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Table 1. The breeding process of Kaohsiung Yu 4556 (KHY 4556)
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2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009|2010
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Generation crossing| Iy | F2 | I3 Fy Fs Fg F- Fg Fo | Fio | Fuu | Fi2 | Fi3 | Fus
Line [ KHY 4556
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[ ine No. 2314|7177 1711111111
Selection

Plant 36 1500/ 92 | 55 | 31 | x10
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Table 2. Yield and agronomic traits of Kaohsiung Yu 4556(KHY 4556) and Taiken

9(TK 9) rice varieties in the yield trial (2007)
Growth  Plant  Panicle Grainno. Spikelet 1000-

Crop Variety duration height no. per per Fertility grain Yield
plant panicle weight
(day)  (cm) (%) (g (kg/ha) (%)

1 KHY 4556 118* 89.4 18.0% 73.6* 92.6%  26.5% 7,733 100.3
TR 123 %2 162 84 88 244 7,711 1000
I KHY 4556 105 91.4*%  12.7* 84.2% 68.8%  27.0 4,134* 105.5

TK 9 105 96.8 9.5 96.7 80.7 27.7 3,919 100.0
=~ RERE%R
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Table 3. Agronomic traits of Kaohsiung Yu 4556(KHY 4556) and Taiken 9(TK9)
rice varieties in the regional trial (2009)

KHY 4556 TK 9

Growth  Plant Panicle Panicle Growth  Plant Panicle Panicle

Crop Location duration height length(c weight duration height length(c weight

(day)  (cm) m) (9] (day) (em) m) (2

Taoyuan 141 1086 165 20 139 1051 177 17

Changhua 123 970 152 25 124 962 167 24

Chiayi 123 1064 164 18 127 1009 172 18

I Pingung 118 999 174 23 120 942 195 24

Hualian 13 837 122 04 137 812 158 09

Taitung 128 966 160 11 132 929 180 17
Average 128 987 156 17 130 951 175 18
© Taoyuan 126 798 173 14 124 839 172 16

Changhua 122 940 157 18 120 943 167 16

Chiayi 13 887 171 22 13 908 185 23

I Pingung 105 1027 166 14 108 1033 181 15

Hualian 114 935 149 19 13 933 168 19

Taitung 108 1006 165 21 12 982 159 17
Average 115 932 164 18 15 940 172 18
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Table 4. Grain yield of Kaohsiung Yu 4556 (KHY 4556) and Taiken 9 (TK 9) rice
varieties in the regional trial (2009)

Crop Location KHY 4556 Taiken 9 Yield index(%0)
Taoyuan 6,089 5,456 111.6
Changhua 10,184 8,170 124.7
Chiayi 8,404 7,599 110.6
I Pingtung 8,306 7,583 109.5
Hualian 907 1,959 46.3
Taitung 3,183 5,119 62.2
 Average 6,179 5981 1033
Taoyuan 2,401 3,797 63.2
Changhua 4,957 4,301 115.3
Chiayi 4,832 4,404 109.7
Il Pingtung 4,217 4,214 100.1
Hualian 2,936 2,344 125.3
Taitung 6,542 5,886 111.1
 Average 4314 4158 1038
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Table 5. Yield components of Kaohsiung Yu 4556 (KHY 4556) and Taiken 9 (TK
9) rice varieties in the regional trial (2009)

KHY 4556 TK 9
Crop Location  pgpjc| Grain  Spikelet 1g(r)glon_ Panicle Grain per Spikelet 1(;(32(1)1011-
e no. aliszle Fe(it/t)l)lty weight no. panicle Feg/t)l)lty weight
P (2) (2)
Taoyuan 18.8 87.0 94.9 23.7 21.2 78.4 95.2 22.1
Changhua 17.1 97.1 92.7 27.1 17.3 90.7 93.6 27.3
Chiayi 18.3 72.6 83.2 26.1 18.0 74.5 88.8 24.7
I Pingtung 16.3 110.3 83.6 23.2 13.9 109.0 82.6 24.4
Hualian 29.8 55.6 21.6 17.1 15.8 76.7 379 22.2
Taitung 18.4 99.8 332 24.6 14.7 102.0 63.6 24.0
Average 198 871 682 236 168 885 770 241
" Teoyun 168 784 705 233 183 738 803 242
Changhua 13.4 77.8 84.5 25.2 12.6 70.6 86.1 25.2
Chiayi 12.1 82.6 89.6 26.2 10.8 86.4 89.4 26.6
II Pingtung 13.2 87.5 67.8 20.9 12.8 95.7 56.3 22.9
Hualian 10.6 86.5 86.7 23.3 7.7 93.3 77.5 23.5
Taitung 14.3 92.0 85.7 25.7 16.5 73.2 86.5 29.6
Average 134 841 808 241 131 822 794 254

% 6. BT 4556 5L F 2R F RiERAEE § 2% onF (T 2 02009 #)
Table 6. Nitrogen application efficiency of Kaohsiung Yu 4556(KHY 4556) in
2009

Cro Variet N.L.* Grain Yield N.AE. *
p Y (kg/ha) (kg/ha) (%) (NT$) (NTS/kg)
80 5,501 100.0 - -
120 6,542 118.9 9.1 598.6
L KHY 556 7,625 138.6 9.3 610.7
e 2005792 1053 . .....09 . 558 ..
80 4278 100 . .
120 4,437 103.7 1.4 91.4
T KHY 4556 3,911 91.4 1.6 -105.5
200 3,398 79.4 2.6 -168.7

* N.L.(Nitrogen levels), N.A.E.(Nitrogen application “efﬁciency).
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Table 7. Agronomic traits of Nitrogen application efficiency trial of Kaohsiung
Yu 4556 (KHY4556) in 2009
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Growth Plant Panicle Panicle 1000-grain Spikelet = Grain Panicle

Crop Variety N.L.* Duration height  no. length weight Fertility —no.per weight
(kg/ha) (day)  (cm) (cm) (g (%) panicle  (g)
80 117 75.1 16.5 15.6 25.8 88.4 64.4 1.6
I KHY 120 118 79.3 17.3 14.9 26.9 89.7 61.9 1.6
4556 160 118 81.5 23.0 16.7 25.5 92.1 65.4 1.6
200 118 81.6 25.5 17.4 22.8 73.9 78.1 1.5
80 108 97.6 12.0 17.2 23.3 63.2 95.2 2.0
I KHY 120 108 95.2 14.2 16.9 24.3 65.4 104.4 1.5
4556 160 109 94.7 16.8 16.6 23.0 62.4 94.9 1.6
200 109 93.2 15.8 16.5 22.6 62.7 89.9 1.5
* N.L.(Nitrogen levels)

() 4 i Ep

AR LR (R 8) BT 4556 T HARE 1 HiFi s R)
F2HIELY REMS) WIFTFARLE L o T B H U 4 X S do s
BTLS~#FI352 Sl 452 245 1 HIFY L4 28 F5 92 o
WS R B ARG B SO BARR 1 W (TR S 28 (FRs £ o
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Table 8. Comparison of cold tolerance among rice varieties

Variety Year 2007 2009 Average
Crop 1 I I I 1 il
KHYASSS e MR MS_ RS R MS_
T™GT e RS RS R__§
T3 Repeme. RS R § _ ®___§
TS pepewe R oms R s RS
TK 9 e R Mr R wMs R MR
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Table 9. Comparison of lodging among rice varieties

Variety Year 2007 2009 Average
Crop 1 I I I I il

KHYSS6 e MR MR R R R R
mern Repome MR MS R R R MR
REN Repomse R MR R R R R
R Respomse__ MR MR R R R R
wo R
T

P FETHRTEE(R10) BT 4556 5% 12 W iTfh FF F
f; 51.25%% 81.15% - };}f&i‘@s ‘;—al]f; S5 %% O &% > 7}%}}?9 ,4. Lﬁb% o%?/%‘
Begt B R A SAE O R LIRS R TIE S SR TSR3 5L 2
HiERpE SR TS SHASR L% FHIBIFT HE -

Wi e T Aok 11 977 0 BT 4556 5L % 12 B Ehip gk T o
W R 494%% 233% 0 F R asu s T BE Sk RS R 1Y iFe L
OBLARGE ~ B 2W T F A LMOB B Bt kst o F T 4556 5Ly
é ‘} rr'fﬁ’]‘ @3%’%1’9}'{.‘}_ = IE_,#EM’? %%";ﬁ\ 71 gjfulf_ r%{“gffp"
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Table 10. Comparison of preharvest spouting among rice varieties

. Year 2007 2009 Average
Variety
Crop 1 Il I I 1 il
Level 72 90 30.5 72.3 51.25 81.15
KHY 4556
oo Response 9 9% ol 9 5. .9
NG 71 Level 27 92 9 61.3 18 76.65
. Response 1 9 t 9 1 9
TY 3 Level 4 47 1.2 34.7 2.6 40.85
e Response 1S LSl
TK 4 Level 42 94 20.6 88.7 31.3 91.35
oo Response 5 9 1 9 5 9
TK 9 Level 56 73 40.2 57.4 48.1 65.2
Year 5 9 5 5 5 9
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Table 11. Comparison of shattering among rice varieties

. Year 2007 2009 Average
Variety
Crop 1 1T 1 1T I il
Level 38 28 60.8 18.6 49.4 233
MY Respomse 779 s 7 s
Level 37 15 71.3 32.8 54.15 23.9
TNG71 _Response 7 5 9% 7 9 5
TY 3 Level 34 17 62.1 10.1 48.05 13.55
o Response 7 5 9 S5 T .5
Level 44 9 62.4 8.7 53.2 8.85
Level 38 14 62 18.5 50 16.25
TK9 Year 7 5 9 5 7 5

(=) Fmisid

% 12 5 B 2275 4556 5.2 ?’};}Iisi}'ﬁiﬁaﬁ_;fé TEE O TIHARS P iTIn:
BE(S) & o952 AMAp i HRfppIsiET & o ATk 1 P ive &
P o AR E 3 L R 5 2 P f%%ﬁﬁf}fﬁimﬁ%ﬁ» TR B0 R
B 7150~ F+ B 3502 ST 4 502t & o

% 12, F 27T 4556 BL e isiiiie e %
Table 12.Comparison of resistance of Sheath blight among rice varieties

. Year 2007 2009 Average
Variety
Crop I I I I 1 o
Level 7 7 6.7 83 6.9 7.7
KHY 4556
Response S S S HS S S
Level 7 9 7.7 9 7.4 9.0
TNG 71
__ Respomse S HS S HS S = HS
Level 9 9 7.7 7.6 8.4 8.3
TY 3
. Respemse = HS =~ HS =8 S HS HS
Level 9 9 7 8.6 8.0 8.8
TK 4
. Respemse = HS =~ HS =~ 8 HS 8 HS
Level 9 7 7 7 8.0 7.0
TK 9
Year HS S S S S S

() HE Rmsiu

BT 4556 B E R p b LR R Aed 1397 o AT F BT IHAR
S0 RA(MS) s R TI A ST 4 BA AR 0 B ST 9 Y puka
£o0m B R 3 B o HBE RBISIULT & .
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Table 13. Comparison of resistance of Rice stripe disease among rice varieties

Variety Year 2007 2009 Average
KIS lme S NS NS
e lme s NS us
v tea S S
T e s ws
<9 o s MR MR

(1) 6 Eiepistu

BT 4556 2 0 E RSP R R d 14 H R XM-42 2 4%
Fult o TI54 A Y 05 § R R(HS)  $Etk XF-89b 2 i Tz
K 1 B irL Ra(S) ¥ 2 Bits B R s (HS) BB LT 4556 S0
£ e R ASPUL 37

2,

AILERMA L H TR SR T 5B FF 3 5k £ ;2
Wivgtd AR H AR E SR TIE PR35 o L4552 S I 54
AP o

14, 3T 4556 HLe Elepisiiiiie L%
Table 14.Comparison of resistance of Bacterial leaf blight among rice varieties

Strain XM42 XF89b XM42 XF89%
Crop Variety Year 2007 2009 2007 2009 Average

Disease area(%) 41 69 62 33 55.0 47.5

KHY 4556 Response S HS HS S HS S
TNG 71 Disease area(%) 21 6 35 5 13.5 20.0
Response MS MR S R MS MS
1 TY3 Disease area(%) 25 8 38 11 16.5 24.5
Response MS MR S MR MS MS
TK 4 Disease area(%) 25 38 35 40 31.5 37.5

Response MS S S S S S
TK 9 Disease area(%) 50 12 55 7 31.0 31.0

eeoeeiieeo.__Response S . MR ] HS . MR . S . MS

Disease area(%g) 87 49 87 43 68.0 65.0
KHY 4556 Response HS S HS S HS HS
TNG 71 Disease area(%) 90 32 87 40 61.0 63.5
Response HS S HS S HS HS
2 TY3 Disease area(%) 81 23 74 27 52.0 50.5
Response HS MS HS S HS HS
TK 4 Disease area(%) 79 19 85 30 49.0 57.5
Response HS MS HS S S HS
TK 9 Disease area(%g) 89 42 84 43 65.5 63.5
Response HS S HS S HS HS
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SALAEE SO B R &MHS)ox & u ;‘:}}%@‘Hﬁ T E Aok 16 977 0 B
2T 4556 HLo W IF R E SRR TI0A RIS L R BMHS) & 2 R T]
BE 2 A MAp e o

SEBLZ 0 BT 4556 BLMHSHURISIULF BT R4 R 715 $4
3524452452 A/ 9 5L o
% 15, F 27 4556 Ffpdupisiuiok e S5 Flie e %
Table 15. Comparison of resistance of leaf blast and panicle blast among rice

varieties in paddy land

2007 2009 Average
Variety  Year L.BG P.BG L.BG P.B.G L.BG P.B.G
Chiayi S}‘f;; Chiayi S}‘::I‘: Chiayi ﬁ‘an Chiayi Slf:: Chiayi Sﬁ‘;rrll Chiayi Sl‘:::
Level 7 6 9 7 5 8 3 9 6 7 6 8
RHY 9 Response S MS_HS S MR S MR _HS_MS S MS S
NG 1 Level 8 7 9 3 7 9 9 9 758 9 6
voeooooo____Response S | S__HS MR _ S _____ HS __HS _HS ! S . S . HS __MS__
TV 3 Level 9 9 9 9 7 9 9 9 8 9 9 9
oo Response HS _HS __HS __HS ____ S HS _HS HS S __HS _HS _HS
TK 4 Level 9 8 - 9 6 9 9 9 75 85 9 9
. Response HS S - -] HS MS HS HS HS | S . HS HS HS
TK 9 Level 9 9 - 9 7 9 9 9 8 9 9 9
Yer '’ HS. HS - HS S HS HS HS S HS HS HS

* L. B. (Leaf blast), P.B. (Panicle blast)

% 16. B 27 4556 SLfEFop AU o MR FI(ERARR TR
Table 16. Comparison of resistance of leaf blast among rice varieties in dry land

. 2007 2009 Average
Variety Crop I T I T I T
Level 9 9 9 8 9 8.5
KHY 4556 Response __ HS___ HS__ HS S ____HS___HS__
Level 9 9 9 9 9 9
TNGTI _Response HS HS HS HS ~HS = HS
TV 3 Level 9 9 9 7 9 8
Response HS HS HS s HS S
TK 4 Level 9 9 9 9 9 9
_Response HS = HS HS HS ~~_HS _HS
TK 9 Level 9 9 9 9 9 9
Year HS HS HS HS HS HS
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(t-) AFHf

B 2B 4556 LA T FAUE R T R Aok 17 2 & 18 o o ATk Siitih
BFRhZ20 PR ZRAFPETDLRBLIRLROS) &2 S 71 5.5 554 m4p
o fSFh? i o B2 4556 B AR T EA R ¢ s (MR)
AR A AMARR 0 B G ¢ Bl B SR TIB R FI3EE SO
B2 R s (S)E | .

% 17. B 2275 4556 5ih & it ig T8 %
Table 17. Comparison of resistance of brown planthopper among rice varieties

Variety Year - 2007 - 2009 Average
Seedling  Plant Seedling  Plant Seedling  Plant
KIS0 pepmse S S S S S s
™G Reswe S S S8 S s
M3 keswe S S S S8 s
™ Rewwe S S S. S S s
TKS Repone S S 8 8§ 3

# 18, Bz 4556 5Lv F K2 s sk T g%
Table 18. Comparison of resistance of white back planthopper and small brown
planthopper among rice varieties

white back planthopper Small brown planthopper
Variety Crop
2007 2009 Average 2007 2009 Average
Level 7 7 7 5 5 5
KHY 4556
Response S S S MR MR MR
Level 7 7 7 9 7 8
TNG 71
Response S S S S S S
Level 7 7 7 7 7 7
TY 3
Response S S S S S S
Level 7 7 7 5 5 5
TK 4
Year S S S MR MR MR
Level 7 7 7 7 7 7
TK 9
Response S S S S S S
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(£ ) ek mi g
Yop? F R R R AR SN I B R4t 19

ST e B AT 4556 BB SH G o 1 2 W iTa b F R 0 ok F R
SS9 R F 12 FA B 5 53.16%% 66.049F BB 3 5
L9 5L47.92%% 64.96% - 3 ¢t B> & éﬂg B g dtpR A8 S AT 9 Bk
ISR Lt e ;f{9%*dfﬁ<‘r BT 4556 L2 W T A B e s 0
PR RSA L I R 4*3“ ?"*;a B4R 7 E B
1~2 ﬁﬂlfﬁﬁﬁi“;ﬁ%i,mﬁ»w Feenl S 2 T MR A
L9 B o

R Bdy o BT 4556 BLh ok WIS G 2 MBI S 9 E
- \‘ ’Fﬁ_ﬁ ﬁﬁ',:‘ LU o

7 19. B 2275 4556 5L f&k i (% 2 5% -+ > 2009 #)
Table 19. Comparison of rice qualities among rice varieties in the regional trial

i

(2009)

Brown Total milled Head White White White Crude Amylose Gel
Variety Crop  Rice rice rice  center back Dbelly protein consistency

(%) (7o) ) (%) ) () (%) (%) (cm)
Kay [ 82.00 69.52 53.16 0.23 0.25 0 5.00 19.1 100S
4556 m  81.68 7376  66.04 0 0 0 714 222 928
TK 9 I 81.84 69.00 47.52  0.36 0 0 5.47 17.7 100S
il 81.56 73.68 64.96 0.16 0.27 0 7.19 21.2 94S

(+=2) F4aakiF

Moe? Bt A RS ERLAZHIEFHAIARTT BhAcd
200 F T 4556 HAASFE K FHE RSB 9 Kipit BT 6 A B
WiEoe 44T 9 B B & o

Z 20, B AT 4556 5Lz G vR & F(F -~ 10 2009 #)
Table 20. Comparison of rice qualities among rice varieties Kaohsiung Yu 4556
(KHY 4556) and Taiken 9 (TK 9) in the regional trial (2009)

Crop Variety Appearance Aroma Flavor Cohesion Hardness Pa(l)a\f:lr);ﬁty
I 4KSI?6{ 0.167B -0.161B  0.210B  0.206B 0.167B 0.156B
__________ TK9 0.000B __ 0.000B _ 0.000B _ 0.000B ___0.000B _ 0.000B
I 4KSHS§ -0.100B -0.500C  -0.150B  -0.200B 0.600A -0.250B
TK 9 0.000B 0.000B  0.000B  0.000B 0.000B 0.000B
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