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Effects of 7 Fungicides on Control of Banana Leaf Spot Diseases

DU Yun-an et al (Changde Vocational Technical College ,Changde , Hunan 415000 )

Abstract [ Objective ] The research aimed to compare the efficacy of 7 fungicides on banana leaf spot diseases. [ Method ] The experiment on
banana leaf spot diseases control was carried out with 80% mancozeb,50% iprodione,43% tebuconazole,25% propiconazol, 12.5% epoxi-
conazole, 80% mancozeb & 43% tebuconazole, 80% mancozeb & 25% propiconazol , and their combinations. [ Result | The results showed
that 80% mancozeb & 43% tebuconazole had the best control effects. [ Conclusion ] During the stage of disease, therapeutic fungicides had bet-

ter effects than preventive types.
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Table 1 The used medicaments and their combinations and sources
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Table 2 The field control test effects of 7 kinds of medicaments and combinations on banana leaf spot

A XHEZY 5 3 R
The 3" d after medication

in A district in A district

A X255 8 K

The 8" d after medication

B Xl 555 3 K
The 3" d after medication
in B district

B Xt f5 45 8 K
The 8" d after medication
in B district

Treatment SR RBEEC PR TS RBEEC PHEA e mBEEC fHEA R Bk L QT
Diseased Diseased m’ Diseased Diseased m’ Diseased Diseased m’ Diseased Diseased m’
leaf spot Leaf leaf spot Leaf leaf spot Leaf leaf spot Leaf
number number area number number area number number area number number area
T 11 23 40.62 16 30 46.51 13 16 45.50 16 21 49.65
S 6 17 37.42 10 25 41.57 8 13 40.54 10 18 45.73
by 3 6 25.59 5 13 28.72 3 7 28.32 5 10 33.59
EZHT 5 13 33.66 8 20 38.16 5 12 35.74 9 15 39.83
KRS 4 9 28.56 7 16 34.61 4 10 31.50 7 13 36.33
IRBREGEE + 1Bk 1 17.33 3 25.37 0 24.54 4 27.57
R+ ZET 2 3 20.57 4 29.63 2 26. 64 4 8 30.77
CK 20 27 53.66 28 38 60.91 22 25 56.78 30 26 64.79
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Note:The data in the table are obtained by summing the diseased leaf number, leaf spot number and leaf spot area of 20 plants in each treatment and then cal-

culating the average; The diseased leaf number, diseased spot number and leaf area are the increased values after medication.
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