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Abstract
to South Anhui Province. [ Method ] Agronomic traits, disease resistance, economic characters and quality of cured tobacco leaves of four intro-
duced varieties (NC102, NC297, NC71, NC55) were studied by large area contrast demonstration method. [ Result ] NC102 was the best of the
four varieties. Its agronomic, economic , disease- resistance characters, apparent and smoking qualities were all better than those of the control
variety K326. NC102 could be selected as key reserve variety. [ Conclusion ] The leaf disease resistances of NC297, NC71 and NC55 were poor,

[ Objective ] In order to make sure the adaptability of the introduced varieties and to screen new flue-cured tobacco varieties adapted

and they were inappropriately to be planted in South Anhui Province. Therefore, further study was suggested for NC102.
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S A A 7 P S 2T A 7 B i ) T
PRIt RIS G DCRIARL O BT i R4 A SR
ST DO A I T 2 ER AR AR AL S e 08 it o 6 0 9
PEBFST — 1R A 4% 7 A X0 e o T 00 R 0 R 1 T
PER 2 e B 2000 AESEANKE I Z )5, i gL
AR RS DX I , 5t 7 0 A 2R R L A i 72 X
EIRT L BE R 11 3 10 R 2540 97, FivRe b HL e B — ,
Tl SR AR B A 07 o ol K S 7 2 R AL DR AR 4G
0 11 R IRV B9 B 7, T R 8 A 2012—2014 4F T & T 5 4 37
AR (2 ) TR RIT T, 45 R Fe W24 2 S400E BLAE o 500 97
K326 R R 7E i 0 DX R B G T AR ok [
AT | RN A R 035 TR, 78 B R 7 DX 6 L ik
FRAB . 2013—2015 4F, 53 15 22 U 1 % I s R R vl
XEUTAE AN | B B TR T I SE T ik 06, B E il 5t
R BIFE W B e A0 | e Bt g 0355 IS [ 7 1
fE R AR A S0 | R SR 77 X A SR e sl i, I Aot i
TN A A B 5
1 ME5HE
L1 RISMEER U6 T 20 e m o I v B R v
1o RIGHORTREAE Y KRS, JH M 1A P-4 HEE 5 e
Jivh R HIA
1.2 XA ol gy NC55 . NC71 \NC102 \NC297 3£ 4
ANGNG | T, LLAE 77 32 il 2 A 97 S A ] A 7 o B
K326 Jyxd B, 355 FAp ply T3 P AR 2wl A

E&UH
EEEN

DA R AR DRI 2 o o

X EAE(1984—) , B T FTRLA, REIF, N ERE A
RARMERIZHEARMR, « BiRAEL, REIF, L, A
FIRE LAY L F ARERIZHARIL,

I EE 2017 -10-20

1.3 R R XX K IR, A A S R R A
1.33 ho® , RIEE A, B b BB . K A
P ot [ 24 e I AR P A = R A A

1.4 FAEWMBRAZE TEREFIWEE EZREMIR,
KA B AR R TEIR B F AR IR L, LR 4
JEGE—F i, [l il 4 C3F (B2F A& nt, 141400 i
AR BB R AR VR . Hop A SR A A A
R EMERIL(YC/T142—1998 JHELAR R A Jrvk) i 5
2L A A R S T R A AR o A T 5 06 S KR
ARIEEFLE R 42 W PARMESELT 5 b2 B R FH i S 3h
TGN 5 J T o2 A F AR b SR R 7 M 7= i A 5
DU RO AR AR A O PN B ] 52 1

2 BERE5H

2.1 EELEFHLE & 1 ol HL ERAR AR &0
F,NCI102 1 NC297 34N H A= B 0T R K326 K4 ~7 d,
S E S AR A B IR 2ZE A, FARTET LI,
2.2 FEEYFERIEE B3 2 0781,2013—2015 45, 4%
s )2 K5 — 3, R A KA DR i sk, B = 4R
97 WRRBL R I | EWKEAR SN , HoAth SRR BRI IR Y
LA s NC71 \NC102 1 NC297 125 i £ B v i /)N, L
b D ZE I A R P A 4 SRR P I A S A, AR R
NC55 F1 K326 H R 3R e Ah, HoAth 5t Fp k5, BRAE 4
NC71 NC102 NC297 H12 4K 97 H [i] 4 340, NC55 b 4588,
K326 FH[E] 3mg 22 , S A

2.3 FERZMHIKEEE B3 1,6 P NC120 1y
Bk, NCSS S5 %%, HoAth s A Bk s A 22 R K. = 4| 97
(A BB D A S Rl 2 ~3 o 208 97 (25 AR
YRS, HyE: K326 , HoAl 5 b 25 BRI RS L. =40 97 1Y



45 %35 i %) B 4k 5

GBI 5] IR S A T ik 29

TR A A, Hivk J& K326 \NC102 F1 NC71, i NC297 F1 NC55
RYFTIEEA /N, NC102 \NC297 (BB M Bk, Fk 2 2o/ 97
NC71,ifii NC55 F1 K326 [ B 25 ; 748 97 F1 NC297 [y

MR e, RS2 NC71 FT NC102,NC55 Fil K326 B 4%
KA ,NC102 \NC297 . 4 97 I NCT1 HJEIH-#5 Kk ,NCS5
K326 (A,

®1 ARGMEEETHLER

Table 1 Comparison of major growth stages of different varieties
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M (R) . . Central flower . ;
Variet Transplanting Rosette stage  Squaring stage opennine stage Sand leaf mature Top leaf mature Field growing
Y stage// H - H H-H H-H P —gEl 8 stage// A - H stage/H - H stage // d
NC55 03 -17 04 -20 05 -15 05 -18 06 -01 07 -15 120
NC71 03 -17 04 -20 05-16 05 -18 06 -02 07 -15 120
NC102 03 - 04 -20 05 - 05 -20 06 -05 07 -22 127
NC297 03 -17 04 -20 05 -17 05 -20 06 -05 07 -19 124
K326 03 -17 04 -20 05 -15 05 -18 05 -31 07 -15 120
=M 97 Yunyan 97 03 -17 04 - 18 05 -13 05 -16 05 =27 07 - 15 120
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Table 2 Comparison of the botanical characters of different varieties
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anety shape shape color stem and leaf width uniformity characters Seedling Rosette Squaring
stage stage stage
NC55 g A 1B S A HhAtE H5F IHEVE LoD B Bk
NC71 PIE AR 2, SRITAN HhAEE LS IMETEHE 2T i Ll
NC102 PIE A Sl SN A 5T IYEVE B b iR
NC297 I A B o T/ A LS SYEVE T S0 5 pii
K326 wiE AR 3l A T 3 IYEVETE AT 2T i
= MR 97 S T L S ey b Tl Bl
T kB &E b ek W NEEN B @ 3
x3 TRESMWEERZHERILE
Table 3 Comparison of the major agronomic characters of different varieties
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Variety Plant height /em  Leaf number// = Stem girth //cm Pitch // em leneth ;;m Waist leaf width //cm
NC55 102.50 19.90 10. 65 3.73 65.70 26.40
NC71 109.30 19.70 10.20 4.23 68.15 28.40
NC102 119.60 19.90 10.35 4.28 70.75 27.90
NC297 109. 50 20.50 10.40 3.90 69.90 30.00
K326 107.20 19.00 9.80 4.44 65.60 25.90
M 97 Yunyan 97 108. 64 16.72 9.61 5.27 68.56 31.40
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Table 4 Comparison of the resistance to the major diseases of different varieties

o ™V PVY S AFMEBE 595 Climate scab

. T T T T Tk T
Incidence // % Disease index Incidence // % Disease index Incidence // % Disease index

NCs5 37.96 19.08 4.12 2.32 54.5 13.89

NC71 23.88 15.78 2.00 0.39 20.5 9.00

NC102 0.43 0.10 0.33 0.11 23.0 5.55

NC297 0.73 0.18 4.03 2.78 31.0 10. 89

K326 17.45 8.40 1.87 0.87 25.5 7.89

=41 97 Yunyan 97 — — 2.11 0.76 — —
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Table 5 Comparison of the major economic characters of different varieties
) e A I

, o f P Eyfh LG L AR L
fn : . . Proportion of the
Variety Yield Output value Average price Proportionof the first-and secondary-

) kg/hm’ J/hm’ It/ kg first-class tobacco /% eluss tobacco/ %y
NC55 1907.25 39 618.00 20.20 29.67 90.09
NC71 2 146.05 45 993.15 21.01 40. 82 84.50
NC102 2 479.65 53 731.65 21.52 46.57 90.19
NC297 2 398.50 50 881.95 21.11 36.39 91.35
K326 1 997.40 43 122.30 21.24 39.76 86.78
=1 97 Yunyan 97 2 195.10 50 389.95 23.09 57.67 92.41
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Table 6 Comparison of the apparent quality of different varieties

Fift, Color JEE Maturity Epfiy Status M Jr45H4 Leaf structure jif143 Oil content {1 /F Chroma
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f‘% V”;fiy LS 1 S /5 S 7 S 37NN V3 ST /S 07 ST 32 S S SR |7 ST 1 ) S
Description  Score Description Score  Description Score  Description Score  Description Score  Description  Score
B2F NC102 WREE 8.0 YA 8.0 T 6.0 NI/ 5.0 el 6.0 rh 5.0 38.0
NC297 W 7.5 7.5 FigJE 5.5 MEifs 6.0 A 4.5 L 4.0 35.0
NC55 W 8.0 YA 7.0 T 5.0 A 5.5 el 5.5 rh 4.5 35.5
NC71 47 -&%#ts 7.5 T 9.0 g 7.0 AN 7.0 el 4.5 rh 5.0 40.0
K326 W 7.5 A 7.5 %k 7.0 Bk 7.0 H 5.0 H 4.0 38.0
= HH 97 T 7.6 JICEA 7.0 = 6.0 M B 6.2 H 5.5 5 — 5.5 37.8
C3F NC102 4:#% -8 8.5 TR 7.5 g 7.0 A 8.5 f 6.0 rh 5.5 43.0
NC297 4 - ¥Hs 8.0 A 7.0 g 8.5 AN 7.5 A 5.0 rh 5.0 41.0
NC55 47 -%ts 7.5 A 7.0 g 8.0 AN 8.0 el 5.5 rh 5.0 41.0
NC71 IE# 7.0 R 7.5 g% 7.5 Hiss 8.5 el 6.0 rh 5.0 41.5
K326 £ - 7.0 R 7.0 %k 7.0 Btk 7.5 A 5.0 H 3.5 37.0
= HH 97 [y 8.0 JIEA 7.5 rh 4 7.0 Hids 7.5 H 5.0 h 5.0 40.0
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Table 7 Comparison of the chemical components of different varieties

S i U A . P | WL AW
B2 iy Total Reducing Total J:W %qﬂ h]ﬂ' Pk ) Sugar- Nitrogen-
Grade Variety sugar sugar nitroegn NIC(? tine Potassium Chlorine Two Sugar nicotine nicotine
%% % % % % % ratio ratio ratio
‘0
C3F NC102 31.36 25.10 1.77 2.04 2.68 0.19 0.81 12.29 0.87
NC297 29.89 26.00 1.91 2.48 2.62 0.20 0.87 10.51 0.77
NC55 28.02 21.76 1.99 2.74 2.55 0.19 0.80 8.02 0.73
NC71 28.52 26.70 1.95 2.72 2.48 0.19 0.94 10. 68 0.74
K326 29.03 26.09 1.97 2.71 2.50 0.30 0.89 10. 68 0.76
=HH 97 29.50 22.63 1.80 1.98 2.01 0.28 0.77 11.54 0.92
B2F NC102 23.30 19.83 2.14 3.52 1.98 0.21 0.84 6.10 0.62
NC297 22.74 20.38 2.27 3.55 2.29 0.21 0.89 5.78 0.64
NCs5 19.92 17.70 2.30 3.87 2.30 0.22 0.88 4.92 0.61
NC71 21.92 20.20 2.35 3.45 2.13 0.22 0.93 6.11 0.69
K326 26.55 24.07 2.23 2.66 2.11 0.34 0.90 9.08 0.84
MK 97 25.78 21.86 2.04 2.57 1.77 0.32 0.85 8.98 0.82
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Table 8 Comparison of the sensory quality of middle leaves( C3F) of different varieties

= S Jut= Y
ih ﬂl A ﬂﬁ;r:‘m% V?)Tur?l?of Of?;n;?ve s @J{%ﬂi AR TL‘:)lja}l
Variety Aroma . Strength Irritation Aftertaste

quality aroma odor score
NC102 e 6.50 6.50 6.67 5.50 6.50 6.67 38.34
NC297 e 6.17 6.33 6.17 5.67 6.33 6.17 36.84
NC55 e 6.33 6.42 6.42 5.58 6.42 6.42 37.59
NC71 e 6.50 6.25 6.25 5.50 6.00 6.25 36.75
K326 e 6.50 6.50 6.50 5.50 6.50 6.50 38.00
=0 97 Yunyan 97 e 6.36 6.21 6.00 5.21 5.64 5.64 35.07
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