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Comparison of New High Starch Potato Varieties in Zhangye City
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Abstract: Ten potato varieties (line) were introduced and compared with the control variety ‘Longshu 3' in order to select
high yielding and high quality starch varieties suitable for planting in Zhangye City. 'Longshu 9' and 'Qingshu 10" were

selected out with high plant vigor, high marketable tuber percentage, high tuber yield and high starch yield. The starch yields

of 'Longshu 9' and 'Qingshu 10" were 15 328 and 15 188 kg/ha, respectively, increasing by 49.78% and 48.41% when

compared with that of ‘Longshu 3'. Therefore, these two varieties are suitable for planting and extension in Zhangye City.
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Table 1 Source of tested varieties (line)

ShAR(ZR) Variety (line) SRR Source
[ % 6 5 Longshu 6 R =2
B % 7 5 Longshu 7 ALl BB
B % 85 Longshu 8 H A BB
[z 95 Longshu 9 HRr AR ARL=BE
[ 3% 115 Longshu 11 AR Bl 2EBE
B2 125 Longshu 12 HilE LB be
10527-2 T TR
2% Qingshu 2 HIFARMBLEBE
#2105 Qingshu 10 TR AR B
FE# 3% Zhuangshu 3 PEIRE AR A P
Bz 3% (CK) Longshu 3 & 4ol BB

1.2 RIeHhEER

TR AR T H N YR 20, AifErE
YrrhHok, LEOMRMEL, HRERLE, B A,
1.3 KEigit

AL AT, TR 3, LU FE R AL
R, R 1AL, B 3S AEXTIR(CK) . /X
A 18.15 m* (K 5.5 mx %33 m), fE/NX 37, /)
X B HL 135 k. FEEBETA TE 100 em, A 50 Hb DY )&

BT IR T 201444 H 9 HUIHEFN, FERIE
FbA L, ACPBCRNE, S568H 1 MR AR BB
Z N 45 000~75 000 kg/hm’, JR & 600 kg/hm® (N =
46%, T0%NEIRNE, 30%AFIENE), W2 — % 750 ke/
hm?(P,0s = 46% ), BiFREH 300 ke/hm’ (K0 = 46%)",
KHHZEN T = MIEFHE, #REE 24 em, 171030 em,
ZET570 cm, JH5E40 ems FHAMEPRFCH .
1.4 AEmMAB

MELIC B S b T W] . ARk
KeAabr o MAEAF A CR) S 2 Aok, &
AN, WSO [ K T A A gl
ARG BEIRIR . TR /K iR T e il o
TERD A

2 HR G544
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HER2 ATAL, S A A F SRS 110 ~
143 d, 7ERIETTEEIEH Sl Hrp 25
AF W, H110d, XTSRS
33d; “HEI05 M PEE 125 ¥ 128 d, Bxt
MR 15 d; ‘FEE 35 142d; ‘L0527-2 . ‘PR
Eo' ., PEETS . PEESS . ‘PEEIS M
P 115 B AEE WA BN B SR P 3
JEET13, 4, 10, 17, 10H1124d,
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Table 2 Phenophase of tested varieties (line)

Y] (D/M) Phenophase

BRI (R ) AFH(D
Variety (line) %ﬂf,ﬂ;ﬁ Y B Jﬁtgﬁ ﬁii%‘fhﬁ;ﬁ Growth duration
Sowing Emergence Bud flower Flowering Maturity
FHH 105 Qingshu 10 09/04 02/05 16/06 24/06 10/09 128
FE 25 Qingshu 2 09/04 05/05 16/06 25/06 25/08 110
FE# 35 Zhuangshu 3 09/04 05/05 12/06 20/06 27/09 142
L0527-2 09/04 03/05 13/06 25/06 13/09 130
[ 2 65 Longshu 6 09/04 01/05 14/06 27/06 20/09 139
[ % 7% Longshu 7 09/04 07/05 10/06 18/06 18/09 133
[ %% 8 % Longshu 8 09/04 06/05 15/06 23/06 12/09 126
[ 2% 9% Longshu 9 09/04 03/05 01/07 20/07 16/09 133
[E% 115 Longshu 11 09/04 06/05 30/06 19/07 17/09 131
[ % 125 Longshu 12 09/04 07/05 14/06 24/06 15/09 128
B2 35 (CK) Longshu 3 09/04 03/05 15/06 23/06 26/09 143
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Table 3

Biological characteristics of tested varieties (line)

" £ 517 R e ERION FIRTEE RE e IEE Z9ME B (em) SABRZSEE(No.)
Vj‘ﬁ; (?P) Tuber ~ Skin  Flesh  Skin Eye Stem  Leaf Corolla Berry  Plant  Tuber number
shape color color type depth color color  color set height per plant
HHE 2% Qingshu 2 = M e * 5 sk % 55 105.0 5.6
4 10%5 Qingshu 10 il 41 i [CE Bk 25 RExk H 55 99.0 4.6
JE% 35 Zhuangshu 3 ] # [ Jeit % EST - S % 86.6 5.3
10527-2 I W R M 154 2 [EEES E| ¥ 84.6 52
Pz 6 %5 Longshu 6 i R i W JFR Bk 23 g E] o 101.0 7.6
[z % 75 Longshu 7 A Eiy B W JFR % ek £ M 55 110.0 6.7
[ % 8 5 Longshu 8 ]l WE WRE MR ik ghill @ S| i 100.0 8.4
BE %495 Longshu 9 i W MR MR Bk Ee3 53 S| 55 99.0 5.5
B 115 Longshu 11 i O (S G & wE N X 91.0 6.4
[lg 2% 125 Longshu 12 KM ke RE I ek ES25 F I 89.0 4.9
[ % 35 (CK) Longshu3 i[5 1 HE e Bk £ IS E] | 81.6 4.7
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ME4RAL, SRE AR (RS, P EAr
A 3G B M 53 167~84 037 kg/hm?®, 7 T % R 4 s Al
BHIA, o5k EES . “HEH105, ‘B
12957 P15 CBEE-S R3S A
C10527-2° . R E R EES T, i
15 4 84 037 kg/hm?®, 2 X%F BEHE 7 17 971 kg/hm’,
W R 27.20%, HEAS 20 FH105,
J7 Ak 79 434 kg/hm®, 6 B 77 13 368 kg/hm’,
HyPA8iK2023 %, BEE 125 MBEE 1154
3. A0, TERTSHERINE, &P (R) R
RHETI%VL L, HhR&En e hE3 S’
(CK), i594.53%; H¥E HFEH105 , mmE
N 93.27% X HEE P T I 25500, Ab BRI
LS B EKT(P < 0.01), H—BHiTHE
WML (FS), ‘REIS 5 HFE 25, ‘B
BT e 6 2R AM B E KT HXTR

B3 T E R Ik WK, Ha a5 X2
SRR E
24 EMEBERTE

SRS TERY E R TR RS A 94, dhe
B 10527-2", M21.91%, HIIE HE105", K
19.12%, ‘B 125 Hi4553, K 18.89%. TEK
PR AR P95, A 15328 kg/hm?, Xt
BB 203 5 877 5 094 kg/hm®, B R
49.78% ; R JEHHE 105, H 15 188 kg/
hm?, X} BRI 77 4 954 kg/hm?, 377K 48.41%;
55342 °L0527-2", M 14 747 kg/hm?, X} B 184
774513 kg/hm®, 775 44.10%(F£6) .

27 25510, ALFRA) 25 Skl R OKF (P <
0.01), 2P rfE Mz (K6), ‘PEE9
S0 CHE105 ., CL0527-2° BB 12 5 A
Byr i X B3 R R (B s S
X IRER R, Hp A X s AN B 2
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Table 4 Yield and marketable property of tested varieties (line)

INK =R (kg/18.15m?)

SR Yield per plot e P N TS (SR s
Variety (line) L BT /Nt Equivalent yield (kg/ha) Yield per plant (g/plant)
Marketable tuber ~ Small tuber  Total percentage
[ % 95 Longshu 9 139.35 13.10 152.45 84037 1216.00 91.41
H2 105 Qingshu 10 134.40 9.70 144.10 79 434 1093.00 93.27
Bz % 125 Longshu 12 121.05 12.20 133.25 73 453 1200.00 90.84
[z % 115 Longshu 11 119.15 13.65 132.80 73 205 1 060.00 89.72
[fz% 8 5 Longshu 8 110.05 18.85 128.90 71055 1113.00 85.38
JE2 35 Zhuangshu 3 113.30 10.30 123.60 68 133 983.30 91.67
10527-2 110.75 11.35 122.10 67 306 973.30 90.70
[ % 35 (CK) Longshu 3 113.30 6.55 119.85 66 066 1063.60 94.53
FH 225 Qingshu 2 10275 8.70 11145 61436 910.00 92.19
[z % 7 5 Longshu 7 92.10 17.90 110.00 60 636 853.30 83.73
[i % 6 5 Longshu 6 74.90 21.55 96.45 53167 796.60 77.66
=5 SidmM(R)FERLR
Table 5 Comparison for yield of tested varieties (line)
BACE) NE  EREEE P (kg/hm?) %fl/(h)? 17 (% ) -
ey (%g /18.15m?)  Difference significant Equivalent yield Comp fmd o CK Increase Rank
Yield per plot 0.05 0.01 (kg/ha) (kg/ha) percentage
[ % 95 Longshu 9 152.45 a A 84 037 17971 27.20 1
HH 105 Qingshu 10 144.10 ab AB 79 434 13 368 20.23 2
Bz 2125 Longshu 12 133.25 abe ABC 73 453 7387 11.18 3
B2 115 Longshu 11 132.80 abe ABC 73 205 7139 10.81 4
B % 8 5 Longshu 8 128.90 abe ABCD 71 055 4989 7.55 5
JE2 35 Zhuangshu 3 123.60 be ABCD 68 133 2067 3.13 6
10527-2 122.10 be ABCD 67 306 1240 1.88 7
[ 35 (CK) Longshu 3 119.85 bed ABCD 66 066 0 0.00 8
HH 25 Qingshu 2 111.45 ed BCD 61436 -4 630 -7.01 9
B % 75 Longshu 7 110.00 cd CD 60 636 -5 430 -8.22 10
B %65 Longshu 6 96.45 d D 53167 -12 899 -19.52 11

T RAVNGHKE FRSHIF7R 0.05 F10.01 BEKCF; LSDEME:, T,
Note: Means followed by different small and capital letters indicate 0.05 and 0.01 levels of difference, respectively, as tested by using LSD test method.

The same below.
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Table 6 Starch content and yield of tested varieties (line)

Y S AT y - 3y BRCKH e
\ INK R x5 7477 it (g’ U7 e
AR TEH S (%) 2 Difference significant " : g~ (kg/hm®) hrE ) #
. . (kg/18.15m*) Equivalent yield Increase
Variety (line) Starch content . Compared to CK Rank
Starch yield per plot 0.05 0.01 (kg/ha) (ke/ha) percentage
B34 9% Longshu 9 18.24 27.81 a A 15328 5094 49.78 1
HH 105 Qingshu 10 19.12 27.56 a A 15188 4954 48.41 2
1.0527-2 21.91 26.75 a AB 14 747 4513 44.10 3
[ 2% 125 Longshu 12 18.89 25.17 ab ABC 13 875 3641 35.58 4
[z % 8 5 Longshu 8 18.77 24.19 abe ABCD 13337 3103 30.33 5
Bz 115 Longshu 11 15.88 21.09 bed BCDE 11625 1391 13.59 6
[z 27 5 Longshu 7 18.50 20.35 cd CDEF 11218 984 9.62 7
2 35 Zhuangshu 3 15.88 19.63 d CDEF 10 820 586 5.73 8
B2 35 (CK) Longshu 3 15.49 18.56 de DEF 10234 0 0.00 9
HE 25 Qingshu 2 15.30 17.05 de EF 9400 -834 -8.15 10
[ % 6 5 Longshu 6 15.72 15.16 e F 8358 -1876 -18.33 11

PE R icy TN I E O R R e AT e RS W W RS 5] - N S 55

Notes: Starch content is determined by Test Center of Gansu Academy of Agricultural Sciences using the method of acid hydrolysis—polarimetry.
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