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Table 1. Characteristics of the sail in the experimental field.
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Table 2. Characteristics of the water used for irrigation in the experimental field.
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Table 3. Combined analysis of variance of traits measured in alfalfa varieties
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Table 4. Comparisons of forage yield and plant height mean of afalfavarieties
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Figure 1. Comparisons mean of forage yield for afalfavarietiesin salinity stress condition in Tabriz plain

cemjy Sy £l
- & N
o a o

2

wn

ab ab
b
b W b
m I I I I I
sl oy amigs 5 anlys ol sl ss1
by

Jlo ¥ (b oy oo 50 (6598 55 )0 gl Sl (w950 pB1 (eSile dnlie Y IS0
Figure 2. Comparisons mean of plant height for alfalfavarietiesin salinity stress condition in Tabriz plain
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Table 5. Orthogonal comparisons of forage yield and plant height of alfalfa varietiesin salinity stress condition
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Abstract

Salt stress is one of the most important environmental constrains that limited agricultural productivity.
Salinity stressis aso one of the most important obstacles worldwide that production of tolerant cultivars
may reduce its problems. In present study, from five promising afafalines, elite genotypes were selected
and individually transplanted into isolated polycross nursery for improving a synthetic SSI variety. Five
afalfa promising lines, together with SSI and SM synthetic varieties and a local check cultivar were
assessed for salt tolerance in salty (soil and water) conditions during 2010 to 2013. Results showed
significant differences between varieties and years (P<0.01), however, cutting and interaction effects were
non-significant. SM synthetic variety produced the most yields; however, the lowest yield was belonged
to the local check cultivar. Height and yield of promising verities were non-significant comparing with
local check cultivar while was significant for synthetic varieties. The mean yields of synthetic varieties
and promising varieties were 1682.3 and 757.7 gr.plant™, respectively, athough their height differences
were non-significant. Results of orthogonal comparison showed that the synthetic varieties absolutely
were better than promising alfalfa verities and local check cultivar. Also, the SM synthetic variety yielded
much better than the SSI synthetic variety.
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