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Effect of Salt Stress on Seed Germination Characteristics of Quinoa

SHI Pi-biao, LI Ya-fang, GENG An-hong,FEI Yue-yue " et al
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Abstract [ Objective ] The variation of seed germination indices under the treatment of different contents of NaCl were analyzed. [ Method ]
Differences of germination indexes for quinoa seeds of different NaCl concentration treatments were analyzed. [ Result ] With the increasing of

( Xinyang Agricultural Experiment Station of Yancheng City, Yancheng,

NaCl concentration, the initial germination time and germination peak of quinoa seeds were delayed, germination rate, germination potential ,
germination index, viability index, root length,seedling length and fresh weight were gradually decreased, while relative salt injury rate was
gradually increased. The germination rate, germination potential, viability index, relative salt injury rate and root length didn’t show signifi-
cant differences compared with control when the NaCl contents were less than 1.0% . But when the contents were above 2.0% , the germina-
tion rate, germination potential, germination index, viability index, root length, seedling length and fresh weight were obviously lower than
control , and relative salt injury rate was significantly higher than control ;seed germination was inhibited completed when the contents were 3% .
[ Conclusion ]It indicated that quinoa seeds could be resistant to high-concentration salt and grew well in the salt content range of 0 —1.0%.
The study provided a reference for the development and utilization of quinoa in saline-alkali land and the breeding of salt tolerant varieties.
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Table 1 Effect of salt stress on seed germination of quinoa
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Fig.2 Variation of relative salt harm rate under different con-

centrations of NaCl stress
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Fig.3 Root length,plant height,fresh weight and their inhibition rate of quinoa seedlings under different concentrations of NaCl stress
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Table 5 Eutrophication assessment results of Zhanggong Lake during 2011 -2015

Efy S A #EYE R R ERTE AL FIRRS SR HIPRE
Year  Total phosphorus//mg/L  Total nitrogen // mg/L Transparency /m  Permanganate index //mg/L.  Permanganate index Nutritional status
2011 0.58 4.76 0.32 7.08 73.20 EEEESR
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2014 0.33 4.72 0.24 6.14 71.30 HERE
2015 0.30 3.65 0.23 6.59 70.50 FEE SR
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