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A Comparative Trial of Spring Potato Varieties in Dali
XIE Chunxia*, YANG Xiong, YIN Mingfang, OUYANG Zuofu, FENG Liping, YANG Kunhong, LIU Guoyang

( Dali Institute of Agricultural Sciences, Dali, Yunnan 671005, China )

Abstract: In order to select new potato varieties with high-quality, high-yield and high-resistance, which may be suitable
for spring planting in Dali, a field trail of 10 new potato varieties (lines), which were developed recently in Yunnan Province,
was conducted in the field of Shangguandian village of Jianchuan County in Dali. The results showed that '04-017', 'Hezuo
69', 'YS04-5861' and 'YL-15" were high-yielding, high-resistance, and high-quality, which have potential to replace 'Hezuo 88
as main varieties; the other two varieties, 'YS04-5682' and "YS04-6002'", also performed well, but the marketable tuber rate of
'YS04-5682' was low, and the tuber uniformity of "YS04-6002' was poor, so they need further evaluation.
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Table 1 Phenological development of tested varieties D/M
% d
Code Variety Emergence rate Sowing Emergence Budding Flowering Maturity Growth duration
1 8  Lishu 8 90.83 14/03 08/05 13/06 27106 24/09 139
2 9  Lishu9 86.70 14/03 06/05 04/06 19/06 04/08 90
3 YS04-5861 88.30 14/03 08/05 02/06 15/06 10/10 155
4 YS04-5682 85.80 14/03 09/05 06/06 20/06 14/10 158
5 YS04-6002 85.80 14/03 09/05 06/06 18/06 07/09 121
6 201 Yunshu 201 83.30 14/03 29/04 02/06 13/06 04/08 96
7 69 Hezuo 69 88.30 14/03 08/05 05/06 20/06 14/10 159
8 04-017 89.20 14/03 05/05 04/06 21/06 16/10 164
9 KM-9 91.70 14/03 27/04 03/06 20/06 18/08 113
10 YL-15 88.30 14/03 08/05 14/06 27106 10/09 124
11 LN-8 84.20 14/03 07/05 140/6 27/06 01/09 116
12 88 Hezuo 88 82.50 14/03 05/05 02/06 17/06 01/09 118
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Table 2 Morphological traits of tested varieties
Code Variety Stem color  Leaf color  Flower abundance Corolla color Berry set ~ Plant type  Stolon length Plant height
1 8 Lishu8 114
2 9  Lishu9 98
3 YS04-5861 96
4 YS04-5682 92
5 YS04-6002 113
6 201 Yunshu 201 88
7 69 Hezuo 69 116
8 04-017 118
9 KM-9 108
10 YL-15 112
11 LN-8 105
12 88 Hezuo 88 118
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Table 3 Tuber traits of tested varieties

Code Variety Tuber uniformity ~ Tuber shape Skin color Flesh color Skin type Eye depth
1 8  Lishu 8
2 9  Lishu 9
3 YS04-5861
4 YS04-5682
5 YS04-6002
6 201 Yunshu 201
7 69 Hezuo 69
8 04-017
9 KM-9
10 YL-15
11 LN-8
12 88 Hezuo 88
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Table 4 Economic traits of tested varieties

% %o Yo
Code Variety Marketable tuber rate Rotten tuber rate Starch content
1 8  Lishu 8 78.83 5.23 11.09
2 9  Lishu 9 74.91 3.81 13.53
3 YS04-5861 78.87 4.78 15.13
4 YS04-5682 57.35 10.09 11.05
5 YS04-6002 85.06 9.24 13.06
6 201 Yunshu 201 54.83 7.59 13.89
7 69 Hezuo 69 89.14 2.25 15.39
8 04-017 84.25 8.52 14.21
9 KM-9 59.44 5.86 13.02
10 YL-15 75.79 2.57 14.41
11 LN-8 71.93 3.37 13.83
12 88 Hezuo 88 78.61 1.34 12.88
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Table 5 Disease resistance of tested varieties
Late blight Mosaic Leaf roll
Code Variety Date of investigation % %
22/7 4/8 18/8 Infection percentage Infection percentage
1 8  Lishu 8 4 5 6 10.00 5.00
2 9  Lishu9 8 9 20.00 5.00
3 YS04-5861 3 4 5 15.00 12.50
4 YS04-5682 3 4 5 5.00 3.33
5 YS04-6002 3 4 5 0.00 5.00
6 201 Yunshu 201 8 9 15.00 20.00
7 69 Hezuo 69 2 3 4 7.50 5.00
8 04-017 2 3 4 12.50 12.50
9 KM-9 6 8 9 20.00 5.00
10 YL-15 3 5 6 10.00 0.00
11 LN-8 4 5 6 10.00 2.50
12 88 Hezuo 88 5 7 8 10.00 0.00
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Table 6 Analysis of variance for yield of tested varieties
Source DF SS MS F Foos Foon
Variety 11 3692.749 335.671 20.378%*%* 2.26 3.18
Block 2 79.699 39.850 2419 3.44 5.72
Error 22 362.388 16.472
Total 35 4134.831

B

o

Note: ** indicate highly significant difference.
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Table 7 Yield comparison of tested varieties

ke kg/hnt Significance
Rank Code Variety Yield per plot Equivalent yield 003 o0l
1 8 04-017 44 .35 65221 a A
2 7 69 Hezuo 69 25.45 37426 b B
3 3 YS04-5861 24.79 36456 b B
4 4 YS04-5682 17.61 25897 c C
5 10 YL-15 17.48 25706 c C
6 5 YS04-6002 16.18 23794 c CD
7 1 8 Lishu 8 15.46 22735 c CDE
8 12 88 Hezuo 88 13.22 19441 ed CDEF
9 11 LN-8 9.69 14250 de DEF
10 2 9 Lishu 9 9.26 13618 de DEF
11 6 201 Yunshu 201 8.40 12353 de EF
12 9 KM-9 6.10 8971 e F
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