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Breeding of Peanut Variety Luohua No. 8 with High Yield, Stable Yield and Disease Resistance

ZHOU Yan-zhong, LI Fei, JI Xiao-ling et al (Luohe Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Luohe, Henan 462300)

Abstract Luohua No. 8 is a new peanut variety with high yield, stable yield and disease resistance, which was bred by Luohe Academy of
Agricultural Sciences to meet the requirement of peanut production in Henan Province. It was tested in the pearl peanut beans group in Henan
Province regional test from 2012 to 2013. Result showed that the average pod production was 13. 25%,
9102, and it had passed Henan production trail in 2014, then examined and approved by Henan Examination and Approval Committee of
Crops Variety in May 2015, the number was 2015010. In 2018,
Luohua No. 8 was resistant to peanut webblotch, leaf spot, virus, root rot and stem rotdisease, but highly susceptible to rust disease. In addi-
tion, the crude protein content of Luohua No. 8 was 20.03% , the crude fat content was 54.47% , the content of oleic acid was 48. 4% , lino-

which was higher than CK Yuanza

it obtained the variety registration certificate of the ministry of agriculture.

leic acid was 31.4% ,and the oleic acid/linoleic acid (O/L) value was 1. 54.
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Table 1 Comparison of the pod yielding ability and stability of peanut varieties

FEFPPESH Parameter
of yielding ability

TaE S8 Parameter of stability

e g o e T
Variety name FohE Wi Jraz ”1‘%"—)3‘{ Equﬂ region Evaluation

Yield Effect Variance Deg}eg of Reg??s'swn

variation coefficient

124t 8 5 Luohua No. 8 7.1112 0.5827 0.1330 5.1336 1.1653 E1~E9 Rt
B iAE 1 5 Yuhanghua No. 1 6.7857 0.257 2 0.1150 5.002 8 0.983 4 E1~E9 I
1£3E 17 5 Huaxuan No. 17 6.586 6 0.058 2 0.1420 5.7272 1.2200 E1~E9 Bt
#4¢ 39 5 Yuhua No. 39 6.528 7 0.000 2 0.204 0 6.912 3 0.893 8 E1~E9 By
W2 10 5 Yuanza No. 10 6.450 7 -0.077 8 0.100 0 4.890 0 0.867 9 E1~E9 —
#A4E 40 5 Yuhua No. 40 6.447 3 -0.081 2 0.081 0 4.425 4 0.882 4 E1~E9 —
#4E 37 5 Yuhua No. 37 6.428 2 -0.100 3 0.1470 5.9620 1.069 4 E1~E9 —
H:4¢ 8 5 Zhuhua No. 8 6.3210 -0.207 4 0.450 0 10.616 3 1.053 9 E1~E9 —
WEZ% 9102 Yuanza 9102 6.096 8 -0.4317 0.0950 5.062 7 0.863 8 E1~E9 wiE

T EL R E2 22 [T E3 R BT B4 il BS IR E6 Sk E7 S5 W E8 SIT4E B9 i g 4ol A4 B
Note:E1 was Shangqiu;E2 was Anyang; E3 was Nanyang; E4 was Wen County; ES was Luohe; E6 was Huaibin; E7 was Xinyang; E8 was Kaifeng; E9 was
Henan Academy of Agricultural Sciences
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Table 2 Comparison of pod yielding ability and stability of peanut varieties

FFHESHL Parameter TSR
of yielding abilit Parameter of stability e

Variety name FoE Wi Jraz [;f%"—)ﬁc{f fl{ElU% %’;’?& region Evaluation

Yield Effect Variance gree o ceression

variation coefficient

#44¢ 40 Yuhua 40 6.412 1 0.426 3 0.097 0 4.854 9 0.8395 E1~E9 R4y
R4 8 5 Luohua No. 8 6.407 3 0.421 4 0.1050 5.063 7 0.9319 E1~E9 Rt
{5 4€ 425 Xinhua 425 6.289 7 0.303 8 0.186 0 6.804 1 1.3218 E1~E9 R
A£3E 17 Huaxuan 17 6.196 0 0.210 2 0.1050 5.2414 1.157 6 E1~E9 ae
#:4€ 39 Yuhua 39 6.168 5 0.1826 0.1200 5.622 4 1.088 3 E1~E9 I
546 9 5 Zhuhua No. 9 6.065 3 0.079 5 0.287 0 8.8356 0.7330 E1~E9 Bt
E4% 9102 Yuanza 9102 5.846 6 -0.1392 0.268 0 8.853 4 0.608 5 E1~E9 —
itZ% 10 Yuanza 10 5.836 8 -0.149 1 0.1020 5.4826 0.965 3 E1~E9 —
¥ 4¢ 37 Yuhua 37 5.8240 -0.1619 0.2310 8.254 9 1.140 7 E1~E9 —
EZ% 11 Yuanza 11 5.664 8 -0.321 1 0.5390 12.954 5 1.0450 E1~E9 —
AL 36 Puhua 36 5.608 7 -0.3772 0.6110 13.936 1 0.9420 E1~E9 —
4t 50 Yuhua 50 5.510 6 -0.4753 0.209 0 8.304 4 1.226 5 E1~E9 W
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Note:E1 was Huaibin;E2 was Kaifeng; E3 was Luohe; E4 was Nanyang; E5 was Puyang; E6 was Henan Academy of Agricultural Sciences; E7 was Xinyang; E9
was Zhumadian
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Table 4 Tobacco leaves yield and economic benefit at different trans-

planting dates

P o
%:ﬁmenl Yieﬂlz_iz t}fzpf(l)lrrlltojn?l OutBut value
kg/hm middle class J6/hm?
tobaccos//%
I 2 076.45 aA 95.10 aA 50 475.00 aA
| 2 158.95 aA 95.53 aA 50 550. 00 aA
Iir 2 121.00 aA 95.67 aA 52 380. 00 aA
v 1 345.05 bB 91.10 bB 33 180.00 bB
\Y 969. 45 ¢C 74.93 cC 10 935.00 cC

1 [FFAR R NG FRER RN RIS EEAE 0. 05 /K125 57 8. 3% ; [R5 AN [+
REFHRFRRAFALBITE 0. 01 K225 3
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column stand for significant
difference between different treatments at 0. 05 level ; different capital
letters in the same column stand for significant difference between
different treatments at 0. 01 level
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