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Field efficacy evaluation of four fungicides on dendrobium rust
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Abstract Field efficacy trials were conducted to investigate control efficacy of difenoconazole 10% WG, azoxys-
trobin 250 g/L SC, isopyrazam * azoxystrobin 29% SC and trifloxystrobin « tebuconazole 75% WG against Den-
drobium devonianum rust disease. The results showed that control effects of isopyrazam « azoxystrobin 29% SC at
600 mL/hm* and trifloxystrobin ¢ tebuconazole 75% WG at 300 g/hm” had better are significantly higher than
those of the other two fungicides, with the efficacies of 87.70% and 88.56% 7 days after treatment, respectively,
and fresh weight yield increased by 13.48% and 13.22% than the control, respectively. The results indicated that isopy-

razam * azoxystrobin 29% SC and trifloxystrobin * tebuconazole 75% WG can be used alternately in practice.
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Table 1 Fungicide for test
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Table 2 Classification standard of dendrobium rust disease
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Disease grade Symptom (lesion area/whole leaf area)

0 2% Grade 0O Toh

1 %% Grade 1 <5%

2 %% Grade 2 6%~25%
3 %% Grade 3 26%~50%
4 %% Grade 4 51%6~T75%
5 %% Grade 5 =>76%
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Table 3 Disease index and control effect of different treatments on dendrobium rust disease

S1RAETd
7 days after the

F2WHETd
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%3 E)E 7d
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% 3WZE 14 d
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Z5F|4b T first application second application third application third application
Fungicide ki Biigk/ % Stk Bz / % ki Biigk/ % Jife sk / %
Disease Control Disease Control Disease Control Disease Control
index efficacy index efficacy index efficacy index efficacy
10 % 2R ik H1 B WG
’ 14.53 42.64 b 11. 20 60. 18 10. 93 65. 27 15. 07 55, 32
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isopyrazam + azoxystrobin 29% SC
750G - DOEEE WG
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Different small letters after the values indicate significant difference at 0. 05 level after treatment by fungicides. The same applies below.
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on fresh weight of Dendrobium devonianum

W/ Ty 7S
2550 ab 2 fif o ﬁnf"?il Y Y
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Fungicide . . L. .
Fresh weight Equivalent yield rate
10 % A&k H 3t WG difenoconazole 10% WG 8.31 ¢ 4 618. 96 ¢ 4. 66
250 g/L B4 Ffig SC azoxystrobin 250 g/1. SC 8.55 b 4752.38 b 7.68
29 % k25 « WEE R SC isopyrazam « azoxystrobin 29% SC 9.01 a 5 008. 06 a 13. 48
5% 5 « ML WG trifloxystrobin + tebuconazole 75% WG 8.99 a 4 996. 94 a 13. 22
CK 7.94 d 4413.32d —
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