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brown urediniospores from the plant’s epidermis (Kokalis





this compound’s affinity towards electrons (Dekalb Asgrow Deltapine, 2021). 



haem iron of the cytochrome P450 sterol 14α‐demethylase (CYP51), interfering with the 

QoI fungicides (FRAC codes 11 and 11A) act at the Quinone ‘outer’ binding site of the 



fungicides alone is not adequate. The study’s objective was to determine the effect of 









Chlorothalonil’s multisite mode o

EU’s Standing Committee on Plants, Animals,







𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  1001 + exp − (𝐹𝑙𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑑𝑎 1 − 10 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 − 6.06720.79750 ) 
sAUDPC = ((2nd obersvation−1st obs)2 ∗ (𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑑𝑎𝑦𝑠 𝑏𝑒𝑡𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑛                        𝑜𝑏𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 ) + ((3𝑟𝑑 𝑂𝑏𝑠−2𝑛𝑑 𝑜𝑏𝑠)2 ∗

(𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 … )) + (((4𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠−3𝑟𝑑 𝑜𝑏𝑠)2 ) ∗ (𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 … )) + (((5𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠−4𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠)2 ) ∗ 𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 … ) +
(((6𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠−5𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠)2 ∗ 𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 … )

transformed using the natural log. Tukey’s post hoc analyses were conducted to distinguish 

√MSW(1/n1 +  1/n1)    











a = Differences between treatments based on Tukey’s Post hoc test 



a = Differences between treatments based on Tukey’s Post hoc test 



each leaflet, with a maximum of 30 leafspots c = Differences between treatments based on Tukey’s Post hoc test d = 



on Tukey’s Post hoc test c = Analysis conducted using ln 



a = Differences between treatments based on Tukey’s Post hoc test 









–





sAUDPC = ((2nd obersvation−1st obs)2 ∗ (𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑑𝑎𝑦𝑠 𝑏𝑒𝑡𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑛                        𝑜𝑏𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 ) + ((3𝑟𝑑 𝑂𝑏𝑠−2𝑛𝑑 𝑜𝑏𝑠)2 ∗
(𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 … )) + (((4𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠−3𝑟𝑑 𝑜𝑏𝑠)2 ) ∗ (𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 … )) + (((5𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠−4𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠)2 ) ∗ 𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 … ) +
(((6𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠−5𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑏𝑠)2 ∗ 𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 … )

√MSW(1/n1 +  1/n1)    
effects of treatments or differences among means indicates P ≤ 0.05. 











increased infectiveness involved sulfur’s effect on the fungal rather than the plant. 

and storing them in the refrigerator at 40℉. Three different methods were used to transfer 





spore’s germ tube number, percent branching, total hyphal length and spore size were assessed.  
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