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Table 1. Analysis of applied water quality
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Table 2. Analysis of variance (Mean Squares) of seedling emergence and growth indices.

20 (Job) amals asy wli (Fh9) amelS 4y wsls Lis o3
S.0V 8o Seedling vigor index Seedling vigor index Drv wei th’ (mg)
df (length basis) (weight basis) y weight {mg
Soil Sk
‘5)9*‘:‘ *k *k *k
Salinity 4 543408358 7944346500 999674
ob=dl s 3651518 32949620 19109
Error
e o
Ol kS 19.5 15.7 25.4
cVv
Cocopeat CagSgS
6)}“ sk ok *k
Salinity 4 2690.7 430704 209.54
oL s 57.06 19462 139
Error
Ol o 6.16 5.32 4.27
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alol .Y Jgu
Table 2. Continued
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ol s 89.62 5.3 0.006 0.0062
Error
kS o
R e 22.30 16.23 17.5 17.9
cv
Cocopeat G gSeS
‘5)9'“ % ®% TS *k
Salinity 4 1803.7 15.87 0.19 1.54
oLedl s 21.26 1.41 0.002 0.05
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** Significant at 1% probability level.
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Fig. 1. Quinoa response to saline water at emergence stage in soil (a) and Cocopeat (b) (Lines show predicted data and
points show observed data).
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Table 3. Coefficient of determination (R?), mean square error (MSER) of C50 (dS/m) and response curve steepness (s)
of nonlinear regression fit of the modified exponential decay for quinoa emergence at soil and cocopeat with different
salinity levels.

o b Rl sE A8 plaeblalolé R2 MSE P pvaluer
Coefficient ~ Estimate 95% ClI value
Cso 6.35 0.25 5.55 7.15 99.7""  12.07 0.41ms 0.0003""
S S 0.17 0.01 0.12 0.22
Soil b 6.7 0.76 4.32 9.20 99.2*"  90.27 0.00001™
a 0.03 1.16 -3.40 3.55
Cso 15.04 048 13.69 16.39 99.5* 424 0.68"
0.13 0.01 0.08 0.16
Sy 9595
Cocopeat b 825 153 398 1253 998" 7583
a 9.52 1.35 5.77 13.27
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** Significant at 1% and ns non-significant; ": Comparison of linear and nonlinear model in each substrate; *: Comparison of
linear and modified model in soil and coco peat.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of quinoa emergence indices in saline soil.
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salinity FEI (00 1) 4salE . Seedling vigor e
)0) AR B index Seedling vigor index
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Soil S
Non saline 0.96 ° 6.08* 0.98° 279922 107891 @
4 0.72° 4.58° 0.77° 13914 ° 47514 °
8 0.48¢ 3.06¢ 0.25¢ 6739 ¢ 26595 ¢
12 0.124 0.74 4 0.19°¢ 306 ¢ 500 ¢
16 0.00 ¢ 0.00 ¢ 0.00 ¢ 04 04
Cocopeat S gSsS
Non saline 0.92 @ 5.8 2924 122" 31472
4 0.84 b¢ 5.30b¢ 2250 119° 2390 ©
8 0.94 6° 2.67%® 1472 2688 °
12 0.78 5¢ 2330 1492 2727°
16 031c¢ 24 0.67 ¢ 75°¢ 2143 ¢
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In each column, means followed with at least one similar letter(s) don’t have significant differences based on LSD test.

5 5555 5 59 IR b ol (o S5 35

G5 )0 e &L o e olpdl ADS/m (5,50
Sop Ny, ad, S o a5 o cél elS VY dS/m
2 SensSsS ) azalS el (Fa JSs) el Jls e
do, o Ve AV dS/m 5,55 ,0 g 0,0 V0 A dS/m (5,58
oS J> o ol als wsys FO A7 dS/m 5,08 0
dS/m (5,55 5 a0, A) 500 (YA olS el )] S o
19 158 caslin 03, (P b JS5) il zalS 1Y g A ¥
sphe emsline Myekio Yoo B Ve o syl
ohler 5 ygwwsSl> (Hariadi et al, 2011)
o & olas 5 wle> (Jacobsen et al., 2003)
Gl oSl oslail g slazg, Culas ol S elis)l ) ()9
Joos s Lulyd e adl el wsils Glo g ws S
g ails o, Slee JiSlas a5 Ws,S olo sl sl 650
Jacobsen etal.,) el VO dS/m (5,58 ;0 158 wlogas
3 YYD 5Ses (Y418) oo 5 oxllo 2003
V0 dS/M LT L 15 (gl cuslS g ) cpn e o |, LS
NV C SRR P RRENC Y SSER e
(Salehi et al., o,ls oYL Jooo (5,08 s @ e

G s s Jood Judo o St (6 el pedais 2016)
Js (Adolf et al., 2012) cul axals o, blgl ;o

9555 5O Gogd SRS ST Hads e 2oy 9 Sy
G5 5 Jy cslad aals b HLSNY dS/m 5,68 b
YU (6,55 o (Ya JSb) il sl mada V5 dS/m
3 ey ST 4 50 g oadiel 3B b jew ¥ dS/m
Tobams il ) 5 Sy AT &4 S o2y 59 590 e ]
B Olilan 5 ssalin wlap 55y e Sl (550
20,0 YV g 59, 50 o e ol L S o 0is ssaliv
dS/m (5,55 )5 § W jums f-’l-' b yods s)s sial38 L
599 (YD o) didmy o STa> 40 # 59, ;0 VY g A
Sl e B cugh, a5 gloj ccanlin Iaylpl o lglS
Al 55 5 S b o S 5| L 0,8 L3 i
a9 4ol 098 (nlpl el oo a0l 5 00D S s vy
byles o caslo el o ol comnl 51 B ras )&
Jdo s joi bl 015 jew ralS .l o g5 0 i
Sidler 0 3B NFAS/M 6,9 8 Sl 5l Cailes
295 (S38lsz 5l am azelS LSS pas 5 (5550 SlIL
S 50 azalS e fizen g Cl VY AS/M 5,08 4o
aS (Yb JS&) o0 59, 5l am ASVY dS/m (5,55 0 S
Slge (ygeMaosmsl 5 Slge JUEl U5 pae Jds 4 wilgi oo
Malcolm et al., ) ol o, Jb> 0 axals 4 wos
(2003



TAY e e ok Sl Glie la s 5 6)st G5 6 L Ses 5 (Lo

55 el 9 IS s wile plagg Sl 9k (rizeen
(Adolfetal., 2012) w5 o oolaw! g poml pulas sl p

2 oddan 9 S G0l asle Jolxe slaad ol
s Jedo a8 ool VL (690 (A cod b galssS

100
§ 90
S é‘ 80
53 7
E :"3 60 —o—non saline
5 % 50 |-
g2 40 oot )
=% 30
gi 20 ¢ —o—
3 10 -=Xe- g
0 & )
13

Cedls 3l o,
Day after sowing

100

55 dilgs
o
o

Cumulative germination (%0)
(2 3) (025 (S5
N o
o o

—&— non saline

--%e=typ

12 15 18

CudlS’ 51 ans g,
Day after sowing

(0) S 9 (@) g9 10 90T b (sokel Ll 3 90 azalS s ¥ S0
Fig. 2. Seedling establishment of quinoa under irrigation with saline water in Cocopeat (a) and soil (b).
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Fig. 3. Relative dry weight (a) and plant height (b) of quinoa irrigated with saline water in Cocopeat and soil (Different

letters show significant differences).
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Table 5. Analysis of variance (Mean Squares) of seedling emergence, plant height and dry weight.
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n.s and ** means non-significant and significant at 1% probability level, respectively
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Table 6. Mean comparison of salinity and priming on emergence, plant height and seedling dry weight

of quinoa seed
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5,105 gl sime gles LSD (5031 (wlaol oy 5 yiie By S JBlas glls a5 oy Sl gt p2 50
In each column, means followed with at least one similar letter(s) don’t have significant differences based on LSD test.
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