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Identification Test of High-quality Germplasm of Lentil in Yangtze River Delta

SU Cai-xia, LUAN Chun-rong, CHEN Xue-rong et al ( Taixing Institute of Agricultural Sciences, Taixing, Jiangsu 225433)
Abstract

nary identification, we basically grasp the growth period, biological characters, economic characters and stress resistance. [ Result] The general

[ Objective ] To carry out identification test of high-quality germplasm of lentil in Yangtze River Delta. [ Method ] Through the prelimi-

performance of tested varieties were all superior to local variety Hongbiandou with the characteristics of proper ripe stage and good resistance. Es-
pecially, Subian 1605, Lubao-jiaoda, Suhongxiuxie-1 showed outstanding economic characters and broad extension prospect. [ Conclusion] Subi-
an 1605, Lubao-jiaoda, Suhongxiuxie-1 could be applied for small-scale demonstration and extension.

Key words Yangtze River Delta;Lentil ;Identification test
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Table 1 Comparison of plant characters of different lentil varieties
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. s A4 FR E gt I Pigia o5 4hJE) P i WP KmE R

W Vari i § TR ; X

Code ariety Sowing Emergence Flowering Harvesting Podd%ng Flower ) Length of  Branching
name date date date date habit color inflorescence number />

1 SN 06-20 06-24 08-15 09-08 TeRR e T/ 4~5

2 A48-3F K 06-20 06-24 09-10 09-28 TokR IREL K 5~6

3 Jh 1603 06-20 06-24 09-01 09-20 TekR Eal GREN 4~5

4 i 1605 06-20 06-24 09-20 10-10 TohR N AR 4~5

5 TR 15 06-20 06-24 08-01 08-20 TCkR Eal GREN 5~6

6 piFaks il 06-20 06-24 08-05 08-20 TR A GEEN 5~6

7 HER 15 06-20 06-24 08-05 08-20 TohR N EaEN 5~6

8 A AN 5 (CK) 06-20 06-24 09-20 10-10 TR TRELL S 4~5

E&WHE AXTAEER A (TXNY201701), e " e e e

EEEA AHEO94—) & mhhAA, GAREE sk nF 22 RREREE JOSREIORE (R2) Bodt s

S EE 2018-03-15;18E HE 2018-03-21
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Table 2 Comparison of pod characters of different lentil varieties
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ariety FER/N Pod Pod width Seeds Fresh . Color of Navel
Code Pod . Pod . Shape of

name Pod size length cm per pod  weight per dry seed color

color shape dry seed
cm pod//g

1 R N ESS i 8.8 3.2 AERIS 4.0 11.0 i A b M
2 A48-3EK REREL N PN 11.3 38 KT 4.8 17.0 i Pk H
3 Ji 1603 sl K 9.6 3.0 £ 5.3 8.0 A1 S M
4 Sk 1605 e rAw ] H 8.3 2.3 ) 4.2 8.0 TR FREL H
5 HR 15 HELN PN 10.0 2.7 ] 5.0 9.0 15 PR M
6 B -1 H @l T 8.8 2.2 7] 4.6 6.0 i H
7 B 15 " H 8.6 2.8 H& 4.8 7.5 i M
8 AHWFPLRE(CK) 4T i 8.1 2.3 HeJ 4.6 7.0 LTHE H
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Table 3 Comparison of stress resistance of different lentil varieties

S ; R TR , Y . e
o ST I A ‘ . RO RSOk o
I . . Tobacco MBI Eyit] . .

Variety Drought Waterlogging . Leaf Prodenia Bean-pod
Code . mosaic Root rot Stem rot .
name resistance tolerance . spot litura borer
virus

1 LRF-ER iR 5 3 3 3 6 3 3
2 A48-2EK iR 5 3 3 3 5 3 3
3 J3 I 1603 i i 3 3 3 4 4 3
4 Ji I 1605 i 5 3 3 3 4 4 3
5 SR 1S i i 3 3 3 4 4 3
6 B RE-1 i i 3 3 3 4 4 3
7 BTk 1> SR 54 3 3 3 4 4 3
8 AU FFLL i E(CK) i i 3 3 3 4 4 6

24 FEMEREEE  hRATH, SRR XA R 28 AN
F4 TERERMFELR

Table 4 Comparison of the yield of different lentil varieties

a7 R xR
s BT B Lol 5 Capord
Code nam(-; ke . yleld2 Rank with CK

kg/hm %

1 HFFE-EKR 34.96 abA 388 42.20 2 4203
2 Ad8-ZER 31.29 beABC 34 768.05 5 27.14
3 Jihi 1603 31.69 beABC 35 211.45 4 2876
4 P 1605 36.48 aA 40 528.20 1 48.20
5 HRIC 15 29.09 ¢dBCD 32 319.30 6 18.18
6 IS HRE-1 34.57 abAB 38 403.75 3 40.43
7 TN 15 26.69 deCD 29 654.55 7 8.44
8 AP E (CK)  24.61 eD 27 347.10 8 0

T FFUAN R ING FREFRAE 0.05 /K22 5 .25 RIS AN K 'S 2 BF
FIRAE 0.01 K22 54 2%
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level; different capital letters in the same column indi-
cated extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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