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D etection of Resistance of Botryotinia fuckeliana fran Protected Vegetables
to D ifferent Chsses of Fungicides

ZHANG Chuanqing'’,  ZHANG Yo, W EIFangli', LU Shao-ying, ZHU Guonian’
(L College of Agriculture and Biotechno b gy, Zhejang University, Hangzhou 310029 Ch na;

2 Hangzhou A cadeny of Agricultural Sciences, Hangzhou 310024 China )

Abstract For understand ng he status of fungicde resistance n Botryotnia fickeliana of protected
vegelables the sensitivities of 144 isolates collected fran Zhejiang Jiangsy L honing and Shandong
during 2005~ 2006 to sk fungicides w ere evahated Results show ed that low—kvel of resistance to
chbrothabnil en erged with a frequency of 5. 58% . Serious resistance ofB. fuckeliana to cabendazin
was detected w ith a frequency of highl-resistant sub-population of 27. 08% and total resistance
frequency of 43 05%. M eanwhile mediun effective concentratbns (ECso) of nhibitng radial grow th
fordehofencaib ranged from Q 137 Hg/mL to 728 9 Hg/mL w ith amean valie of 40 06 Bg/mL

Frequency of double-resistance to carbendazin and d ehofencab w asashigh as36. 1% . M eanw hilg

wo nev phenotypes of double-resistance were reported Only low—level resistance to iprodbne or

procym idone w ih frequency of about 20 w as detected and no highly resistant isolatesw ere detected
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although the dicarbox m des had been used n practice for about 20 years n Chna M oreover resistance

to pyrin ethanil occurred w ith a frequency of 4 16% just a few years after its app lication n the san pled

regions The results ndicated that serbus and can plex resistance problan to the sk fungicies had

energed nB. fuckelana of protected vegetab ks
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Table 1 Double-resistance to carbendazim and diehofencarb nB. cnerea

. . Frequency Range of ECy, vales M ean ECy, values
Pheno types No. of isolates K ) E
(% ) /( Bg/mL) /( Bg/mL)
CarSD S 4 2. 78 L7~ 16. 2 62X53 4"
CaSD eMR 5 3. 47 26 8~ 51. 3 300 1%11 9
CarS-D ieHR 20 13. 89 52 6~ 165. 4 102 9+13 4
CaM R-D ieS 6 4. 17 23~69 2% 6
CaM R-D MR 6 4. 17 29 1~ 63. 7 44.3%9 5
CaMR-D &R 19 13. 19 79 1~ 728 9 134 554 7
CaHR-D ieS 57 39. 58 01~51 27%1 3
CaHR-D &M R 0 0. 00 — —
CaHR-D eHR 27 18 75 99 8~ 140. 2 113213 5
Towl 144 100. 00 Q 1~ 7289 40. 1130 6
" Car= catbendazin, D ie= diethofencath. " * A verage®SD.
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