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Abstract

To clarify the critical prevention periods and types of fungicides for Botrytis cinerea in the Huailai
grape-producing region, resistance testing was conducted on commonly used fungicides in the area.
Meanwhile, comparative efficacy trials were performed between pre-bloom and bloom-stage appli-
cations for 11 fungicides, including 41.7% fluopyram Suspension Concentrate (SC), 50% mefenoxam
Suspension Concentrate (SC), and 21.1% pyraclostrobin - 21.2% boscalid Suspension Concentrate
(SC). Results showed that post-bloom applications significantly outperformed pre-bloom applica-
tions in disease control. Among bloom-stage treatments, five novel fungicides—50% difenocona-
zole water-dispersible granules (77.97%), 50% mefenoxam suspension concentrate (74.89%), 25%
mefenoxam * 37% cyproconazole water-dispersible granules (72.32%), 37% cyproconazole water-
dispersible granules (71.94%), and 21.5% fluopyram - 21.5% picoxystrobin suspension concen-
trate (70.62%)—demonstrated superior efficacy, all exceeding 70%. Thus, these five fungicides can
serve as candidates for Botrytis cinerea control during the bloom stage. The findings hold signifi-
cant theoretical and practical implications for sustainable field management of grapevine Botrytis
cinerea.
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1. 5|15

W& (Vitis spp)JE T ZFAFM RAMY), HASHAREE. MERETHEFNRE, 55
BBk SRR, AR H AT, RIE OO & S A AR KE, ERRE RO A PR b P 1]

AL Mok B o R A SR AT R R X 2 —[2], %P X IEATF RS 407, #lR k. K47
R IKAE XM TG V Z B PR R, ST SR A8 I i ACE i 7 R, HOR AR A AR A& “ &
T b7, [R)H 5 ] 44 032 [ 2000 7= Hi i 2R 22 (Rl Ak — N A FE 2R [3] o MRR ™ X AL SRR IR 3400°C~3800°C,
SESGHE T A] 2700~2900 h, TEFEI 180~210 K, EFIFEM & 370 mm, ¥k 480~495 K[4]. H 1979 4E
PSR FE IX FF AP AN 41 51 2 ) 28 — SEBRS 2 v, 24 OVF DU 2 AR iR A &) AP e s . BT
BRIP4 0.45 75 hm?, F={HZ) 2.64 147G, HEWFE 6.97 1470, FEME - H2AF, Hh s
F B E A R

HH 2K 2R (Botrytis cinerea)(Z s 5| fa KT & v h S /i A A2 7 EI BB E 2 —, KEW FE
FEFR G AT SIF LA R [5], 7 E R0 BRI 6 4 B S T A R, A I ORI 2 50%
PAE. HET, WEBiia 2K 5% HIRIpHE I FE TR 6], % X KEMPG TEKEREN . WERE
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[E P24 7), X RAAM R B, H2E N OEZ XA ZE, G s 30 4. mFaRE
FIKIA —. BEREA, SRR 4 2K B B 2 R R B B R R R 7]

R T P TR R 2 2K R VA R, B R S B B 7 B B R KT v 24 7 A St R 2 K e 1 (1]
B4 2P vA T B B A (8], Kk, ASHFTIE ] 11 R e AN 5] B 16 I 3 i FE TR) BE AL X 4/ [X
R, FF A= B A R R 25703 T U 25 MR8, DA A PR R = X P8 B K B9 B 1 R AL RE A i
2. REHE
2.1. EEXRESHFEHBZHIEN
2.1.1. iRE AR b

PR PERL(Vitis vinifera “Sila’).

A B A7 T AR IR ST R R ) A R A = 8 4 1l X, [l X AL v T 648 5k K 1T IRk b I
BARKRENAR, BEILEEILT 2 100 A, HPPAAFRRZE 115°32'. b4 40721,

2.1.2. iKEEZEF

FH 1) 24 280 B 70 BT FH 2477 6 B EE 41, 7% BRI R 757 50%M B G 2755 11 FF, BiAZ

FNE R 1,

Table 1. Test reagents

= 1. #t AR

ZH IR AR Viiil)o % TR

BREIE 41.7% 38 R Bt e B I 7(SC) FEEAERL (T E) AR A A
FR 50% 0% T i &1 7 (SC) S IETE (P EN B AT IR A R
ik MR T TG 21.1% « SR A BERE 21.2%81%57(SC) BT RAE MRS (L5 H PR A 7]

2103 21.5%3RUHE LR « 21.5%15 B 277 77(SC) FEEAEMARPECPE) AR A A

B 125 53/ FHIL B BEIE « 375 v/ FHis 5 e B %77 (SC) FEEAE YR E (P E)A A
i3 25%ME TR G « 37% 5 B R AK 3 BUBURL (W G) S IEIK (7 E) A PR ]
LA 50%HE Bt R i 7K 43 HUBTRL(WG) B R ORI (L5 H R A 7
Fi 37%M5 T I LK 23 BUBURL(WG) Se Bk E) BB A R A A
el 75 T/ B IR« 125 T/ AR FE PRI TR A(SO) S EIE (H E) R B TR A F
2 20% )88 25 1 B 57(SC) TLVUR 2 et PR )

i YIIES 400 /5 85 % K 4 BORL 7 (WG) FEEAE YR (P E)A A )

3. REE
3.1. R

B 11 ANZFARER, 1 AR I(CK), 2 ARG 1. 24k PR 3 IR R, FEALIXAHE
Hl, T8 A/NX, B/NX 10 MR AR, FLit 780 k. AR R 4 IR R B R AT

3.2. EHE®
2GS A B K SRR 257 I, IR AR RS B K &, T bR AW 5, DAfECR )RR
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W 350 78 534 25 SURTIUORAE, 25 H R SIE R, T2 8o A F 3w % 48
F I A
1) BEIE, 41.7%%ME B EFH(SC), 3000 £i%:
2) JFK, S0%ME i EIEFI(SC), 5000 1
3) fiIA, MEPERKE R 21.1% « SR HEIZ 21.2%83%7(SC), 5000 £%;
4) FEAR, 21.5%F M B « 21.5% 5 EEEIFFI(SC), 3000 fiF;
5) FEURE, 125 /T E BRI © 375 T/ R L ETFTI(SC), 1500 %5
6) KFE, 25%ME N « 37% M B I K 4 BRI (WG), 1000 1%
7) FLEE,  S0%ME I I % /K 2 BUBURL(WG), 1000 £
8) HifH, 37%ME B ALK HUBURL(WG), 1000 fi;
9) £, 75 TR RE BN ¢ 125 T/ A H A EEI(SC), 1000 £
10) 23, 20%JE & F=I77(SC), 500 %
11) Hanss, 400 vo/FwsEERZK 5 BORHI(WG), 1000 fi.

3.3. HEZ4RtE]
RUGRIG P, BAVNESHEZ 2 IR, FEZRE LE 2,
1. VIGRZHIAE AT e 25 (RIRRAEAT):  7E 58 4 4146 1 5l A 8] 46 W BEI HE4T 28 — e 24, 10 KA 26—
2. WIGRZ 5B 1 25 (T AR B AL 1) - 75 80% 3 ) HE AAE IR HEAT 26 — V25, 10 KRG 26 IRt Z .

Table 2. Field efficacy test of Syrah grape and application time
2. AN ERREB N2 E

a2 B [7](2023 4F)

WU 24 7704 FH s (]
B B
prai[] 5H30H 6 410 H
BRI 6H5H 6H15H

3.4. TRIBFIMRMET %

34.1. IRERESZE
TER A RUCHT, B/ NXBEHLEE 10 5, BB A KSR RGN, 5 H%ids.
IrRARUE[OTH T -
0 Z: JIRBE;
1 9% JRPETIAR 5 BEANTECR) BRI AR 5% LA T s
3% JRBEHAR BN IEG)BEHRIAR T 6%~10%:
5 9% RPN HEMEEO)RIRT 11%~25%;
7 G JRBETAR G EEATER) BRI 26%~50%:
9 Z: PRI G EEMECHBEIA 51%LL L.

3.4.2. EHXBHITEAE
WA 25 B R 4 A St B0 1 He BRI 24
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K DX i 24 iR 17 4R R %%Uﬁifilzﬁﬁ?iﬁﬁ‘%?‘éﬁjxmo
2% U B Xt 24 9 156 41 0 24791 AR B8 IX vt 24 i 155 i £

PRSI RS Gl T A R AT &

2 IR HE DX ME 24 i 7 4 20— 27U AR SR X 24 St AR AL |
2 S DX 24 e o 1 1 2

@5?@&&%(%):(1

iV AR (%) =

3.5. HigabE

i F Microsoft Excel 2007 3 AFEATiC AL FEEHE, i F SPSS 25.0 44T F £ %:F1 Duncan b
BEREEN, ZEIBTEEM LSD %,

4. BERE5 5
4.1. FERERRIERTHEZH BRI

e 3 ATLLE Y, JERTHE 50%M% B B I771(SC) 5000 5 75 To/FH ML E B % « 125 7o/ 7h 4
ik FF PRI V7 FFI(SC) 1000 2653 FRML B IR « 21.5% M5 1 BRI F(SC) 3000 57K -5 50%ME Bk 1 i 7K 7 HX
WRL(WG) 1000 253, JwIEFEECN 023, 0.28. 0.30. 0.32, BIEGRR 5N 64.58% 56.25%. 53.65%-
49.48% (P < 0.05), R HELFIPHARCE, HoiiH 50% % 5& i & 55(SC) 5000 fi AL X T iE
RN T HARZGFIALEEX s 75 70/ FHR ML E B « 125 o/FH KR B IR 57(SC) 1000 253k ; 1E
FIT it FH AL PP BT TR 21.1% « SRR TR 21.2% 80 77(SC) 5000 257 20% ) 85 R 2% 771(SC) 500 2453
25%M B IIE « 37%M% B ALK 2 HUBURL(WG) 1000 253K, 54850518 0.334 0.37. 0.38, BHiEEUR4>
9 47.92%. 42.19%. 41.15% (P < 0.05), FKIL—M; FEATHEH 37%0% B ZK 73 BUBRL(WG) 1000 2
Wi 400 55/ THIE5 K 2 BORE 7 (WG) 1000 259 125 5o/ TR TR BERE <375 50/THm5 35 205 75(SC) 1500
5 41.7% A B T i B 77 (SC) 3000 £57, I B4R A8 039 0.40. 0.41. 0.42, Biiva =R 5
H 38.54%- 37.50%- 35.94%. 34.72%, FIVHXTHZ(P <0.05).

Table 3. Field efficacy of pre flowering application of Sila grape gray mold disease
3. AREBREREREZARBEHY

LAE R

= 35 0 A2 B | %% e 4%
7 242 il 550 (EFi’ME 4 1‘/]‘@17:%) K
1 41.7% Tk B I e 22V 7 sc 3000 1% (38.33+ 1.67) ab 34.72%d
2 50%H% B 1 22 V7 551 SC 5000 fi (31.33 £ 1.86) ab 64.58% a
u I],' == b . 0 ° = e e . 0, % -~
3 TEEEERR 211 A’gj}%%& 21.2% SC 5000 & (29.67 + 4.91) ab 47.92% bed
J1
4 21.5%3 ML BRI « 21.5%/15 B s B v 7] sc 3000 % (41.00 + 1.20) ab 53.65% abc
ML AT R Sl W .
5 125 52/t tt'ﬂ@*’?zi 375 TR SC 1500 1% (37.67+4.16) a 35.94% d
B
6 25%ME BRI © 37% M B ER /K Sy BRI WG 1000 1% (32.33 £3.67) ab 31.15% bed
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7 50%HE Bk 1 i 7K 2 B WG 1000 1% (37.00 + 3.48) ab 49.48% abed
8 37 %M 1 FA i K 43 ORI WG 1000 1% (28.00 £ 2.65) ab 38.54% cd
9 e/ ﬂﬁ@fﬂ%ﬁgﬁ;gs SRR SC 1000 % (37.00+£322)b 56.25% ab
10 20% 8 BRI B IF A SC 500 fi% (40.00 £ 5.13) ab 42.19% bed
11 400 B/ FH 1% B2 i 7K 3 HORL ) WG 1000 1% (37.53+3.62)a 37.50%d
12 CK

E: RPWTERRE. 2GRN 3 RER I TIME, RSIAFR/NG TR AR AR ] 2 57 .3 (P < 0.05).

4.2. BRERRBHEREZEEIZH

4 T RLEH, JEBIHH 50%0E Mt 1# ik /K 7 BRI (WG) 1000 253, 50%M% 14 fif =% 77)(SC) 5000
T 25% M BTG *37%M5% R I K 23 BORURE(WG) 1000 25300 37% 4 B R 7K 43 BURTRE(WG) 1000 2453
21.5% UL B I « 21.5%H5 B i B 71U(SC) 3000 57~ 75 T/ FH o PR R IE ¥R i « 125 /T 2R Tk R 2R
FF77(SC) 1000 Z5ii 41.7%FRM B Bk 275 770(SC) 3000 fi538, BT % 78 0.131 0.15. 0.16+ 0.17.
0.17. 0.19. 0.20, BHVERURDHIN 77.97% 74.89%. 72.32% 71.94%. 70.62%. 67.23%. 66.73% (P <
0.05), B BCERRIILTF: Ford 50% e Mt B i 7K 73 BURBTRL(WG) 1000 253 50% 1% i i =% 71(SC) 5000
T 25%MG T <37 %M T I 7K 23 BOBTURL(WG) 1000 257+ 37%0% B 3R IRoK 70 BUBRE(WG) 1000 253 <
21.5% ML B k%« 21.5%015 B R 77 57(SC) 3000 f59 T AhHE X 1 97 16 ORI KT 70%; 637t FH ke
Pk R e 21.1% « ML B BER 21.2%87F71(SC) 5000 £ 20% /8 25 A 27 FI(SC) 500 253, JhiETa s
4 028 0.29. 0.33. 0.34, BHIERCRIT BN 52.54%. 50.66% 43.94%, FIL—M; LW 125 7/
THIRIL B W « 375 b/ T 85 L 27 77(SC) 1500 253, With a0 0.34, BHiaRCR 5N 41.81%, AHXT
BZE.

Table 4. Field efficacy of applying pesticides during the flowering period of Sila grape gray mold disease
F* 4. BRABRERILAEA BB

AT E

o 25 0 T 17 37 5 s 9%
e ERLEZY 77 54 (EFﬁ]fE n *m/ﬁwe%) SRS
1 41.7% S B I i v SC  3000f% (0.1967+0.01856)bed  66.73%b
2 50%R B i = 71 SC 5000 %  (0.1467 +0.02333) d 74.89% ab
3 MEPRERE G 21.1% « SRR 21.2%85%7  SC 5000 f%  (0.2800 £0.00577) abc  52.54%c
4 21.5% ML R BEAL © 21.5%J15 TR £ 7577 SC 3000 f% (0.1733+0.00882)becd  70.62% ab
e % . M 5 i Ak .
5 125 5/t ttm?;f 75 ST B SC 1500 f%  (0.3433+£0.03333)a 41.81%d
JI
6 25%MS B I © 37% M8 B R JIE 7K 3 HURURE WG 1000 f%  (0.1633£0.00882)cd  72.32% ab
7 50% e Bk 1 i 7K 43 UL WG 1000 f5  (0.1300+0.01155)d 77.97% a
8 37 %M B A i K 43 ORI WG 1000 1%  (0.1667 £0.00333)bcd ~ 71.94% ab
/:‘]]/\/»44‘ YA o e e S .
g TSRIR igﬁfgffg;uzs SUTIRBETHR g0 000tz (0.1933+0.02186)bed  67.23% ab
iany )

{5
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10 20% J8% 55 R B 5 SC 500 f%  (0.2900 +0.04163)ab  50.66% cd
11 400 /TP B K 43 HIORE WG 1000 f5  (0.3300 + 0.00577) a 43.94% cd

E BRGS0 ROy 3 KB EME, RS F/NS T RERR AN [FI AL 2R 22 57 2 35 (P < 0.05).

4.3. RGPS HFNEBRBRETETRLE

HE 5 AT 40, A6 41.7% 30 B Bk i B 757 77)(SC) « 50% 1 1 JiE B EE7I(SC)~ 21.5% 5 H EE % 21.5%
J5 i B BT (SO 125 5 /FH L B EEAZ « 375 70/ B IZ B IF(SC) s 25%M B M © 37%ME B IR Z K 4
BUBURL(WG)~ 50%FE B B8 7K 73 BUBURL(W G~ 37% M5 B FA i 7K 73 BUBIURL(W G (14973 1 H8 2000 32 = TR AT e
Z5(P <0.05); AL AL MEBE B I 21.1% SRR L 21.2%2 0% 7)(SC)~ 75 wo/FH ML B It A ik « 125
[FF TR PRI EIEFI(SC) 20% 5 B AR IEF(SC) 400 70/ TH% B F5 /K 43 BORE 77 (WG) -5 18 1if 1t FH 6 85 3%
ZES, SERRY, TR 2T A R AR B AR TR 25 R AR (] 1)

Table 5. Comparison of field efficacy between pre-anthesis and pre-anthesis fungicides against Botrytis cinerea pers

® 5. RBHEASIERTEZ B ARt

MBS 7R
g %2R bz i
TERTHZ B sy, L JERIN
& B
0 ;:u = AE\:
1 41.7% ﬁ;;g?@ﬁﬂﬁ 3000 1% (0.42+0.02) a (0.1963 £0.0357) b 34.72%a  66.73%b
U
2 50%ME B I ETFS 5000 5 (0.2267 £0.0153) a (0.1481 £0.039) b 64.58%a  74.89%b
I nA ik A i
3 21.1% « M HEBEE - 5000 £% (0.3333 +£0.085) a (0.28+0.01)a 4792%a  52.54%a

21.2%E1F 5

21.5% %tk B Bk
4 Hz « 21.5%5 R 3000 1%  (0.2967 £0.0208) a (0.1733+£0.0153) b 53.65%a  70.62%b
el

125 5/ FL R Ik
5 i « 375 i/ tEEERE 1500 % (0.41£0.0721)a (0.3433+£0.0577)a  35.94%a 4181%a
B
25%MS BTG+ 37%M%

pasl 1000 /5 (03767 £ 0.0635 0.1633 £ 0.0153 41.15° 2.329
6 ok s 10001 (03767 ya o ( )b %a  72.32%b

0,/ 152 itk 75 iz 7k 4\ 2
7 0% E%ﬁ? 000 f (0.3233+0.0603) a (0.13+0.02) b 49.48%a  77.97%b

06 I35 1 FR i 7K 43
g % %@ﬁmﬂ%& 1000 %  (0.3933+0.0153)a  (0.1656+0.0051)b  38.54%a  71.94%b
75 /M B R
9 % « 125 S0/JH KB 1000 £% (0.28 £0.0557) a (0.1933+0.0379)a  5825%a  67.23%a
TRme 5

10 20% )85 5 R =5 500 fi (0.37 £ 0.0889) a (02911 £0.0707)a  42.19%a  50.66% a

WK
o A0 gﬁzﬂﬂ(ﬁ 1000 (0.4+0.0624) a (0.3307+0.0089)a  37.5%a  43.94%a
I

{5

»
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Figure 1. Comparison of application of fungicide between pre-anthesis and anthesis of botrytis cinerea on Riesling grape

B 1. BEASHENSERRARLERIT

5. &
5.1. BARTEEANE AR M Ut FiEaie s

RIS R oR, FEHAE 25 B VA S5O B AL T AR AT 25 (B VA R, Forh AR RTiEZ, S0%ME Ik b ik K
I EURNRL(WG)BITIA RN 77.97% 50% 4 T8 i &7 FI(SC)BT VR RBUR A 74.89% - 25%M& BTG « 37% M5 T 34
[ 7K o3 BURURL(W GBI 76 B A 72.32% 37% M8 T A & 7K 70 BB (WG B 18 LR 71.94% 5 21.5% 5L B
R% « 21.5%05 B BR A IFFISC)BH IR R A 70.62%, FKILHRUT; 75 7o/ M EBER L « 125 5o/FH K F
R TFI(SC), BIIaRURN 67.23%. 41.7%F B It i =7 77 (SC) BT ¥ AR N 66.73%, RILH15F .

5.2. KRR BN RBHIAEY

RIFIRIGLE R, EIAEMR = X P h & 477 b, FEAEHI(80% i &k N AL ) St 24 (A1 10 K
JEHEAT 2 IROREEIRIABTIE , T3k FH S0%RE Bt i /K 73 BORMURE (WG~ 50% 4% B8 Jif &7 71 (SC) ~ 25 %M 1 i 37%
M B A e 7K A HORIURE (WG« 37 %M B A i /K 73 HURIURE (WG, 21.5% 58 B BERE 21.5% 015 B i 27 77 (SC);s
B ] SIS R R IR A1 75 S/ R R I R M+ 125 S/ IR IR B FI(SC) s 41.7% RN B I
N TERISC)SE LI . KB LR g, e S A S TR IRIRG 10 RGP IR 22K 1E, 5 AR K E
REANZ B, FFZGFIA L BT 2~3 4. SULFEN, EREEENB I, ©EEEmE
RORAE R BRIz A, Wit 27 fFRiE B AR, FERAT 3 /AN A0S b2 7], Kmfae. K
HAE 5~10 km//NEF, IR AT 30°C G RARS[10],

6. it
RERARTHA

KA & (Botrytis cinerea), 7&—HJ& T % (Ascomycota)| ], %% B )& (Sclerotiniaceae) [ B A5 14
FLP[11]o A ] R IR AR AE A 75 B 70 MK 73, AR AL 90% LA LB LT, 870 AN 224K K
BIEEEELE 15°CA 20°C 2 [Al[12]. KHi & f(Botrytis cinerea), {HIERNIEFIINEE 25, SHAY
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g F

FRERN P A R~ 13]0 KRB LB 70 A R 22 AR BE R R A SV I b A, i T RKORAE
Fe S AR IR R AL AC, 0] DR 22 AR FE R R FACHIREF A BN AE i MR o, A
UG, SFEFERFMEER, WAZ AT A AR A f 1, Brd oA f im0, ez
Wy b, ERENEMIEEFRIZMT, HERTRS S A, @G, AR RAMALRANET E,
SEIHIIRAR G o

PG 7 6 20 0 2K B T PRI U AR O B 22, A 7 8 e IR R B A B I, N 1 R 1)
SRy IRSERCRES WX K E i F R AAFAE W, BEME SRR, SMREREK, R KGR
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