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Analysis of Control Efficacy for Five Fungicides on Potato Late Blight
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Abstract Control efficacy of five fungicides on potato late blight was determined in field experiment. The five fungicides had
obvious effects on potato late blight control and increased yield. The best fungicide was Fluopicolide, followed by Mandipropamid,
Chlorothalonil, Cymoxanil + mancozeb and Matrine. Yield was increased by 62% -155% compared with control, and tuber rot
percentage was only 1.20%-8.09%. According tothe test curve of disease development, all of the five fungicides usedin the prophase
of disease development could achieve a significant control effect. In the anaphase of disease development, however, Fluopicolide
andMandipropamid were recommended. Eachfungicide should be usedalternatively toavoidrresistance tofungicides.
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Table 1 Fungicide name, active component, mode of action and dosage
Treatment Fungicide Active component Mode of action Application / ha
A 4% 1500 mL
B 72% + 1500 g
C CK
D 75% 1500 ¢
E 68.75% + + Hel 1125 mL
F 25% 750 mL
N N N 122
7 30
1. 8§ 3 8 7 8§ 13 8 19 8
1.2 21 8 24 8 27
1.2.1 25~30 21,
2010 1.23
4 20 25 ¢cm 68 cm, Area under disease progress curve,
1 5 1 5 AUDPC
40 m? o AUDPC
o o AUDPC
- AUDPC o
| AUDPC= 3[ X+ X, /2][T~T)
o &l
n= X= 1
2 (N .
Table 2 Potato late blight disease survey standard 124
Severity % Description 2 Sm X
667 m*
0 o
0.01 1~2
0.05 3~5 1 2
0.1 10
0.5 1 ( 25~40 ) 21
1.0 4 100 1
2.5 8~10 ( 200~250 ) 8 3 3~5
10 1-5 8§ 13
25 25 % 15.3%
50 50% . .
75 5% 25% 0.32%. 043% 1.4%
9 0.004% 0062% 8 19
% 78% . .
10 7%. 63% 10%
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Figure 1 Disease development curves of various treatments
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Figure 2 Significant analyses for AUDPC in various treatments
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Table 3 Yield and rot rate of potato tubers in various treatments
ke t / hm? % % Significanc
Treatment Yield per plant Yield per hectare  Increase compared with control Rot rate 0.05 0.01
E 1.17 35.03 155 1.20 a A
F 1.14 33.96 147 1.50 a A
D 0.96 28.56 108 5.95 b B
B 0.86 25.68 87 8.09 c C
A 0.75 22.26 62 7.65 d D
C 0.46 13.74 0 38.59 e E
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