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Comparison of Potato Spring Cultivars in Jiangsu Province

SUN Ya-wei, ZHAO Ming-ming, FENG Ying et al
Xuzhou, Jiangsu 221000)

Abstract Seven potato cultivars from national-wide famous breeders were introduced and tested, in order to screen out potato cultivars suit-

(Xuzhou Institute of Agricultural Sciences of the Xuhuai District of Jiangsu Province,

able for application in Xuhuai area of Jiangsu Province with high yield, good quality and strong stress resistance in spring. Results showed that
Zhengshu 7 and Zhengshu 9 were comprehensively superior to other cultivars. Their yields were 27 195.15 and 28 177.65 kg/hm’, respective-
ly, which increased by 25.14% and 29.66% compared with the control, which were suitable to be planted in open land of Xuhuai area of Jian-

gsu Province in spring.
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Table 1 Comparison of phenological periods of different potato cultivars
S 44 S i S AL A ekl LA
Cultivar name Sowing stage  Emergence stage Budding stage  Flowering stage ~ Mature stage Harvest stage Growth period //d
-+ Zhengshu 7 03-03 03-30 06-08 06-15 77
FRZE IS Zhengshu 9 03-03 03-31 06-08 06-15 76
122 195 Zhongshu 195 03-03 04-03 04-28 05-13 06-08 06-15 73
1% 191 Zhongshu 191 03-03 04-03 06-08 06-15 73
F00070 03-03 03-30 06-08 06-15 71
08CA9728-04 03-03 04-01 04-30 05-16 06-08 06-15 75
H1 22 3 5 Zhongshu 3(CK) 03-03 04-01 04-28 05-15 06-08 06-15 75
F2 AFESHERMHBEMERKIER
Table 2 Comparison of filed characters of different potato cultivars
P, MR ERH B BRI RHRICET RET g TR
Cultivar Emergence Main stem PI'am Tubers Tuber weight Smglej tuber Marketable HQE' Dry matter
name rate number height per plant per plant weight tuber rate  Proportion content
% A4 em Ak o/t g K %
FR#E L5 Zhengshu 7 98.75 1.80 54.25"" 5.07" 472.60 93.28 81.11 1.087 0 21.18
FRE 5 Zhengshu 9 99.17 2.85 47.90" " 4.98" 585.52 117.49 79.57 1.081 1 19.92
122 195 Zhongshu 195 98.33 1.95 45.00 3.97 558.67 140.84" 77.87 1.069 5 17.44
H1 22 191 Zhongshu 191 97.50 2.30 49.50" " 4.07 538.73 132.48 71.32 1.084 6 20.67
F00070 100 2.40 35.85"" 5.50"" 460.27 83.68 73.89 1.091 7 22.19
08CA9728-04 99.58 2.00 58.00" " 587" 399.40 63.08" 72.74 1.076 4 18.92
2 3 5 Zhongshu 3(CK) 97.08 2.25 44.00 3.27 385.27 117.94 71.33 1.071 8 17.91
T+ BORME 0.05 FZER B+ o+ FoRTE 0.01 JKP- 225740 3%

Note:; * indicated significant differences at 0.05 level jand # # indicated extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 3 Comparison of plant and tuber characters of different potato cultivars

L
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G Fra O o B T A S L
name color Lea Flower color Stolon Uniformity shape color color skin Depth
i : color  flourish ) length of tubers shape ’ ’ ;ype of bud
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Table 4 Comparison of fresh potato yields of different potato cultivars

PR R
P24 R S5 Converted Compared
Cultivar name Average yield with CK
kg/hm’ *+%
-5 Zhengshu 7 54.40°" 27 195.15 25.14
FR#E L5 Zhengshu 9 56.36" " 28 177.65 29.66
H1ZE 195 Zhongshu 195 50.50" 25 245.45 13.04
H122 191 Zhongshu 191 44.84 22 420.20 3.17
F00070 42.80 21 395.85 -1.55
08CA9728-04 45.92 22 957.65 5.64
14 3 5 Zhongshu 3(CK) 43.47 21 732.30 —

TE: * FORTE 0.05 K2R LE; + # FIRAE 0.01 K2R B H
Note: * indicated significant differences at 0.05 level jand * #* indicated
extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 5 Comparison of main diseases situations of different potato cultivars

BEER LT PLRV AEMHE TR TuMV W85 Late blight RSN Early blight
ol gTE iR WCE IR mIbE  RIERE RODE iR
name Diseased Disease Diseased Disease Diseased Disease Diseased Disease
leaf rate // % index leaf rate // % index leaf rate // % index leaf rate // % index
R+ 5 Zhengshu 7 0 0 17.00 9.89 2.00 0.44
FRE S5 Zhengshu 9 0 0 0 0 15.00 8.78 3.00 0.56
H1 2 195 Zhongshu 195 0 0 0 0 16.00 9.56 6.00 1.33
H12% 191 Zhongshu 191 0 0 0 0 26.00 14.67 7.00 1.22
F00070 0 0 0 0 27.00 15.22 4.00 0.67
08CA9728-04 0 0 0 0 19.00 9.89 9.00 2.11
H1 2 3 5 Zhongshu 3( CK) 0 0 0 0 22.00 12.22 12.00 3.11

% ik

[1] TRHE, HEle, s, 5.2012 FFILARE e AR AR AE R
M Cl// PR R DR E L B A2 DR E SR
DI A R /IR M I R i, 20132224,

(2] P, e, M, S5 T8 R B BIR - RIS F R 3
[J]. 2285l Rl,2016,44(25) :214-215.

[3] BRMERN, S, SRR R A R e s [ At [ 1] 4K
TLi5,2013(22) :33-36.

(4] ZEREiL, FEUE, F0 5. ) PRA P e i bR 1] FT Al

2443 ,2012,43(2) ; 167-170.

[5] BT, s, XI5, S5 RN RASX DR R) BRI ZER
XAF=PHN Cl// REV RS DS E R R RS DR E ML 5T
RATERIARAL(2015) W R DA /RIEHDEI R, 2015 :249-256.

[6] B, e Xl =R TS () B2 E R LN [ ] 78
FAA24R,2013,26(4) : 1410~ 1415.

[7] SkokAl, A EEAERIGIIo R M A R EAR R A R
*t,2007.

[8] DYt T Fh v 3 5 R MR S i P R B OR [ ) ] A
FaRHE ,2008(1) :69-71.

GG G G G S WS S S M M M G G GG G G S G S G VS G S oS O S S o G G G G G S G G S G S G S S SR ORI W ORI WO Wy

(L% 14 )
[61] HE J Z,SHEN J P,ZHANG L M, et al.Quantitative analyses of the abun-

dance and composition of ammonia-oxidizing bacteria and ammonia-oxidi-
zing archaea of a Chinese upland red soil under long-term fertilization
practices[ J ].Environmental microbiology,2007,9(9) :2364-2374.

[62] SIMS A,HORTON J,GAJARA]J S, et al.Temporal and spatial distributions

of ammonia-oxidizing archaea and bacteria and their ratio as an indicator

ME X FERE

of oligotrophic conditions in natural wetlands[ J].Water research,2012,46
(13) ;4121-4129.

[63] HERRMANN M,SAUNDERS A M,SCHRAMM A.Archaea dominate the
ammonia-oxidizing community in the rhizosphere of the freshwater macro-

phyte Littorella uniflora[ J ].Appl Environ Microbiol ,2008,74(10) ;3279-

3283.
[64] e, fE b g AP U R () ) AR R}, 2001,25(2) - 20~
23.

45 vk 15

KA EPR BT A8 W4 AR TH DNA (BRI IR ) \RNA (OBZIR) (ATP ( =R IR ) (ABA (LK TR) |
ADP ( ZWERRIFH ) (CKOUIE) (CV (225 R %) (CMS (0 M iR A 7 1) (TAA (15|10 £ 1) (LD (B ) NAR (#+[A] £k

) PMC(AEFHRANNE) LALCH i AU %) (LSD (/N 35 22 ) \RCR (AR AE ) | L7 44 s iF IRRLC I B K A AF 5
Jir) FAO (B BEARAR LAY A5 o X T 3C A7 S Bl I 55 102 5 1) ) (02 B JT b bl TR O A% A B S b 4 B ) T
A AR ), W T s 2280 o 7R A S (RS 7SR — U DAL M Ak, 3R % P v DU A g 2 oA 1 5 B, DA
H L P




