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Effects of Membrane Covering and Interval Sowing on the Yield and Water Use Efficiency of Different Potato Varieties
GUO Hong
Abstract
ties. [ Method ] Effects of membrane covering and interval sowing on the yield and water use efficiency of different potato varieties were studied by

(Pingliang Vocational and Technical College , Pingliang, Gansu 744000)

[ Objective | To study effects of membrane covering and interval sowing on the yield and water use efficiency of different potato varie-

using crack area design. [ Result]The varieties , mulching period and sowing methods all significantly affected the main economic characters, yield
and water utilization efficiency of potato. Membrane covering could shorten growth period ,reduce the height and increase the efficiency. [ Conclu-

sion | Characteristic variety Longcai No. 1,can improve the planting efficiency by using top lamination and membrane covering.
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Table 1 The growth period of different treatments
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Seeding Seedling Budding Flowering Mature Days of

Treatment

stage stage stage stage stage growth //d
T, 03 -12 05 -10 06 -05 06 -13 09 -18 131
T, 03 -12 05-16 06 - 08 06 -13 09 -20 127
T, 03-19 05-15 06 - 08 06 - 15 09 -24 132
T, 03 -19 05 -20 06 - 10 06 - 15 09 -25 128
T, 03 -12 05 -08 06 -04 06 -10 08 -04 88
T, 03 -12 05-15 06 -04 06 -10 08 -10 87
T, 03 -19 05-13 06 - 05 06 - 10 08 -12 91
T, 03 -19 05-18 06 - 06 06 - 10 08 - 15 89
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Table 2 The main agronomic traits and economic characters of different treatments

i )
Treatment ant height Stem diameter Big po;ato rate Medium : potatoes per per plant Commodity
cm cm o potato rate /% plan // /- e rate // %
T, 71.4 0.7 76.3 12.9 5.9 739.1 89.2
T, 69.1 1.0 64.1 15.5 6.6 727.3 79.6
T, 66.5 1.0 65.2 15.7 7.2 575.0 80.9
T, 83.3 1.0 62.5 10.7 6.4 560.8 73.2
Ts 52,2 0.7 25.0 47.9 7.7 480.2 72.9
T, 50.6 0.7 19.6 43.5 8.0 475.4 63.0
T, 62.5 0.7 22.2 48.9 7.5 465.7 71.1
T, 49.8 0.6 17.0 48.9 7.6 470.6 66.0
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Table 3 Potato yield and water use efficiency of different treatments

. =R A "
kB WK 1% e bt KA AR
Kb . Rainfall use Fresh potato e
Water consumption - . Water use efficiency
Treatment efficiency production 5
mm % ke/hm kg/(mm + hm”)
T, 255.6 be 60.1 37694.1 a 147.5 a
T, 271.9 ab 63.9 37092.3 a 136.4 a
T, 251.8 ¢ 59.2 29325.0b 116.5 b
T, 238.9 ¢ 56.1 28 600. 8 bc 119.7 b
T 284.3 a 66.8 24 490.2 be 86.2 ¢
T, 288.0 a 67.7 24 245.4 be 84.2 ¢
T, 273.5a 64.3 23 750.7 ¢ 86.8 ¢
T, 276.5 a 65.0 24 000.6 ¢ 86.8 ¢

TE : [RISAR]/ING TR R AR AR B ) 2% 57 825 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 4 Comparison of the input-output ratio of membrane covering and dibbling
# A Input // 75/hm* 7= Output
P TILSR KRR " [
EWE: He ekt " N Average  Large and . a1 nput —
Planting way Meanjs of HLL ,1*#1/;5 ek it total  medium-sized Small Total output
. Labor Farming Harvest Total . potato — 2 -
production production  potato rate J6/hm ratio
ke/hm’ % rate // %
284 74% Dibbling 4882.5 17100.0 1200.0 1 350.0 24 532.5  28815.0 0.78 0.21 26 547.3 1.08
Ji& |75 + Membrane covering 4 882.5 13 500.0 1 200.0 1350.0 20932.5 28484.8 0.71 0.29  25832.8 1.23

T R E20.96 J0/kg; /N 0.78 Ji/kg

Note: The price of large and medium sized potato was 0.96 yuan/kg, the price of small-sized potato was 0.78 yuan/kg
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Note ; Bootstrap values ( >70 % ) after 1 000 replicates were shown at each branch points
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Fig.3 The phylogenetic tree based on 26S rDNA sequence of pathogenic fungus of rice false smut and related species
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