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Identification of the panicle canker pathogen and screening of the fungicides
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Abstract Panicle canker pathogen damaged the panicle of Vitis heyneana , caused a large number of fruits drop
and reduced the yield seriously. The pathogen was isolated and its pathogenicity was tested. Based on morphologi-
cal characteristics, ITS rDNA and EF-1a gene sequences analysis. the pathogen was identified as Neofusicoccum
parvum . Inhibitory activity analysis of 26 kinds of fungicides demonstrated that 7 kinds of fungicides including
flusilazole 30% ME, oxadixyl « mancozeb 64% WP, tebuconazole + propineb 70% WP, mancozeb 70% WP,
imazalil 22.2% EC, propineb 70% WP and pyraclostrobin « metiram 60% WG showed high inhibitory rates of
100% on N. parvum . Thus, these 7 kinds of fungicides can be recommended as alternative agents for field testing.
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Fig. 1 Natural symptoms and inoculation symptoms of panicle canker on Vitis heyneana
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Fig. 2 Morphology of the pathogen of panicle canker
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Table 1 Inhibition rate of different fungicides on mycelia growth of Neo fusicoccum parvum

R EZTPAILIES i A IR/ %
No. Fungicide Dilution times  Average inhibitory rate
1 30% i fiEmE ME  Flusilazole 30% ME 7 000 100. 0 a
2 64 %WEFE « 464 WP Oxadixyl « mancozeb 64 % WP 600 100. 0 a
3 70% %M « N7E%E WP Tebuconazole « propineb 70% WP 4 000 100.0 a
4 70 %\ R4 4 WP Mancozeb 70% WP 600 100.0 a
5 22. 2% M#E M EC  Imazalil 22. 2% EC 800 100. 0 a
6 70% N #F%: WP Propineb 70% WP 600 100. 0 a
7 60 YoMk « fLHREE WG Pyraclostrobin « metiram 60% WG 1 000 100. 0 a
8 5% 5T « ML WG Trifloxystrobin » tebuconazole 75% WG 4 000 98.2 a
9 30% ! « M EC  Difenoconazole « propiconazole 30% EC 2 000 98.2 a
10 15 % ke ME  Prochloraz 15% ME 2 000 97.3 a
11 65% %t « AL Z WP Polyoxin + sunshine mycin 65% WP 1 000 96. 0 ab
12 30% A fiE WP Kresoxim-methyl 30% WP 3 000 95.9 ab
13 45% 5ET# » JMefE SC - Captan « tebuconazole 45% SC 1 000 95. 3 ab
14 250 g/L A#ME EC  Propiconazole 250 g/L. EC 1 000 90.4 b
15 45% 55 » 55 R WP Metalaxyl « hymexazol 45% WP 1 000 87.1b
16 3% ZPi#E WP Polyoxin 3% WP 800 82.3 ¢
17 250 g/L it g EC - Pyraclostrobin 250 g/ EC 1 000 81.9 ¢
18 10 % KBt H 27k WG Difenoconazole 10% WG 1 000 81.9 ¢
19 1. 8UFHiM ZREE AS N, N-Dioctyldiethylenetriamine « triacetic acid 1. 8% AS 700 80.0 ¢
20 24 Yo iE7Eme SC - Fenbuconazole 24% SC 1 500 77.6 ¢
21 25 % g « BAERE SC - Flumorph « pyraoxystrobin 25% SC 1 500 64.7 d
22 10 %5 E SC - Benzene kresoxim-methyl 10% SC 7 500 63.1d
23 53% K « [kEE EC  Difenoconazole « tebuconazole EC 1 500 58.8 e
24 12%&FHEE 2% WP Kasugamycin 12% WP 600 50.7 e
25 36 A il EC  Meptyl dinocap 36% EC 1 500 21.2 1
26 50 Y% mE TR « BT SC  Kresoxim-methyl « chlorothalonil 50% SC 2 000 12.9 g

D [EFEAE G R R/NG T8 3R 22 57 .35 (SAS, P<0. 05),

Different small letters in the same column represent significant difference at 0. 05 level by SAS.
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