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Comparative Trial of Early Spring Potato Varieties in Dali
XIE Chunxia, YANG Xiong*, YIN Mingfang, LIU Guoyang, FENG Liping, TAO Caili

( Dali Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Institute of Food Crops, Dali, Yunnan 671005, China )

Abstract: Acomparative trail of six new potato lines developed recently in the Institute of Food Crops of Dali Academy of
Agricultural Sciences and two potato lines introduced from Holland was conducted in Dali in order to select new special
potato varieties with high-quality, high-yield and high-resistance suitable for early spring planting in Dali. The lines, 'F3.12.2',
‘0011, '0015' and '0031', performed well in the comprehensive evaluation which had high-yielding, high- marketable tuber
percentage, high- quality, strong early blight resistance, strong late blight resistance, high-resistance to viral disease, and
short-growth duration. In the next step, these four lines could be used for further evaluation and demonstration.
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Table 1 Source of lines
Code Variety (line) Parent Year selected Source
1 0004 2012 2005
2 0006 2012 2005
3 0009 Achirana X Katahdin 2012 2005 B
4 0011 387015.13 x 389746.2 2005 1995 B
5 0015 387015.13 x 389746.2 2005 1995 B
6 0031 Achirana X Katahdin 2012 2005 B
7 0101 387132.2 x 387170.9 2012 1995 B
8 F3.12.2 Atzimba X 7xy.1 2012 2005 B
1.2 3
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Table 2 Phenological development of tested variety (line) (D/M)
% d
Code Variety (line) Emergence rate Sowing Emergence Flowering Maturity Growth duration
1 0004 95.0 24/12 12/02 12/05 89
2 0006 95.0 24/12 12/02 09/05 87
3 0009 97.5 24/12 17/02 15/05 85
4 0011 100.0 24/12 14/02 10/04 20/05 90
5 0015 100.0 24/12 14/02 20/04 21/05 91
6 0031 97.5 24/12 25/02 25/04 20/05 84
7 0101 95.0 24/12 28/02 09/05 71
8 F3.12.2 100.0 24/12 12/02 30/03 15/05 92
9 CK Zhongdianhong 100.0 24/12 14/02 20/05 95
2.1.2 © 0009
3 0004’ £ 0011’
* 0006
‘0015
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Table 3 Morphological traits of tested variety (line)
Code Variety (line) Stem color  Leaf color  Flower abundance  Corolla color ~ Berry set  Plant type  Stolon length  Plant height
1 0004 19.9
2 0006 21.1
3 0009 24.9
4 0011 43.3
5 0015 50.0
6 0031 26.6
7 0101 34.4
8 F3.12.2 39.2
9 CK 34.3
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Table 4 Tuber traits of tested variety (line)
Code Variety (line) Tuber uniformity Tuber shape Skin color Flesh color Skin type Eye depth
1 0004
2 0006
3 0009
4 0011
5 0015
6 0031
7 0101
8 F3.12.2
9 CK
Zhongdianhong
5
Table 5 Economic traits of tested variety (line)
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Code Variety (line) Marketable tuber percentage Rotten tuber rate Crack tuber rate Starch content
1 0004 73.00 3.78 0 15.42
2 0006 83.82 2.80 0 14.94
3 0009 85.68 0.50 0 16.94
4 0011 93.64 1.15 0 14.91
5 0015 73.99 0 0 17.96
6 0031 83.85 0.85 0 17.44
7 0101 77.69 0 0 16.94
8 F3.12.2 80.46 1.37 0 16.15
9 CK 78.64 6.38 5.73 13.41
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Table 6 Disease resistance of tested variety (line)
% %
Code Variety (line) Mosaic percentage Leaf roll percentage
1 0004 10
2 0006
3 0009 20 10
4 0011
5 0015
6 0031
7 0101 10 10
8 F3.12.2
9 CK Zhongdianhong 15 10
7
Table 7 Yield comparison of tested variety (line)
ke ke/667m’ % Significance
Rank Code Variety (line) Yield per plot Equivalent yield Compared with control 0.05 0.01
1 8 F3.12.2 31.56 3282 62.94 a A
2 4 0011 30.67 3194 58.58 a A
3 5 0015 25.38 2643 31.22 ab AB
4 6 0031 21.46 2234 10.92 be ABC
5 9 CK Zhongdianhong 19.34 2014 be BC
6 1 0004 18.97 1976 -1.93 be BC
7 3 0009 18.88 1967 -2.37 be BC
8 2 0006 16.19 1687 -16.27 cd BC
9 7 0101 11.43 1192 —-40.84 d C
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