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Tablel. Combined Analysis of variance for the results of West Azerbaijan and Khuzestan field

experiments.

Source of Variance DF Mean of squares F value

Disease Index Yield Disease Index Yield
Location 1 12.97 2483.77 37.03** 28.80**
Treatment 4 13.47 1207.23 249.17** 18.94**
Location x Treatment 4 2.24 488.83 18.89** 6.35**
CVv - 17.58% 16.40% - -

** significant at 1% level, ns Not significant
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for the results of West Azerbaijan field experiment.

Source of Variance DF Mean of squares F value

Disease Index Yield Disease Index  Yield
Block 3 0.059 40.079 1.19"™ 1.23™
Treatment 4 3.64 909.075 73.6" 27.997
Error 12 0.049 32.475 - -
CV - 15.99% 12.15% - -

** significant at 1% level, ns Not significant

Table3. Mean comparison for the results of West Azerbaijan field experiment.

Treatment Disease Index (0-5 scale) Yield (Ton/hec)
Ortiva Top (1.25 I/h) 0.60° 62.55 a
Ortiva Top (1.00 I/h) 0.92 " 45.83 ™
Ortiva Top (0.75 I/h) 1.05 ™ 36.25
Carbendazim (0.5 kg/h) 1.27° 58.10
Control 3.05° 26.15 ¢
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Table 4. Analysis of variance for the results of Khuzestan field experiment.
Source of Variance DF Mean of squares
Disease Index Yield
Block 3 0.421 175.629
Treatment 4 12.074 917.55
Error 12 0.123 93.886
CcVv - 13.38% 15.42%
** Significant at 1% probability level, ns: Not significant
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Table5. Mean comparison for the results of Khuzestan (Safiabd) field experiment.
Treatment Disease Index (0-5 scale) Yield (Ton/hec)
Ortiva Top (1.25 I/h) 0.88 ¢ 73.58°
Ortiva Top (1.00 I/h) 1.25 73.55°
Ortiva Top (0.75 I/h) 1.90°¢ 73.50°
Carbendazim 3.63" 52.00°
Control 5.00° 4150°
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Abstract:

Cercospora leaf spot causes quantitative and qualitative damages to the sugar beet production in some
provinces and testing new fungicides to control this disease is necessary. In this research, Ortivatop
(azoxystrobin-difnoconazole SC 32.5%) fungicide was evaluated against the disease caused by
Cercospora beticola in West Azerbaijan and Khuzestan provinces of Iran. Treatments included Ortiva top
at three doses (1.25 1 and 0.75 I/hec), Carbendazim at 0.5 kg/hec and no fungicide control. The design of
the experiments was randomized complete block design (RCBD) with five treatments and four
replications. Fungicide application was performed after observation of the first symptoms of the disease
as circular leaf spots. Disease evaluation was done in different treatments based on a 0-5 disease severity
index scaling. In addition to the disease, the yield of sugar beet root for each treatement was also
determined at the harvesting time. According to the results, in West Azarbaijan province, Ortiva top at
1.25 and 1 I/h were the most effective treatments and reduced the disease severity by 80% and 70%
respectively. With regard to the yield, Ortivatop at 1.25 and 1 I/h were also significantly effective and
resulted in 55 and 43% increase in the yield respectively. In Khuzestan province, results indicated that all
fungicides reduced the disease severity significantly and the most effective treatments were Ortivatop at
1.25 and 1 I/h with 82 and 75% disease reduction respectively. Regarding the yield, all three doses of
Ortiva top were significantly effective and increased the yield by 44% compared to the control.
Keywords: West Azerbaijan, Khuzestan, Cercospora beticola, Chemical control.
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