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Abstract: To effectively prevent and control peanut pod rot, samples showing typical symptoms were
collected from Qinghe Town, Tongliao City, Inner Mongolia. The pathogens were isolated and purified
using the single-spore isolation method. The obtained strains were identified with morphological and
molecular biological techniques, and the toxicities of ten fungicides from succinate dehydrogenase
inhibitor (SDHI), quinone outside inhibitor (Qol), and demethylation inhibitor (DMI) against dominant
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pathogens were determined, fungicides with high toxicity were further determined for their efficacy. A
total of 11 fungal strains were obtained via single-spore isolation. Morphological and molecular identifi-
cation revealed that three strains were identified as Fusarium solani and eight as Botrytis cinerea,
accounting for 27.27% and 72.73%, respectively. Botrytis cinerea was the predominant pathogen (with
average disease severity indices of 55.09 for peanut pods and 12.50 for peanut kernels). Among SDHI,
Qol, and DMI fungicides, benzovindiflupyr, pyraclostrobin, and mefentrifluconazole exhibited the high-
est inhibition rates against B. cinerea. In vitro tissue experiments revealed that the protective efficacy of
100 mg/L mefentrifluconazole, pyraclostrobin, and benzovindiflupyr against peanut pod rot was
60.16%, 76.42%, and 65.85%, respectively; their corresponding curative efficacy was 58.54%, 81.30%,
and 68.29%, respectively. These results were comparable to those of the reference fungicide procymi-
done. The results showed that mefentrifluconazole, pyraclostrobin, and benzovindiflupyr could be used
to prevent and control peanut pod rot.
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Fig. 1 Field symptoms of peanut pod rot
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Fig. 2 Colony and conidial morphologies of three strains (A—C) including NM-1 etc. and eight strains (D-F)

including NM-3 etc. of the pathogens causing peanut pod rot
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24 EERBHREENER JIHH 4 s NM-6 B AR X 2B AR A Y B0 1 i (R 1D .

[l — R AN R R MR B 1 2257 W3 . TE 8%k PARMERIXAEA: SR BB R 124 2 T XA AR
KA IR AR, NM-14 NM-7 FINM-8EIRXAE Uil 11 (P<0.05) , T P A TR AE A= S 21 B B0k 1 8
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0.10 FHFEBRTIYE Fusarium solani isolate DSH114b (PQ328645.1)
e FHEBRIIE Fusarium solani isolate 38-B4002 (OP380106.1)
FHIE S IIE Fusarium solani isolate G6 (OP900552.1)
FHEERIIE Fusarium solani isolate DIMKO0008 (OR654166.1)
| FESRTIBE Fusarium solani isolate ABbPt8 (OR150451.1)
68|| IS ERIIEE Fusarium solani isolate NW-FVA 3168 (MH191236.1)
FHEEIIE Fusarium solani strain 0114 (EU263916.1)
NM-6 (PZ134891)
NM-1 (PZ134889)

FEIBSRIIE Fusarium solani isolate DIMKO0055 (OR654210.1)
NM-9 (PZ134890)
8{

94

FHIEERTIE Fusarium solani clone QT316 (7) (0L744595.1)

8| HifE BRI Fusarium solani strain hq126-1 (OR478034.1)
FHIBSRTIE Fusarium solani isolate 20MKKK1 (0Q073458.1)

RABETIE Fusarium oxysporum isolate BLH-P2 (MG836253.1)
100|: ARIBBRIIE Fusarium equiseti isolate TMC (MG515225.1)

KREE I Botrytis cinerea isolate BePgls-1 (OM363523.1)

NM-11 (PZ134893)

NM-8 (PZ134892)

NM-14 (PZ134894)

NM-15 (PZ134895)

NM-4 (PZ134896)

NM-3 (PZ134897)

100 NM-5 (PZ134898)

NM-7 (PZ134899)

REEWE Botrytis cinerea isolate LSHM-1 (MZ956155.1)

RE B Botrytis cinerea isolate LCHM(2) (MN448502.1)

RE B Botrytis cinerea isolate LCHM (MN448502.1)

KB B MU Botrytis cinerea isolate SICAUCC 19-0003 (MN133868.1)

KB B FUE Botrytis cinerea isolate Tr-Ht01 (MH988745.1)

BB Pucciniales sp. JXJ-2022a (OP804652.1)
B3 EFITSFIIRASKUAEZHEREREFRFREERKSHXERNRZL TR

Fig. 3 Phylogenetic tree of peanut pod rot pathogen strains and related strains constructed using the maximum

likelihood method based on ITS sequence
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0.05 NM-1 (PZ134889, PZ157601, PZ157604)

NM-6 (PZ134891, PZ157602, PZ157605)

92

B JJH Fusarium sp. CBS 118521 strain GR6 (KP091293.1, KP091311.1, KP091319.1)

100 FHREERTIE Fusarium solani isolate F301 (0Q820158.1, OR371947.1, OR136498.1)

681 NM-9 (PZ134890, PZ157603, PZ157606)

62| FHESETIE Fusarium solani isolate F198 (OR123340.1, OR371884.1, 0Q511088.1)
62 G TIBE Fusarium solani isolate F17 (OP630603.1, OP661119.1, OP661094.1)
FHESRTIE Fusarium solani isolate FJ2 (OP661127.1, OP630608.1, OP661095.1)

&

92| L #h/EBRIIE Fusarium solani isolate F51 (OR123289.1, OR371833.1, KY123910.1)

FHESRIIE Fusarium solani isolate N1 (OR447572.1, OR467543.1, OR467540.1)
_:lcmazjjﬁ Fusarium equiseti isolate FFHD15 (PQ580817.1, PQ533028.1, PQ580816.1)
109 RBTIB Fusarium graminearum isolate YN-3 (PQ222853.1, PQ249307.1, PQ249306.1)
8H Sclerotinia sclerotiorum isolate 2C (MZ484404.1, MZ493896.1, OK377184.1)

5 WA BN AR ITS \RPB2 FI TEF1 %55 . The numbers in parentheses from left to right represent the accession numbers
for ITS, RPB2, and TEF 1, respectively.

El4 ETFITS .RPB2FN TEF1 F 5K AR AR EMENM-1 EIHRERSHEXERNREZLER/
Fig. 4 Phylogenetic trees of three strains including NM-1, etc. and related strains constructed using the maximum
likelihood method based on ITS, RPB2, and TEFI sequences
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0.01 FRAEHIE Botrytis cinerea voucher SICAUCC 19-0002 (MN158621.1, MN159928.1, MN159916.1)
I

NM-5 (PZ134898, PZ157595, PZ157587)

NM-11 (PZ134893, PZ157598, PZ157590)
f9 NM-15 (PZ134895, PZ157600, PZ157592)
_LNM-4 (PZ134896, PZ157593, PZ157585)
82— NM-7 (PZ134899, PZ157596, PZ157588)
%ENM% (PZ134897, PZ157594, PZ157586)

9

—

NM-8 (PZ134892, PZ157597, PZ157589)
FL—NM-14 (PZ134894, PZ157599, PZ157591)

RE B HUE Botrytis cinerea strain nifos04(MN589850.1, PV470196.1, PV470194.1)
REE RS Botrytis cinerea voucher SICAUCC19-0003 (MN133868.1, MN159929.1, MN159917.1)

d {Zzﬁimﬁﬁ Botrytis cinerea isolate MXH2-1 (OR237176.1, MZ344983.1, MZ344984.1)
62||[ K#EFLB Botrytis cinerea PMBC-2 (ON422276.1, ON664947.1, ON664941.1)

58|l ZR#EJHIE Botrytis cinerea strain SMGMO003 (KX443701.1, KX443704.1, KX443702.1)
KRB BB Botrytis cinerea isolate HBGM-005 (MT968495.1, MT968498.1, MT968496.1)

100| | ZRBEI & HUB Botrytis cinereai solate LCHM (MN448502.1, MN448501.1, MN448500.1)
REBFE Botrytis cinerea isolate Tr-Ht0 (MH988745.1, MH999815.1, MH999816.1)
REEHIB Bomrytis cinerea strain GZFQ-1 (MH454037.1, MH479932.1, MH479930.1)
KRB HIE Borryiis eucalypri strain PY015 (OR739575.1, OR731179.1, OR731183.1)
MR GH BT Bonytis fabae strain BroadbeanBC-22 (EU563121.1, EU563111.1, EU563105.1)
R GBI TE Botrytis fabiopsis strain BroadbeanBC-2 (EU519204.1, EU514473.1, EU519211.1)
¥ Sclerotinia sclerotiorum isolate 2C (MZ484404.1, MZ493896.1, MZ493894.1)

F5 5 W22 B A R M ITS . RPB2 Fl G3PDH % 5“5 . The numbers in parentheses from left to right represent the accession

numbers for ITS, RPB2, and G3PDH, respectively.

B 5 EFITS .RPB2F1 G3PDH F 5 R AR KUK EHENM3ESKEKRSEHEXERNESZLEN

Fig. 5 Phylogenetic trees of eight strains including NM-3, etc. and related strains constructed using the

maximum likelihood method based on ITS, RPB2, and G3PDH sequences

R1 RERBRBEERENBRA
Table 1 Pathogenicity of peanut pod rot

Hifkh kg2 T T4 Disease index
Strain Strain number 4R Peanut pod 1641~ Peanut kernel
KA Botrytis cinerea NM-14 85.19+3.70 a’ 11.1120.00 b
NM-7 81.48+3.70 a’ 11.11£0.00 b
NM-8 66.67+0.00 b* 11.11£0.00 b
NM-3 62.97+3.70 be” 11.11+0.00 b
NM-15 51.85+3.70 cd’ 11.11£0.00 b
NM-4 44.44+0.00 de’ 11.11£0.00 b
NM-5 37.03+3.70 ¢’ 11.11£0.00 b
NM-11 11.11£0.00 £ 22.22+4.54 b
“F-# Mean 55.09+8.64 A" 12.50+1.39 A
T 54 T B Fusarium solani NM-9 85.19+3.70 a 18.52+3.70 b
NM-1 81.48+3.70 a" 11.11£0.00 b
NM-6 66.67+0.00 b* 48.1443.70 b
S35 Mean 77.78+5.66 A" 25.92+11.31 A

Fe B BRI 2% . IR RING S B3 0R I A BT R — B0 (995 1 18 40 28 LSD Wk 50 2% 5 i 35 (P<
0.05) o [FIFNAIRIKE FRER RN [F] GRANTE (Al — R0 B A7 1) - 2 B Fa 4 cR Bk g 22 7 1 2% (P<0.05) o * IR [Al— bk
TEAS TR B FP AL I 15 HE B ZS ¢ K0 30 4G 56 25 57 1. 35 (P<0.05) . Data are mean+SD. Different lowercase letters within the same

column indicate significant differences among disease index at the same inoculation site for all strains according to LSD test (P<

0.05). Different uppercase letters within the same column indicate significant differences between average disease index at the same

inoculation site for different pathogens according to ¢ test (P<0.05). * in the same row indicates significant differences between the

disease index of same strain at different inoculation sites according to # test (P<0.05).
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2.5 ERBHRABFBERERBIEHFIIFIE
251 REZFEAAEARBRLLIRRE G E)
FE AR SDHIZEAR I, AR I M A X NM-7
NM-8 FI NM-14 = ¥ i 5 48 76 1 B ik 9 75 0 e
SEXEC,, oM 0.53 mg/L, W TR R i . SN AT I e | it nets
ZRTR WA 3X 3 MR AT A R R T AR I 35 02, 1
EC,, 735124 0.88.0.67 #12.43 mg/L ; 75 Hi fl Qol 25 4%
BT 70 I A ke 5 T 6T 33X 3 ke U ] 2 16 B R R 1 7
JiEcE Y EC,, M 0.14 mg/L; 78 4 Fj DMI 2E R T
S rr SR SRk TR I X I 3 R A T 2 L B TR AR 1) 5
B, E 2 EC,, 23 11 0.07 mg/L, TR B B M | I T
WA | TSGR P XOT 3K 3 R B A A AR PR TR R I BE T IR Z LT
HIEC, 23 510.12.0.12 F10.39 mg/L(F2) ., Fitk, %k
5 VL e Pk T P | S 9 B T s AR R S i BT s 3

AR T B0 o
252 FRE A M AT AR R0 B Ak

SETRUTE TR A T AT TR A T 9 PR AR X 3 e
ARG S s B AP B8 S5 10 7 B A% 3 22
St Wi 7 dJS, 100 me/L S TR EE 7 s X A6 AR L
o B DR B B 8RN R 9T B A48 i R 60.16% Fil
58.54%, 100 mg/L NI ik BT i Xof 46 A SR 8 95 1) 4
B CRIIE T B R4 ) 76.429% F181.30% , 100 mg/L
AT AP A A SR I DR B SRR Y 7 BT AL
43914 65.85% F168.29% , 5514 100 mg/L X FRZG7IE)
TP BT RORRY TR (32 3) o AEAIRUE (50 mg/L)
L AR BRI 1) LR B AR A, ME e ik AT R 1)
I B RS I 5 6 e (200 mg/L) T, MH Ak ik B T 114
PRI BRI T ORI B (3R 3) 6

K2 ARREAMEERBFREBHFREANENSFSH

Table 2 Indoor virulence of different fungicides against Botrytis cinerea

P i NM-7 F#ENM-7 strain =~ NM-14 F £ NM-14 strain ~ NM-8 [ £ NM-8 strain I}Z;/?ECSO
.. 7N JT can
Fungicide Fungicide @Uﬂﬁ%‘; BC./ lElUﬂﬁE EC./ IEIUHEE EC.; ECy
category Regression R’ % Regression R % Regression R’ 5 /
. (mg/L) ; (mg/L) ) (mg/L) (mg/L)
equation equation equation
BEHAMRI  EWERE AL y=5.11+0.40x 0.90 0.54 1=5.06+0.40x 0.98 0.70 y=4.94+0.39x 0.89 139  0.88
ZUEHIHIF Boscalid
Succinate gy i y=5.04+1.13x 0.99 0.92 1=5.16+0.92x 0.98 0.68 »=537+0.97x 0.96 0.41  0.67
f:le;lylii.rogenase Fluopyram
inhibitor D
AR TR A y=5.29+0.81x 0.98 0.44 y=534+0.68x 0.99 031 y=5.06+0.74x 0.95 0.84  0.53
Benzovindiflupyr
ML 255 T y=5.0140.58x 0.98 0.98 »=4.92+0.55x 0.96 1.42 y=4.56+0.64x 0.95 4.89 243
Isopyrazam
HH AR AR T BT T y=5.2340.39x 0.97 026 »=5.37+021x 0.99 0.02 y=5.15+0.17x 0.99 0.13  0.14
JHIAERZS  Pyraclostrobin
Quinone
outside W TR y=5.49+0.51x 0.98 0.11 y=5.51+0.44x 0.97 0.07 =5.10+0.60x 0.97 0.69  0.29
inhibitor Azoxystrobin
LW TIeREm y=5.7240.66x 0.99 0.08 3=5.78+0.79x 0.97 0.10 y=6.02+1.39x 0.94 0.18  0.12
I Prothioconazole
Demethylation s J=5.8140.78x 0.96 0.11 =5.67+0.81x 0.92 0.15 =5.84+0.84x 097 0.10  0.12
inhibitor Pyrisoxazole
I e L y=5.44+1.09x 0.99 039 y=5.77+091x 098 0.14 »=5.10+0.52x 0.98 0.65  0.39
Tebuconazole
SR TR s y=5.35+0.39x 0.91 0.13 y=5.33+026x 0.98 0.06 y=5.30+0.19x 0.96 0.02  0.07
Mefentrifluconazole

X2 R FE X B 5 o A2 KA 2R LR . x: Logarithmic value of fungicide concentration; y: probability value correspond-

ing to growth inhibition rate.

3 iTig

UTAER, AE A A FPAE ", B I
RO TSN, AELE R 2 LA E T R A

TR FE A O 2 L e R M R L B TR B Sy PR M
(Sun et al.,2012) . A [F] 3 X A6 Az SR J8 5 11499 T BT
FAPE2E 5o T, 36 P4 18 v 5 3N A6 A SR 6 32
TR R N B B 1 Pythium sp. (Yu et al., 2019) , 1]
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T T A8 A SR %) T2 i TR A A 6 e T TR
F. neocosmosporiellum (fi] 2525 %5, 2023) , " [E 5 rd
A A TR 1) 3 0 I B A 8k T TR Fusarium sp.
(RI/NEAE,2020) , N R 44 46 A e 1 35 200
TR Ay it S T B AR TT B . oxysporum (B
Ji5E,2024) o AS[RIH DX AR A S99 (4005 R A A7 AE 22
St XA RE S Y H A A R ER PR R AR A R
FEeAE I REREA K. AWREE R AN ZE 8
0T AR AR SR T PR R e A TR R S i ) A 5 |
S, H A A DU I B o U R 2 O TR B A

DN A IR (R R, HOG TS DR AR AR R B
TR BB D o ARSI AT I, K
2 FEL R RE LA BRI AZ 70 AR 101 sl 22 A A Bt ke 1A
P HErP A (XIBEAE,2019) o PRI K 76 265 4
B 23 DL WIR SR, 24 A8 A e R R 1 sl
FLAEAR G, TR B - SRR B A A A0 B 3
TEER e X — R BN St AEAE R I By ifr 5K
A LT SR AL TR 1] AR T2 e R 2
FEPEAIAE SRR

®3 ARFEFNEERBERORIPHRS BRI

Table 3 Protective and curative efficacies of different fungicides against peanut pod rot

AN [E] e BE A3 B AR BE AT B
e il Protective efficacy of different concentration/% Curative efficacy of different concentration/%
Fungicide
50 mg/L 100 mg/L 200 mg/L 50 mg/L 100 mg/L 200 mg/L

L R ke T i 20.27+7.45 a 76.42+4.30 a 89.43+1.63 a 40.65+13.01a  81.30+7.09 a 92.68+2.44 a
Pyraclostrobin
S T R el 22.76+9.05 a 60.16+4.30 b 74.80+4.30 ab  19.51+£12.27a  58.54+10.16 a  86.99+0.81 ab
Mefentrifluconazole
IR TS T e 40.65+5.86 a 65.85t1.41ab  73.1748.45ab  39.0244.88 a 68.29+4.88 a 78.05+£5.08 b
Benzovindiflupyr
JE T A - 65.04+4.30 b - - 70.73+2.44 a -
Procymidone

BRI AR EZE . [RIPURIR NG FRE R R AR 257 2 (8] 28 LSD 4K 5 24 57+ . % (P<0.05) . Data are mean+SD.

Different lowercase letters within the same column indicate significant differences among different pesticides according to LSD test

(P<0.05).

] s A PR R A T 8 28 B 25 N K A At T )
ST I i N oR o L B e Ay FAN N R = R |
CXT 2 R R N S 2R R R AR T ORI R
FIBTIE (XIEFFE 5 ,2015) . ABFFEZE R R, A INSE
oy T T 0 S R 2 A T R P | SN A 7
e R 2R S R PR A 45 10 i S B TR AT 8 v 1) R
PE,EC,, 24/ 1.00 mg/L, Ho b 25 45 5 s s | sl
T T T T 0 S T AR X 3 e 3% TR 0 R B 0 SR S 4
BRI B R, 55 % B 2470 8 B R (R 25 550K 24,
I AT L S T 5 0 S SR Bk T e T B
1A KA S R A RN, WA, 2%
S5(2020 ) BHFFE 45 5L i 7R SRR R T A6 AR I B A
B BT R% ;s ZE A4 (2016) BRI 45 S5 i 7 MR e ik o
Ji X A6 A I B A B G I B 335 PN YT (2023 ) i3
AT TR LA A B bRk, R,
FEBIAACAE S B, B UK AR5 IR | Mk
] P R SRk TR R R AT 28 B A dte il Y, sl I S5 4
FAMLHIAS ] JCAE B HUE M A 2570 A T2 I, bt A

o IR S A AL T

FEE DY, CE T B T6 DR 2 0 T ) A B
7 M ik T T W G T Y W A | 2 A e A
A ARBFFT 45 S s, Ime ik DT G s o i L SR
T T A Xof K 4] 26 6 BT 14 - 341 EC, 43 391 4 0.14.,0.29
10.07 mg/L, ¥ B FACT X B BKER T L5
PR ¢ ) 24 760 T4 Y EC,, (12.27 mg/L H19.8 mg/L) (1]
UFFEE 2015 BIAEHSE,2021) FIXE [ HR K E206 B AT
3 B R AR A A R Y ECL, (5,72 mg/L) (R R iB 2L
25,2013) oy HE R AT BB, NSt BT A8 AR R
(A 736 D7 5 AT B, 9 I TR 422 Ml v 5 2477 1)
ML s AR YAl A SER %) 0 8 2 A TR R ] B AE
YRR RS AL 5 b 5 A R IR A PR
TE25

AHFFE IR T NS A6 A SR A DA S
R KA AR DA, o B A TR 72.73% , A Rk TR
e LA ik AT P R s S T e A% A 0 G S
A TR B BB R SR A 98 43 1 5 5
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R AR B AT B, T — 2P (A R ARG % N St A
7] DX 3l 3 SRR , Ko i e R A T B S M, A
117 T 5 41 02 M DX D i 8 2 B S AR At 3 itk
A, 75 T T X 2 G A A BRI — 2D i

2 % 3L #k (References)

Chi YC, Xu ML, Yang JG, Wang FL, Wu JX. 2016. First report of Rhi-
zoctonia solani causing peanut pod rot in China. Plant Disease,
100(5): 1008

Ding XX. 2011. Study on post-harvest peanut aflatoxins contamination
and risk assessment in China. PhD thesis. Beijing: Chinese Acad-
emy of Agricultural Sciences (in Chinese) [ T /Ng% . 2011, H1[E =
JEAEAE B R TR RS Y KU AT A I I 5 . WA e S
Jemt: drEgR R B

Fan WW, Li SJ, Sang SL, Zhang HY, Gao M, Wang ZY. 2024. Isola-
tion and identification of the pathogens causing peanut pod rot in
Henan Province. Chinese Journal of Oil Crop Sciences, 46(2):
377-384 (in Chinese) [JEil, 2244, RER, KM, =5, £
PRT* . 2024, 7 R4 A6 A AL IR (1) 23 8 B e . Pl
TER“#42, 46(2): 377-384]

He WW, Feng LN, Li ZY, Zhang K, Zhang YQ, Wen XL, Sun WM.
2022. Fusarium neocosmosporiellum causing peanut pod rot and
its biological characteristics. Acta Phytopathologica Sinica, 52(3):
493-498 (in Chinese) [{12525, M AHIE, =ik =, fkiE, KA H,
e, VAT . 2022, 5 IR AEAE SR IG5 A BT S 7T T b H 2B
M IR EEAER, 52(3): 493-498]

He WW, Hu PJ, Feng LN, Zhao FY, Xing DR, Han JX, Sun WM,
Wang XH. 2023. Discovery of new symptom of peanut pod rot
and analysis of its occurrence factors. Journal of Peanut Science,
52(3): 28-34, 55 (in Chinese) [/ 2545, # 12, 100 0, X XU,
JIRERE, whax AL, FMEIH, FHRRS . 2023, JEAE BB HTIGAE 09 &
BBCRAHZ 0T . e A2, 52(3): 28-34, 55]

Hu YH, Cui LK, Guo JL, Li MQ. 2020. Identification and biological
characteristics of the peanut scorch spot pathogen Leptosphaeru-
lina arachidicola. Journal of Plant Protection, 47(1): 221-222 (in
Chinese) [WIHAT, FEMTT, BRI, AHE . 2020. A EPE R
S5 78 K AW AT . AR 2R3, 47(1): 221-222]

Huangfu YH, Dai DJ, Shi HJ, Xu ZH, Zhang CQ. 2013. Study on resis-
tance of Botrytis cinerea to azoxystrobin collected from fruits and
vegetables in Zhejiang Province. Chinese Journal of Pesticide Sci-
ence, 15(5): 504-510 (in Chinese) [ & 8 4T, #AEIT, BFIHAS,
TR, HRALI . 2013, HTVLAE SR B DCE PGS WA T T (1 L 25 M T
I AR, 15(5): 504-510]

Jiang DQ, Qiu SF, He YM. 2022. Occurrence and comprehensive pre-
vention techniques of peanut rot in Muping District. Modernizing
Agriculture, (6): 11-13 (in Chinese) [32 K&, EB/0 3%, B4 0
2022, AP DXARA: AL R A 1 DL B 2 TR . BAAR A

b, (6): 11-13]

LiJ, Lu F, Jia GL. 2016. Effect of 250 g/L pyraclostrobin SC on con-
trolling peanut leaf spot. Modern Agricultural Science and Tech-
nology(6): 126, 128 (in Chinese) [4* %, & &, ¥1 [ % . 2016.
250 gL Nk P4 Tk TR T 2 727 390 977 ¥ 46 A P S ORI 9T . IR
MERHE, (6): 126, 128]

Li LY, Chen M, Luan BH, Yu XL, Zhang GH, Liu BY. 2020. Field con-
trol effect of a new fungicide mefentrifluconazole on peanut leaf
spot. Agrochemicals, 59(11): 833-834 (in Chinese) [ =, Bk
B, 2RI, TIRERN, 5K)RIL, XUPRA . 2020. 7 B A T 7R SR
TR AR B Y T RIS RGTA . 4624, 59(11): 833-834]

Li S, Chen T, Gu G, Hu ZL, Pan X, Yin CL, Huang S, Liang HY, Xiao
S, Lin ZH, et al. 2026. Identification of pathogenic species caus-
ing brown spot disease on cigar tobacco and their pathogenicity
on cultivars. Acta Agriculturae Zhejiangensis, https://link.cnki.net/
urlid/33.1151.8.20260302.1502.010 (in Chinese) [Z=4il, B, il
LR, W, BIROM, B, GRS, O R ER, A
2026. =557 A 2 L s R R S R i R R B L T
I Ak 2% )%, https:/link. cnki. net/urlid/33.1151. S. 20260302.
1502.010]

Liu JL, Tian T, Zhang RN, Lyu JH, Gao SF, Gou YF, Ren J, Sun SW.
2026. Isolation and identification of Beauveria bassiana strain Bb-
QJC2 and evaluation of its pathogenicity against the coffee berry
borer (Hypothenemus hampei). Chinese Journal of Tropical Crops,
https://link. cnki. net/urlid/46.1019. s.20260311.1728.007 (in Chi-
nese) [XI| bk, M, sk 55, BHESE, & X, AT, AR, #)
T . 2026, BR0 1 1 Bb-QUC2 (194315 %2 Kk e /1N gk
F SR RN E . AT VE 24412, https:/link.cnki.net/urlid/46.1019.
$.20260311.1728.0071-13]

Liu K, Li Y, Wang R, Ding WL. 2019. Research advance in Panax gin-
seng gray mold. Modern Chinese Medicine, 21(7): 983-986 (in
Chinese) [XI32, 485, £4%, T P . 2019. AZ K Eph i e it
& P E B2, 21(7): 983-986]

Liu XG, Fan Y, Zhao XF, Chen Z, Chen SP. 2021. Study on the occur-
rence dynamics and pathogenic factors of peanut pod rot in east-
ern Hebei. Journal of Peanut Science, 50(3): 55-60 (in Chinese)
[XNIRES, JERE, X5, Bk, MR . 2021, BEAR 0 X AE A 2RI
R A B AS SR IN 5T . 42741, 50(3): 55-60]

Liu XY, Fu DQ, Yu FY, Yang WB, Yin XX. 2020. Isolation, identifica-
tion and biological characteristics of peanut fruit rot pathogen in
Hainan Province. Jiangsu Agricultural Sciences, 48(6): 104-107
(in Chinese) [XI/NE, f1E58, RRUE, #iE, FHK: . 2020.
FIAEAE SR IE R TR A 3 B 8 M A WA RIS TR AR
2, 48(6): 104-107]

Liu YL, Gao YN, Feng G. 2015. Co-toxicity test of pyraclostrobin and
triflumizole against Botrytis cinerea. Chinese Journal of Tropical
Agriculture, 35(4): 51-54 (in Chinese) [XI 4734, &5 W4, 5 5 .
2015 Mok Pk 7 P 761 95 P ek X 25 a1 K #9110



24 WITTORAE : NS AELE SR R I A S B LA TR 5 162 24579 1 7 393

SE . ARV BLEE, 35(4): 51-54]

Shen SR, He LM, Jia CJ, Huang ZY, Wang QQ, Zhang FL, Cui KD,
Zhou L. 2025. Efficacy of Thymus mongolicus and Cinnamomum
cassia essential oil and their major components thymol and cinna-
maldehyde on peanut pod rot. Chinese Journal of Biological Con-
trol, 41(2): 446-457 (in Chinese) [ F1 B, fi] 2500, B5 %, i
FR, E7 0T, Sk e, FELEG, . 2025, @ BRI DR i
FEAE S W A A AR AL A R I BIA RCR .
HEWIBTIASAAR, 41(2): 446-457)

Sun LJ. 2023. Sensitivity of Sclerotium rolfsii to two SDHIs fungicides
and risk assessment of resistance to benzovindiflupyr. Master
thesis. Zhengzhou: Henan Agricultural University (in Chinese) [f)
JEIT. 2023, FEAE FAERIA DO PR SDHI A 7 A ettt S x
SR s | LA UE Aieai) e IR A T U mee ot VA7 o8 S DU ER T2 P
NiFNs|

Sun LJ, Na RS, Jiang CF, Cui KD, He Y, Zhao T, Zhang JJ, He LM,
Zhou L. 2023. Bioactivity and control efficacy of benzovindiflu-
pyr against Athelia rolfsii in China. Plant Disease, 107(8): 2359-
2364

Sun WM, Feng LN, Guo W, Liu DQ, Li YN, Ran LX. 2012. First
report of peanut pod rot caused by Neocosmospora vasinfecta in
northern China. Plant Disease, 96(3): 455

Wei JS, Yuan SK, Xiang BF, Zhu ZF. 2021. Resistance monitoring and
cross-resistance study of Botrytis cinerea to three fungicides.
Modern Agrochemicals, 20(1): 46-49 (in Chinese) [ZR{E ¥, =3

4, [Pk, SR IE . 2021, F Al K BE N 1R (Botrytis cinerea) X}

30 A TR AR BB W R AR B2 EE AT . BRARAR 25, 20(1):
46-49]

Yang J. 2009. Present status and outlook of peanut production and
trade in China. Journal of Peanut Science, 38(1): 27-31 (in Chi-
nese) [ . 2009. v A6 A AR T KR Gy IR S R B JE AR 2
11z, 38(1): 27-31]

Yu HW, Liu HZ, Erasmus SW, Zhao SM, Wang Q, van Ruth SM. 2021.
An explorative study on the relationships between the quality
traits of peanut varieties and their peanut butters. LWT: Food Sci-
ence and Technology, 151: 112068

Yu J, Xu M, Liang C, Zhang X, Guo Z, Wu J, Li X, Chi Y, Wan S.
2019. First report of Pythium myriotylum associated with peanut
pod rot in China. Plant Disease, 103(7): 1794

Zhou K, Xu ZL, Zeng QZ, Sun YM. 2018. Aflatoxin in peanut (oil): a
review on the contamination survey, control and elimination meth-
ods. Journal of Chinese Institute of Food Science and Technology,
18(6): 229-239 (in Chinese) [J& P, TR y= Ik, 5 PSR, Fhic B .
2018, AEZE G B M AR AR R pis g SRR . P EE
i, 18(6): 229-239]

Zhu TT. 2018. Study on the distribution, potential of aflatoxigenic
fungi and toxins contamination in peanut soils. Master thesis. Bei-
jing: Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences (in Chinese) [ 4
15 2018, ABAE LI B R R R A AT R I SR

TS YBIFSY . WA 8 3. Lt b EROE R BE]

(S 4 TRARSF)



