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Simulation of plant morphology of different rice cultivars

LU Xiao-bo', YAN Ding-chun', ZHU Lian-feng’, JIN Qian-yu’
(1. Agricultural Information Institute of Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences/Key Laboratory of Agri—information Service Technology, Ministry of Agri-
culture , Beijing 100081, China; 2.China National Rice Research Institute, Hangzhou 310006, China)

Abstract: To develop the dynamic simulation models of morphological character based on growth process in rice, the
field experiments with 3 soil water contents were carried out on 4 rice cultivars, Zhongzheyou 1, Yongyou 9, Zhonghan
221, and Zhonghan 3, and the growth and development of rice leaf age, leaf length, leaf width, internode length, internode
width, and plant height were analyzed. The models were validated with independent field experiment data. The root mean
square errors ( RMSEs) of leaf age, max leaf length (node<11), leaf length (node=12), max leaf width, internode
length, internode width and plant height were 0.553, 5.694 c¢m, 6.136 cm, 0.301 cm, 2.353 cm, 0.328 mm, 8.489

cm, indicating that these models had good performance in predicting the rice plant morphological character.
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Fig.2 Dynamic graph of max leaf length and node of rice
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Fig.5 Dynamic graph of max leaf width and node of rice
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Fig.6 Dynamic graph of internode length and internode of rice
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Fig.7 Dynamic graph of internode width and node of rice
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