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Abstract: [ Objective] Pathogen of and effective germicide for controlling the gray mold disease on Anoectochium
roxborghil were identified. [Method] The tissue isolation method was applied to isolate pathogenic microbes. Based upon
morphological observations and phylogenetic tree analysis on the sequences of /TS , G3PDH, HSP60, and RPB2, the isolates
were classified. Pathogenicity and application conditions of germicides on various 4. roxborghil germplasms were determined
based on the hyphal growth rate of the isolates under the treatments. [Results] A2C-1-1 inoculated on an A. roxborghil plant
at Sanming Academy of Agricultural Sciences showing identical disease symptoms in the field had the greatest pathogenicity
of all pathogens isolated. The morphology and phylogenetic tree of the stain perfectly matched those of B. cinerea B05.10. It

could infect the main cultivars of A. roxborghil in Fujian with the strongest pathogenicity at 25 ‘C. Among various germplasms,
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Clematis chinensis Hongxia and C. dehuaensis displayed high disease indices, while Gladiolus taiwanensis and Orchid

chinensis low; and Dendrobium officinale and O. Wenxinensis more resistant with disease indices of 23.33 and 23.33,

respectively, while Phalaenopsis chinensis and O. Jianlan slightly resistant with disease indices of 70.00 and 73.33,

respectively. Of the fungicides tested, flusilazole EC and fluridimide suspension exhibited the most significant inhibitory effect

on B. cinerea with ECs of 2.624X 10 ’g-L™" and 1.000X 10 °g'L™", respectively. [Conclusion] The grey mold disease on

A. roxborghil was confirmed to be caused by B. cinerea A2C-1-1. The strain could infect the main 4. roxborghil cultivars as

well as other orchid species in Fujian. Flusilazole EC appeared to be effective for treating the disease.
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Fig. | Symptoms of A. roxborghil gray mold disease
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Fig.2 Symptoms on A. roxborghil plant inoculated with B.

cinerea
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A: front view of colony; B: rear view of colonies; C: mycelium; D-E: conidia;

F: conidiophore.
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Fig. 3 Morphological characteristics of A2C-1-1
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Fig. 4 Polygenic phylogenetic tree based on ITS, G3PDH,
HSP60, and RPB2 sequences
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Fig. 5 Growth of pathogens at different temperatures (7 d)
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Fig. 6 Pathogenicity of A2C-1-1 under different inoculation
methods
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Fig. 7 Disease indices of A2C-1-1 under different inoculation
methods
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Fig. 8 Pathogenicity of A2C-1-1 on different A. roxborghil
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Fig. 9 Pathogenicity of A2C-1-1 on different A. roxborghil
germplasms
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Fig. 10 Pathogenicity of A2C-1-1 on different orchid
germplasms
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Fig. 11 Disease indices of A2C-1-1 on different orchid
germplasms

2.5 BEATFIRE

7RI R IR A2C-1-1 A5 — & B HRIBCR, R
25 F M BOR A E A B 22 5% (K 12). 95% i
EME M AE AR TR , BCso fH M 2.624X10 gL '; H:
W 94.5% FIEME . 96.5% PK & . 90% Z. 7% % ,
ECso 4351 1.000X 10, 2.420%X10 ", 5.861X 10
gL' T 99% MEAE R . 95% WA MG . 90.5% L A4
BERY IO 22, ECso {H 43 R 0215, 0.401,
22522l ($%£2),



304 8RR

w540 %

ATHAK D B.99% MEE R C.95% HEEME:; D.94.5% HE
f: E.96.5% WKEEfZ: F.90% ZF5%: G.95% MW BH; H. 90.5% A&
Bk

A. sterile water (control) ; B. 99% hymexazol; C. 95% flusilazole; D.
94.5% fluazinam; E. 96.5% prochloraz; F. 90% ethylicin; G. 95%

azoxystrobin; H. 90.5% mancozeb.
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Fig. 12 Inhibition effect of fungicides on A2C-1-1 (3 d)
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Fz2 TEHFIX A2C-1-1 EHRHHIIHIRR
Table 2 Inhibition effect of fungicides on A2C-1-1

AT Y Epsy TR RHL ECsy/
Fungicides Toxicity equation Correlation coefficient R’ (gL™)
99% %55 R 99% hymexazol 3=0.102 1x+0.2618 0.9883 0215
96.5% BREEI: 96.5% prochloraz y=-0.206 1x—1.4818 0.9789 2.420%10"
94.5% FRIE N 94.5% fluazinam y=—0.0424x-0.003 3 0.9786 1.000% 107"
95% FRFEME 95% flusilazole y=—0.0409x-0.056 2 0.9998 2.624%10°°
90% Z.# % 90% ethylicin 1=0.1215x+0.8927 1.000 5.861X10"
95% Wi T 95% azoxystrobin 1=0.0784x+0.7663 0.9995 0.401
90.5% FRARFREE 90.5% mancozeb =0.038x+0.3346 0.8369 22.522
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