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Abstract
the deep processing industries of potato. [ Method ] With Longshu 7, black beauty, Longshu 13, Zihuabai and Chunshu 9 as the tested materi-
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[ Objective | To screen proper potato variety planted in Ansai District of Yan” an City, and to provide high-quality raw materials in

als, randomized block design was adopted. The yield, field performance and plant laboratory test were analyzed and compared. [ Result] The
yield from high to low was in the order of Longshu 13, Chunshu 9, Longshu 7, Zihuabai and black beauty. The yields of Longshu 13 and
Chunshu 9 were both significantly higher than Zihuabai. [ Conclusion] Longshu 13 and Chunshu 9 can be planted in Ansai District; and the

yield is significantly higher than that of Zihuabai.
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Table 1 Field recordation and detection results
o HH FEW KRR BERE A ik SN AW
Variety Emergence stage Flowering stage Crf)wth Tlm.es of Harvesting stage rrigation Wea'th.er Growth stage
? H-H H-H vigor earthing up H-H condition d

[ % 7 5 Longshu 7 05-12 07 -15 it 3 09 -15 7 WUt 120
2 A Black beauty 05 -10 06 -25 By 3 08 -20 X LZy/an 100
4% 9 %5 Chunshu 9 05 -08 06 -17 4 3 08 -13 7 B4 95
4761 Zihuabai 05 -11 06 -22 Lil/ag 3 08 -16 T B 95

[z %% 13 5 Longshu 13 05-13 07 -18 I 3 09 -13 Jc WUt 120
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Table 2 Results of plant laboratory test
Pis R HHIBAR R, PARES AL L

\n? ﬂ]t Plant height ];I Elﬁfk(lj;l Shape of Peel and flesh Fruit nu':nber of Weight of single

anety cm ud dep potato tuber color single potato // /> potato //g
%% 7 5 Longshu 7 59 ~65 W yicifla] WA 5~8 70 ~83
35 A Black beauty 51 ~55 LR Sii 121} 4 Bl B A 8 59
4% 9 %5 Chunshu 9 60 ~65 R B B BAEE 10 ~12 65 ~67
48 1 Zihuabai 70 ~75 A& WhIE =D = R 8 ~10 52 ~57
[ % 13 5 Longshu 13 65 ~68 H [RHE B ONIR T 3~7 113 ~132
EVERE S A Fh e N BRARUCH BE# 13 589 5B 3 &

BT AR (CK) JREA.
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Table 3 Yield results
Fn SER7 Ty /N R
Variety Yield per plant // g Plot yield //kg
%% 13 Longshu 13 339 ~924 53.9aA
£ 9 = Chunshu 9 650 ~ 804 43.0bAF
[z 2% 7 5 Longshu 7 350 ~ 654 38.3c¢fBE
2246 1 Zihuabai ( CK) 416 ~570 31.3deCD
M35 A Black beauty 475 23.0eD

T [FSEE R NG FREAR R RTE 0. 05 AR5 3, REFHEA
[FJZ7RTE 0. 01 JKV-22 bl %
Note ; Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences
at 0. 05;and different capital letters indicated extremely significant
differences at 0.01 level.
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B LA5E s, EAF Potato field in the morning
40 o L4433, T4 Potato field in the afternoon

o fe4i3b EF Apple field in the morning

O 643 T4 Apple field in the afternoon
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Fig.5 Comparison of soil moisture in different soil layer be-
tween potato field and apple field
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Fig.6 Comparison of soil moisture in different soil layer be-

tween vegetable field and apple field
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Fig.7 Comparison of surface soil moisture between potato field

and cherry woods before and after rain
TTE IR T IO AR AN B A T Y 5K
i 1 d PRI R S K T R R
e K R TR S s AR B T Sk KT AR Y
5, BN S A IR S KRG s FERR 1 d S IR
o KA (30% 2o A7) W T i 8 B K o A I R T A
15% 74
S 30k
[1] A fArAE, GRS, F R R K sl e [T ]
Ho2A41,2003,21(2) 1149 - 156.
[2] sBET, AL TR N TAREL - FE R0 5 K RS
BT AS24R,2003,23(8) 1640 - 1647.
[3] Bk, VEEE, 2MR, 5F. B Ly T e R g ] &8
77111,2014(9) :160 - 164.
[4] MK, 5T Globe ~ Logging TDR HREEHUMIL TIK 3- SIREEAF 5
[J]. 22l il ,2013 ,41(26) 110637 —10639.
[5] DR, 2L, i ING, G NG HI s MR i S T 8K 1Y
P2 AR T ). el Rl,2013 ,41 (13) 15887 - 5890.
[6] JOSLIN J D,WOLFE M H,HANSON P J. Effects of altered water regimes
on forest oot systems[ J ]. New phytologist,2000,147(1) ;117 — 129.
(7] dhy/=ss, £, HIEslmE R T2 R K E LR [ 1], ek
el RS, 1997,16(5) :349 -356.
[8] L&, JAYAWARDENA A W. IFOGMER AL -+ B K A R 2
P LML T ] AKAI5R,2002(12) <38 —43.
[9] KALMA J D,BATES B C,WOODS R A. Predicting catchment-scale soil
moisture status with limited field measurements [ J ]. Hydrological proces-
ses,1995,9(3/4) .445 - 467.
[10] salte, 2%, BER, 4. JeE et b RIR R RARER 3K 53 &
EAMHERL) ]. NEEHRIBAS#HK,2013,28(1) 44 -48.

[11] fATRRET, SR, AR 35 1 AR X Nt - K 5323 el 531
FHIELT]. K P, 2002,22(4) 6 - 9.

[12] ZE¢sTe, APHZE. BRI B K Sy B (0 5 =it P DRFAE [ 52T
[J]. Al TAESR,2003,19(1) :46 —50.

[13] Si%ees, S, A R SR RS Rl r) T 80K AL B
WAFFELT ] FEREHEK AR ,2006,25 (1) 125 -29.

[14] FIRER, BHFR S, FRA0 . RIFHS TR 0 38K 55 B KRR i
ARREma ) ). K fRRFHR,2006,20(1) 190 - 192.

G G G G G S S S S S M M G G G G G G G S G G G S O S S S G G G GGG S G G G S G S S SN OSSO WO Wy

(L35 57 W)

(4] P, 200, FRIAIE, 5. o b Frbe M Lh 80 3 Ml A s e 7
BRI ] BRI ARE, 2011 (15) .75 - 76.

(5] Z=22 1. R I R = M ROR [T ]. BhARhIR, 2011 (8)
56 -57.

(6] BE, FRH, MR, 5. DB PEENE R[], N5
HrAIlARHY,2003(6) 45 - 46.

(7] ftihi S, 22 B, 5. ISE T T L R I L B S B R e P A
SEIRTICJ]. e 2005 (1) 125 -28.

[8] FAL £ ta B i B DR BB BOR [T ] FAH 2, 2011 (4)
43 -45.



