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Screening of Different Wheat Varieties (Lines) Suitable for Promotion and Planting in Luohe Area

ZHANG Quan,ZHANG Lu,ZHANG Feng et al
Abstract

(Luohe Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Luohe,Henan 462000)
In order to select suitable wheat varieties (lines) to be popularized in Luohe area,30 wheat varieties (lines) were compared in the

experimental base of Luohe Academy of Agricultural Sciences for three consecutive years.Comprehensive analysis of field performance, agro-
nomic traits and yield traits showed that Luomai 116, Luomai 26, Luomai 906 ,hybrid wheat and Huake 016 showed high yield, stable yield and
good resistance ,which were suitable for large-scale planting in Luohe area and its surrounding areas.
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Fig. 1 Comparison of plant height of different wheat varieties
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Table 1 Comparison of plant laboratory test results of different wheat varieties (lines)
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Code Variety Spike Glume Grain Wheat Grain Gral.n
name type color color awns plumpness quality

1 B 116 1 1 1 1 2 5
2 1R 163 1 1 2 1 1
3 1237 906 1 1 1 1 1 5
4 82 26 1 1 1 1 1 3
5 22 36 1 1 1 1 1 5
6 VB3 37 1 1 1 1 1 3
7 187 40 2 1 1 1 1 5
8 B4 57 1 1 1 1 2 5
9 VR 4446 1 1 1 2 2 5
10 123 5143 3 1 1 1 1 1
11 123 5588 3 1 1 1 2 5
12 P62 2 1 1 1 1 3
13 HFE15 1 1 1 2 1 5
14 g 8 5 1 1 1 1 1 3
15 418 1 1 1 1 1 3
16 ZF 21 1 1 1 1 1 3
17 1EFR] 016 2 1 1 1 2 5
18 EF} 983 1 1 1 2 1 5
19 g 15 1 1 1 1 2 5
20 23 5199 3 1 1 1 1 5
21 PAZINFE 1 1 1 1 2 3
22 R 58 1 1 1 2 1 5
23 B 18 1 1 1 1 1 5
24 Ee 4199 1 1 1 2 1 1
25 Pk 558 1 1 1 1 1 5
26 t-4g 281 1 1 1 2 1 5
27 HA 207 1 1 1 1 2 3
28 B3 1636 1 1 1 1 1 5
29 B4 5032 3 1 1 1 2 3
30 A7 1638 2 1 1 1 2 1
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Note : In spike type, 1 was spindle;2 was oval ;3 was rectangle.In glume color and grain color,1 was white glume color and white grain color.In wheat awns, 1
was short awn;2 was long awn.In grain plumpness,1 was high middle plumpness;2 was middle plumpness.In grain quality, 1 was hard particles;3 was

half hard particles;5 was powder particles
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Fig.2 Comparison of basic seedings of different wheat varieties
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Fig.3 Comparison of maximum tillerings of different wheat va-

rieties (lines)
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Fig.4 Comparison of effective ears of different wheat varieties
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Fig.5 Comparison of spike rate of different wheat varieties
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Fig.6 Comparison of kernels per ear of different wheat varieties
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Fig.8 Comparison of the yield of different wheat varieties (lines)
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Table 2 Comparison of disease resistance of different wheat varieties (lines)
SRR H?H}IPE %@’;%‘ ﬂf%ﬁﬁ‘ é}‘dﬁiﬁ PING ]
b= Variet Powdery mildew Stripe rust Leaf-rust disease Sheath blight Head scab
Code ¥
name o016 4F 2017 4 2018 4E 2016 4F 2017 4F 2018 4E 2016 4 2017 4F 2018 4F 2016 4F 2017 4F 2018 4E 2016 4F 2017 42018 4F
1 B 116 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
2 18537 163 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
3 52 906 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 3 2 3 2 3 1
4 183 26 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 1
5 127 36 2 2 2 1 2 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 1
6 Bz 37 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1
7 B 40 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 1
8 B3 57 2 2 3 2 2 1 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 2
9 Bl 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1
10 1 5143 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 3 1 2 2 2 2 3 1
11 EE 5588 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 1
12 62 3 3 1 1 3 1 3 1 3 3 2 3 2 3 1
13 HiE1E 3 3 3 2 2 3 1 1 1 2 3 3 2 2 1
14 g 8 - 2 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 2
15 FH 18 3 3 1 1 1 3 1 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 1
16 FH 21 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
17 4P} 016 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1
18 155} 983 2 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 1
19 gk 15 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 1
20 #5199 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 3 3 3 2 2 1
21 HeREINGE 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 1
22 A58 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
23 B3 18 1 2 2 3 1 3 1 3 1 2 2 2 2 2 1
24 HA 4199 1 3 3 3 1 2 1 1 1 3 3 3 2 3 1
25 Phge 558 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 1
26 {2z 281 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 3 2 2 2 2 1
27 Bk 207 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
28 B 1636 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
29 B 5032 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
30 BAE 1638 2 3 2 2 3 3 1 1 2 3 2 3 3 3 1
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Note: The disease resistance 1,2 and 3 represent immunity, high resistance and middle resistance
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Table 3 Comparison of stress resistance of different wheat varieties (lines)
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Cod Variety Winter cold injury Spring cold injury Drought tolerance Lodging resistance
name 2016 4F 2017 4F 2018 4F 2016 4F 2017 4F 2018 4F 2016 4F  20174F 2018 4F 2016 4F 2017 4F 2018 4F

1 25 116 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1
2 B# 163 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1
3 BZ 906 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
4 R 26 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1
5 183 36 1 2 3 1 1 1 3 1 3 2 1 1
6 R4 37 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 1 3 1 1 1
7 VR 40 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1 4 1 1 1
8 BF 57 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 1 1
9  BmE4HM6 3 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 1 1
10 EES5143 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 2 1
11 {#55588 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1
12 62 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 1 4 1 1 1
13 Fizxl% 2 2 3 2 2 1 3 1 2 1 1 1
14 rhgig e 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 1 3 1 1 1
15 & 18 3 2 2 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 1 1
16 &2 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 1
17 4Rl ol6 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1
18 1EFRL 983 2 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 1 2
19 #gFl1e 1 3 2 1 1 1 3 1 3 1 1 1
20 #5199 2 2 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 1 3 1
21 ZeRTNEE 1 2 2 2 1 1 3 1 2 1 1 1
22 HASS 3 2 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 1 1
23 B 18 2 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 2 1 1 1
24 A 4199 1 3 2 3 2 3 2 1 4 1 1 1
25 Phge 558 1 2 3 2 2 1 3 1 3 1 1 1
26 {4 281 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 2 1 1 1
27 H4 207 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 3 1 1 1
28 EE 1636 3 3 3 2 1 3 3 1 3 2 1 1
29 JEF 5032 3 2 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 1 1
30 BH 1638 1 1 2 1 1 2 4 1 3 1 1 4

TERFE Y 1.2 3 2000 TOURE IR BT 7 URAE 50% ;s it TR P 1.2.3 4 3 BilfRER  JE2 FAEIR /N i R 22406 , IR 2Bt
B R AR IR, I R RADEEE I B A , A R TR IE R B, TR iR s R g 1.2.3,

4 3 RERAEIR MERER, RTRR BRI L/ N T 30°  Hr AR il £ JBE 30° ~45° fBIIRACHR , iR} AR JE 45° ~ 60°
Note : The freeze injury resistance 1,2 and 3 represented no frost damage, the tip of the leaves was yellow and the leaves were half frozen ;the drought tolerance
resistance 1,2,3 and 4 represented no symptoms of damage,a small part of leaves shrink,and lose luster,leaves shrink, more leaves roll into needle
shape,and lose luster and leaves shrink obviously,the color was significantly deeper than the normal color of the variety,and the lower leaves began to

turn yellow ;the lodging resistance 1,2,3 and 4 represented no lodging,slight lodging, plant inclination less than 30 ©,medium lodging inclination 30°—

45° and heavy lodging, inclination 45°-60°
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