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Abstract
introduced in Guizhou Province. The agronomic properties, yield, quality and sensory properties of potato materials were investigated. The re-

(1. Biological Technology Institute, Guizhou Academy of Agricultural Sci-
In order to select new mini-sweet potato strains with good commodity and good flavor, the new 14 mini- sweet potato materials were

sults showed that Zhe 20 and Zhe 132 had high yield, strong growth, smooth skin, good commodity and good sensory evaluation, and were
suitable for local cultivation, which could be carried out in the next production experiment, demonstration and popularization in Guizhou Prov-

ince. The yield of Zhe 33 performed well in the tested materials, so it could be further tested.
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Table 1 Sensory evaluation standard of sweet potato

259 # 70 .JS—84 | 255 .S8; = AL IATH 33 L1 £ 0T i PSR PR P4y
No. Evaluation index Evaluation standard Score
75 7 132 47 6025 W7 13 7 150K WK 4 SR04 i - pelion
; : . . ; 1 i iz | 21~30
20 #3388 T kR 43 58 AT L1 £ VB 75 8 6025, AT, 1k 11~20
Wi 70 JS—84 Wi 255 W 15; FMKER £ 1A W 132 3 13, TIRAE, 1122 1~10
e e s ; . . . 2 g YR 21~30
D 25N BRI ATHT 330 AW 132 47 6025, U T g e
259 W 255 .88 ; 25 8 Sy Skl /D ik SEBE R H 20 T 75.JS LS 1~10
-84 i 15,25 T AR ERER AU 70 47 13 0 K. 3 B ;ﬁ;ﬁﬁéﬁ ne
N — N N , N e H MELHSF AN 11~
AR AW 20 7 33 L1 AL (JS-84 Wi 15,5875 [H] RIS RS SR R 1~10
KIERA W 75 .91 6025 @ 259 . #7 70 @7 255 .0 I A4 4 A FHEAR 21~30
ST 132,007 13, 8 KRIIOAT T 20 M7 33 LUK, i he
Wi 75 W7 70 JS-84 i 255 7 15 S8 e m kel =Kot . 5 0k CHEE KL VRHTS (kAR ) 21~30
EIVH Yk 2R BRIE KIS, B 75 A A, ‘r(?g;aﬁﬁé o lifg
SIS g W CH kAR ~
JS_84 %&j‘]‘(ﬁﬁ;ﬁ%ﬁ%él*ﬂ%élo %W@A[’__‘@E@ﬁ 6 ?é‘ﬁ&l_l@ HE‘ZZE!IT 21~30
W75 W 6025 W7 155 1R EAYE W 20 L FH S8 L A R—fi% 11~20
(AT 33 47 259 JS-84 Wi 255 iLLHIAT i 132,47 70, HBRE 1-10
*F2 AEAHERMEERZHERIILE
Table 2 Comparison of the main agronomic characters of the tested varieties
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Table 4 Comparison of the physical and chemical indexes of sweet po-

tato varieties
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Table 5 Comparison of the comprehensive sensory evaluation of sweet potato varieties
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