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Abstract Pydiflumetofen is a succinate dehydrogenase inhibitor (SDHI), which was registered for controlling
Fusarium head blight in wheat in 2019 in China. To clarify the potential control effect on wheat powdery mildew
and monitor resistance of Blumeria graminis f.sp. tritici (Bgt) to pydiflumetofen, the sensitivities of 110 Bgt
isolates collected from nine provinces such as Henan, Shandong and so on in 2019 and before 2000, were
determined by detached leaf segments method. The EC;, values of pydiflumetofen against 88 Bgt isolates collected in
2019 ranged from 0. 010 2 to 0. 766 8 ptg/mL, and the mean EG;, value was (0. 224 340. 179 6) pg/mL. The EC;, values
of pydiflumetofen against 22 Bgt isolates collected before 2000 ranged from 0. 052 1 to 0.882 4 pg/mL. and the mean
EC;, value was (0. 356 3+0. 279 6) pg/mL. while there was no significant difference on ECs, values between 2019 and
before 2000. The EC;, values of 110 Bgt isolates to pydiflumetofen ranged from 0. 010 2 to 0. 882 4 pg/mL, and the
mean EG;, value was (0.250 7£0.210 3) pg/mL. The frequency distribution of ECs, values of 110 Bgt isolates to
pydiflumetofen showed a unimodal curve and could be regarded as the baseline sensitivity. The above results provides data
support for controlling wheat powdery mildew and monitoring the pydiflumetofen resistance of Bgt.
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Table 1 Sensitivity of Blumeria graminis f. sp. tritici isolates collected from different provinces in 2019 to pydiflumetofen

ECso/(;tg/mL)

A/l

Province/City

BHAREL/ PR

Number of isolates

Range of ECspvalue

ECso3i ECso F¥{E

Means of ECso value

#idt  Hubei 14 0. 058 1~0. 766 8 (0. 381 740. 234 7a
FHi  Qinghai 11 0.079 4~0. 651 2 (0. 234 040. 173 0)b
il Gansu 16 0. 055 0~0. 540 0 (0. 213 840. 149 6)b
VL5  Jiangsu 8 0.076 0~0.541 0 (0.209 8+0.132 8)b
IiZ  Shandong 10 0. 020 6~0. 483 8 (0.183 940. 133 9b
B Henan 11 0. 029 0~0. 576 8 (0.178 240. 149 )b
WH Jingji 10 0.010 2~0.583 7 (0. 164 740. 159 Db
BePE  Shaanxi 8 0.023 1~0.413 8 (0.159 740. 111 6)b
Bt Total 88 0.010 2~0. 766 8 0.224 310.179 6
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Table 2  Sensitivity of Blumeria graminis f. sp. tritici isolates in 2019 and before 2000 to pydiflumetofen

ECso/ (pg/mL)

RAAEG

Collection time

7SR

Number of isolates

Range of ECs value

ECso 75 ECso FH#{E.

Mean of ECs value

2019 88 0.010 2~0. 766 8 (0. 224 31+0.176 0)a
2000 4ER  Before 2000 22 0. 052 1~0. 882 4 (0. 356 310. 279 6)a
Bl Total 110 0.010 2~0. 882 4 0. 250 740. 210 3
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