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Table1l Hfect of ultra-dry sorage conditions on conservation of tomato seeds
oD
Initid MC Sorage Sorage Hectricd conductivity ~Gemingtion  Gamination Seeding Dehydrogenase 0D ectivity
(%) temperaure ()  year (a) 15 cm) energy (%) percent (%) lengh (nm) adtivity @g/nl) (U/g)
6.2 0(CK) 1 0.36 % 10° 90.0a 9.0a 20.8b 4.3 20.80
12 0.35 x 102 91.5a 94.0a 2.0a 9.0 14.00
13 1.67 x 10 93.0a 93.5a 25.9a 9.5 5.62
4.6 0 1 0.29 x 10° 70.0b 9.5a 10.3¢ 4.3 20.73
12 0.36 x 10° 90.5b 98.0a 23.4a 10.0 16.00
13 1.60 x 102 95.5a 97.5a 23.0a 9.1 11.61
2.4 1 0.37 x 10? 63.0c 95.5a 13.1¢c 4.4 24.59
12 0.40 x 10? 95.5a 98.5a 20.3b 8.5 17.00
13 1.61 x 10 9l.5a 93.5a 13.4¢ 7.5 11.26
1.9 1 0.37 x10? 61.5¢ R.8a 9.4¢ 4.5 18.00
12 0.35 x 10? 82.0c 9%.3a 6.3d 8.4 13.00
13 1.31 x 10? 90.0 a 95.5a 20.7b 8.3 11.59
4.6 20 11 0.20 x 102 92.0a 9.7 a 24.2a 5.3 25.26
12 0.35 x 102 94.0a 9.5a 10.7¢ 5.3 18.70
13 1.20 x 10? 94.0a 9.5a 15.7¢ 6.9 10.37
2.4 1 0.21 x 10? 85.5a 9.5a 13.4a 5.8 22.70
12 0.43 x 102 84.0c 94.0a 7.9d 5.8 14.00
13 1.10 x 10? 94.5a 97.0a 10.0d 6.1 5.67
1.9 1 0.20 x 10? 37.5d 86.0b 4.3d 4.6 17.40
12 0.43 x 102 10.0d 91.0b 0.7e 3.5 15.00
13 1. 40 x 102 58.5 b 94.0a 3.3e 6.6 11.12
Duncan’ s (SR) , P=0.05

Note: Duncan’ s New Multiple Range Test (SSR) , P=0.05 level. The vaues are within same year and item.
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Hfect o Utra-dry Sorage on Viability and Vigor o Tomato Seeds

Zhang Haiying, Meng Shuchun, and Kong Xianghui
(National Enginesring Research Center for Vegetable, Beijing 100089)

Abgract : The dfectsdf different noigure content on viability and vigor of tomato seedswere gudied. At the
MCd 4.6% and 2. 4%, there was no injury to tomato seed dter 13 years dorage a 20 , it did ot vary
dgnificantly either in seed viability or seed vigor, the activities of dehydrogenase and SOD a0 remained well ,
eectric conductivity value indicated that the membrane sysem of this treatment had good integrity , while at 1.9 %
noigure content , al those indexes decreased dgnificantly. Those ultra-dried tomato seeds remained relatively high
seed viability and vigor dter 13 years dorage at 0 . The results indicated that we can dore gernplasm of tomato
by usng suitable ultrardry dorage.
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