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Table 1 Comparison on growth period of different tomato varieties
WwHAEW/ A -1 A/ A -A
L WR/H-0 /AR /A -E e o AR/
Beginning date Beginning date
Varieties Sowing time Seedling stage Planting time Mature days

of flowering

of harvest

FHr 802(CK) 06-27 07-13 08-02 08-21 - -
11 06-27 07-13 08-02 08-19 10-15 58
12 06-27 07-13 08-02 08-21 10-20 61
Ik 13 06-27 07-13 08-02 08-20 10-18 60
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Fig. 1 Comparison on plant height and stem diameter of different tomato varieties
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Table 2 Comparison on yield of different tomato varieties
st T A AT g FHRBE R ke MK ke 5476 (kgebm )
Varieties Fruit number per spike ~ Weight of single fruit Yield of plant Plot yield Conversion yield
F 5y 802 1. 29 92 0. 47 9.49 16947
R 11 3.86 190 2.93 58. 67 104768
Ik 12 3.84 178 2.73 54.68 97643
IRy 13 3.74 184 2.75 55.05 98304
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Table 3 Comparison on morbidity of different tomato varieties

KWiZ/ % Morbidity
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L. Flowering Flowering Flowering Flowering Beginning The end
Varieties Seeding
stage of stage of stage of stage of stage of of the
stage
firse spike second spike third spike fourth spike harvest harvest
EH 802 0 1. 67 5.00 11.67 35.00 55.00 83. 34
Ty 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
K13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 RS

ARG S5 R TT LUE 1 A H R E A 802 A
AU 30/ B T AR 50 R 850 A X g D
MR, B 802 78 B I I oA & I bk« (ELABL P —
HLUR I - B 99 5 B R MOR 1 5 3% 83. 3406, B fff 1
SETCVE A AT A 7 2 R AR R S A R
By 119008 12 FZR 8 13 3 B B o B 1 H
FIE ARG . IWNAEFW T mE. 58 11 I HE 2
AU AR BCR B 2~ 3 dL 45 SRR K SR
PR L IR R 11 7E 3 B b Rl R R AE
FmA AR ZE A R S K B R R R . ik F
104 775 kg«hm?; JhAM I3 By 11 P L& R
190 g B A5 A 24 M Ti7 3 % B A SR 52 K/ i B2 R
PRI 73 By 11 3503 A5 7 TS Tl b DX R AR 4 )
B &K
(1] WF5 8 A5 Bk T2 . 45 i 2 1k i o o5 25 R 9 5% 30

2]

(3]

[4]

(5]

(6]

[7]

(8]

9]

L. s E PR, 2009,42(4) :1230-1242.
REZ, RN LW U, 55 B B A 5 3 0 1 K A 4 A
KB ia xR LT ] AL B 2. 2010(7) 1 147-150.

7 19 4 B B WIS AR, A i v R R g R
TR A i At i . Al A M R 2 i, 2007, 15 (1)
119-112.

F A EIF U SRR AL i IR i A il 1
KAESPIE]. KT 3.2006(10) :19-20.
XG4 30T A T L A oA kI 9 EE A R VL IR 1Y
BRGEEBIARLI] ILHR AR R, 2008(6) : 114-115.
38— L. R T A 7 R B 7 O Al v
LT EERE SR, 2009(21) 2 14,
IMESC, 2, TSR 55 I AR A8 i 2 A th i 5 1
B R HBTIALT ] RS SR 2009(21) :5-6.
AR R AR SE T EL T 4 i A R e 2R 00 &
A LA PIAU] PEJR3E,2010,23(4) :49-50.

JRI s D300 A o AR HAY 5 A5 It st X3 oA 1k il v o 2 0 1
S KB IA M HELT ] AR Y, 2010,36(2) : 116-118.

Introduction Experiment of Resistance to TYLCV

for New Tomato Cultivars in Zibo City

SHANG Qing-wen' , LI Li*
(1. Zibo City Zichuan District Office of Agricultural Product Quality Safety Management, Zi-
bo,Shandong 255100; 2. Zibo City Zichuan District Agricultural Technology Promotion Cen-

ter,Zibo,Shandong 255100)

Abstract; In order to select tomato cultivar with resisitance to TYLCV, which was suitable for extension in Zibo

city,the botanical characters, yield and resistance to TYLCD of three new tomato varieties were compared,in-

cluding Sufen 11,Sufen 12,Sufen 13 and the local variety Maofen 802. The results showed that Sufen 11, Sufen
12 and Sufen 13 had high resistant to TYLCV. Sufen 11 had the highest yield and its fruit was the most suit-

able for local market.
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