>

ISHAL Res. Plant Dis. 22(3): 208-212 (2016)

| Note [Open Access] httpz/dx.doi.org/10.5423/RPD.2016.22.3.208

d

SR 2o =xEof| et R 7Hx| 7w el HH S5

Control Efficacy of Several Fungicides against Downy Mildew of
Onion at Nursery Seedling Stage

= 2
of A=Y TSR, “HelH=sH =2

Chung-Yong Mo', Jang Hoon Lee', Suk-Juo Ko?, and Kwang-Yeol Yang'*

*Corresponding author

Tel: +82-62-530-2076 'Department of Plant Biotechnology, College of Agriculture and Life Science, Chonnam National
Fax: +82-62-530-0207 University, Gwangju 61186, Korea
E-mail: kyyang@jnu.ackr ?Jeollanam-do Agricultural Research and Extension Services, Naju 58213, Korea

During the nursery seedlings stage at Muan in 2013, moisture and temperature conditions were
favorable for the occurrence of onion downy mildew. Several fungicides were evaluated for controlling
onion downy mildew at the stage of seedling. The disease incidence of the untreated control was
51.1%, which was sufficient to evaluate the fungicide efficacy for the control of onion downy mildew.
Incidence at the mancozeb treatment (MAN treatment) was 4.4% and it was the highest control value
of 91.4%. Incidence at the various fungicides treatment (MIX treatment) consisted of amectotradin
plus dimethomorph, floupicolide plus propamocarb HCl, or dimethomorph plus pyraclostrobin
was 10.0%, and the control value of the MIX treatment was 80.4%. Among the tested fungicides,
amectotradin plus dimethomorph (AME plus DIM treatment) was selected and treated. Incidence of
AME plus DIM treatment was 12.2%. There was statistically significant difference among the three
different treatments and the untreated control. These results suggest that the application of fungicides
Received June 11,2016 on onion nursery seedlings was effective to control the onion downy mildew.
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Table 1. List of fungicides used in this study
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Fungicide a.i. (%) Formulation Group name
Mancozeb 75 WP Dithiocarbamates
Ametoctradin+dimethomorph 27420 SC QxI+CAA
Fluopicolide+propamocarb HCI 5+50 SC Benzamide-+carbamates
Dimethomorph-+pyraclostrobin 16+9.5 SC CAA+Qol

WP, wettable powder; SC, suspension concentrate; Qxl, quinonexinhibitors; CAA, carboxylic acid amides; Qol, quinone outside inhibitors.

Table 2. Fungicide spray schedule for the control of onion downy mildew at the stage of seedlings

Spray time
Treatment
October 10,2013 October 18,2013 October 28,2013
MAN Mancozeb Mancozeb Mancozeb
AME+DIM Ametoctradin+dimethomorph Ametoctradin+dimethomorph Ametoctradin+dimethomorph
MIX Ametoctradin+dimethomorph Fluopicolide+propamocarb HCI Dimethomorph+pyraclostrobin

Untreated control -

-, NO spray.
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Table 3. Control effect of different fungicide treatments against
downy mildew of onion caused by Peronospora destructor at the
stage of seedlings

Treatment Disease incidence (%)* Control value (%)
MAN 44b 914
AME+DIM 122b 76.1
MIX 100b 80.4
Untreated control 51.1a -

MAN, mancozeb; AME+DIM, ametoctradin+dimethomorph; MIX,
ametoctradin+dimethomorph, fluopicolide+propamocarb HC,
dimethomorph+pyraclostrobin.

*Average percentage infected onion plants for each of three repli-
cates. Different letters among treatments indicate the significant
difference according to Duncan’s multiple range tests, P=0.05.
fControl value (%)=(1-percentage of onion plants diseased in
fungicide treatment/percentage of onion plants diseased in un-
treated control)x100.

100 - e 2013

Relative humidity (%)
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Fig. 1. Temperature (A) and relative humidity (B) conditions in Mokpo area from late-September to late-November, 2013.
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