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Identification and Evaluation of Resistance of Rice to
Magnaporthe grisea in Jiansanjiang Branch of Heilongjiang
Land Reclamation General Bureau

LIU Cheng,ZHANG Jin-cheng
(Seven Research and Development Center of Heilongjiang the Great Northern Wilderness
Agricultural Limited Liability Company,Jiansanjiang, Heilongjiang 156300)

Abstract; The resistance of 31 rice varieties to Magna porthe grisea was analyzed in 2011 to select suitable blast
resistance varieties in Jiansanjiang area. The results showed that: high resistance(HR ) varieties(strains ) were
Longjiang 28, Longjiang 29, Longjiang 30, Suijing No. 10, Longsheng 01-107, Longsheng 01-028-2, accounting
for 19. 35% ; Medium resistance ( MR) varieties ( strains) were Kendao 12, Kenjiandao No. 5. Longdun 107,
Longjiang 27.Longyu 03-11789 and Longjiao 04-908, accounting for 19. 35% ; Medium susceptible (MS) varie-
ties(strains) were Kendao 19,Kendao 20,Kendao 21,Kendao 22, Kenjiandao No. 6,Liandao No. 1,Longjiao 06-
192, Longjiao 06-2110, Longjing 20, Longjing 21, Longjing 25, Longjing 26, Sanjiang No. 1 and Suijing No. 8.
accounting for 45. 16 % ; susceptible(S) varieties (strains ) were Kendao 17, Longjing 31, Longjing 32 and Suijing
No. 3, accounting for 12. 90% ; High susceptible ( HS) varieties ( strains) was Kongyu 131, accounting for
3.23%. Then provide idea on how to improve identification technology of resistant to rice blast and discussed
the significance of identification of resistance to rice blast in rice safety production.
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37.5 gehm?;(3)72%2,4-D T EEFLIH 750 mLehm? ; (4)
72%2,4-D THEEFLIM1 050 mLehm? ;5 (5)50 % BT AT
TR #7600 gehm?® 5 (6) 50% $h H ¥ 0] 16 7 85 7
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Table 1 Security survey on herbicide screening

test of millet field soil treatment

BET 2%
Millet

Jb 3

Treatments o
phytotoxicity

(1)75 Y6 WE Wy T [ /K 53 18OKL A 30. 0 g-hm -
(2)75 Y0 WE Wy i W 7K 53 8ORL ] 37.5 gohm? -
(3)72%2,4-D THEEFL M 750 mL+hm? —
(4)72%2,4-D T EEFLH 1050 mL+hm? —
(5)50 %6 $NHE v mJ i B ) 600 g-hm® -

(6)50 Y M55 AL IR AL RS F) 750 g hm? +
(7)50 % M5 ] W #E B 57 900 g-hm® +
(8)45 Vo FE « PG Riyfe al ¥ M43 77) 2250 g+ hm® -
(9)45 Vo FMEE « PG 505 Al I A ) 2475 gohm'? -
(10045 Y6 FhHE « P L4 A MR P4 7] 2700 gohm? -
(11330 g+ L' = H L R 2L 1500 mLehm™ ++
(12)330 ge L' —H L R 7L 1875 mL-hm™? +++
(13)330 g- LT = H LR 2L 2250 mLehm™? ++++
(14)960 gL' SN g 7Lyl 1125 mL+hm? +++
(15)960 g+ L' S5 F B ZFLiH 1500 mLehm? +++
(16)960 g+ L' 75 F B 73l 1875 mLehm? ++++
(17)38% 75 KB I7 5 3750 mL-hm? +
(18)38 % 55 £ H &7 K 4500 mLehm? +
(19)38 % 3% £ HEIE X 5250 mLehm? ++

2.2 AEHFISEHBRBRELLE

WA PR A VK BE T2 R
) 330 g- L' —HI G R FLih A& 960 gL' P H
Jiie L7 A Ak L, P LA A S R R 13 A4k B A

Xof B 43 30 14T R 97 2050 A i BT A0 A

2.2.1 ARBAALBEMBGE HiZh)E 20d,
75 Yo EW B [ RTVRE R R K 72902,4-D T Hg L
Xof — AP A RA B 4 5T (gt J2 i R D) AR AL
AR — 41 A ] i 24 5 (BE L RA O R 2D HLA Bl B
SR S 3 A S Ak B ) B B S AN 0 g Ak
50 Yo FIH ¥ BT IR 0 7R AIK & (600 g« hm™®) &b B
X DA b — 4 A 4 R BB B 5k 86. 3%, T Hh
1 (750 gehm™®) & & (900 g«hm™) 1y Sk B 5043
BIR 94.0% .96, 4%, 25 4 i 3 545 Vo b - P
e T R G L L R Ak G 2% R R R
Bigk¥y K F 95%, K & (2 250 g+ hm®) 5
(2 475 gohm™) 2 8] 22 5 R 1 35 38060 35 L ¥
T R 6F 2% R Y B o AR AR L AR Bl ALK T
97% (WL 2). HizyJm 40 d.75 %0 B8 Wy fif [ n] iR
PR I 72262,4-D T BR LI X — 4R R AR} 2y
B TORL o R — 4 Az ] it 2 B B B 80 ) I R L
w75 Vo WE W [ TR MR R RO S 30 d A
72002, 4-D T PR FL oo 3L 4 M it 2 RO ALK
25 d;50 Yo F ¥ T P B K B (600 g+ hm™)
Ab T SRR B &R 77, 0%, ) B O A L T o
(750 gehm™®) & & (900 g+hm™®) i) BBk B %% 40
B 87. 2% .91, 9% » B B 80 S 4 4f 5 45 06 F -
VG T ARG L vl R Ak B 2 Y R
B 3435 K F 90 20 FEROW A, B BR AR AR 475 38 %0
F5 25 TR I R N 2% B 7 R R AR A BB B AL
KT 952 X AEH T (WK 3.

2.2.2 FREBALEBEFHAE MG
40 d, X Z2 R HEAT I £ T B R0 AL 75 Vo E Wy
sk B ATV R 70 J2 72 %2, 4-D T S S A RE B 14
— A A 4 R T I AR R Ak B e A
N A B X — AR A R AR R 2 G R 50 %
FIN A v ] 9 M A B (600 g« hm®) Ab HRfY B
BEFE R &% A 82, 5%, 7l &= B W W K, 1
(750 gehm™) [ (900 gehm™) 1) BBk B 8053
B 90,52 .94, 6% , Bl BR AR B 5 45 V0 F L -
VG e m 3 A SRR L v e Ak TG 2 A i
BRI T 9300, %k 2% B 301 VR B L B
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Table 2 Plant control effect comparison survey of millet field soil treatment

herbicide screening test 20 days after spraying

L R 5 L # R piE R
b B o L . . 58/
Setaria viridis Echinochloa Chenopodium Amaranthus Polygonum
Treatment ) ) . Total weeds
P. Beauv. crusgalli P. Beauv. album L. retroflexus L. bungeanum Turz.
BRB/ Bk B/ 70 R/ Bk e m? B/ 0 BRI/ Bk e c? B/ D0 BRI/ Bk B/ V6 MR Bk e m® B/ V6 B BRem? BAL/ %0
Plant number Effect Plant number Effect Plant number Effect Plant number Effect Plant number Effect Plant number Effect
75 %% BE WY e 28.8 2.1 4.0 5.0 3.3 87.8 1.0 86. 6 0.3 87.5 37.4 53.5Fg
30 g+hm?
75 0 WE W T 28.3 3.6 4.0 8.3 1.5 94.4 0.5 94. 4 0 100 34.3 57.8Ff
37.5 gehm?
72%2,4-D T fig 28.3 2.8 4.3 0 4.0 84.9 1.3 84.1 0.3 87.5 38.2 50. 6Fg
750 mLehm™?
72%2,4-D T g 28.3 3.3 4.3 3.3 2.3 91.3 0.5 92.7 0 100 35.4 56. 8Ffg
1050 mL+hm?
50 Y0 FhH i 5.8 80.3 0.8 80. 4 3.0 88.4 0.8 90. 8 0.3 91.7 10.7 86. 3Ee
600 ge+hm™
50 % $h i e 4.3 85.6 0.3 93.8 1.3 95.3 0.3 97.5 0 100 6.2 94,0Dd
750 gehm?
50 V6 4h H 2.5 91.6 0.3 95.0 0.5 98.3 0 100 0 100 3.3 96. 4BCDc
900 g+hm?
45 Y HE - 1Y 2.3 92.3 0.3 95.0 1.5 94,4 0.3 97.5 0 100 4.4 95. 2CDed
2250 gehm?
A5 VM HE - 7Y 1.8 93.9 0 100 0.8 97.0 0 100 0 100 2.6 98. 3BChe
2475 gehm™?
45 V5 b U« PG 5 1o 96.5 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 1 99. 3Bb
2700 gehm™?
38T 0.5 98.4 0 100 1.5 94.4 0.3 97.5 0 100 2.3 97. 7BChe
3750 mLe+hm™
389075 L 0 100 0 100 1.0 96.1 0 100 0 100 1 99. 3Bb
4500 mLehm™?
380 L 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100Aa
5250 mLe+hm?
725 0 B (CKD 29.3 4.3 26.0 7.8 2.5 69.9

T RO 4 U S A 0 P 0 R TR () 57 Bk 1 A 8 E) 2% 5 3 (Duncan 23 [LED ., F .
Note: The data intable is the average of four times repeated survey;different letters mark was significant differences between treatments(Duncan multiple

comparison). The same below.
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Table 3 Plant control effect comparison of millet field soil treatment herbicide screening test 40 days after spraying

S e 5 B SR P
pUBL S . . * . B
Setaria viridis Echinochloa Chenopodium Amaranthus Polygonum
Treatment . ) Total weeds
P. Beauv. crusgalli P, Beauv. album L., retroflexus L. bungeanum Turz,

PR/ B m® B/ 0 BREL B me® BAR/ V0 BRAE/ Bk m® AR/ 0 BRA/ PR me? BEAL/ V6 BREL Bk BITAR/ V0 BRAR BRem® BEAU/ U6

Plant number Effect Plant number Effect Plant number Effect Plant number Effect Plant number Effect Plant number Effect

75 Y0 198 W Bk 48.5 2.8 7.5 5.9 13.8 79.3 2.5 77.8 0.8 81.7 73.1 47, 4GHi
30 g+hm?
7‘;7%5@3}}1%[1% 47.5 4.6 7.5 6.7 7.8 88.3 1.3 89.3 0.5 90.0 646 54.4Gh
72%2.,4-D T 48.8 2.6 8.0 0 21.5 67.4 3.5 68.8 1.0 69.2 82.8 43.3]j
750 mLehm™?
72%2,4-D T i 18. 8 2.2 7.8 2.5 17.8 73.1 2.3 80. 3 0.8 81.7 77.5 17. 3HIi
1050 mLehm™?
50 Yo FhHE 12.5 74.9 2.3 71.2 11.8 82.3 2.3 80. 3 0.8 81.7 29.7 77.0Fg
600 g+hm?
50 Yo Hh B e 9.5 81.1 1.5 80.6 6.3 90. 6 1.0 91.0 0.3 95.0 18.6 87. 2Ef
750 gehm™
50 Yo HhH i 8.0 84.1 1.0 87.0 5.0 92.4 0.5 95.8 0 100 14.5 91. 9DEe
900 g+hm™
45 V0 4 HE < VG H i 7.3 85.5 1.0 87.0 5.8 91.3 0.8 93.8 0.3 95.0 15.2 90. 0Eel
2250 gehm™
45 Y5 Fh e 76 B 5.8 88. 4 0.5 93.7 4.0 94.0 0.5 96.3 0 100 10.8 93.7CDd
2475 gehm™
A5 Y FNEE 1Y R 4.0 92.0 0.5 94,7 1.5 97.8 0.3 98.3 0 100 6.3 96.0Cc
2700 gehm™?
380 %5 2.3 95. 6 0.3 97.5 4.3 93.7 0.5 96. 3 0 100 7.4 96.1Cc
3750 mL+hm™
38V L 0.8 98.6 0 100 1.8 97.4 0.3 98.3 0 100 2.9 98. 7Bb
4500 mLehm?
38 L 0 100 0 100 0.5 99.3 0 100 0 100 0.5 99. 8Aa
5250 mLe+hm™?
75 % R (CKD 49.8 8.0 65.8 11.5 3.8 138.9

R4 BFETHIELERENFEKEELE 10 dHEHVPE

Table 4  Fresh weight effect survey of millet field soil treatment herbicide screening test 40 days after spraying

Gty e A e B FUA Vb

Setaria viridis Echinochloa Chenopodium Amaranthus Polygonum e
Treatment ) ) Total weeds
P. Beauv. crusgalli P. Beauv. album L. retroflexus L. bungeanum Turz.

B/ gom A/ V0 ST /gem® BiAL/ U BEE/gem® BRL/ 6 BT/ gem® BiAL/ 0 BEE/gemc? B/ V0 BEE/gem? BEAL/
Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect

75 U BEWH i B 111.2 2.0 23.2 3.2 77.6 82.1 15.1 82.6 3.6 85.2 230.7 49, 6Hi
30 g+hm?
75 Y W W Bk e 109.2 3.7 22.7 5.1 41.9 90.3 6.8 92. 4 1.8 93.6 182.4 56.3Gh
37.5 gehm?
72%2,4-D T i 111.1 2.4 23.7 1.4 128.9 70 23.4 72.9 4.9 76.0 292 45, 61
750 mLehm™?
72%2,4-D T g 111.5 1.7 23.1 4.2 101.7 76.3 14,4 83.7 3.3 86. 3 254 50. 1Hi
1050 mL+hm™2
50 Y0 FhEE 24.3 78.7 5.9 75.1 59. 8 86.2 10.8 87.8 2.8 88.3 103.6 82.5Fg
600 gehm?
50 %0 Fh 17.1 85.1 3.6 84.5 30 93.0 5.1 94,0 0.9 97.1 56.7 90. 5Ef
750 gehm?
50 0 Fh i i 11.8 89.7 2.3 90.3 21.8 95.0 2.0 97.8 0 100 37.9 94. 6De
900 g-hm
45 o Fh e« 7 10. 6 90.7 2.1 91.2 26.5 93.8 3.2 96.5 0.9 96. 8 43.3 93.5De
2250 gohm®
45 o $h e« 75 5 8.6 92.5 1.0 95.9 15.3 96.5 1.8 98.3 0 100 26.7 96.2Cd
2475 gehm™?
45 5 FNHE G R 5.7 95.0 0.9 96. 7 5.2 98. 8 0.8 99.3 0 100 12.6 97.7Cc
2700 gehm™?

[
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4 e i LR - Bk
Setaria viridis Echinochloa Chenopodium Amaranthus Polygonum
Treatment . ) Total weeds
P. Beauv. crusgalli P, Beauv. album L., retroflexus L. bungeanum Turz,
fiE/gem? B/ % BETE/gem? BiR/ % BEF/gem? B/ BfE/gem? Big/% W /gem? B/ % fEE/gem?® BiR/%
Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect Fresh weight Effect
387095 £t 4.2 96.4 0.4 98.7 18.2 95.8 L5 98.5 0 100 24.3 97.7Ce
3750 mLe+hm™
387095 £t 1.2 99.0 0 100 6.7 98.5 0.7 99. 4 0 100 8.6 99. 3Bb
4500 mLehm™
38Y 7 L HE 0 100 0 100 1.3 99.7 0 100 0 100 1.3 99.9Aa
5250 mL+hm™
7z F R (CK) 113.5 24.1 428.4 87.6 21.9 675.5

3 sk

38 A A R R S T A 4 Ak 3 it
24,45 Y0 $h L - P R AT R A TR X BE 2 Ak
HAf I HOOE 2% B SRR Bl RN S i R B A R T
90 %0 ALK 35 45 d L b 550 %0 Fh 4 ] 3
B30 B 38 055 L R VRSN BE T AR R 2
{EAS 52 JBE 5 1) IE AR A Bl #5330 gL'
IR FLIMA 960g« L 5 P H BB 2Lk X BE A&
G 2k AN O] N TR AR, 75 %
WEE Moy it [ 7K A HIORE R J2 72 %2, 4-D T EEFL W i T
A —4F A= i 2% 2L B By BR AR R U A
X AR AR} 24 H TC R, A BE A R i) FH () 22 5, PR ik
ANHEFE B

T BE T3 I Vh AT L e A R R A5 V0 FEE - Y
T Al MR R 2 250 ~2 475 gehm”®, H K2
38% 5% £ EIFEN 3 750 ~4 500 mL « hm? 8§
50 %0 FhELF AR A ] 750~900 gehm” . 5
ML 7 i o 2 R R B R b e = i, 2

AR 5 577K 450 kg« hm* #4557 4 R W . + 1%
S 19 2 IRE AT R S e

JBE -5 J55 ¥R - Ak SR ) 114 22 A M K Bl
BRASCR 5 BE TR i A R R AR ARG
ZEY) O 0 Y 28 500 X L i A B L R TR
B R R M 1) 4 A PR R BT BR AR IE A 1 T
it — 2.

5% 0k :
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Safety and Efficacy Screening Tests of
Herbicide in Millet Field Soil Treatment

ZHAO Xiu-mei, LI Qing-quan, TAN Ke-fei, LIU Yang, WANG Li-da, WU Lin-lin, LI Qing-chao
(Qigihar Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qiqihar, Heilongjiang
161006)

Abstract: After sowing and before emergence in the millet field, Selecting seven common soil treatments herbi-
cide for 75% Thifensulfuron-methl WG,72% 2,4-D butylate EC,50% Prometryn WP,45% Propazine-Sime-
tryn WP,330 g+ L' Pendimethalin EC, 960 g+ L' Metolachlor EC, 38% Atrazine SC, setting low, medium and
high levels,the efficiency for security and anti-screening test was conduccted . The results showed that: the best
security was 45% Propazine-Simetryn WP, and plant control effect and fresh weight control effect reached over
90% , the proposed amount was 2 250~2 475 kg+hm? ; followed by 50 % Prometryn WP and 38 % Atrazine SC,
the proposed amount of 50% Prometryn WP was 750~900 g+hm? ,the proposed amount of 38% Atrazine SC
was 3 750~4 500 mL+hm?;330 g+ ! Pendimethalin EC and 960 g+1.! Metolachlor EC showed serious phyto-
toxicity, They could not be used in millet field of chemical weed control; 75% Thifensulfuron-methl WG and
72% 2,4-D butylate EC were invalid for grass weeds,they were not recommended applications alone.

Key words: millet; soil treatment;herbicide;safety;efficacy



