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Analysis and Assessment on Nutritional Quality of Potato Varieties
ZHAO Chun- bo, SONG Shu- yao, ZHANG Chuan- wei, WEN Tao, SUN Kai
(College of Horticulture, Jilin A gricultural University, Changchun 130118, China)

Abstract: The experiment was carried out to evaluate the nutritional quality characteristics of differ-
ent potato varieties, and screen varieties which rich in nutrient content. The results showed that the qual-
ity was different in different potato varieties. Comprehensive analysis with Membership Function indicat-
ed that the best nutritional quality was ‘Yanshu 7, ‘Zhongshu 5’, ‘Helan 2- 12°. There were 5 varieties
which comprehensive quality was better, account for 36% of total varieties.
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(%) (%) (%) Ve  (mg100g) (%) (mg/g)
1 13.3 1.412 19.60 17.40 0.513 2 0.681 0.179
5 13.4 1.307 14.99 17.71 0.485 6 0.749 0.230
8 15.4 1.272 17.39 27.84 0.503 5 0.730 0.346
13 14.4 1.353 15.49 19.76 0.416 12 0.879 0.235
18 13.4 1.738 16.14 27.99 0.483 7 0.818 0.393
21 13.1 1.528 13.49 18.27 0.442 9 0.245 0.127
4 15.9 1.622 17.63 17.55 0.378 13 0.978 0.388
6 14.4 1.062 14.99 14.93 0.451 8 0.470 0.120
7 13.7 1.272 13.29 16.42 0.549 1 0.381 0.292
7 16.0 1.318 20.60 29.07 0.362 14 0.545 0.418
17 17.3 1.423 21.12 13.23 0.516 4 1.184 0.248
18 17.3 1.680 19.36 30.10 0.438 10 0.214 0.276
2-12 19.1 1.715 19.60 18.73 0.510 3 0.518 0.183
4 14.6 1.377 14.49 16.16 0.437 11 0.423 0.214
12.2 13.800 15.70 28.20 - - 44.600 36.600
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