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ABSTRACT. Dollar spot caused by Sclerotinia homoeocarpa F.T. Benn. is a common and economically
important turfgrass disease in South Korea. Fungicides mixture (propiconazole 25% + boscalid 47%) treatments,

showing synergistic interaction, with three application rates (low: 50.3 ml 10a™ and 97.5 g 10a™,

intermediate: 67.0

ml 10a™ and 130.0 g 10a™", and high: 100.5 ml 10a™ and 195.0 g 10a™') and two application intervals (10 and 15 days)
were evaluated for control of dollar spot in creeping bentgrass golf course putting green. In both nontreated plots of
field A and B, the disease has severed as 48.3 and 60.0% after the pathogen inoculation. Two fungicide mixture
treatments showed significantly higher the disease control effect than a single fungicide treatment (propiconazole).
Field A which showed more the disease severity but the fungicide still showed acceptable level of the disease
efficacy (89.0%), significant differences in control value were not detected among treatments. The results suggest
that the lower application rate of two fungicides mixture treatments may reduce the dollar spot disease severity in

creeping bentgrass golf course putting green.
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Table 1. Propiconazole, and propiconazole + boscalid tank mixed treatments tested in this study.

Fungicide or treatment Chemical class Active E(I);)g)r edient Apphca(t(li(;;S;nterval Appl(llc gt;(_)lr)l rate
Propiconazole Triazole 25 10 100.5 ml
Propiconazole + boscalid Triazole + Carboximide 25+47 10 100.5ml+195.0 g
Propiconazole + boscalid Triazole + Carboximide 25+47 15 100.5ml+195.0 g
Propiconazole + boscalid Triazole + Carboximide 25+47 10 67.0ml+130.0 g
Propiconazole + boscalid Triazole + Carboximide 25+47 15 67.0ml+130.0 g
Propiconazole + boscalid Triazole + Carboximide 25+47 10 503ml+975¢g
Propiconazole + boscalid Triazole + Carboximide 25+47 15 503ml+97.5¢g

Nontreated control -




410 9 - NS - AT - - ol
A gL, FE3] Hd thy m'd 200 g FALF A 100

- - - - ) —o— FieldA
3T AES 13 oAl A2le) TSt doll 2] EA -0 Field B

=
°HAl IFE AHEL HF gl Uit ARRIAE I3
A

. 2] 7-2] 2F4 (control value)= tHa-3} 74o]
AES WA7LR $kste] A8k
7H%) = [ FA 2T WA E - 5o AT
g RhE A B ok ] 7 R A Ex 100

BE HolElE SAS ZZTIH(SAST.1, SAS Institute Inc.,
1999)% ol 83te] £ 5T,

=0°]7] $18ll propiconazole +
A2 sl et AxrAe] mE Pt
A= Table 2, 33 2l BAE9] K3 (Chang et al,
2012)°l wW=M propiconazole + boscalid 32 FHvl&
Ao QoA deadE vepd Bk ofyet i
A Aol dAgle] w8 adE 2te o g yEldt
w AFelME F7PE o] Folx 7 o] R B At
A FA A Z2E HE 48.3%, 60.0%°] HHEE B
o AhtAle] SFaE Hrishrlol SRS TS B THFig.

60 -

40 -

Percent diseased area (%)

20

L L L L L
9.15 9.19 9.24 9.29 10. 04

Time (month. day)

Fig. 1. Progression of dollar spot severity in nontreated plots of
creeping bentgrass (cultivar: Penncross) putting green at
Wonju, Gangwon in 2012. Values followed by the same letter
in a field are not significantly different at P = 0.05 according to
the Fisher's protected least significant difference (LSD) test.
(Field A: LSD (5 value: 15.8; Field B: LSD s value: 12.7)

13} Table 1).
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Table 2. Effect of fungicide (propiconazole and boscalid mixture) application rates and intervals on dollar spot disease control at

field A in 2012.

Treatment Application amount (10 a')  Application interval (days) Disease severity (%)* Control value (%)
Propiconazole 100.5 ml 10 28.3b° 414
Propiconazole + boscalid 100.5ml+195.0 g 10 1.7¢ 96.6
Propiconazole + boscalid 100.5ml+195.0 g 15 2.0c 95.9
Propiconazole + boscalid 67.0ml+130.0 g 10 0.0c 100.0
Propiconazole + boscalid 67.0ml+130.0 g 15 1.0c 97.9
Propiconazole + boscalid 50.3ml+97.5¢g 10 1.0c 97.9
Propiconazole + boscalid 503ml+975¢g 15 53¢ 89.0
Nontreated control - - 48.3a -

* Disease severity was based on percent area diseased.
® Application date: 15 September, 24 September, and 4 October 2012.

¢ Determined from the formula E = X + [Y(100 —X)] / 100, where X = the percent control in plots treated with one component of a tank mixture
and Y = the percent control in plots treated with a second component of the same tank-mixture. Within a column, values followed by the same
letter are not significantly different at P = 0.05 according to the Fisher's protected least significant difference (LSD) test.



T8F 2% A AR 5= B

7H4o| w2z FAnEs WAy} 411

Table 3. Effect of fungicide (propiconazole and boscalid mixture) application rates and intervals on dollar spot disease control at

field B in 2012.

Treatment Application Amount (10 a') Application interval (days) Disease severity (%)* Control value (%)"°
Propiconazole 100.5 ml 10 233b° 61.1
Propiconazole + boscalid 100.5ml+195.0 g 10 0.0d 100.0
Propiconazole + boscalid 100.5ml+195.0 g 15 0.3d 99.4
Propiconazole + boscalid 67.0ml+130.0g 10 0.0d 100.0
Propiconazole + boscalid 67.0ml+130.0¢g 15 0.7d 98.9
Propiconazole + boscalid 503ml+975¢g 10 1.0d 98.3
Propiconazole + boscalid 503ml+975¢g 15 3.0c 95.0
Nontreated control - - 60.0a -

* Disease severity was based on percent area diseased.
® Application date: 15 September, 24 September, and 4 October 2012.

¢ Determined from the formula E = X + [Y(100-X)] / 100, where X = the percent control in plots treated with one component of a tank mixture
and Y = the percent control in plots treated with a second component of the same tank-mixture. Within a column, values followed by the same
letter are not significantly different at P = 0.05 according to the Fisher’s protected least significant difference (LSD) test.
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