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Abstract
With Jiaodianyu 1303, Jundan 20, Suyu 23, Suyu 29 (CK) and other maize cultivars as the test materials, we researched their agronomic
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[ Objective ] To screen new spring maize varieties with high yield and resistance in high sandy areas along the river. [ Method ]

characters, yield structure and stress resistance in high sandy areas along the river. [ Result] The whole growth period of tested varieties was
shorter than the control. Among them, the whole growth period of Jundan 20 was the shortest, which was 118 d. The yield of Suyu 41 was the
highest, which was 9 363.9 kg/hm*, followed with Jiaodianyu 1301, which was 9 308 kg/hm’. Compared with CK, Suyu 41 and Jiaodianyu
1301 enhanced by 12.22% and 11.55%. The 1 000-grain weight of Chunfeng 886, Suyu 20 and Suyu 41 were 375, 353 and 313 g, respec-
tively, which were significantly higher than the control. But the 1 000-grain weight of Suyu 23 was the lowest, which was only 236 g. [ Con-
clusion] Considering the yield, growth period, resistance and other characters, Suyu 41 could be further cultivated and popularized in high

sandy areas along the river.
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Table 1 Comparison of growth process among different maize varieties

i e I iR JREA 2EFW
Variety name Sowing period Emerging period Tasseling period Mature period Total growth period,//d
BrEA 7 5 Jidan 7 03-31 04-12 06-13 08-02 125
#5 F 1303 Jiaodianyu 1303 03-31 04-12 06-14 08-01 124

Y2 ¥4 20 Jundan 20 03-31 04-11 06-01 07-26 118
#:JX. 886 Chunfeng 886 03-31 04-12 06-13 08-01 124

# % 23 Suyu 23 03-31 04-11 06-13 07-27 119
#5720 Suyu 20 03-31 04-12 06-15 07-29 121
#3727 Suyu 27 03-31 04-12 06-14 08-01 124
7K 41 Suyu 41 03-31 04-12 06-13 07-29 121
#E 29 Suyu 29( CK) 03-31 04-12 06-16 08-02 125
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Note : Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences among
varieties ( P<0. 05)
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Fig.1 Comparison of the yield among different maize varieties
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Table 2 Comparison of ear traits of different maize varieties
R4 BR R il FTRK TR TR
Variety name Ear length//cm Ear width//cm Bald length//cm Grains per number 1 000-grain weight//g
PFEL 7 5 Jidan 7 17.00£2.03 d 5.50+0.46 a 1.16+0.09 b 37.00+4.12 ¢ 302.00+24.34 b
#2545 1303 Jiaodianyu 1303 20. 10+3.05 ab 5.10+0.43 a 0.50+0. 06 ¢ 39.60+4.24 a 305.00+18.71 b
¥R 5 20 Jundan 20 17.60£2. 06 cd 4.93+0.61 a 1.16+0.14 b 36.60+5. 64 cd 267.00+23.37 ¢
X 886 Chunfeng 886 19.60+1.98 b 5.16+0.44 a 2.50£0.21 a 31.30+3.70 d 375.00+£32.85 a
757 23 Suyu 23 21.30+3.08 a 4.66+0.39 b 2.00+0.51 ab 41.60+7.52 a 236.00+25.92 ¢
75 20 Suyu 20 18.80+2. 12 be 5.00+0. 63 a 2.50+0.32 a 33.00+4.35 d 333.00£29. 26 ab
#5327 Suyu 27 20.60+2.45 a 4.83+0.43 a 3.00+0.41 a 38.30+3.63 be 288.00+27.47 ¢
#E 41 Suyu 41 18.10+4.53 ¢ 5.00+0.58 a 1.16+0. 18 b 37.00+4.27 c 313.00+23.38 b
75 29 Suyu 29( CK) 19.60+3.23 b 5.00+0.61 a 1.66+0.23 b 39.30+4.74 b 272.00+30.43 cd

T« [RFV IR A RN PR R 22 5 B35 (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters after the same column data indicate significant differences(P<0.05)
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Table 3 Comparison of stress resistance of different maize varieties

WlETE%% Condition index

[} %

T ST pNTE ki e XE .
rate,//% Lar.ge spot Sm.all spot Shfsath Rnugh Corn Stem rot

disease disease blight disease borer

VrH. 7 5 Jidan 7 5 1 1 5 1 3 3

$E5 F 1303 Jiaodianyu 1303 1 1 3 1 3 5

VR H 20 Jundan 20 10 1 1 5 1 3 5

#:JX, 886 Chunfeng 886 1 1 3 1 3 3

75 23 Suyu 23 1 1 5 1 3 3

75 20 Suyu 20 10 1 3 5 1 3 5

3 7E 27 Suyu 27 5 1 1 3 1 3 3

#5741 Suyu 41 15 1 3 3 1 3 1

7 29 Suyu 29( CK) 80 1 1 3 5 3 3
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Table 4 Change and comparison of pollution control in Liaoning Province
ek — e T ki TR e peton
Pk HEgd e RRHERE e St b He L'T Lt i p Wi Wi
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Tt wastewater fZ. m® dioxide Jit soot production bot.ll. AW:.lS ¢ facilities facilities
discharge//% emission,/% emission,//% Jit ur;tilz;/ll;nn = %=
2009 217 154. 68 75 158.6 25211.2 105. 1 61.3 40.2 17 221. 4 47.2 1798 10 067
2017 237 970. 98 51284.1 50 501.9 39.0 55.7 42.1 27 465.6 39.1 1711 13 039
Ak
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