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Abstract; To test BarleyGrow model reported in the study I, 14 barley cultivars were grown at different sowing dates in 4
ecological areas ( Nanjin, Yangzhou, Wuhan and Kunming). Apical and phenological stages of different cultivars were
observed to validate the BarleyGrow model which is compared with YDmodel and SUCROS. The optimum values of the
model parameters were obtained through genetic-simulated annealing algorithms. As a whole, BarleyGrow model had an
accurate and stable estimation. The root mean square error (RMSE) with the BarleyGrow model was ranged between 1.06
and 8. 13 days for various cultivars, compared to 6.26 and 13. 35 days with YDmodel, and 8. 84 and 20. 28 days with
SUCROS. BarleyGrow model was quite sensitive to basic temperature in grain filling time, physiological vernalization time,
critical daylength and minimum time from emergence to heading. The improved model gave good predictions of apical and

phenological development for a diverse range of temperature and photoperiod conditions across China. Especially, effects in
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anther separation, pollen mother cells, tetrad, heading, grain filling and maturity stages were better predicted.

Key Words: Barley; Phasic development; physiological development time; model validation

E AT E N ST BT R AE R B EBERLR B/ S BRSNS SR F MACROS A7  R040] rp [ f) K
FHEREE, & BRI BB I RE R B R BISCR B (R WA E M b S R Bk A
Wik Yan W Al Hunt L A 5 TET ER KT /NE KZE EREEY M HGEN ES  R 3
BEBR OC , B KR EHE AT REIREMET &R REENSE, BT AXPHFEELZHSHSTE
—EFRRE R R B O AR . BTG S ST T LA KL A0 JE A KON Sy Rl F) K 32 A B AR DA
R T T 522 94 AR R HEA BIF R, @1t QTL R A4 AR SR Hh ik B T ke A BRI 4 0 L B
BT HREF BB AR B B OE R BUR R 4 SH6HE T M5 7, £ QTL {5 8 AT LA 2 AR i
MRS (BRI Bt F R % 8 R A A X & B A5 0 25 J5 R S BOE TR X6 T 26 30 1) 90 kS 3 O 11K o
Mirschel W 4857 T K FIBEZ B TH KA R B HEAEL 51 A 16 N SHS 5EHLEE M KEM
S R AR BE N B TRIINR2ETE +5d 24 (EXT A BER GRS WP AR . A ESREL TRT
A TR ] M R S T R B MR A AR A Y AT A e W TN R A K TR R F YRR
HIAETA o (HIZRBE R SR FH M R B ADL K 32 AR, AL 3800, O A AN , R 75 IR IRl K 22 i i ok
JfAIE 25, 5 E AN CIR BRI 4 B — W2 3 Bx R B AR R A 6 R A 5 A
AR T U E LR

A IRBE S 8 2E 4R 77 ZE 4 5T AR ( YDmodel ) JEA 1 254 B MO B FE R 10 S s AL VR
T S A58, RSSO, S AT T . (AR S R R E AR RIS — 2 B E AR B AR B R R AR
BREH T THLHERK. A TESRER RS RIEREZAT A RFOR B — B BT @ L R,
BB KT SR Sh U ) — MR 5 MR HE PO JE Rt b, X AR B0 B AR B (8] 1 R B R T IR R I ZR B R
B, BRI, ZEX AN R A R SRS T KRR R B AT BN BT, MRFEAE S RBRE IR 2, M HES
TR bR s WO A (B K B , R R T AR 1 X (O [R] A b B 45 B RSB 45 1R ) A b COR R A%
FRPE) AR S, AT i — 2B IE Se s S AR GE R . ACBERAENZ S 24 M Fh
KA BRG] BB X AT 1 8L K Tl & B M e & & LB AU BEF T AR (E AR 36 , DA A
AU AT A AT SR, SRR A SEBR N R B B, R RGP R IRS o
1 #R5FH=E

I 1 3EWIRE T 2005 ~2006 FAEGH M KF LR GHT, TREATE1.32 gk, TRFA 158.2
mg kg ™', HALHE 39.02 mg kg ™', HAKHR 62.50 mg kg ', ML 24.15 g kg o IRBAFEHLX AT, NXE
15 m? 3 RER, HHMF AR 2(YS2) 354k 2( YN2) Frankin FIHEREE (GM) o ¥ 5 ME, 451
FI10H20H8.11 H2 H.11 A17 H.12 A2 B#F . MiRE (& N46% ) 326 kg hm > 432 Yt , B8 L
H7:3. I BEERES (4 P,0538% )375 kg hm ~* , G 4b4 (4 K,0 60% )120 kg hm . REMEICH AL
A FEEAET BN R T BB

#M (32.4°N,119. 42°F ) &b F LU J5 BE i, 52 22 XA 2 B (2, DO 283 B, SRR, 4R ¥ SRR
14.8C , ¥ AR 1 Ah, A PSR 1.8C , &HRANT A, A PRI 27.5C, 2ETFEHFH 220 d,
SAEF-H H RIS 2140 h, 245 F- %K & 1020 mm,

R I 56 F 2006 ~ 2007 AFAE BRI R K 2= I B b gk 17 o At 1 38 B oib o 38, & A HLR
22.0 g kg ' BRARA 121.1 mg kg ' 2% 160.0 mg kg ' 4@ 13.0 mg kg ™' AP 157.0 mg kg, BIAE KK
o RABENLIX AR T 5, sl i Fp ik 32 S500 FtE Rk 6 5 (HD6) ,435|F 11 5 HFI 11 A 15
Hi%&Fl,3 RELR,17H 0.20m /NXTEF Sm’ . JiRE (£ N 46% )300 kg hm * L8 HH 6:4, 43 Bl THEFI A
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FRTTHIREA o 53 B M BEERES (& P, 05 38% )300 kg hm ™, G0 fk4 (& K,0 60% )150 kg hm >, H [A] H Ath
EHFERESKHERE, MBS R FEATY.

BN (30.52°N,114. 32°E ) J& L W HH 2= U R ) <o, BA A E i AE R REZ Ot
2 &% BG4 R A FFHRIE 158 ~ 17, 5C, i & & <R 41. 3C, i m &K< IR
-18.1°C . ELFEH—M K 211 ~272 d, 4 H FE A 1810 ~2100 h, 4F 2445 51 (104 ~113) x4.18 kJ em 2,
AERE/K & 1150 ~ 1450 mm, [ERIAEH7E 6 ~8 Ay, 2 i &4FREF R 40% 4 o

RIS I 2 358 F 2004 ~2005 FE =B R K2FHRB R GHT. RARKIARRIT(A ZEXEER) , BEL
3o BB (Dan2) (J7 3(Su3) (ST20 47 7 5 (RuD7) . 4351+ 10 A 20 H(A1).10 H 30 H
(A2) .11 A 9 H(A3)#EFl, /NXEF 9m®, F7HE 25em, FA W, 225 Ji/hm’ . REEHMEIR K (& N 46% ) 225
kg hm 2, BB R 7:3, 0 BT IERIRT AR T IR , 29 Bt 45 (& A 308k 14% ~20% )750 kg hm > 581k
B (% K,0 60% ) 60 kg hm 2 HAHE(N:P,0,:K,0 =15:15:15) 40 kg hm 2, Hfth FH i) 45 3 [R] 25 7=k HH A5 3
REMEICBRSUEHEM EEETH.

ELH(25.05°N,102.73°E) #isb = 5t R &, J8 TR A BE R R 1Lt 2 XU %, B B I, 4R 3R
& 15°C , Al A F¥HS0R 19C , &R A FHSRIR7.6C, T 8F00, LT EMW, FREKEHR 910 ~ 1040
mm,5 % 10 A hWZE, MENZERESFEN T8 A,11 ABERFE4 A TR WEED, RIEHE,
KRBT o

RIGIV X5 T 2004 ~ 2005 E7ER VLA RPBGEHAT. BT AKAE, XA HIESHEHLK 26.0 ¢
kg ™', &R 322.7 mg kg ', HRARA 98.4 mg kg ' BB 49.7 mg kg !, AL 153.0 mg kg ' MRS RN A
—(Dan2) FIFM3(Su3), RIBE 5 NEHEKF:0(N1) 75(N2) \150(N3) \225(N4) \300(N5) kg hm~?,
FAB R 723, 0 TFREART AR A o BEREAEIRE . M BEERES (5 P,0538% ) 450 kg hm 2,
SFALHR (& K,0 60% ) 120 kg hm 2, R NEEHLX A, /DX EF 9 m® , EE 3 K, 11 A 8 H %R, FHE
112.5 kg hm 2, H A H R E = K HEH, MEGCRFEAEFTH,

A (32.05°N,118. 78°E) JE L #iy = WA A%, WZ B, L B K MBI, KT, LRERIET 2 .
HEFHSRE 16°C , H 55 38°C, AR RANRIR - 8°C, - F ¥R 117 d,PEF & 1106. 5 mm, 45F-H) 70
TEHI 239 d, B4 6 HTNARE 7 AhAIMERET.

BRI R R FREPRIE T M bR G0 o 50 I 6L 1 B T 8 AN [F] L fh st 15 28, 943
WTASETRY S5 ol ORI e ) T A5 2R
2 (EERIS
2.1 BAERGIR Tk

R — S B AR M Ge it vk CFYHE b2 R 25 ) Al — L35 %0 (RMSE .RRMSE \EF F1 CRM ) X B 7 17
BRIFEH 10,

Y (P, -0)’
EF =1 -5 ——
Z(Oi_O)Z
i=1
202 5 0-r
CRM = ———*= RMSE = [-=——

20,
KA, 0, 8 L bR IAE , k2R B EFE IR, P, W BRI UE, n WHEAZ &, RRMSE
(percent relative root mean square error) BUETEE 0 ~ + o ,0 &I, EF(modeling efficiency) BUETLHE — o ~

1,1 RIS B 4F o CRM (coefficient of residual mass) AT Ay 1E {E 8 316, 1E 27 Xob WL I {ELASE 4000 1K, 7
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BN X I (B A HA O 5,0 RS HURG BE Bc 7 o RMSE (oot mean square error) BUEIE 0 ~ + o« ,0 4T,
BURME AT FRIEM AR B B — D SECT BRI . B HESHAE B R —F S HUETE

—AN/NITEREI (0 x (1 £10% ) ,60 g F— K3 S AR S 800 BGE (8) 2516, X B0 IE 5 Bl 1 22 5%,

Sk Fi RMSE k& &S5 EUE 2 (X AR A i B S5 R M52

2.2 BRISESKRE I

AR A F T R R BRI 4 BT E AR Z BRI, 3a Y SEIB0E ST
R A 3 AMERI——2 LYy SUCROS A7) G & 22 ) YDmodel'") Je A% ( BarleyGrow ) #E4T LM .
F SUCROS #i#I i & F R EA f BURHE , AW R A DL RGBS E S8, TR EITHEBS TR, iR
X} YDmodel i BarleyGrow {35t {5 S HGHTHEIUF M

BarleyGrow BEHIH (1] 7 /™38t 4% 2 $i 43 51l Dy 7 F ot 7 99 B 5% B9 8 R FRIR (GDD, ) | 3% 30 B S5O0 B
(Tomax) A= FEFALETE] (PVT) (G5 H A (DLe) SR RN 1R 23 (PPs) Fc 48 v A ( EHmin ) 155 48 HE 5%
#( FDmin) , &2 $EUETE 4051 H 60 ~135°C 5 ~7°C .0 ~60d.7 ~14h 0 ~5.6d.0.5 ~2 f10.5 ~2, %
et SRR KB RS MBI R T B E MR AR S RA R B R BRI YRE
BT & B BB BONNME , SR J5 2 5 LI E] RMSE £/ 25 SRR B BE S BN LE, RIAE SR
IR K BRI E YDmodel BRI 1 3 MMEAESEL (AR AL ] A RN R T) , AR
BNMEAE SRR ¥ 5 BarleyGrow #5555 1 38 ( EHmin ) 155 2 2 3 ( FDmin) 32 SCHIR]. 5ETA BT
FREEEE AR, FE A R o TR, WY RASRAS A ME— BB AR, T R T A SR S8R
FIEFIAH E 1
2.3 MBI S5TEM
2.3.1 FERITINACR T BTG FIIEA

>k F BarleyGrow 1 YDmodel #AEIFMNIRLS [ ~ IV AR A 5 F T & B & & B T8 S50
PR IR 1, NPT LUE A FEEE TS I S A s E S BEAR R . NSEURE K , BarleyGrow 157
HARRIRE BF ) 7 AN SEBUEZE RBR, TR T AR K E S AE B D68 R R ok
BKE ERARE DL . MRS EARTIINHCR K , BarleyGrow BERU s A [R] 42 A A [a] ft e Fry 288 {2 T 0 204 SR A
i ,CRM F1 RMSE 38 Bl 451 7E —0. 0070 ~ 0.0082 #11.06 ~7.94d 2 [&], i YDmodel &7 i FilR 255K,
CRM F1 RMSE {75 E 4 3I7E —0.0246 ~0.0624 F16.26 ~13.35d Z[A], BarleyGrow A EIX} 4 /4 5 FhFi il {E
W = T ULIUEL(CRM <0) , YDmodel X 4 > A A BB i T VI ME . XoF PR B4 25 SR () RMSE #6477 22
3T, EERBRAZE R R B E (%% P=0.0002) ,

% i SUCROS EAIFMIALS: T ~ IV H R [FIRZE ff A A AR RO R 2, FTLAER &, %
IR S A RS RLIR 22 RMSE 7E 11.22 ~20.28d Z[8], CRM 7E —0. 1534 ~0. 0441 , BRI K ER /3 S48 5 Al (1 T
DB R TR , FAEE R R 2

X5 1 ) 4 AR RIE A S 4 45 Tl & B A5 & 3 i UL 0 (| 0 5 00 3 51 5K B RRMSE i 3%
3. FILAE i, BarleyGrow BLAYXS AN [FI#EHAN ] f A0 1) 6 T & B B B BUACR T YDmodel , & FT0
Y5 & B BU ) RRMSE F-3){EAF 3. 93 ~21.74 Z[&], YDmodel Tl ) 45 & #h i & B RRMSE SE#{EAF
6.19 ~39.69 Z [i], BarleyGrow Xf FZ WM& & B B Brun4k v fli i . 3¢ . B A 390 0 26 SR 4 B AR T
YDmodel % , RRMSE 7E 0.97 ~5.21 2ZJa], YDmodel T 5% 5 EE Y% & B BB i) RRMSE ¥ {EAN T
4.45 ~ 7.11 ZJd],

K FiZ:# i) SUCROS ##74  BarleyGrow Fl YDmodel BLAIXHALE T #IUHL X 2 A& B FitEs: 1T B B #h X 4
A A [FI % S AL B A R ZE Y AT T X BB IR EME R 25 R K 4) , G5 R K B, BarleyGrow
RN A I A B O R 2= HRAR /N, T R 25 ZE A PR B¢ 7E +3d Z N T SUCROS FI YDmodel A5 7Y fry 7 1%
EARIEE -1~ =35d f1 =20 ~ +19d Z

http ://www. ecologica. cn



3 ARk A ETAMASSRNKE TR YRR K 1313

F1 TERETHERMNBECSHREFTINRE
Table 1 Simulated genetic parameters and predicted errors of each cultivar with different models

R MR R GR CEWIRN B 2753)

(=}

s - WHB ALRRE BE FE RES BM MKW CRM RMSE

GDD, Tbmax PVT DLc PPs EHmin FDmin

BarleyGrow iRz 2 84.31 5.16 15.17 8.87 5.466 0.703 0.841 -0.0070 6.22
e 2 90.51 5.45 3.53 10.24 5.536 0.888 0.785 0. 0020 6.94
w3 81.44 5.04 15.25 10.09 5.580 1.214 0. 660 0. 0005 7.94
Frankin 107.04 5.42 0.37 9.74 2.144 0.626 0.372 0.0101 7.27
R 6 116.24 6.70 10.99 10.35 4.469 1.168 0.883 -0.0012 1.06
S500 122.75 6.78 6.49 9.76 0.067 0.921 0.965 -0.0034 1.17
L <R 133.30 6.42 16.35 9.86 2.267 1.701 1.149 0.0042 2.35
WME7T 5 126.21 5.43 16.08 10.53 2.577 1.414 0. 890 -0.0010 2.22
TR 3 134.93 5.21 16.65 10.98 2.795 1.958 0.877 0.0031 1.89
ST20 133.83 5.70 16.49 9.94 2.417 1.526 0.953 0.0082 1.87

YDmodel iRz 2 6.69 0.502 0.730 0.0469 8.60
e 2 5.10 0.534 0.745 -0.0087 6.26
w3 5.43 0.564 0.776 -0.0073 7.00
Frankin 12.37 0.501 0.655 0.0610 13.35
R 6 14.49 0.503 0.880 0.0442 8.12
S500 14.34 0.503 0.814 0.0624 9.71
L 7.05 0.742 0.929 -0.0291 9.42
mE75 7.54 0.892 0.827 0.0031 8.26
iyl K] 8.16 0.881 0.805 0.0041 9.58
ST20 5.87 0.715 0. 865 -0.0246 9.35

&0 H B A R GDD,, Effective accumulated temperature from sowing to emergence ; #E3% 5 p ¥ ¥ Thmax Basic temperature in filling time ;
H: BZF ALY A] PVT Physiological vernalization time; Iffi 5 H 1< DLc Critical daylength; 6 & Wi [ W #2145 15, PPs Physiological development time for the
start of the photoperiod-sensitive phase; %5 i f#}§ EHmin Minimum time from emergence to heading under optimum temperature and photoperiod ; %
HESZ ] FDmin Minimum time from heading to maturity under optimum temperature ; CRM Coefficient of residual mass; RMSE Root mean square error; %
T2 YS2; %62 YN2; #kdE GM; A6 k3 6 HD6; B Dan2; H1Z 7 5 RuD7; #5M 3 Su3; T[] the same as below

%2 SUCROS EETHE&MMPELATIIRE
Table 2 Predicted errors of each cultivar with SUCROS model

wZ2 2 Frankin wx HRE6  WKTS B 8500 Fpng 3
CRM -0.0446  -0.0341 0.0441 -0.0436  -0.0905  -0.1456  -0.1534  -0.0580 -0.1227
RMSE 11.22 12.56 13.42 12.53 17.87 19.46 20.28 14.47 17.10

3 BarleyGrow 1 YDmodel #E 37 Ml it X K ] #EHA . A B A K ZETN IR E B Hr A& HI 9 RRMSE
Table 3 Prediction RRMSE of apical and phenological development stages of different cultivars at different sowing dates in 2004 ~ 2005 in
Yangzhou region by using BarleyGrow and YDmodel models

_— F57 Model
Cultivars HiB B e 2 =3 TR

I I I I I I I I I I I I
iR 2 11.02  23.47 1563 16.72  6.11 7.27  2.48 5.8  3.28  8.56  5.03 4.83
idem 2 33.33 42,98  24.02 28.87 13.90 9.8  7.64  2.92  3.02  3.02  4.03 1.93
W 26.37  47.16  17.45  32.80 15.47 11.32  0.99 4.6l 4.8 3.51 8.88 2.19
Frankin 23.79  21.02 22,70 31.22  5.66 13.26  4.73  9.97  4.87 11.58  6.27 9.07
4 Average  23.63  33.66  19.95  27.40 10.29  10.43  3.96  5.85  4.02  6.67  6.05 4.51
. 57 Model
Cultivars H HAH il M SRS

| I I I I I | I I I

iR 2 27.25 7.94 2.48 5.88 1.93 6.97 2.27 7.50 0.43 0.74
Hfeni 2 23.83 7.94 7.64 2.92 3.48 3.84 1.99 4.48 0.43 0.53
W 27.75 7.94 0.99 4.61 3.84 4.40 5.91 5.36 1.58 0.31
Frankin 15.49 7.94 4.73 9.97 1.08 10.99 2.35 9.43 0.97 2.61
-4 Average  23.58 7.94 3.96 5.85 2.58 6.55 3.13 6.69 0.85 1.05

I:BarleyGrow; II: YDmodel; Hii}| Emergence stage; Bkl Single ridge stage; —#}] Double ridge stage; MEREZS JREL/ L] Stamen and pistil
initiation stage; ZjFATE I Anther separation stage; MERSA:k =244 U Pollen mother cells stage; MEdiA Sk BARZEALH Tetrad stage; filifHl Heading
stage ; WEIK I Grain filling stage; B Maturity stage; %12 2 YS2; #4M 2 YN2; #3 GM; RRMSE Percent relative root mean square error
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F4 ZHEBRNMEREXAEER.FAERMRZYERBATMIRE ()
Table 4 Prediction errors for apical and phenological development stages of different cultivars at different sowing dates in Wuhan and Kunming

regions with three models

F5 7 Model

H[X. Area ‘P Cultivar %M Sowing date H 7 Emergence K77 Jointing Hlif# Heading JE Maturity
1 o0 1 1 I oI I o 1 1 I I
X Wuhan K3 6 5 HD6 06-11-05 0 0 0 +5 -1 2 +6 -29 -2 -4
06-11-05 0 0 0 +19 -6 0 +9 -20 +1 +3

S500 06-11-05 -2 =2 -1 +14 +5 -1 +9 =22 +2

06-11-05 0 +4 0 +17 -2 0 +13 -18 -1
F.H Kunmin WZR7 5 RuD 7 04-10-20 -1 -1 +2 -17 -9 0 -10 -18 -4 -6
04-10-30 +3  +3 +1 -3 -11 -1 +3 -33 -1 -1
04-11-09 +1 0 -1 +6 -16 -3 +14 -20 +3 +6
B~ Dan2 04-10-20 0 -1 +2 -18 -10 -1 -12 -19 -5 -6
04-10-30 +4  +3 0 -5 -11 -2 +2 -34 -2 -1
04-11-09 +1 0 +2 +10 -17 0 +18 -21 +1 +6
S500 04-10-20 -1 -1 +1 -20 -12 0 -14 -18 -3 -6
04-10-30 +3  +3 0o -7 -13 0 0 -35 0 -2
04-11-09 0 0 +2 -1 -19 +3 +13 -22 +3 +7
M3 Su3 04-10-20 -1 -1 +1 -20 -9 -2 -16 -15 -3 -6
04-10-30 +3  +3 0 -7 -10 -1 -1 -31 -1 -2
04-11-09 0 0 +2 +8 -10 +2 +11 -17 +3 +6

I :SUCROS; II : BarleyGrow; I : YDmodel

>k i BarleyGrow I YDmodel A% 50 IV g 5 X B8 — AP ZEAR [FIRE N ZKF T B EZ YA &7 4T
XFECTI (R 5) o ATLAT i, BarleyGrow X £ 453 5 B 52 22 /N T+ YDmodel A5 , WL {55 T30 E 18] Fr)
fWZE1E -1 ~2d Z[&], YDmodel BRI MIIRIELE —5 ~ —4d ZIA], TR0 3 fin il to A SR B ACR o RERYXT H
WRPNTZEAR ] N JEAKSP T B8R 2257, Bt TARBIAE BT ATBA 21T N RAUK SR, T BarleyGrow
BRI SR GDD I/ T LRI H e AP R 22
%5 BarleyGrow 1 YDmodel £ 8Y3} B it X R R HE &K F T 2= @RI AIR 2= (d)

Table 5 Prediction errors for phenological development stages of Dan2 with different nitrogen application in Nanjing area by using BarleyGrow
and YDmodel

157 Model
N AB/KF N levels H1¥ Emergence KT Jointing #lif# Heading JE Maturity
I I I I I I 1 I

N1 -1 -5 -1 +2 +1 -4 +2 -2
N2 -1 -5 -1 0 +1 -5 +2 0
N3 -1 -5 +1 +1 +1 -4 +2 +1
N4 -1 -5 +1 +2 0 -6 +1 -2
N5 -1 -5 0 +3 -1 -7 +1 -4

2.3.2 HEEIBSHEIRE ST

R 1 X PMEBIILE S50 BRI [R] (PVT) B A (A B2, EHmin) DL S 40 HE 3%
B (ESRWIA T, FDmin) S THUBEN T . EEEESEIES HFHEREE, R ERKE U SHEUEE—
AT (0 x (1 £10% ) ,0 T Fe— K3 SRR S 8000 il fH) 284k , 38 5 25 25 A (] & Fh 00 1 22 1k
(RMSE) Hed5 2 MRS TN (B 1) o MBI HR AT RAE B, B8 A 3 Ak B 8] A S50 (B 2 o A 7 7= A i b AR
b, —Ff 2 PVT /Nt , BIRERY (i i 45 SRR A8 4k, 24 PVT 38K , — eV N i PVT 784k 53 BarleyGrow
B BERAB AL, XS YDmodel $Z200 A K, 3B BarleyGrow BERIXS PVT ) ZA8AL LUK, T Ydmodel #4H1IEK
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B (EHmin ) 23R € RE B BRI MBHR KN Z T2 TR ATHNRER F2Z2—, 7
BarleyGrow 5% i1 EHmin ZEIE Bl AR AL, 25 it A A BO(E 18 2 ARG B HhoO 9 JF D 1) B 3 498
254K, T YDmodel &R 23 i i T (5 A< 2 R0 K, 7EAR € PR RS 9 B2 _E R 20 BarleyGrow #5R% , fx 4E
HI (FDmin) ZYEHER RGBS M F 22 mE 7, B T EE2EMmEEEEM, B, BRXHZE
FASHE KRR, NE AT LUE H, PIE R R I R AR &R , {2 BarleyGrow #5812 FU il R 1 T
YDmodel .

o Wk Y A WE X Frankin oWk AME X Frankin + #f%2 -4KE6S
+ @2 - fpRFEeE o S500 o S500 x o WMFETE -H= ©ST20
X ST20 —o—i 0 MR
X BH=
25 25
—_ BarleyGrow —_ YDmodel
2 2
5 20 F 5 20 F
5 5 -
215t 215t
Fe 10} X Ze 10f o I—
= g X{- % = g P Y —
2 51 s 5
& &
—-—
0 1 1 1 1 J 0 Il Il Il J
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AL PYT(d) AL PYT(d)
ofk % ok AFrankin  xE2 xHkEed  © WKGAWE  x Frankin + ik - EAke
05500  +ST20 S “WETE o H= O S500 XM o WIFKTE -H= oST20
251 25
= BarleyGrow = YDmodel
g 20 5 20
5 5
#E ISt WE ST
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=2 Nt o = ' A
g Sy R . W g ST
= 0 L vxx ?K xx ! *x * J = 0 1 1 L 1 ! J
0.2 0.7 1.2 1.7 22 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
%ﬁﬁﬁﬂ EHmin %ﬁﬁﬁﬂ EHmin
o k5 A WE X Frankin ok~ 5 o#iFE A Frankin X $lAE2 xHEKFES
+ HfZ2 = #RFZ6S o S500 0 S500 +HRT - KT = H= © ST20
x T —— WK o W=
25 - 25 —
BarleyGrow YDmodel
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W T5 %
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W T5 2%

Root mean square error (d)
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%ﬁ%%ﬂ FDuin %ﬁ%%ﬂ FDuin

Bl 1 Wik (BarleyGrow Fil YDmodle) 3t S U AR b X AL i)

Fig. 1 Influence of the variation of three parameters on the prediction of the BarleyGrow model and YDmodle

X} BarleyGrow #RAY il 5 H < TSR S 2 s IR BE AR P L) e A ARG AN R S LA Bk L 4 S B
BURAE T (B 2) o IEHRET LR W, AR A AR i 5 B R S0 L N X R 2 5 E
Frankin 4§ 3 S P ARSI A K 6 St il 5t H A B ARMHURR, RMSE 7 1. 06 ~24. 94d JEFE N AL, T
WX KR ZE 2 SRR A S500 BMERRF T84 KfeE Mk, RMSE 76 1.37 ~7.38d Z [Al . A [A] i Ff
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X HE SRS ROIR BE A AL N I ERIE AL 1L, £ FH ) RMSE 7E 1. 37 ~10. 15d Z [A] A8 fk o A [R] b 4o
I 3 S I R e e AR A L S A ORI S AR X AN BBURR, & b R ¥ RMSE 43 J31J7E 1. 06 ~ 9. 43d F1 1. 06 ~
8.62d Z[H],

o Bk —% X ST20 A WFE —— o S500
+ 2 X H= - fpRFEE % Frankin o WMEKS

30 - 25

20 -

T35 %

Root mean square error (d)

M T5 2%

Root mean square error (d)
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i H & DL TEHINHE R RS TBimax
_ 2 25
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Fig. 2 RMSE for the four parameters of the BarleyGrow model fitted to data for all cultivars
3 g

3.1 A RAERIRRE M5 T AR

N T WA BRRRRE YR, 735 548 2 S ECCK R R A 25BR A Ja 0 s R i a3 20 3 2 A
135CH 5. 6d) 1 1 MSECKEFR i i A BARIRE J 135°C) , RBOR LAk 6 MR 7. K2 M3 M
B, 47 b IX B AS IR B 2 1 T 2% DR 22 i A A T 22 7 AN M 6 7 A DU R B2 I, 3 iU X 2
i 2 BRSO K, X BRI B 4 fhFl 3 BEAR M T W BB R TR BRI, i 7 >S50
RMSE 7E 1.87 ~2.35d 3§/l 6. 19 ~6.82d, #5 5 NS HHHEIL 5 7 NS EERTINS 10 5 R R 4521
(RMSE) #1777 2047, 25 B3 (P <0.05) o Ef5 CDD XM SHI X 2 X K& S Fp R 5 7 12
BURAETIZRADL, X 6 NSEHRBFREIRE T S EEHETY RMSE #1775 204, ZRARE . WHTEE Y
MBI SRR T AR B A B R R
3.2 AL BEL AR R

A SR [ LA X S Jo 9 N 75 T AT S JR , 5 0t o 39 S I A ks s AR D i g A5 S 58, (ELAE M TRU AT )
AR AP A THARTT T AT A O R SO AR o s VR DA S IR A b 3 ) B — A B R SR A IRV, 45 2R e BRAN SR A
JeJRIH ROBRE AR BN O B, 5 B ORI UR 22 , TR LB 5. 6d (BF B3 B Xoh Iz 9 A= B8 % 7 f ] )
i, #0733 X (M R B ) BARCR 5K | SR B A LR (R 6) o XWBMmKIE T HFIE
PR A3 S AN R (R  REAT B, TR — B B S5 WP . BRI, 7T A S8R O A 0 S B A 4 s B0 5
PRI TR R B SR, TR R BLAF B BUURCR , (A2 0% 3 S R U s 5 A 33 B oz i £ 28
S A, T LA 2 R R R A AR A 1 T R R R AT AL BRIE
3.3 AR

A BarleyGrow FE437%5 [8 T & FPR S AR MFRS K3 A BN LA B ORZ 8 AL R R 7 5l , 766
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B AR IR, SF BER AR EREAT TR BEGE , 5IA T MR AR S EORRREZ R AR, %
TR A SRR E SR ROR BE AR BRI 18] O RIS SE R AR R I S K RS AR B Y,
SHPEA WK EYFE I FEN% BT REMARIGEFAMFREN . KA 4 MAESBX (N R R
B R ) 19 10 SR 22 a0 2248 S 0 0 X A AR B AT T B T R 0, I [ B AR AR R e 22
SUCROS #%I LA & YDmodel BERIFEATRT LUIHIE . S5RKI, ABBIRE B , 1R 22/, Bk T iZAE RIS K&
Tisn & 7 MR 5 7 B EALER A9 2 B 1R LA S A OB 2 R E

F6 515K BarleyGrow B WEMBINIR £
Table 6 Simulated errors of each cultivar with BarleyGrow model of five parameters

o Cutver TERBRRE  AMELEE RRAK ST RS RMSE
Tbmax PVT DLc EHmin Fdmin
YmE2 5.02 20.23 10.60 0.671 0.895 7.29
FLem 2 5.05 15.08 10. 65 0.998 0.701 7.38
W 5.02 9.50 10.64 0.983 0.729 7.80
Frankin 5.15 17.50 10.35 0.539 0.955 7.78
HRKE6 5.09 3.33 10.69 0.786 0.903 3.39
S500 6.35 22.20 10.71 0.875 0.914 2.15
B 5.01 7.35 10.56 1.009 0.965 6.65
mE75 5.48 31.90 10.64 1.186 0.979 6.63
T3 6.07 15.91 10.82 1.506 1.018 6.82
ST20 5.57 44.07 10.70 1.227 0.978 6.19
R7T 6 MSHHY BarleyGrow BRI HIENTMIR =
Table 7 Simulated errors of each cultivar with BarleyGrow model of six parameters

. . HEHINIE IR BE A PR ) i 5 H SRR R IR R IR

il Cultivar Thmasx PVT Dle FRYR I PPs EHmin FDmin RMSE
Wz 2 5.04 1.78 10.34 5.48 0.721 0.857 6.81
FLem 2 5.04 2.45 10.44 5.57 1.012 0.708 7.43
W 5.02 0.81 10.75 5.58 1.466 0.689 8.24
Frankin 5.32 3.10 9.44 1.65 0.602 0.872 7.60
HRKE6 5.55 11.01 10. 46 4.96 0.978 0.905 1.27
S500 5.58 7.37 9.90 1.44 0.878 0.928 1.62
L R 5.22 15.64 10.21 1.28 1.225 0.949 2.36
mE75 5.37 16.90 10.32 2.37 1.536 0.881 2.02
T3 Su3 5.02 16.31 10.55 0.65 1.442 0.842 1.61
ST20 5.87 16.96 10.26 1.92 1.536 0.971 2.04

17 22 /) SURCOS BB R AR ISR SR B 2, WA % R A Fldt e S ORI BN R B
PERERZME, SCHU T AR 2 03 , 76 A 7= SRR H 32 2 T AR PR, i LG T ) XA [ 488 30
FMF T REZ MM PINACR B2 , BUNE R TUME.. EAAMBURE TR A7 BA 8. 5 8RIERN
FE R FESEBRAE = P, TEIE B AR AV L A, R )2 DR P A A 7 v B S5 R BE A T P 0 il L IR BE DA I (Ut
ITEM R B SIRERRIEXR)  ARRIREAIA R AT Z AR B £ T B TE

YDmodel ZEAEIIRZE Wit & F MR A& B AEF LTI T 3 MBIESH, A BAR LT 18] AR LA |
HESIR T, % T ARG X2 A A B A ARSI R R R AR = , B0A Se 2 R R TR AR Y
MBI T XOG IR GREE R BRI . BRI, 7EX 4 N 3tb XA [R] i P [ 9639 Ak 245 ToU s & 8 R £
RE BB TT A EE — R BIRZE (3R 3) , TR AN R 35 Fr) 25 ot b 2543 01 060 OB X L EAT BRI, S B
HIMRZB AR (R 4) o RTAR N ZKFXREZ KT KRN, R F R XA F N ABAEHE 59 R A4 7
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PR BarleyGrow il YDmodel BRI BEATRY HL A4, &2 B BarleyGrow X A [/l ALK F f R ZE EZ AT
HA R A E R BUUACR , (HARRI7E X —J7 T AU 5 05 7 T #E— 2P TR A

XPIERIILA 1) 3 SR (A B A 8] | foc e me RS S AP I ) AT BB 70T 2 B, BarleyGrow 45
TN 458 A ) A T A B ) D A L T AR e U, Ydmodlel Yo 5 451 v A0 03 R, TR 751 o 08 24 309 R L
IR TERESIRE SR S H A A A R M B S I 5F 4 1S40, BarleyGrow AU i 5 H
RAFES I ROR R AR SR & SRR IER A

BEAb , AR YR BAR S IR ARAUIR K B8k M 45 (SAGA B83%) SRS, SAGA Bk AT AL 1
FEA BB  FEARDLE KR RO TR R G B Rl AR AR5 M AL AR, AT IR AUSRAR . XM T I vl AR 7 2 T
FRA R RAERLRI AR MR %, B FHT 12 o SAGA BvE 4538 Fl T 56 3 M ERIE SRR 7 ik i — b
IR, AR SRR R AT BRI AR5 o B LART BB RSB0 — MRkt , 5 T AN ERR )
SN SN T AR BE, R T L PR R YN B BRI AR N A
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