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Table 1 Thelate blight occurrence situation among different ridge distance in 2011

B — WA A The first investigation 5 A The second investigation
Trfjfem H#/A-H R/ Y 9o 17 45 X Hi/A-H BRI/ % 93 1V 4 AR
Date Diseased plant rate Disease index Date Diseased plant rate Disease index
A 07-31 3 10.12 08010 5 12.73
B 07-31 4 11.23 08010 5 13.14
C 07-31 4 10. 59 08010 6 14.52
D 07-31 6 18. 67 08010 12 25.69
E 07-31 6 19.75 08010 15 26.78
F 07-31 12 23.45 08010 21 34.23
G 07-31 16 28.13 08010 26 38.47
2.2 BEFBLE BEKT . T AR C (7 5%

MR 2 AT LUE 2877 5 o 1 2 C Ak FHE 6 NALBL, AL AEF.G §7= A L
L KORAEE B.D A VEF, 77 i 5 I AY 2 Ab IR BN KO s AR FE B FALFE D 7= i 35
Go 7B e V1A LA 0 i 4]/ 0 48 1Rk, Bt A AEF. G, 4B B fiAb B D 2 8] = 5
A3 N T A AR 65 cm ZERE R F Ab 3, kb 3 ERARBE O A ML E 575 B e T
C HAbFE F 36 7= 22% , kb ¥ B DA E {7 &4 AEF .G AP A FIALEE D Z | P~ 22 55 W3
B HLAREE F 3= 15, 3% ,14. 8%0.7. 8%6.7. 3%, AhFE A FIARER E By S A G & A L ik
T 22 M WA (WL 3R 3) , 45 4b B (R 7= i 25 57 3k %] F B 2 K
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Table 2 Comparison of tuber yield of different treatments

hb 3 7=t/ kgehm? 2% 5 g #F Significance
Treatment Yield 5% 1%
A 28510 c B
B 30500 b AB
C 32260 a A
D 30360 b AB
E 28380 c B
F 26450 d BC
G 25490 d C
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Table 3 Variance analysis on tuber yield of different treatments

SR -7 A B ¥5 F {4 2. & Pk Significance
Variance resource SS df MS F value Fo o5 Fo o1
Kb PR[E] Treatment 1021559 6 170259. 9 12.696* * 0.00014 2.996
i % [6] Repeated 21178 2 10588. 9 0. 790 0.476 3.885

" 2% Error 160920 12 13410

AR B Total variation 1203657 20

23 ENHREREER GRER ELEXR
2%
FOET AR 200 g DL LAY AR BY B 2L 0k R
S, SR SRR R B AR, HLk O b
A.C.D.E\F.G, WJE#ERREMME A LH, 1

AL B ZB I IO L W TR R A /N (9
B SRECERRARK R B AR w2 G oAb
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Table 4 Comparison of commodity rate,deformity potato rate,green-husk rate and rotten potato rate

o B % W B f5 e WK Y N
Commodity rate Deformity potatorate Green-husk rate Rotten potato rate
A 91. 10 2.22 0.12 2.60
B 92.51 .31 0.01 2.45
C 88.62 .57 0. 05 1. 00
D 83.76 .21 1. 20 3.47
E 81. 20 .12 3.45 4. 14
F 72.41 .14 5.78 6. 14
G 61.17 5.04 10. 89 10. 12
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Study on Different Ridge Distance of Potato
in Ridge Aboveground Cultivation Pattern

SHEN Hong-bo' ,ZHAO Hai-hong” ,GU Xin®, YANG Xiao-he’ ,LIU Wei’ ,DING Jun-jie’
(1. Heilongjiang Agricultural College of Vocational Technology, Jiamusi, Heilongjiang
154007 ;2. Jiamusi Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences/ Ministry of Ag-
riculture Harmful Biology of Crop Scientific Monitoring Station Jiamusi Experiment Station,
Jiamusi, Heilongjiang 154007)

Abstract ; Aiming at the problems of low yield,low commodity rate and high rotten potato rate lied in traditional
cultivation pattern in Heilongjiang province, the effect of different ridge distance on the potato late blight occur-
rence, yield, commodity rate, deformity potato rate and other related traits were studied using ridge
aboveground cultivation pattern. The results showed that potato late blight occurred lighter when the ridge dis-
tance was 80 cm or more than 80 cm. The yield was highest with the 80 cm ridge distance. The commodity rate
was the highest and the green-husk rate was the least with the 85 cm ridge distance, when the ridge distance
was 90 cm the deformity potato rate was the lowest, the rotten potato rate was the least with the 80 cm ridge
distance. So it suggested applying 80 cm ridge distance for the highest yield level and the least rotten potato
rate.

Key words: potato;ridge distance;cultivation pattern

(LEF 770

[15] T, Tardk, THEM. & 760G X 7€ Hh oK #5745 11(6):691-697.
SERY R T, H R K E 24,2004 (3) 1 92-95. [17] HmiEE. A K. 200, 25, BT 45 KR 25 5 R 5 Z Rl )
[16] ZEW &, T, & k22, 55, SRR M 10 7R R A5 T 4 IR R LT W A& 2%, 2010,21(7) :1725-1730.

SO 2 v o b A [ . A W s 1 U R 2 i, 2010,
Evaluation on the Cold Tolerance of Rice
at Booting Stage in Sanjiang Plain

LIU Nai-sheng,SONG Cheng-yan, WANG Gui-ling.ZHOU Xue-song
(Jiamusi Rice Research Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Jiamusi,
Heilongjiang 154026)

Abstract: In order to select cold tolerance resources of rice, the evaluation on cold tolerance of 349 rice materials
at booting stage was conducted from 2004 to 2010. The results showed that there were 63 materials reaching
the first grade cold tolerance and 180 materials reaching the second grade cold tolerance, which broadening the
cold tolerance source of rice at booting stage. Taking Kongyu 131 as the cold tolerance standard variety for 7
consecutive years,79 materials were selected for better cold tolerance than Kongyu 131 at booting stage, in
which 15 materials combined well with high yield,8 materials combined well with high quality,and 13 materials
were special rice. The results of cold tolerance of rice in field identification were directly affected by climate fac-
tors, taking Kongyu 131 as standard material, the test materials were divided into group of insensitive to low
temperatare and group of sensitive to low temperature.

Key words: rice; booting stage;cold tolerance;evaluation;standard variety
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