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Table 1 The field control effect of different treatments on Exserohilum turcicum (2015)

M/ MEHATORAR/ N MG 29 dRMR/ Y CEHRERE PR/ Y

Trjifims (gehm?) Diseased leaf rate  Diseased leaf rate Average Average
Dosage  before applying  after applying for 20 d  disease index  control effects
30 %K H1 < TN R EC 300 10. 30 34.41 6.52 84.63 a
70% PG R WP 1500 13.10 29. 80 8.09 80. 93 a
i 850 FLFF B WP/ (1 000 4235 24+ g D) 300 12.50 32.10 8. 89 79.05 a
2519 (CK) - 12.70 52. 49 12,43 -
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Field Efficacy of Different Reagents for Northern
Leaf Blight of Maize

Al Min' ,HONG Feng' ,ZHANG Yan-yan®
(1. Harbin Agricultural Techology Extension Center, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150000 ;2. Shuangcheng Dis-
trict Agricultural Techology Extension Center, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150109)

Abstract; Aiming to screen a suitable reagent to control the northern leaf blight of maize, the control effects of
Difenoconazole-propiconazole, Thiophanate-methyl and Bacillus subtilis were compared through field experi-
ments. The results showed that 30% Difenoconazole-propiconazole EC 300 g+hm?®,70% Thiophanate-methyl
WP 1 500 g+hm? and Bacillus subtilis WP 300 g«hm? the control effects were 84. 63 % ,80.93% and 79. 05%
for once,the reagents were safe to maize plants. From the perspective of reducing pesticide, considering the pro-
duction factors.the reagents mainly with the component of Difenoconazole-propiconazole and Bacillus subtilis
should be suggested,and better would be achieved before the onset or the infection stage for early prevention
and control.

Keywords: Difenoconazole-propiconazole; Thiophanate-methyl; Bacillus subtilis; northern leaf blight of maize;
field efficacy
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