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Evaluation and Analysis of Potato Varieties for Field Characteristics and
Economic Benefit in Qingyang City

LI Feng*, GENG Zhiguang, ZHANG Wenwei, SU Long

( Qingyang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qingyang, Gansu 745000, China )

Abstract: Statistical analysis and comprehensive assessment were made to seven potato varieties for their plant

and tuber traits and economic benefit in field experiments in the Hesheng scientific research base of Qingyang Academy

of Agricultural Sciences in order to provide reference points for reasonable selection of potato varieties. 'Longshu 6' has

medium plant height, white flower, round-oval tuber shape and shallow eyes. It had suitable growth duration and yielded

1 985 and 2 240 kg/667m?, respectively, in two-year experiments, increasing on average 57.53% over control 'Longshu 3,

with an average output value of 1 769.90 Yuan/667m?, 'Longshu 6' is suitable for extension and utilization on a large

scale in Qingyang City.
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Table 1 Variety tested in experiment
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Table 2 Statistics of potato morphological index in 2011-2012
(%) Bres(em)  FEECD) %6 R piach 517 MRS AEE (D)
Emergence Plant Main stem Stem Leaf Flower Tuber Eye Growth
it hed .
percentage eight number (No.) color color color shape depth duration
Treatment
2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012
Be#35(CK) 1000 1000 427 451 45 48 s & HE wm oH 1 KB OKE O® % 15 110
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M6 5 s o ook
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Figure 1 Statistics of potato yield
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Table 3 Economic benefit of potato tested in 2011-2012

2011 2012
e
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P m m
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. Unit price Net output value . Unit price Net output value  yalye
tuber percentage  Yield tuber percentage  Yield
(Yuan/kg)  (Yuan/667m’) (Yuan/kg)  (Yuan/667m’)
" =)
B35 (CK) 665 1376 1.02 933.34 65.0 1306 1.20 101868 97601 7
Longshu 3
%Tjtt% 64.8 1295 1.02 855.94 74.2 2073 1.20 1845.80 1350.87 5
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2845
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B 9
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Note: Potato price references to potato market transaction price in Dingxi City of Gansu Province in 2011-2012.
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