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Abstract. Extending the production season of melons (Cucumis melo L.) by using very
early and late planting dates outside the range that is commercially recommended will
increase the likelihood of developing a stronger melon industry in South Carolina. The
objective of this study was to determine if early (February) transplanted melons or later
(June through July) planting dates are effective in extending the production season of
acceptable yields with good internal quality of the melon cultivars: Athena, Eclipse, and
Sugar Bowl and Tesoro Dulce (a honeydew melon). Melons were transplanted in
Charleston, S.C., in 1998, 1999, and 2000 on 12 and 26 Feb., 12 and 26 Mar., 9 and 23
Apr., 7 and 21 May, 4 and 18 June, and 2 July and required 130, 113, 105, 88, 79, 70, 64,
60, 60, 59, and 56 days from ﬁeld transplanting to reach mean melon harvest date,
respectively. Stands were reduced 67%, 41%, and 22% in the 12 and 26 Feb. and 12 Mar.
planting dates, respectively, in contrast to the 26 Mar. planting date but #15% in all
other planting dates. Planting in February had no earliness advantage because the 12 and
26 Feb. and 12 and 26 Mar. planting dates, all reached mean melon harvest from 19 to 23
June. Comparing the marketable number of melons produced per plot (averaged over
cultivar) of the standard planting dates of 12 and 26 Mar. indicated decreases of 21%,
32%, 36%, 36%, 57%, 57%, and 54%, respectively with the planting dates of 9 and 23
Apr., 7 and 21 May, 4 and 18 June, and 2 July. The most productive cultivar of all was
ÔEclipseÕ, which yielded signiﬁcantly more melons per plot in all 11 planting dates followed
by ÔAthenaÕ (in 8 of 11 planting dates), ÔTesoro DulceÕ (7 of 11 planting dates), and ÔSugar
BowlÕ (2 of 11 planting dates). In our study, any planting date with melon quality less than
the USDA standard of ‘‘good internal quality’’ or better (Brix $9.0) was considered
unacceptable because of potential market rejection. Therefore, the earliest recommended planting date with acceptable yield and ‘‘good internal quality’’ was 12 Mar. for all
cultivars; the latest planting dates for ÔAthenaÕ, ÔEclipseÕ, ÔTesoro DulceÕ, and ÔSugar BowlÕ
were 4 June, 18 June, 7 May, and 9 Apr., respectively. With these recommendations, the
harvest season of melons lasted 40 days from 24 June to 3 Aug. for these four cultivars,
which extended the production season an additional 2 weeks longer than the harvest date
of last recommended 21 May planting date.

Current commercial melon production
recommendations in coastal South Carolina
suggest that the earliest and latest recommended planting dates are about 15 Mar. and
15 May, respectively (Sanders, 2005). To
establish the earliest market possible, many
growers transplant earlier than recommended
planting date and risk freeze injury to newly
transplanted melons. Extending the production season would also be desirable to maintain dominance in the market; however, late
planting dates are difﬁcult because of the
increased intensity of insect and disease
pressure into the summer. To extend the
production of melons much longer, growers
need to make earlier than and alter recom-
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mended plantings and select cultivars that
excel in those growing seasons. A major
problem for using these nontraditional planting dates is the lack of knowledge of how
different cultivars will react to the unique
conditions of temperature, daylength, rainfall,
humidity, and so on, relative to yield, quality,
and disease.
Changes in melon quality are the result of
complex genetic, physiological, and environmental inﬂuences. From the consumer’s
standpoint, quality melons must be sweet,
ﬂavorful, and reasonably ﬁrm. Various studies have been published in diverse locations
evaluating the performance of various melons planted on multiple planting dates in
Korea (Lee et al., 1998), Jamaica (McGlashan
and Fielding, 1990), Texas (Bruton et al.,
1985), and India (Nandpuri and Lai, 1978).
The conclusions reached are speciﬁc to those
regions because of genotype/environment
interactions that modify plant growth speciﬁc
to unique climatic conditions. Differences
in diurnal temperature or light levels (i.e.,
daylength, solar radiation), soil types, and

a milieu of other microclimatic conditions
make extrapolation of othersÕ results to our
region difﬁcult. For planting date/cultivar
selection for commercial production to be
successful in any locality, research needs to be
done near potential production sites. The
objective of this study was to determine if
transplanting melons earlier than recommended mid-March planting dates or later than
the last recommended 15 May planting date
were effective in extending the production
season of Athena, Eclipse, and Sugar Bowl
and Tesoro Dulce (a honeydew melon cultivar) based on yields and internal qualities.
Materials and Methods
Eleven planting dates were evaluated (12
and 26 Feb., 12 and 26 Mar., 9 and 23 Apr., 7
and 21 May, 4 and 18 June, and 2 July) from
1998 to 2000 resulting in 32 different environments. These planting dates were selected
to establish the earliest and latest possible
planting dates for continuous summer production of melons in the coastal area of South
Carolina.
Melon transplants were hand-planted on
each planting date at the two-true-leaf stage.
Raised beds on 1.8-m centers were fumigated
with methyl bromide and broadcast fertilized
with 120N–53P–104K kgha–1 and then the
beds were covered with black plastic mulch.
Each plot was 3.7 m long and contained 12
plants. The plots were replicated four times
and arranged in a Latin Square design with
each cultivar represented in each row and
column. The soil was Yauhannah loamy ﬁne
sand (Aquic Hapludults). Commercial pest management and similar cultural practices were
used for all planting dates (Sanders, 2005).
The herbicide, ethalﬂuralin (a.i.) at 1.9
kgha–1, was applied to the soil between
mulched beds.
Air temperatures were continuously monitored during the 3-year period using a Campbell Scientiﬁc Weather Station (Campbell
Inc., Logan, Utah). Data were recorded every
15 min, averaged hourly and then daily from
the date of transplanting to the last harvest
day. The mean growing season temperature
was calculated by taking the daily mean and
maximum temperatures from each day from
transplanting to last harvest and averaging to
derive this overall mean growing season temperature for each year.
Plant stand within all plots was recorded
just before the vines ran into the wheel rows
between mulched beds. Overhead irrigation
was applied as necessary per tensiometer
readings to supplement rainfall. Ten harvests
were made for each planting date. ÔAthenaÕ,
ÔEclipseÕ, and ÔSugar BowlÕ melons were harvested at $3/4 full slip. ÔTesoro DulceÕ, a nonslipping honeydew type, was harvested when
the skin turned a golden color. Individual
melons were weighed and the ﬁrst 10 melons
harvested per plot were tested for Brix with
a handheld refractometer. All melons were
graded for marketability according to U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) standards
for honeydew (USDA, 1967) and muskmelon
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(USDA, 1968) and melons <0.6 kg were
‘‘cull.’’ The ‘‘internal quality’’ of melons is
deﬁned as the ‘‘combined juice from the
edible portion of a sample.contains not less
than a certain percent soluble solids determined by a hand refractometer.’’ ‘‘Very good
internal quality’’ melons have $11% soluble
solids, whereas ‘‘good internal quality’’
melons have >9% to <11% soluble solids
(USDA, 1968). In our study, melons with
$8% but <9% soluble solids were deﬁned
as ‘‘acceptable, having fair internal quality.’’
Melons with <8% soluble solids were classiﬁed as ‘‘unacceptable’’ and cull. Because the
USDA standard for honeydews does not
mention ‘‘internal quality’’ and soluble solids
(USDA, 1967), we used the muskmelon
standards for the honeydew cultivar included
in the study. Because internal quality is critically important for consumer acceptance,
these designations were adhered to determine
superiority of a particular planting date. If the
average quality of a cultivar within a planting
date was less than the ‘‘good internal quality’’
category, the planting date was not recommended even with acceptable yields.
Data were analyzed using PROC GLM
procedure of PC SAS (SAS Institute, Cary,
N.C.) to determine the effects of planting
date, cultivar, and year and the interactions
among these factors. If the F test was significant at P = 0.05, the means were separated
by LSD at P = 0.05. The relative importance
of the planting date, cultivar, and year factors
were determined by partitioning of the total
sum of squares in the analysis of variance into
main and interaction effects and expressing
these individual contributions to variation as
a percentage of the total sum of squares for
the model. The value of these percentages is
that they become very useful indicators to
compare which factors contributed most to
growth, quality, and yield variables relative
to the other factors.
Results
Harvest maturity. The warmest mean
monthly temperatures were in all 1998 planting dates and coldest temperatures were in
1999 (Fig. 1). The difference in growing
season mean temperatures among the years
was signiﬁcant and affected most of the
variables. To make recommendations for

Fig. 1. Mean monthly growing season temperatures from Feb. 1998 to July 2000 were calculated by taking
the daily mean maximum and minimum temperatures from ﬁeld transplanting seedlings to melon
harvest.

commercial application, however, the mean
response of a planting date needs to be
evaluated, but outstanding differences resulting from variation in yearly temperatures is
discussed where appropriate. The variation in
growing season temperatures among the
planting dates greatly affected maturity with
96% of all partitioned variation in days to
mean melon harvest assigned to the main
effects of planting date (Table 1). Melons
planted on the ﬁrst planting date of 12 Feb.
required 130 d to mean melon harvest, but
signiﬁcantly less time was needed to reach
mean harvest with later planting dates (Fig.
2A). Planting before the recommended midMarch planting date did not produce earlier
melons because plantings made on 12 and 26
Feb. and 12 and 26 Mar. all reached mean

harvest between 19 and 23 June. The difference in mean growing season temperatures
for these ﬁrst four planting dates was 3.3 C
and ranged from 19.5 to 21.8 C.
Our goal was to produce melons over an
extended period, but the actual length of time
from ﬁrst to last harvests of the 11 planting
dates used was only 75 d. The harvest dates of
earlier planting dates tended to stack up close
together, but the later planting dates were
more widely spread. The mean harvest of the
ﬁrst ﬁve planting dates (12 Feb. to 9 Apr.)
occurred from 19 to 27 June, but there were
9-, 11-, 13-, 13-, and 11-d differences,
respectively, in mean harvest between the
planting dates of 23 Apr. to 7 May, 7 to
21 May, 21 May to 4 June, 4 to 18 June, and
18 June to 2 July. Although planting date

Table 1. Percentages of treatment sum of squares of the model partitioned into main and interaction effects for melon yield variables in response to planting dates,
cultivars, and year of planting.
Number of melons
per plot
Days from planting to
Source of variation
Plant stand (%)
mean harvest
Marketable
Cull
Rep
0
0
0
0
Planting date (PD)
33***
96***
29***
15***
Cultivar (CV)
2***
0***
7***
2***
PD · CV
4**
0***
2*
7***
Year (YR)
11***
2***
22***
12***
PD · YR
18***
1***
15***
26***
CV · YR
1
0***
1*
2**
PD · CV · YR
5
0***
5**
10**
Error
26
1
19
26
*,**, ***F test signiﬁcant at P = 0.05, 0.01, and 0.001 level, respectively.
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Marketable yield
(kg/plot)
0
18**
1*
4***
37***
13***
2***
5**
20

Number of melons
per plant
0
39***
1***
2*
15***
20***
1**
2
19

Individual melon
Wt
Sugar
0
0
29***
46***
7***
11***
2***
4***
22***
1***
15**
11***
1***
3***
5
8***
19
15
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Fig. 2. Inﬂuence of planting date from February to July and cultivar on: (A) date of mean harvest and days
to mean melon harvest; (B) plants per plot; (C) marketable melons per plot; (D) marketable melons per
plant; (E) individual melon weight; and (F) marketable weight per plot of melons grown from 1998 to
2000 in Charleston, S.C.

interacted with cultivar for mean harvest, the
differences among cultivars were small.
Plant stand and individual plant yield.
The earliest planting dates negatively
affected plant stand. The majority of variation in plant stand was partitioned among the
main effects of planting date (33%) and year
(11%) and the interaction of planting date and
year (18%) (Table 1). Stands decreased by
67%, 41%, and 22% in the 12 and 26 Feb. and
12 Mar. planting dates, respectively, as a
result of cold injury (Fig. 2B). As temperatures
increased, stand losses decreased to #15% in
all planting dates $26 Mar. Cultivars showed
variability in cold tolerance with ÔSugar BowlÕ
and ÔTesoro DulceÕ experiencing greater stand
losses than ÔEclipseÕ and ÔAthenaÕ in the 12 and
26 Feb. planting dates.
As plant death increased in the earliest
planting dates, competition among surviving
plants decreased, which allowed more melons
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to be set per plant. Thirty-nine percent and
29% of the total variation in the number of
melons per plant and individual melon weight,
respectively, were attributable to the main
effects of planting date with the year main
effects contributing 15% and 22% to these
variables (Table 1). Although individual plants
set more fruit per plant in the ﬁrst three
planting dates (based on cultivar means), from
9 Apr. and later, the individual plants produced
fewer melons (Fig. 2D). Plants in the 12 and 26
Feb. planting dates produced over four melons
per plant, decreasing to 3 melons per plant in
March planting dates and then #2 melons per
plant from planting dates $23 Apr. Planting
date interacted with cultivar and in the ﬁrst
planting date, with ÔEclipseÕ producing over ﬁve
melons per plant compared with four for ÔTesoro
DulceÕ and three for ÔAthenaÕ and ÔSugar BowlÕ.
In later planting dates, however, all the cultivars
produced from one to two melons per plant.

Although fewer melons per plant were
produced in the later planting dates, the
individual melon weight increased up to the
7 May planting date, then plateaued until
the 4 June planting date, but decreased with
planting dates $18 June. Melon weight was
heaviest in the ﬁrst planting date because
poor stand greatly reduced plant competition,
which promoted greater melon growth (Fig.
2E). In the ﬁrst planting date of 12 Feb.,
ÔSugar BowlÕ melons weighed 3.5 kg each,
ÔTesoro DulceÕ melons weighed 3.1 kg each,
and ÔAthenaÕ and ÔEclipseÕ weighed even less.
From 7 May to 4 June planting dates, melon
weight plateaued at 2.5 kg each, but from the
18 June to 2 July planting dates, the weight
decreased and was similar to 26 Mar. planting
date melon weight. Pooling melon weight
data for all planting dates indicated that ÔSugar
BowlÕ melons were the heaviest of all cultivars followed by ÔTesoro DulceÕ, ÔAthenaÕ,
and ÔEclipseÕ.
Melon yield per plot. The majority of
variation in marketable number per plot was
attributed to the main effects of planting date
(29%) and year (22%) and the interaction
between planting date and year (15%) (Table
1). Melon yields per plot for each cultivar
were greatest in 2000 and lowest in 1998
(Fig. 3). Of the 11 planting dates, yield of
melons per plot (pooled over cultivar) were
greatest in the 12 and 26 Mar. planting dates
but 46% lower in the 12 Feb. planting date
compared with the 12 Mar. planting date
(Fig. 2C). There was no yield advantage in
earliness or greater yields for planting earlier
on either 12 Feb. or 26 Feb. in contrast to the
recommended March planting dates. Comparison of yield in all planting dates after 12
Mar. indicated that marketable numbers per
plot decreased by 7%, 21%, 32%, 36%, 36%,
57%, 57%, and 54%, respectively, in the 26
Mar., 9 and 23 Apr., 7 and 21 May, 4 and 18
June, and 2 July planting dates.
Although yield differed yearly, the reduction in yield with planting dates later than
12 Mar. is consistent over the years. To
illustrate this best, regression analyses was
conducted after discarding the ineffectual
February planting dates to determine the best
prediction model for each cultivar in relation
to the planting date · year interaction. Polynomial regression indicated that a linear
model best described the relationship between yield and planting date by year. As
planting date occurred later in time, yield
decreased linearly in all contrasts, except in
1998 for ÔEclipseÕ, ÔSugar BowlÕ, and ÔTesoro
DulceÕ, and were strongest in 2000 (Fig. 3).
For the purposes of commercial recommendation, the pooled response overall 3 years
with their climatic variation provided a general
prediction of the superiority of the planting
dates.
Individual melon weight varied over the
years and were similar in 1998 and 2000 but
lower in 1999 (data not shown). Marketable
melon weight per plot did not correlate with
the marketable melon number per plot
because individual melon weight varied by
planting date. Of all 11 planting dates, ÔAthenaÕ
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Cull yield differences. The majority of
variation in number of cull melons per plot
was attributed to the main effects of planting
date (15%), year (12%), and their interaction
(26%) (Table 1). Cull yields were lowest in
the 12 Feb. planting date, but this is an
artifact of stand loss and lower plant populations (Fig. 4B). Averaged over cultivars, cull
number per plot were similar from the 26
Feb. to 7 May planting dates but increased
from the 4 and 18 June planting dates. Of the
total melons produced (cull and marketable)
from 12 Feb. to 7 May planting dates, the
proportion classiﬁed as cull ranged from 10%
to 13%; however, culls increased to 18%,
39%, 52%, and 27% in 21 May, 4 and 18
June, and 2 July planting dates, respectively.
The increase in culls during those planting
dates was primarily the result of abnormal
rainfall and greater disease pressure in 1999
but not 1998 and 2000. Of the four cultivars
evaluated, culls (averaged overall planting
dates) were greatest for both ÔAthenaÕ and
ÔSugar BowlÕ followed by ÔTesoro DulceÕ and
ÔEclipseÕ (–23% and –37% less than the
average of ÔAthenaÕ and ÔSugar BowlÕ,
respectively).
Discussion

Fig. 3. Interaction of planting date, year, and cultivar on the number of marketable melons per plot.
Polynomial regression was performed on all planting date · cultivar within each year and noted as not
signiﬁcant (NS) or linear (L). R2 and level of regression model signiﬁcance are given in the legend as:
** and *** signiﬁcant at the P = .01 and 0.001 levels, respectively). The 12 and 26 Feb. planting dates
were eliminated as a result of poor stands and no earliness advantage.

and ÔEclipseÕ produced the greatest numbers
of melons per plot from 26 Feb. to 26 Mar.
and from 26 Feb. to 9 Apr. planting dates,
respectively. Pooling yield data by cultivar
overall planting dates indicated that ÔEclipseÕ
was the most productive cultivar followed by
ÔAthenaÕ with both ÔSugar BowlÕ and ÔTesoro
DulceÕ yielding similarly but lower than
ÔAthenaÕ and ÔEclipseÕ. However, on a marketable weight per plot basis, greatest yields
occurred in the 12 and 26 Mar., 9 Apr., and 21
May planting dates (Fig. 2F). In comparison
with the 12 Mar. planting date, marketable
weight per plot for 12 and 26 Feb. planting
dates, respectively, decreased 27% and 8%,
probably as a result of fewer melons produced
per plot as mentioned previously. Contrasting
the marketable weight per plot of the 12 Mar.
planting date to all plantings from 9 Apr. and
later indicated progressive decreases in yield.
Melon sugar differences. The main effect
of planting date accounted for 46% of the
variation with much lesser proportions resulting from cultivar (11%) and the interaction of
planting date and year (11%) (Table 1). The
greatest sugar content occurred in the 26 Feb.
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through 9 Apr. planting dates and then progressively declined in later planting dates
(Fig. 4A). Sugar content in ÔAthenaÕ, ÔEclipseÕ,
and ÔTesoro DulceÕ were $11% from 12 Feb.
to 9 Apr. planting dates, but in comparison,
ÔSugar BowlÕ maintained a sugar content $9%
but #11%, but by the 23 Apr. planting date,
the sugar levels dropped below 9%, then
decreasing below 8% in all planting dates
after 7 May. Therefore, the last planting date
for ÔSugar BowlÕ should be 9 Apr. to ensure
high-quality melons. Sugar level for ÔTesoro
DulceÕ fell below 9% on the 23 Apr. planting
date and below 8% on planting dates $4
June, and the last planting date for this
cultivar should not be later than 7 May. ÔAthenaÕ
maintained a greater sugar content than ÔSugar
BowlÕ and ÔTesoro DulceÕ for a longer time
period, but after the 18 June planting date, it
decreased <9% indicating that 4 June was the
last possible planting date for ÔAthenaÕ. ÔEclipseÕ
was the only cultivar that maintained sugar
content above 9% for 10 of 11 planting dates.
Averaged overall planting dates, ÔEclipseÕ had
the greatest sugar content followed by ÔAthenaÕ,
ÔTesoro DulceÕ, and ÔSugar BowlÕ.

Optimal melon yield and quality depends
on optimal temperatures for foliage and fruit
growth, and pollination, but optimal melon
yield did not always coincide with the greatest concentrations of soluble solids (Table 2).
Also, cultivars did not yield ideally in the
same planting dates; for example, ÔAthenaÕ
produced the most marketable melons per
plot from the 26 Feb. to 26 Mar. planting
dates; ÔEclipseÕ from 26 Feb. to 9 Apr.;
ÔTesoro DulceÕ from 12 Mar. to 9 Apr.; and
ÔSugar BowlÕ from 12 to 26 Mar. planting
dates. Using February planting dates was not
successful because of great stand loss and
melon maturity was about the same time as
the standard March planting dates. Extending
the production season using later planting
dates than 15 May was successful, but the
number of melons produced decreased linearly with later planting dates. The reduction
in productivity of melons in the later planting
dates may be the result of several plausible
explanations. Baker and Reddy (2001) in Texas
reported that greater air temperatures in midsummer may reduce bee activity and pollination and may affect the reproductive
development or shortening the duration of
the growing season. High temperatures and
long days tend to keep cucurbits in the staminate phase, whereas low temperatures and
short days speed up development so that the
pistillate phase is reached after fewer nodes
have developed (Whitaker and Davis, 1962).
It is possible that pollen or egg fecundity may
have reduced fruit set.
Melon sugar concentrations are a critically
important quality characteristic and were
greatest in the earliest planting dates with
temperatures ranging from 20 to 23 C, but
with the warmer planting dates, sugar
decreased signiﬁcantly. Because melons in
HORTSCIENCE VOL. 41(7) DECEMBER 2006

Table 2. Summary of signiﬁcant yield events for
four melon cultivars grown on 11 planting
dates from 1998 to 2000.
z

Cultivar
AT EC
SB

Event
Greater than
25% stand
loss

TD

‘‘

12 Feb.

AT

Greatest number
of melons
set per plot

26 Feb. 26 Mar.

EC

‘‘

26 Feb.

9 Apr.

TD

‘‘

12 Mar.

9 Apr.

SB

‘‘

12 Mar. 26 Mar.

AT SB
TD

Greatest number
melons per
plantx

26 Feb. 26 Feb.

EC

‘‘

12 Feb.

AT

21 May 18 June
Greatest
individual
melon weight
within cultivarw

later planting dates matured faster in the warmer temperatures, the length of the growing
season was reduced and the time to develop
sugars may have been reduced. Welles and
Buitelaar (1988) found that any factor that
shortens the period from ﬂowering to fruit
maturity also reduced muskmelon soluble
solids. Additionally, Bianco and Pratt
(1977) found that a large part of sucrose
enters mature muskmelon during the last
week before harvest. Apparently, climatic
conditions just proceeding harvest are critical
to quality, if too warm, may reduce sugar
accumulated in the melons. Extension of the
production season using later planting dates
is useless if sugar levels are expected to be
<8 Brix. Using planting dates that are likely
to produce mostly ‘‘fair internal quality’’ of
<9 Brix may introduce too much risk of
inferior product quality and consumer rejection. Therefore, in our study, we concluded that any planting date that could
HORTSCIENCE VOL. 41(7) DECEMBER 2006

produce melons with quality less than USDA
‘‘good internal quality’’ cannot be recommended, although reasonable yields (weight
and number) are possible. The last possible
planting dates with ‘‘good internal quality’’
and acceptable yields are: 4 June for ÔAthenaÕ,
18 June for ÔEclipseÕ, 7 May for ÔTesoro
DulceÕ, and 9 Apr. for ÔSugar BowlÕ. The
ideal planting date for all these cultivars was
12 Mar. Using these recommendations with
these cultivars, the harvest season of melons
lasted 40 days from 24 June to 3 Aug.
This study strongly suggests a ﬁrm rationale that cultivar screening for commercial
adaptation must be performed locally under
a wide range of contrasting environments to
determine and identify the most stable, welladapted cultivars for a particular growing season and using a solitary planting date may be
ﬂawed without multiple planting dates that
consider the effect of diverse climatic inﬂuences on yield and quality.

9 Apr.

12 Feb.

EC SB

‘‘

7 May

2 July

TD

‘‘

23 Apr.

4 June

AT

Greatest
marketable
weight per
plot

26 Feb. 26 Mar.

EC

‘‘

21 May 21 May

SB

‘‘

12 Mar.

TD

‘‘

26 Mar. 26 Mar.

AT EC
Greatest
SB TD
number of culls
per plot

Fig. 4. Inﬂuence of planting date from February to July and cultivar on: (A) melon sugar (Brix); and (B)
number of cull melons per plot of melons grown from 1998 to 2000 in Charleston, S.C.

Planting datey
Earliest
Last
12 Feb. 26 Feb.

9 Apr.

18 June 18 June

12 Feb.
AT
Very good
EC TD
internal qualityv

9 Apr.

AT

Good internal
qualityu

23 Apr.

4 June

EC

‘‘

23 Apr. 18 June

TD

‘‘

23 Apr.

SB
AT

‘‘
Fair internal
qualityt

12 Feb. 9 Apr.
18 June 18 June

EC
TD

‘‘
‘‘

2 July
2 July
21 May 21 May

SB

‘‘

23 Apr. 21 May

AT

Unacceptable
internal
qualitys
‘‘

EC

2 July

7 May

2 July

None

TD SB
‘‘
4 June 2 July
z
AT = Athena, EC = Eclipse, SB = Sugar Bowl,
TD = Tesoro Dulce.
y
Earliest and last planting date to demonstrate this
speciﬁc yield event.
x
During this planting date, individual plants
produced at least ﬁve marketable melons per plant.
w
12 Feb. planting date ignored because stands were
very poor and surviving plants had minor interplant
competition. The planting date chosen for this
event was selected on the performance of that
single cultivar versus planting date.
v
Brix $11.0%.
u
Brix >9.0 to <11%.
t
Brix $8.0% to 9%.
s
Brix <8.0%.
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