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Melon Variety Trial
Safford Agricultural Center, 1998

L.J. Clark, R. Walser and E.W. Carpenter

Abstract

Seven cantaloupe varieties and two Honeydew melon varieties were grown in a
replicated small plot trial on the Safford Agricultural Center in 1998. 
Varieties were picked regularly during the growing season.  Yields are shown
in tabular form to indicate how each variety performed during the season. 

Introduction

Cantaloupe and Honeydew melons have been grown by homeowners in Graham County.  Melons will not likely
become an alternative crop in commercial farming but are a popular crop for homeowners.  It was decided to
evaluate several cantaloupe and Honeydew melon varieties to find which ones would do best under our salty soil
and arid growing conditions.  Melons are known to be moderately sensitive to salts in the soil and irrigation water. 
This trial is one of many vegetable crop variety studies conducted at the Safford Agricultural Center in 1998.

Materials and Methods

This variety trial was performed on the Safford Agricultural Center at an elevation of 2954 feet above sea level. 
Seeds of the nine varieties were planted in replicated small plot trials.   Soil sulfur was worked into the beds and
the plots were pre-irrigated to start the remediation process.  Cultural practices and inputs are listed below in the
crop history.

Crop History:

Soil type: Pima clay loam variant
Previous crop: Vegetables
Experimental design: Randomized complete block with 4 replications
Planting date:   23 April 1998 Plant population:  3630 plants per acre
Fertilizer: 400 pounds/ac soil sulfur and 244 pounds/ac 16-20-0 applied 3/13, 100 pounds/ac urea applied 5/28
Irrigation: Watered up, furrow irrigated 9 times (ca. 36 inches of water)
Herbicide: None
Insecticide: None
Harvests:  Multiple
Harvests were done manually and fruit was weighed and counted at each harvest. 



Analyses from saturated paste extracts from the experimental field and a typical water sampling from the irrigation
well are included below:

Sample pH Electroconductivity Total Dissolved ppm Na Estimated SAR
Solids

Soil 0-2 inches 8.16 8.35 5344 1436 13.0

Soil 6-8 inches 8.43 2.1 1344 359 6.3

Well water 7.53 2.06 1318 366 7.35

Results and Discussions

Melons are moderately tolerant to salt (1) but threshold values for the electroconductivity and slope are not given. 
Our experience show melons to be less sensitive than cucumber which has a salinity threshold value of 2.5 and a
slope of 13, since cucumbers planted in adjacent plots would not grow because of the salinity.  We will use the
threshold values of Scalloped squash (A = 3.2, B = 16) to get a conservative estimate of the relative yield for
melons on this salty ground.   Using the formula Y  = 100 - B(K  - A), where Y  is the relative yield, A is ther e r

salinity threshold, B is the slope or percent yield decrease per unit salinity increase above the threshold and K  ise

the electroconductivity of the saturated soil paste, the yield potential for squash under field conditions can be
calculated.  With these values it is determined that Y  (0 - 2") = 17.6% and Y (6-8") = 100%.  This shows ther r

importance of planting deep and irrigating every other row to push the salts away from the plant roots.

Table 1 lists the varieties of cantaloupes and honeydew melons in the study, yields in hundredweights (cwt) per
acre, the sugar content as determined with a temperature compensated, hand refractometer, average fruit weights
in pounds and a calculation of the number of fruit per acre. Archer was the highest yielding cantaloupe variety in
the study with a yield near 300 hundredweights per acre.  This is very good when taking into account  the salinity
problems in the field and Lorenz and Maynard’s (2) listing of 200 cwt/ac a good yield in the US.  Cantaloupe fruit
of different varieties varied in sugar content and weight of fruit.   Sparkle had the largest fruit, but the low sugar
content was less desirable.  The number of fruit per acre was calculated for use by those considering growing the
fruit for direct marketing.

The bottom part of the table shows the results of the two Honeydew varieties.  Daybreak had green flesh and Honey
Gold had orange flesh.  As mentioned above, the yield of the highest yielding variety  was considered exceptional. 
Fruit weight varied greatly with Daybreak producing fruit around a 5 pound weight.  The orange flesh of the Honey
Gold was the sweetest of all the melons tested.

Melons grow well in the area and could be produced to fill a market niche.
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Table 1.  Melon yields and other fruit characteristics for melon varieties grown at the Safford Agricultural
Center, 1998.

Variety Yield Percent Fruit Weight Fruit/acre
(Cwt/acre) Sugar (pounds)

Cantaloupe

Archer 296 a  13.1   c 2.7 bc 109631

Sparkle 250  b 11.6   e 3.9 a  6410

Valley Gold 248  b 12.9   c 2.3   c 10783

Gold Eagle 214   c 13.4   b 2.4   c 8917

Oro Rico 194   c 14.0 a  2.9 bc 6690

Cruiser 192   c 12.0    d 3.2  b 6000

Sunray 184   c 11.1    f 2.8 bc 6571

     Average 225 12.6 2.9 8048

     LSD(05) 25 0.3 0.5 --

     CV(%) -- -- 9.0 --

Honeydew

Daybreak 272 a 12.8  b 5.1 a 5333

Honey Gold 206  b 14.6 a 3.9  b 5282

     Average 240 13.7 4.5

     LSD(05) 53 0.3 0.7 --

     CV(%) 6 0.5 4.2 --

1.  Values within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at the 95% level of confidence
using Duncan’s Multiple Range test.


