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Fig- 1 Land use types of Huxian County in 2009
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Table 1  Area of land use types of the study area

R 2R e githiil RA TRk b el 1 Bty Mty
Land use type Construction land Unutilized land Water Grassland Orchard Crop land Forest
T Area 117.19 4.47 14.62 19.47 17.41 412.24 695.23
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Table 2 Area of land use types in different elevationzone of the study area

2 (m) jaBaibi) AR b K5k Fih (g} Bty M
Elevation Construction land Unutilized land Water Grassland Orchard Crop land Forest
[390,400] 15.89 0 5.90 0 2.15 78.03 0.83
[400,410] 24.47 0 0.87 0 0.92 87.33 0.30
[410,450] 51.96 1.90 2.60 0 6.75 176.34 0.42
[450,600] 22.95 2.00 3.78 0.06 6.03 60.53 6.61
[600,1000] 1.32 0.13 0.74 1.66 0.36 6.17 83.49
[1000, 30001 0.60 0.44 0.73 17.75 1.20 3.84 603. 58
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Table 3 Area of land use types in different slopezone of the study area

fA‘ZBE‘ZO B AH 3t KIS, Fih Il Bt Mt
Slope () Construction land Unutilized land Water Grassland Orchard Crop land Forest
0°~2° 108. 49 3.71 12.23 0.13 13.73 385.61 5.54
2°~6° 5.54 0.19 0.77 0.13 1.92 13.05 5.29
6°~15° 1.14 0.01 0.19 0.62 0.41 3.74 23.54
15°~25° 0.67 0.06 0.22 2.52 0.45 4.49 80.74
=>25° 1.34 0.51 1.21 16.07 0.91 5.35 580. 14
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Fig-3 Relationship between La and T in the study area
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Studies on genetic difference of different genotype Brassica napus
during germination period under drought stress simulated by PEG

TU Yuqin, DAI Xing‘lin* » TU Weifeng:. TANG Jie
( Crops Research Institute, Jiangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanchang 330200, China)

Abstract: With simulated drought stress in 10% (w/v) polyethylene glycol 6000 (PEG—6000), 41 accessions of
high generation lines from intergeneric hybrids between B- napus and Rorippa indica and 32 Brassica napus released
cultivars from different areas were treated during germination period to investigate genetic difference of various genotypes
of B- napus under drought stress simulated by PEG - The results showed that the survival ratio of most materials reduced
with an average of 96. 11%, the seedling height » fresh weight per plant and vigor index also generally reduced. with the
relative seedling height of 85- 82%. relative fresh weight per plant of 75- 65% and relative vigor index of 82. 60%. But
the taproot length increased significantly » the average relative taproot length reached 179. 69%0. The variation coefficient
of relative survival ratio, relative taproot length, relative seedling height , relative fresh weight per plant and relative vigor
index from 73 accessions of germplasm were 4. 33, 20.10, 16.72, 18.73 and 18.05, respectively- The drought toler-
ance of different genotypes of B- napus had greater difference during germination period- And the clustering analysis
showed that 16 accessions of new germplasm from wide cross and 8 released varieties belonged to high tolerant droughtre-
sistance typess which could be used as drought tolerant germplasm for genetic inprovement of B- napus- The comparison
between the drought tolerance of 41 accessions of new germplasm and that of 32 released cultivars during germination pe-
riod showed that new germplasm from wide cross had better drought tolerance than released cultivars-

Keywords : Brassica napus; polyethylene glycol (PEG); drought stress; genetic difference; germplasm creation
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Terrain character analysis of land use at county level
— A case study of Huxian County in Shaanxi Province

MA Ting-gang: QIN Zhanfei, CHANG Qingrui ", XIE Baoni> HAO Yajun
( College of Resources and Emironment, Northwest A & F University Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract : Based on GIS techniques and combining with digjtal terrain index and land use degree composite index
this paper studied the spatial distribution of land use of Huxian County in Shaanxi Province. and analyzed the land use
degree on terrain gradient- The results indicated that crop land, orchard and construction land had obvious advantages in
16 terrain positions and the distribution index of forest and grassland increased with the increase of terrain position: Ac-
cording to the quantitative expression of landuse degree on terrain gradient  terrain niche was divided into three sections
1~6, 7~20 and 21~~25, which occupied respectively 43. 44%6, 50.39% and 6.17% of the total study area- Distri~
bution index can describe the difference between the actual distribution and the standard distribution of a landscape ele-
ment > excluding the disturbance of the area, therefore availing kinds of comparative analysis- Crop land and construction
land had obvious advantages on lower terrain niche - Finally suggestions were put forward for land use of Huxian County in
the future-

Keywords . land use; terrain niche index; distribution index ; composite index of land use degree



