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Table 1 Different pesticides treatments
and dosage
sk £ 2555 4 FR Jab 257 Jib B8 KL
Treatments  Pesticioles Dose Times
1 LIRS 400 mL+hm™ 5
2 et A% 400 mL+hm? 3
BHE 800 mL+hm 2
3 R 2000 gehm™ 1
KA 2300 gehm™ 1
E1lIEEa 500 g+hm™ 1
& 1600 g+hm™ 1
R R 1100 mLe+hm 1
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Table 2 The disease indexes and control effect of different treatments against potato late blight

08-04 08-13 08-20
JGEL
Treatments 93 1 45 H IREE & IO 993 1 45 B B iR 2R/ Y% 9 17 8 5K i i6 %R/ Y
Disease index Control effect Disease index Control effect Disease index Control effect
1 0 100 0.77 85.6 5. 50 72.4
2 0 100 0.47 91.3 4. 47 77.6
3 0 100 0. 87 83.8 6.93 65.2
CK 0.6 - 5.33 19. 90
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Table 3 The effect of different pesticides on potato quality and yield
AR 1 (09-15) P 1 (10-15) o
. . _ =/ %
Harvest period(September 15th) Storage period(October 15th) FEE/
b 7 (kb Yield
y — e — e chm?)

Treatments  SHE U218 = EHE i A i/ g A increase
Potato Sick potato Sick Potato Sick potato Sick Yield rate
number number potato rate number number potato rate

1 78.0 3.0 3.85 75.0 1.3 1.77 37458 aA 49.98

2 84.0 3.7 4.37 80.7 2.3 2.88 37883 aA 51.68

3 83.0 6.0 7.23 77.0 2.3 3.03 31725 bAB 27.03
CK 75.7 11.7 15.42 64.0 2.7 4.17 24975 cB -
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Effects of Fluazinam and Cyazofamid on Control
Efficiency of Potato Late Blight and Yield of Potato

7ZHAO Bin
(Plant Protection Station of Heilonjiang Province, Harbin 150090, China)

Abstract: In order to clarify the control effect and safety of 50 % fluazinam SC and 10% cyazofamid SC on pota-

to late blight, a field efficacy test was conducted in Daxinganling area of Heilongjiang province. The results

showed that both 50% fluazinam SC and 10% cyazofamid SC could prevent potato late blight effectively. The

control effect was above 70% ,and it was safe for potato. Compared with the untreated control, the difference of

yield reached a extremely significant level, the yield-increase rate of about 50%. Both fluazinam and cyazofamid

could effectively prevent potato late blight and significantly increase potato yield.
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