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ABSTRACT: Germplasm evaluation plays an important role regarded as a major step towards the
achievement of sugarcane breeding programs. The objective of this study was to evaluate the genetic
diversity of sugarcane based on physiological traits and agronomic traits. The sugarcane germplasm
83 clones were evaluated and identified. The experiment design was used randomized complete block
design with two replications. The plot was grown in 2 rows, 5 meters long and 1.5 meters spacing
between rows. The experiment was conducted at the experimental research and development station,
Mitr Phol Company, Nong Ruea District. Khon Kaen province during January 2014 to January 2015.
Data were collected for morphological traits at 3, 6 and 9 months including chlorophyll fluorescence
(Fv/Fm) and SPAD chlorophyll meter reading (SCMR). The agronomic traits were recorded at 12
months including cane yield, stalk length, single stalk weight, stalk diameter, number of stalk per stool
and brix value were recorded at 10, 11 and 12 months. The results indicated that, the highest chlorophyll
fluorescence (Fv/Fm) at 3, 6 and 9 months were Co1148, M147/158, Phil54-52 and M93/48 and the
highest SPAD chlorophyll meter reading at 3, 6 and 9 months were MPT04-55, MPT08-191, C87-51
and H59-3775. The genotype had the highest cane yield and single stalk weigh were CP75-324 and
CP76-340. In yield component, stalk length and stalk diameter were Nco293 and K92-80, number of
stalk per stool were DB7160 and CP65-350. The genotype with the highest brix value at 10, 11 and
12 months were CAC57-13, MPT04-55, LF63-2705 and Mossman. Evaluation genetic diversity of
sugarcane germplasm based on morphological traits and agronomic traits, which 83 clones of sugarcane
could be grouped into nine clusters. From this study, the data can be used as a basis for sugarcane
breeding to improve yields and sugar content of sugarcanes in the future.

Keywords: sugarcane breeding, SPAD chlorophyll meter reading, yield, yield component, brix
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Figure 1 Rainfall (mm), maximum temperature (Tmax) (oC), minimum temperature (Tmin) (oC)

and relative humidity (%) during the experimental period.
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Table 1 Minimum (Min), Mean, Maximum (Mix), standard deviation (SD) and coefficient of

variation (CV) of stalk length (cm.), number of stalk/stool, stalk diameter (cm.), single

stalk weight (kg./stalk), cane yield (kg./m?) and brix value at 10, 11 and 12 months

among 83 sugarcane clones

Brix value

Stalk No. of stalk / Stalk Single stalk Cane

length stool diameter weight yield 10 months 11 months 12 months
Min 178.83 3.50 2.08 0.28 6.00 11.45 14.50 15.10
Mean 256.62 5.36 2.87 1.17 18.08 17.54 20.00 19.95
Max 321.67 7.67 3.98 2.75 39.80 22.90 25.50 23.50
SD 26.62 0.93 0.41 0.47 6.72 2.48 2.62 2.03
CV (%) 10.37 17.33 14.14 40.28 37.19 14.16 13.10 10.18
F-test . ok . ok ok . ok ok

** Significant at 0.01 probability levels, Mean in the same column with the same letters are not

significantly different by 95% LSD.
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ANBUSNNFTTING
a dg/ o A
annstssilumenugnasy Taeld
ANHOENNEITINENaNE 3, 6 uaz 9 thaw THun
| e A a o = | Al &
AariANdendinesdly  uazAnaalsWadvly
aaausd lwaeiugnasudes 83 laawriug
wuddauuAnsneiuat1eltad1ATyEanng
aa Y i e A a o =
ani (p=0.01) aniuddaiinnudeadineedd
U wazApaalsiadngaalsamus Nony 3 1haw
wudnliddaouuansnmeats  Taawudnnany
A a o A = 2 = a
3 ihau Adatianndandinresdly Hdngegn
WaTANgA Wi 49.50 uaz 35.60 HALaAE
winil 42.30 uarilAnduilsy@ninianszanssio

Ansesar 6.73 wazAmaalsiadvgenisdimust
HAngegauazAgn Wil 0.80 uag 0.69 HAN
\wAnWiil 0.76 uaziiAnduisrAvanisnsyans
famnfeeay 2.35 M1ane 6 iheu wudadil
Audedinesdly  HAngugauaziige
winfl 49.80 uaz 35.20 HARALWNL 43.62
wazdlAnduilsc@nsnisnszanasannsenay 6.66
uazAnaalsiadvigeasaiud  A1geqauas
A1ga Wiy 0.70 way 0.79 NANedewiiy
0.75 uazilpnduilsz@vanisnszanasianiianas
229 uwariiangy 9 1heU WUdNAATHANNLTEY

dinaesdly HAnqeamuazingn wiaiu 48.50



KHON KAEN AGR. J. 47 (4) : 761-772 (2019). /doi: 10.14456/kaj.2019.42 767

War 3250 HALeAEWiL 41.36 uazien
Aul3ANBNINTTANLAIAGRLAT 8.27 LAZAN
paalsiasngaaramud  HANgaAuaza4n

o

WL 0.79 way 0.67 NANadALWinAL 0.73 uaz
FAndudsr@nsnisnszanafimnsesay  3.53
(Table 2)

Table 2 Minimum (Min), Mean, Maximum (Mix), standard deviation (SD) and coefficient
of variation (CV) of SCMR and chlorophyll fluorescence (Fv/Fm) at 3, 6 and 9 months

among 83 sugarcane clones.

SCMR Fv/Fm
3 months 6 months 9 months 3 months 6 months 9 months

Min 35.60 35.20 32.50 0.69 0.70 0.67
Mean 42.30 43.62 41.36 0.76 0.75 0.73
Max 49.50 49.80 48.50 0.80 0.79 0.79
SD 2.85 2.91 3.42 0.02 0.02 0.03
CV (%) 6.73 6.66 8.27 2.35 2.29 3.53
F-test ns > > ns > *

" and ** is non significant and significant at 0.01 probability levels respectively, Mean in the same

column with the same letters are not significantly different by 95% LSD.
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Figure 6 Dendrogram of cane yield (CY), stalk length (STL), single stalk weight (STW), number
of stalk/stool (STN) and stalk diameter (STD), at harvest, brix value at 10, 11 and 12
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sugarcane clones.
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