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Occurrence of tomato grey mould disease in greenhouse in
Hubei Province and correlations with epidemic factors

GAO Cuizhu, YANG Hongling, HUANGXIA Yuqi, HUANG Junbin, LI Guoqing, ZHENG Lu
(Key Laboratory of Plant Pathology of Hubei Province, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China)

Abstract To explore occurrence of Botrytis cinerea on tomato plants grown in greenhouse in Hubei Province and
analyze the relationship between different factors and prevalence of tomato grey mould, two representative toma-
to greenhouses from Wu Guying Village, Wuxue City, Hubei Province were investigated from 2013 to 2016. The
results showed that the infestation rates of leaves and flowers were ranged from 0 to 90.0% and from 0 to 100. 0%
in tomato greenhouses, respectively. The peak of leaf infestation appeared from late March to mid-late April and
in mid-late May, while the peak of flower infestation appeared in mid-April and mid-late May. The infestation
rate of flowers was much higher. The occurrence time of tomato grey mould in different tissues was different.
Diseased leaves were first observed, and then diseased flowers, fruits and stems gradually were found. The inci-
dence of flowers and fruits was relatively higher than that of leaves and stems. The incidence of flowers was first
found in mid-late May and reached the maximum in early June. The peak of disease incidence of fruits was ob-
served in early May. The disease incidence of leaves and stems showed similar profiles. The disease rates of fruits,
leaves, flowers and stems were 0—42.0%, 0—24.7%, 0—100.0% and 0—32.0% . respectively. The incidences
of tomato leaves, flowers and stems as well as the relative humidity were significantly correlated with the inci-
dence of fruit. Model test showed that the predicted value established based on the relative humidity and the inci-
dence of leaf were consistent with the actual value. In tomato greenhouses in Hubei Province, fruit disease inci-

dence was affected significantly by disease incidences of leaves, flowers, stems and relative humidity, therefore,
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timely removal of diseased tissues and regulation of greenhouse environmental conditions would be useful to control

tomato grey mould.
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Fig. 1 Infestation rates of tomato leaves and

flowers in greenhouses (2013—2016)

2.2 EHEBRMKREREEDS

2013—2016 4Fi b 44 15 il 25 i K B 9 & A2 T
A —E 255 (B 2) i g ST 06 R » RN
R Z G A IR AR — R B . BT
TE RN S S 1) 9 2 A 55 » AL 20132016 4,
TS T35 R A3 R 6. 54%.5. 7T4% . 6. 84 %,
21.98%, v 2016 4F 5 H T AIHI 6 H WA K0
RIEIK 100. 0%, I KRR 551K 2. 81%.
5.046.19. 09%6.9. 3376 , el fie i RN 42. 0905
W 2R AT 0 ZR AR XK AL 2013—2016 4, it
R R4y 3k 1. 2896, 1. 25%.8. 19%.8. 73%,
I B 2 R RN 24 T Y6 ZEFFE 38 B0 R 4 )
S 1.28%6.5. 49% . 4. 18%.9. 86 %0, i I Wi de v



45 55 2 W

1R AR BR AT 1A VG 7 K B i A L R AT PR

+ 167 -

A 32, 006, PUAR ], A 2 2R SR 0 i 28
L VI REAS H BIAE 5 AP )2 6 A LA 2584

40

5 2 § 30} 2013 —e— I} Leaf —m— {E2: Flower
M ?},% 20 —a— ZFF Stem —e— 3L Fruit
23
KT .E10
0
03-09 03-
X, 0 80r —— I J; Leaf —m— {E4: Flower
gﬁ %jg' 2015 —a— ZFF Stem —e— 2 Fruit
’.2 2 AUr
&2z
0
> 2\ 3\ > Yo > ™ ™ O N P
NS (S N Y S N Y S Ny Y
P I HFXFIFIS I IS
RAERM/H-H
Date

RIH %

RIE %

AT 5 A M AJ & 6 H BAa). it A e ] ok
T i ]

2014 —o— -} Leaf —m— {E4E Flower

0

0 —a— ZEFF Stem —e— B4 Fruit i

0 —— "
0

03-20 04-04 04-26 05-07 05-18 05-29 06-10

Disease
incidence

2016 —e— I} Leaf —m— {4 Flower

—a— ZFF Stem —e— 32 Fruit

Disease
incidence

I N SO SR P A A
P XIS S

FAEH/A-H
Date

&®

2 RHEEMAM A ER EFMRI EREREFE(2013—2016 £F)

Fig. 2 Disease incidences of tomato leaves, flowers, stems and fruits in greenhouses (2013—2016)
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Table 1 Correlation analysis between epidemic factors and fruit disease incidence of tomato grey mold in 2013—2015
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The values in the table represent the correlation coefficient between two factors.
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