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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.
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‘5)9*‘:‘ *k *k *k
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Error
e o
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6)}“ sk TS TS
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cv
alol .Y Jgu
Table 2. Continued
a4z yo FUSVIRWINS el o 2L o S g ol oSl
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‘5)"“) *k sk ELS sk sk
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kS o
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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.

e o gp T pleblalol oo 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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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%® 147 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.
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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.

SOV @oll 4z . )| S 059
- df Emergence (%) Plant height (cm) Dry weight (mg)
‘5)9'“ *k *k wk
Salinity 2 10648.39 771.032 219528.17
N Saal P 517.32m 9.51 1 343.91m
Priming
N %.‘;_e.xs)ri" 4 91.430 2.027 1 4010.2m
Salinity x Priming
ol 18 169.78 6.56 2586.27
Error
Syt 25.70 22.01 24.05
CcVv

o) Jlaisl maw )8 (6l gae g (5 8 dxe pas sdimslis o 4 P o s
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

g 3] SlS (39
Emergence (%) Plant height (cm) Dry weight (mg)

Salinity G
0 85.182 20.72 2 335.802
4 50.51° 11.95% 262.21°

8 16.39 ¢ 2.22¢ 36.11°

Priming owsly
Hydro prime 58.37° 12.63 ® 217.972
Ascorbic acid 50.52 2 11.68% 210.442
Gibberellic acid 4321° 10.58 2 205.712

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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