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Identification of Potato Varieties (Clones) for Late Blight Resistance
WANG Peng, LI Fangdi, GUO Tianshun, HE Erliang, JIE Weiqing, QI Xiaodong, LU Tai*

( Tianshui Institute of Agricultural Sciences, Tianshui, Gansu 741001, China )

Abstract: In order to improve the breeding level for potato late blight resistance and screen out potato varieties which are

suitable for planting in Tianshui area and parental resources with strong resistance to late blight, the late blight resistances of 38

potato varieties (clones) were identified in this test in a randomized block design, evaluating and analyzing the plant, tuber late

blightand yield of the varieties (clones) tested. The results showed that the foliage late blightincidence of such varieties (clones)
as‘L0527-4’,°L.9901-10’,°L0527-7’,‘Nongtian2’, ‘Tianshu 12’, ‘Tongshu 20’ and ‘Longshu 7’ were less severe. There were

seventeen potato varieties (clones), including ‘Tongshu 20’, ‘Longshu 7, and ‘Tianshu 12, without showing symptom of tuber

late blight. The yields of ‘Longshu 7’ and ‘Tianshu 12’, 26 300 kg/ha and 23 800 kg/ha, respectively, were higher compared

with the control ‘Longshu 6’. ‘Longshu 7 *and ‘Tianshu 12’ selected, with high yield and high field late blight resistance,

could be promoted and planted or used as potato breeding resources for late light resistance in the area of Tianshui.
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Table 1 Source of tested potato varieties
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High Latitude Crops Institute of
Shanxi Academy of Agricultural

of Agricultural Sciences

Fok gL TE e

Institute of Vegetables and Flowers
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Table 2 Survey of late blight evaluation

JRM R AL 43 e (%) Diseased leaf area percentage
mnAl (R) VA H ) (D/M) Survey date

Variety (Clone)

24/07 31/07 07/08 14/08 21/08 28/08 04/09
¥ 404-14 Jin 404-14 46.0 80.0 89.0 95.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
T 125 Jinshu 12 3.6 48.5 72.0 85.0 93.5 97.5 100.0
T2 165 Jinshu 16 0.9 225 58.5 73.0 925 95.0 100.0
[7]2 20 5 Tongshu 20 3.0 7.0 22.0 38.0 72.0 79.0 95.0
15 Jinzao 1 11.6 94.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
K2 115 Tianshu 11 1.7 31.5 43.0 68.0 76.0 83.0 89.0
[(]2% 28 5 Tongshu 28 3.3 45.8 81.0 84.0 92.5 95.0 97.5
105274 3.1 13.3 26.5 33.0 55.0 55.5 76.5
1.9901-10 1.6 15.8 29.0 44.0 46.5 475 60.0
¥ 205 Jinshu 20 2.8 53.0 93.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
L0527-2 1.1 315 61.5 74.0 90.5 93.5 90.0
155 Jinshul5 24.4 54.0 87.5 97.2 100.0 100.0 100.0
Bz %5 10 5 Longshu10 1.0 34.8 44.5 73.5 88.5 94.5 97.5
B; %% 8 5 Longshu 8 8.7 36.1 493 72.0 81.0 86.0 95.0
10528-3 1.5 4.0 85.0 9.7 95.5 100.0 100.0
[F]3# 22 5 Tongshu 22 25 525 82.0 89.6 93.5 95.0 100.0
B2 115 Longshu 11 3.7 56.5 78.3 87.0 92.5 100.0 100.0
Fi %% 35 Longshu 3 3.8 72.0 94.0 97.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
FH29 5 Qingshu 9 2.0 335 53.0 66.0 81.5 91.0 90.0
L0527-7 24 20.5 36.5 53.0 66.5 73.0 71.5
T 05-44-1 Jin 05-44-1 14.6 51.0 75.0 72.0 95.0 100.0 100.0
% 22-7 Jin 22-7 10.1 71.0 88.0 93.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
K105 Tianshul0 2.3 21.5 34.5 46.0 65.0 83.5 90.0
10529-2 1.8 45.0 91.5 97.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
K3 125 Tianshul2 1.0 15.0 43.5 49.0 62.5 75.5 82.5
4¢ K 25 Nongtian 2 1.1 8.7 36.5 33.0 56.0 66.5 70.0
B % 65 (CK) Longshu 6 7.0 45.5 65.5 80.0 87.5 93.5 97.5
B2 7 5 Longshu 7 26 9.6 435 54.0 54.5 68.0 67.5
4¢FK 15 Nongtian 1 4.4 325 435 44.0 70.0 79.5 87.5
H12% 65 Zhongshu 6 35 84.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
H1# 185 Zhongshu 18 2.7 29.6 76.5 91.5 97.5 100.0 100.0
05125-160 1.1 40.5 92.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
H12# 55 Zhongshu 5 4.8 57.0 93.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
D602 0.8 46.0 82.5 90.0 92.0 95.0 95.0
H1 2 215 Zhongshu 21 0.7 31.0 80.0 84.5 93.5 95.0 95.0
D572 0.8 26.8 71.5 82.0 91.0 95.0 95.0
H12 195 Zhongshu 19 0.7 20.6 57.0 81.5 91.0 100.0 100.0

H2901 Zhongshu 901 0.5 38.8 94.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Figure 1 Incidence trends of varieties (clones) late blight
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Figure 2 Incidence of plant late blight of varieties (clones)

22 HREBER

W IR A 45 A Rl (R ) 3 R A BRI
R AL, SRECEXHEIE RE 3. WS ikbt
R PR M AR TE U, W B 6 5 i
FR11%, ‘[FE20%5 . BT, RE125 4
17 MR R K BRERR IR RE 115,
CREN105, ‘LOS27-47 . ‘HEIS, FGERLE

0.7%~0.9%; JEIREERZ KK 1S HE20
LIRS HhES SRR 2E,
BORTES.0% VA Ly ARl (FR) 1 B2 8 50t
PEBE L, 9 5 0E 1.5%~3.6%
23 FENERER

R 3 RRIATH, TS, RE125,
‘Pe e (CKy AR 36, Heh ‘pEETS



+268 hE SR, 2845, Hi5H, 2014

14 r
Pt
~ =
e § 10
% 28t
I}
R
K =
R 4 F
w g
Pt
Q 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
S2R8STLETA=TEESTIET=S72E20382 eI TTREUTER
= = =3 = =2 =2 = =
2izdnzf:2458z230:5;::045:0%72248082832z28
iz Q£ 2 s = b S22 LS 22 HeGaEHITSQ EroHEY
ERERSSSEISE FECGSEESSIfSIpoiiss Si:fal
L o P oo P gp $f§££w£ kN g Q= oo BN o
S & gEACHL - M-S EmamL 5 oS4 5K o a0 K
i & & SY wmzmw w2® S Pame oK a2 a0
O wmEEERF ] REEL FE: g =EZ MR g ¥
+ ch; + +
" B4R Tested materials
B3 REMREFLFER
Figure 3 Incidence of tuber late blight of varieties (clones)
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Table 3 Tuber yield and marketable percentage of potato varieties (clones)
; KT RS EESEEGe) | K BT (%)
W (R) - ) ) SR () - ) )
7o (kg/20m*)  (kg/hm®)  Marketable tuber 77 (kg/20 m*)  (kg/hm’) Marketable
Variety (Clone ) Variety (Clones)
Plot yield Hectare yield percentage Plot yield ~ Hectare yield tuber percentage
H 404-14 Jin 404-14 9.5 4750 55.6 H1 3£ 65 Zhongshu 6 12.0 6000 47.7
B 125 Jinshu 12 18.4 9200 63.0 H132 18 5 Zhongshu 18 6.9 3450 51.0
2 165 Jinshu 16 31.0 15500 97.2 05125-160 5.0 2500 9.5
[ 205 Tongshu 20 27.3 13650 81.6 H128 55 Zhongshu 5 17.4 8700 479
T 145 Jinzao 1 7.3 3650 19.4 D602 6.2 3100 39.4
K2 115 Tianshu 11 36.4 18200 68.0 H2#£21 %5 Zhongshu 21 15.0 7500 26.0
[A]% 28 %5 Tongshu 28 27.8 13900 92.9 D572 17.5 8750 10.0
L0527-4 21.7 10850 63.4 H12 195 Zhongshu 19 20.6 10300 47.2
19901-10 37.8 18900 81.0 H12901 Zhongshu 901 17.9 8950 57.2
H 205 Jinshu 20 0 0 0 L0527-7 30.5 15250 78.4
L0527-2 16.0 8000 48.8 H05-44-1 Jin 05-44-1 14.2 7100 77.6
HE 155 Jinshu 15 16.5 8250 73.3 W 22-7 Jin 22-7 13.6 6800 354
[ % 105 Longshu 10 21.4 10700 74.1 K2 105 Tianshu 10 31.9 15950 74.4
[ % 8 5 Longshu 8 26.6 13300 57.5 L0529-2 8.1 4050 53.2
10528-3 323 16150 86.3 K2 125 Tianshu 12 47.6 23800 70.1
[R]% 22 5 Tongshu 22 19.7 9850 25.3 A2 K 25 Nongtian 2 33.2 16600 88.8
[z 115 Longshu 11 33.2 16600 61.8 [ % 65 Longshu 6 39.2 19600 61.9
[ 2 35 Longshu 3 14.0 7000 342 [ %% 75 Longshu 7 52.6 26300 66.9
75595 Qingshu 9 27.1 13550 67.7 &K 15 Nongtian 1 29.7 14850 823

TE: PG KT 75 g I S B A L.

Note: Marketable tuber percentage refers to percentage of tubers more than 75 g in the total tubers.
P47 526 300 kg/hm®, KR 1257 H23800ky  VUFEH, BEERY| . RERH| - REAHMNEE; %

hm?, PP 2 65 419 600 kg/hm?, H AR 2 hERHFERINEHNAE, FEEMRK, £E
(R EAR, PP RAE0~18 900 kg/hm?, [A]iF, A CEEE 20T iy, MRER NI . KE RN
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Table 4 Yield analysis of variance for potato varieties (clones)

RO S 5 H B ¥ o7 FAH I SLE Critical value
Source SS DF MS F value Foos Foo
& A Block 1.4 2 0.7 0.1 3.13 4.92
SRFHIA] Variety 16277.8 37 439.9 68.9% 1.56 1.88
% 2% Error 472.3 74 6.4
SRS Total 16751.5 113
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