig. (3) that, Vicar and Ideal
cvs at planting dates exhibited the higher values of T.S.S. percent, total sugar
and ascorbic acid compared to the other cultivars.

These results are in harmony with those obtained by Locascio et al.
(1976) and Ezzat (1991) on melon.

Table (8) : Effect of interaction (variety X planting date) on chemical of
Cantaloupe fruits during seasons (1998/1999 and 1999/2000).

1998/1999 1999/2000

Planting Total sugar| Ascorbic Total sugar| Ascorbic
Variety riew, T.S8.S. | (gm/100 acid T.S.S. [(gm/ 100gm acid

(%) gm edible | (mg/100ml (%) *| edible (mg/100ml
portion) juice) portion) juice)
= First 14.65 9.52 2422 15.15 9.92 21.82
= Second | 14.26 9.26 18.70 14.86 9.66 19.30
o Third | 13.62 8.85 17.50 14.22 9.25 18.10
= First 11.89 7.72 16.44 12.49 8.12 17.04
5 Second | 11.35 7:37 12.04 11.95 777 12.64
3 Third | 10.62 6.90 10.38 11.22 7.30 10.98
- First 15.88 10.32 26.00 16.48 10.72 26.60
g Second | 15.35 9.97 24.50 15.95 10.37 25.10
= Third | 14.81 9.62 23.42 15.41 10.02 24.02
5 First 13.28 8.63 21.04 13.88 9.03 21.64
= Second | 12.92 8.39 18.46 13.52 8.79 19.06
O Third | 12.43 8.07 16.30 13.03 8.47 16.90
= First 15.59 10.13 26.06 16.19 10.53 26.66
o Second | 15.00 9.75 24.24 15.60 10.15 24.84
= Third | 14.68 9.54 23.16 15.28 9.94 23.86
g First 15.07 9.79 18.96 15.67 10.19 19.56
= Second | 14.61 9.49 16.98 15.21 9.89 17.58
@ Third | 14.40 9.36 15.78 15.00 9.76 16.38
= First 14.97 8.73 22.86 15.57 10.13 23.46
2 Second | 14.49 0.41 20.72 15.09 9.81 21.32
= Third | 13.92 9.04 19.64 14.52 9.44 20.24
= First 14,92 9.69 24.16 15.52 10.09 24.76
E Second | 1438 9.34 20.34 14.98 9.74 20.94
a Third | 13.82 8.98 19.16 14.42 9.38 19.76
L.S.D. at 0.05 0.14 0.06 0.22 0.12 0.04 0.23
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5- Effect of interaction (variety x storage period) :

Concerning the chemical composition, data in Table (9) show
obviously that, there were significant and considerable decrease in T.S.S.,
total sugar and ascorbic acid values with the progress of storage period.
However, Vicar and Ideal cvs during storage exhibited significantly higher
T.S.S. percent, total sugar and vit. C values compared to other cultivars.

Similar results were reported by Ezzat (1991), Abd El-Khalek (1996)
on melon.

Table (9): Effect of interaction (variety X storage period) on chemical
composition of Cantaloupe fruits during seasons (1998/1999 and

1999/2000).
Srsse 1998/1999 1999/2000
variety | period | TS, | TOI 000 Remgtcomi | TSS il ey
(days) | (%) | egibie portion)| _juice) (%) portion) juice)
0 14.71 9.56 22.20 15.31 9.95 22.80
© 7 14.55 9.45 20.20 15.15 9.84 20.86
= 14 | 1421 9.23 19.06 14.81 9.63 19.66
© 21 | 1393 9.05 18.03 14.53 9.45 18.63
28 | 13.46 8.74 16.20 14.06 9.14 16.80
0 11.83 7.68 16.03 12.43 8.08 16.63
= 7 11.63 7.55 14.03 12.23 7.95 14.63
s 14 | 11.38 7.39 13.13 11.98 7.79 13.73
k= 21 | 1. 7.22 11.70 11.71 7.62 12.30
28 | 1046 6.79 9.86 11.06 7.19 10.46
0 15.70 10.20 26.66 | 16.30 10.60 27.26
= T 15.58 10.12 25.70 16.18 10.52 26.30
2 14 | 1545 10.04 24.73 16.05 10.44 25.33
= 21 | 15.25 9.91 23.76 15.85 10.31 24.36
28 | 1475 9.55 22.43 15.35 9.95 23.03
0 13.41 8.91 20.96 14.01 9.11 21.56
5 7 13.21 8.85 19.63 13.81 8.98 20.23
T 14 | 12.93 8.43 18.78 13.58 8.83 19.38
o 21 12.68 8.24 17.66 13.28 8.54 18.26
28 | 12.08 7.85 16.26 12.68 8.25 16.86
0 15.42 10.02 26.80 16.02 10.42 27.40
- 7 15.30 9.94 2563 15.90 10.34 26.23
8 14 | 15.20 9.82 24.56 15.80 10.28 25.16
= 21 | 15.00 9.75 23.73 15.60 10.15 24.33
28 | 14.53 9.44 21.70 15.13 9.84 22.30
0 14.95 9.71 19.93 15.55 10.11 20.53
ES 7 14.85 9.65 18.70 15.45 10.05 19.30
g 14 | 1471 9.56 17.70 15.31 9.96 18.30
4 21 | 1453 9.44 15.90 15.13 9.84 16.50
28 | 14.41 9.36 13.96 15.01 9.78 14.56
0 14.76 9.82 23.73 15.36 10.14 24.33
= 7 14.66 9.74 22.76 15.26 9.99 23.36
2 14 | 1453 9.44 20.66 15.13 9.84 21.26
2 21 | 14.36 9.34 20.06 14.96 9.73 20.66
28 | 13.96 9.07 18.13 14.56 9.47 18.73
0 14.70 955 23.43 15.30 9.95 2403
5 7 14.60 9.49 22.36 15.20 9.89 22.96
E 14 | 14.45 9.39 21.50 15.05 9.79 22.10
@ 21 | 14.26 9.26 20.33 14,86 9.66 20.93
28 | 13.35 9.00 18.46 14.45 9.40 19.06
LS.D. at0.05 | 0.03 0.02 0.16 0.02 0.04 0.24
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