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Comparison on Effect of Six Fungicides on Grape Downy Mildew ( Plasmopara viticola) in Laboratory and Field

CHENG You-pu,PAN Shu-fen,LI Yi-fei et al (Tianjin Agricultural University, Tianjin 300384 )

Abstract [ Objective ] The study aimed to screen out effective fungicides for control of grape downy mildew. [ Method | Toxicity of six kinds of
fungicides was determined by using leaf disc method and efficacy of the fungicides was tested by field trials. [ Result ] The EC,, values of the six
fungicides to Plasmopara viticola were in the range of 0.325 - 5. 256 pg/mL, and the average control efficacy of the fungicides ranged from
84.07% to 93.10% at the 7th day after the third spraying. The control efficacy of 30% Pyraclostrobin WG ,22.5% picoxystrobin SC,and 50%
LH -2010A WG were all above 90% . [ Conclusion | The six tested fungicides are all effective against the grape downy mildew. 30% pyraclostrob-

in WG,22.5% picoxystrobin SC and 50% LH-2010A WG with high control efficacy,can be further popularized in agricultural production.

Key words Grape downy mildew ; Toxicity ; Efficacy ; Fungicide

I TS A A5 X R ) — R L %
i EE N T AR, TR M TR A R
W 2 2 1 7 B 2 5 O, R ARRAPLRR AT TENE o B4R 1 22 R 1)
WY RS A — BRI
B IF RR R 1Y) BT B, T 22 PR R RS R (4R 7
PEFIARLAS T2 T, A o3% B 550068 J B PR S s A
FUABE B — K IR R B, B2 Pk 1) R e
It B A AT RE R R AL T R, H T Y
FEIE NI R A 25 (o FH s A PR 75 e L 2 5 S8 TR AU 2
SR DRI A P B R 1 T A M R AR
W, TR L A ER . EFHDITE T 6 FhNIR
R 79 X 2 B R ) 2 PR S T R 24528, 5 A A7
AT R A A R R P RS AR A
1 M¥5F*

L1 ##
L1.1 falghsn], 60% MR WG G 1L ik =

FRAE]) S50% s etk WP (nldb e e A b FRA H] ) 30%
MR gk DT i WG (BRPE SRR 245 A B w1 ) \50% SRRk B It M
WO (IIARBBREAZ T A R W) 66. 5% Fa e ML R EL
AS(RHET L SR AR G FAR R JRATER A B ) (22. 5% WE S I i
SC(SEEFIRAT) o 6 FhIE L (95% ik PR 95 %o s Tk R bk |
98 %% NHL AL Bk 41 it (98 %% SR I BRI L e 96 % ¥ s i R ek (97 %
WELRTR) th b AR =B g SRAE TP T Tt .

1.1.2 h R, T FEERE [ Plasmopara viticola ( Berk.
et Curtis) Berl. et de Toni | 3% F KA 2 b PH RS X3 75 i 56
FH , SRR i AER MY | P 2 R e H

E£THE BRAKXAFAELAR (59637050),
fEEEN AAL(1969—), 8, RAEA, SI2R, 4 NFRAFHR,
FEE 2017 -11 -08

1.2 7k
1.2.1 SN SIE, FZEMEK U 2500 i 2 T i £ 14,
SRIGHEE I8 TR AR T, 18 °C BRI BE (5 15 7%, A
487, 24 hJ5 H TV 3R SE B AT ) A TG TR 2%
rEgkorh R 48 AN Neubauer [ B3R358, 98 715 18 2% &
TP H 5 x 10° A~/mL, &0

SR FH I 2 T 1 12 0 R 6 b A T R N A 2 AR A B
M NEETT o JRZG /D s N R (7R i Eh MR ik B K,
o175 TR P Bl FHY . P 25 Y e ) i, PN ZE AR K B A B . AR
P FIe 25 R B4 R 2 T B R S W B 25, BN ELAR 9 em
AIREFRMLA  AF 1L 20 mL, BEZEI /KX IR 4 R &R, BUOY 4
TR BRI L5 4 ~ 5 (in B, HFTFLARFTHUEAE 1.5 em
it 38, T T D RCEE B SR L2V SR T, 15 S i3/ L, A
3 e 20 WL JR TR, #F 18 CC16 h)ii/8 h
MEREAME R EESE 6 ~8 d, 20 A 45 K 34 A iR A & 1
1o FR G BE AR A 0 35 AR A B 40 FR X A T 4 4% . 0
H IR 1 ,5% DL F ;3 %%,6% ~25% ;5 9%,26% ~
50% 37 %,51% ~T5% ;9 Gk, =76% ., T1AW 18 EBAIBG 1A
BOR . R SPSS 17. 0 AR BRECE , 15 H 4% 2% B R 4 4
G RN B0 B 1Ay R R 6 B B0 R B ok
(ECs) o
1.2.2 HZ5R0R55 . 3007 THA 2= B 76 15 DX A 45 1 5
FHPEAT, i Rl o L £0 A 4, B 14 4F B 40 =0k By, bk
FFEE R 1.0 m x 1.5 m, W0 4 45 BRASORLUR , A 4140 i 2
FREER &L . IR 7 AP, 6 ol 2470 K HLit FH ik AL
22, BRI, REMLIX 4LHES 4 IR AR, 3k 28 AN/ IX,
Tg/INX 8 WRAGA , T 4 58 R & W1 I LR W 24, T 24 4%
R SX - LK16C B F-8limi %5 2%, R FH 2 bk 25 it 4 5y mi 55 3%
W2 1500 L/hm’ o AR PRS2y 3 I, 524
(IR 7 ~ 10 d,JFF55 1 IRE25 T 55 2 ki) 7 d &



110

BHOR A AY

2018 £

553 WSS 7 d PR AR, A/INX R A 10 KOS 1Y

A I, BE B B A e AR A L, SR 6 gl

BRI ST, TSR S 8 BORB AR
RIEE A SPSS 17.0 FR{4:4b#H , F Duncan’ s #5222

P22 5 T

2 BR554

2.1 6MABEAMEHRBEETNENS SN k1 vH,6

T A TR A% AT 710 X 7 4 B P H R LR A I R T e, 24

J5 6 ~8 d [ ECy 7E 0.325 ~5.256 pg/mL. Hrf1,97% I 4

R P 1T O8 o MH A Pk T4 P 1) 91 BR1 7% P o o T oAb 4 o ofS v
7, ECs 535074 0.325.,0. 444 pg/mlL, HAGPEE 1 A= rh
TAFR BRI BLUF 1) 95% MRSk (ECs, 4 3.227 pg/mL) o
98 % Fe ik PR I e i) A 15 T 95 % 75 IR RS I EE A A1 24, EC,
3.690 wg/mL, ML T ,96% Fa s B IR £h A1 95% fik iRl
BRI G G PR R 55 . M ECs, R, =3 1 6 AR I, (2
95% Bk IR ECoy LI =5 T 96% % Bl R R, DL 95%
P BT P o 9 7 R A T 1B A I 0CR L 96% e I ER TR
.

Rl (MRAEANFHRERANEASS

Table 1 Toxicity of six fungicides to Plasmopara viticola
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Table 2 Field efficacy of six fungicides on grape downy mildew
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