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Comparison of Introduced Improve Potato Varieties in Shaanxi Yulin

GAO Qing-qing, FANG Yu-chuan, WANG Kui et al
Abstract

(Yulin Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Yulin,Shaanxi 719000 )
With Kexin 1 as control, growth characteristics,, morphological characteristics tuber traits and yield traits of Lishu 6, Longshu 9,

Longshu 11, Dingshu 9, Tianshu 11, Jizhangshu 12, Jishu 16, Zhongshu 20 and Qingshu 10 were compared,the results indicated that Lishu 6
and Zhongshu 20 showed the better,the yield and the marketable tuber percentage were higher;the yield and the marketable tuber percentage

of Jinshu 16 and Jizhangshu 12 were closed to Kexin 1,which can be extended as a main potential variety.
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Table 1 The comparison of growth characteristics of various potato varieties

v FERIY i W FHAES A W Ey=pil
Variety Sowing Emergence Bud flower Flowering Maturity Harvesting Growth duration//d
% 6 5 Lishu 6 05-06 06-04 06-22 07-03 09-10 09-22 98
;% 9 5 Longshu 9 05-06 06-01 07-02 07-14 09-10 09-22 101
B2 11 5 Longshu 11 05-06 06-02 07-02 07-12 09-05 09-22 95
FE2 9 5 Dingshu 9 05-06 06-01 06-20 07-03 08-27 09-22 87
K2 11 5 Tianshu 11 05-06 06-02 06-23 07-04 09-10 09-22 100
FLKE 12 5 Jizhangshu 12 06-05 06-02 06-21 07-03 09-05 09-22 95
2 16 5 Jinshu 16 05-06 06-03 06-26 07-05 09-08 09-22 97
H22 20 5 Zhongshu 20 05-06 06-02 06-22 07-04 08-25 09-22 84
T2 10 5 Qingshu 10 05-06 06-02 06-23 07-03 09-08 09-22 98
TLHT 1 5 (CK) Kexin 1 05-06 06-03 06-21 07-04 09-01 09-22 90
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Table 2 The comparison of morphological traits of various potato varieties
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Variety Plant type Plant height//cm Stem color Leaf color Corolla color Plant flourish
%% 6 %5 Lishu 6 BT 89.1 ek ES3 M T
B 9 5 Longshu 9 2 oL 95.1 23 RER = i
B2 11 5 Longshu 11 A 100. 4 % £S5 & th
E% 9 5 Dingshu 9 EEna 91.6 25 ok H i
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Table 3 The comparison of tuber traits of various potato varieties
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. . . o Marketable tuber
Variety Tuber shape Skin color Flesh color Eye depth Smoothness Uniformity
percentage,//%
W% 6 5 Lishu 6 H i i e bR aL 86.01
B % 9 5 Longshu 9 s i o Gtk el 75.18
B2 11 5 Longshu 11 5] W Hr 22l TR 2 28] 73.61
EH 95 Dingshu 9 [53] oy i ® M JER ST 80. 38
KB 11 5 Tianshu 11 5] R & 2] ey 2] 78.36
FiKE 125 Jizhangshu 12 KA s i e e 3T 88.75
I 16 5 Jinshu 16 Ry 5| T et 57 90.31
H1 22 20 5 Zhongshu 20 i & & % ey 2] 85. 14
T4 10 %5 Qingshu 10 i = ol pjitis AHESE 771.21
FiH 1 %5 (CK) Kexin | il H H b piRie o 89.95
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Table 4 The comparison of yield traits of various potato varieties
e Bk 2R KL bR ZE UNESS s Pra 5 CK=+
\Dﬁ et Tuber number Tuber yield Plot yield Equivalent Compared with
anety per plant///}> per plant/kg kg yield //kg/hm* control /%
% 6 5 Lishu 6 11.0 1.83 122.33 61 197.30 20. 16
[ 2 9 = Longshu 9 10.2 1.75 96. 30 48 148.35 -5.46
B2 11 5 Longshu 11 10.9 1.58 124.62 59 924.85 17. 66
SEZ 95 Dingshu 9 12.7 2.22 125.76 62 880. 90 23.46
K% 11 5 Tianshu 11 8.5 1.42 95.29 47 670. 00 -6.40
FKE 12 5 Jizhangshu 12 8.2 2.11 100. 43 50 239. 65 -1.36
4 16 5 Jinshu 16 7.4 1. 60 101.31 50 679. 30 -0.49
H1 22 20 5 Zhongshu 20 8.8 2.33 115.32 57 691. 35 13.27
T2 10 5 Qingshu 10 8.7 1.58 100. 28 50 164. 80 -1.50
i 15 (CK)Kexin 1 7.4 1.75 101. 81 50 930. 85 0.00
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