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W E. £RA3%(Elaeocarpus rugosus) Fa R B4 (Elaeocar pus hainanensis) ¥ 4 I — #
MR BER R T HERE, ANALRBRRANE, £ AN T HREFHABARA ST I
FHRGHBME, AHARARGFEAAN, BLARS B EERDEELE, KERAERE

WAF S BEBREAR., BEVEFHERS TEL T, HZZRRAALELABB A
7c % ¥ (Pseudocryphonectria elaeocarpicola), £ E N A fHkXIEP, RABALAE KR
FEME SAFAAN T RBRAQIHER, FET SHARAMNHLEAEARBAKEE O F
B, BREF, 50U SRS Z ARG ESRE, L ECoEH 0.015 pg/ml, FHAH 2257
IRR Hy 15.6 % R 3R (ECs, A 0.022 pg/ml) ., 2.5% %% B B (EC;, # 0.030 pg/ml) . 43% %, = Bf
(ECs A 0.044 pg/ml), 45% =k % Bz (EC;, 4 0.053 pg/ml) fo 10% % B ¥ 2 % (EC,, #
0.092 pg/mL), A8¥Z T, 50 %" B M 3T % B k69 & 1 5% 35 EC 4 & & 592.650 pg/ml.,
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Abstract: A novel lethal bark canker disease has been observed in Elaeocarpus rugosus and E.
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hainanensis. To identify the pathogen and investigate its effective control agents, a pathogenic
strain was isolated from diseased tissues using tissue isolation and in vivo inoculation methods.
Based on morphological characteristics and molecular identification, the pathogen was deter-
mined to be Pseudocryphonectria elaeocarpicola. In indoor fungicide screening experiment, the
mycelial growth rate method was used to evaluate the inhibitory effects of eight fungicides on
the pathogen. The toxicity assessment results indicated that 50% carbendazim had the strongest
toxicity against P. elaeocarpicola, with an ECs value of 0.015 pg/mL. Other effective fungi-
cides, in descending order of toxicity, were 15.6% propiconazole (EC;, = 0.022 pg/mL), 2.5%
fludioxonil (ECs;, = 0.030 pg/mL) . 43% tebuconazole (EC;, = 0.044 pg/mlL) . 45% prochloraz
(ECs = 0.053 pg/mL) and 10% difenoconazole (ECs, = 0.092 pg/mL). In contrast, 50%
boscalid exhibited the weakest toxicity, with an EC;, value as high as 592.650 pg/ml. This
study lays a theoretical foundation for the development of effective and scientific control strate-
gies, which holds significant theoretical and practical value for the protection of E. rugosus . an
important landscape tree species.
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BRI (Elaeocar pus apiculatus) K AE (E. hainanensis) » J& ¥ 9B} (Elaeocarpaceae)
3@ (Elaeocarpus) , s34 TR . = H7AR, A MR B % 0 i bk 2R RRE ¥ 19
R A R, 2 P MR AR AL R0 R AR P 2 — . )T AR M DX R T B A Bl S BR AR
DL R A 25N 3RS B AR . SR, 2020—2022 4F, TN, TRYIN L AR ZE S b I T 4 1 A
T — T B RN BOIE MR e W5t 9z 0 - AR I B b e L R, TR . BT SR BB AR A AT B
PR R R0 DR A S BORE R B T e G I S R R AN ARG BE L TN T 43t X
AR ARG F 8000 A L, AHFEAIAH] 15,3800 ~ 62.50 06", 53 iy Aol A el A st i A 77 R A
BRI 2Tk . 2022 4F, Huang 55 B SHFEK ITS L LSU . tef 1., rpb2 2 I R
Ge Ok E o3 AT DN S s o TR R TR BT R, A 44 O AR 0 A= R B A R 78 T (Pseudocry-
phonectria elaeocarpicola) . % H )& T TR ] (Ascomycota) 2 5% B 49 (Sordariomycetes) 3§
6 B W 9W (Sordariomycetidae) [8] BE 72 B H (Diaporthales) @ A4k 72 FF (Cryphonectriaceae) . @M
ARFERHE & 2R 5 R AR AR W) il 22 5005t 0 19 R LT B A0 B SEE W (Cry phonectria para-
sitica) MBI 90 (Celoporthe eucalypt) 5, FIeJ@ MY FEMIE Amphilogia gyrosa 4=
SR H Y 22 6 M AL E (Elaeocar pus dentatus) B K359 75 LA K B A\ o5 72 B4 B0 7 i 5% A 9% A fR
B I R 58 TR 5 | A 1 L A

Xof Ak 2R AR B A AR 7E B B WE ST . TS AL TR AP B B, 32 AR v AR AR A R I R B 1 I E
A DR 2 0 P 0T 2 W A U TR . R R A SR A A Rk DN T R e R e i T A
wAERRIE . AR W pH E5EY R vk, IRl RO R R O R IR T B . SRR
B, LS 92 5 o i T il AR R B R TV PR TE R L FLBE RN 4R Sk, AU B PRI RE R A
pH R 4.0, il A KR R 30 °C, B4R & BT L FEE (Elaeocar pus sylvestris) HE A 2
WiPE. Yang 55U FIH DNBSEQ Fil PacBio - 5 % Ft 3 Az R Bet A 205 5 B AT 17 4 56 H 41 )Y
I 2% B0 i R OB BE O DR O TR O AL R AR E B A R B R RN e A . B
X 1S E AN T A TR, Bl A S T A R W RAA-CRISPR/Cas12a-LFD £ 1K & .
HAT L BE By ik B | e S L o R RN B 4R A SR AR S TR B A Bk 2 S 5w A I
B 037 5T 0 AL SESE I TE ARSI, Ry A LI I A U R T R EHOR SR . B TR R
LT Jr Ak B 2 5 A 27 B 3 24 70 07 Ak O . AR ST R R AR e alifh . MR EUR . IR
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P 22 A AR, PG T 22 0 3% 11 R0 0 AL D AR IR B A SR e RT3 0 /78 48 s AR A iR B A
AR T 24 R U O 2 R B ORI BRI R e MERY B IR 25 R, O R IR E B SR A AT
S 1) B 42 5 s B HAR 0

1 MBERZE
1.1 REENSBS4K

R RE SR AR T M T R v X B 10 ZR RS B (22.78°N, 113.56°E) & 9w 19 B J AE 3 3% 7. K Y
ZEFLER B HAY RS2 00 w4 B . YO {2 2 A8 B AL BB R AR (29 5 mm X5 mm X 2 mm) .,
WO TC TR KT VEAE i R 22 BT, 20 AR AN AL B 1 min, 70 %0 ALFE 1 min, &5 HI TG
KGR 3 W, IFAENRAR BT s Kl Ve ar pRE i FH R AR K 2 A K 43 BT A A B
i (PDA) -4 b o 7E 30 'C. BEERM T 2 d /i AR w75 . PR 88 22 5 3 3000
PDA V- FRHESR 7 d, AR EE S B s DT IR i, 153 Y 4R 7 NSHLS-DY-1,
1.2 S EEKRNBURMENE

TEHER 20T, BUASEEMAE PDA b, BT 30 C&M T3 7 d 19803 B (0 A s B AR K
PP 77527 Chen S5 I T A FEAE B FIH 5 mm THLESAE B R WE 5 mm 1 1 4F
A D ZEBEERYY 20 cm ST AL, BRERW T IR WL, SRS FH VG BC XF 7 ) 47 L #% BUAS 97 S 055 5t 7 7
V. WA WK — A TR U2 A s TR PDA SEARVE R B  $5 5 parafilm $f 18 &
F, BWE 3 E A, IS WS B R AL T S i i B0 s 08 Ak FC 2k U)o DA o 728 v i) 2H 21 633 0
B O3 B 2 A B O D B 0 B0 R
1.3 FREHEEE
1.3.1 HE%ER

K R B B B E T PDA 53838 I, 76 30 CAM TR, HER B FEEEH ., b Tik—
AZD VR 2 SR 7 N e o1 e IR (0 e 1 s e S U | PN L S i R SR B R i W SR TR
Beak g b 100 A5 I BT 7E 3 8] 8 2O0 U (DMIS, Pk K/ Leica) T WLEEIF 41 .
1.3.2 4T %5%

SRR AHE WS, R SDS & $& Btk 2L 41 DNA; LR EUR 55 41 DNA Sk
B, SR G149 TTS4 M ITS5M HE4T PCR U3, 514 dr Jb st SRV A= W 45 R A R A /A
WMo 50 pL WK ZF . 10 mmol/L ANTP Mix 1 pL.. Phanta Max Super-Fidelity DNA Polymer-
ase 1 pLL, 5 pmol/L IE A 5414 1 pL. 2 X Phanta Max Buffer 25 pL.. DNA 42 (10 ng)1 pL.
ddH,O M2 % 50 pL, PCR W FESF: 95 ‘C#HiAEPE 3 min; 95 ‘CAEM: 15 s, 55 ‘CiB K 30 s,
72 CHIEM 1 min, 34 NEH; feJm 72 CHEM 5 min. ¥ 8™ Y 200 BN BE K HL UK RS
DNA F Bt. Hrf rDNA ITS §" 8 5 (9 A Bt 2 600 bp. ¥4 H YA BLAY PCR =¥ 1% 24t s R}
Bl AE W B AR A B "I, D P 45 )7 91 4E GenBank H1i# 47 BLAST Xt , I Mega 7.0
BAFLA Clustal X i #EAT Z 750 LU X DA A R R G0k B A, ff o TR PR 1) 23 S b o
1.4 #HFERFHNUE

R TV 22 A= K AR I 8 Al 2% B 00 X o D o e 0 kR T o 8 A it e 25 e T AR 2 000
pg/mL BB . A TC B K 64T 2R 50 AR R 38 2k 303 50 A5 1) A 3 24 700 6 AN ()99 I 1 A Ak
T FR . WREE R . G L S TR L DN B M R R ik PR R R G MR BE Ol 0.1, 0,05, 0.025, 0.012 5,
0.006 25 pg/mL; BEEEHR R FNWE H 10, 5, 2.5, 1.25, 0.625 ng/mlL; ZHE R RFNWE K 10, 5,
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2.5, 1.25, 0.625, 0.312 5 pg/mL; BEMER L R FNHEZ N 1 000, 800, 400, 200, 100, 50 pg/mL
(£ D, Hl# 7525 PDA 85585, B4R, &M, ¥ ER 5 mm 098 PFHER 2] 45 25 Rz B iR
VAl b BT 30 CARMFTR SR, BB 3 WE K, FEFR 6 d IR, X BRI B VR K T
Mo R 57 28 S 43 i) T i 4% Ak B ) TR 9 LA
THE A5 Ak B B2 (Y A 5 . R R = O BRI 3 K B — A B VR 1 K AR /0 R VR
B EAR X100% . R H SPSS 8 Probit SR EE S MIAT7 8 y = ax b I RE - M550
il R B ECs, B A b oAy 24 590 e B2 1 X 450 A AN A Ay o O 41 TR SR, DT O 3 H ) R B 7k
Ji T 1) 90 BT RE T

x1 HIANRERKE

25500 44 Bk ZiRNE = T il MR E/ (pg » mL™D)
50% BE Ik B i K 43 BORL R WG B A AR B (L) B BRA 1 000, 800, 400, 200, 100, 50
50% WE B R K 5 WOk WG TLBA IR R Ak 2 A A B2 7 10, 5. 2.5, 1.25, 0.625
2.5 % MG ETEH SE SeIE S M EEY R A R A E 0.1, 0.05, 0.025, 0.012 5, 0.006 25
43% [ R IE ] SE FEHAEYR (P ED A R A 0.1, 0.05, 0.025, 0.012 5, 0.006 25
15.6 % NI MEFLIH EC SEIE S MBI R A R A FE 0.1, 0.05, 0.025, 0.012 5, 0.006 25
1096 2Rk B IR e oK o BORL Rl WG SEIE S MY R A IR A 0.1, 0.05, 0.025, 0.012 5, 0.006 25
45% WREE R K LA EW VLR F A A A A PR 7 0.1, 0.05, 0.025, 0.012 5, 0.006 25
50% Z W RIAKSERLF WG L =R 254 BR 2 10, 5, 2.5, 1.25, 0.625, 0.312 5
2 ERE55W

2.1 REBRGHRHEENERGE

BERAE D B B ARAE B R AL DEL FREAP 14 d 5, I 1 Al g0, BIRAL LN B AREUE, 1
Y1V TP AR G R 15 9 e B (IR L) o B A L7 AR SRR AE R A A A8 AR (IR LD s T4 R
PDA #5553 1 25 U0 B 2 i 3 b o Bk I B Rt B AR AR g i SO s ol . al i, &
TR ) B A S 0 AR IR , HRRAE 5 AR TA] A AR LB Ta) s 577 A2 1 SE AR S5 44 i AH {81
(F1b) s J3 4k, HeR G Fr B i 3G 32 ) S5 4R VR B R — 2, 002 R BEOR 232 31 B A o 7 B
WG IR . BOUE T AR ECIE I . M. BE AR NSHLS-DY-1 2 FE 3 5t 97 96 5 T B A 2506 B

Yy
&d
S
Ay
a0
0%
& Y
Ld
§ L -;'4/ v
e e L RN ASaeT 2 ol
a~b. BRI BB N RFBER c~d. BEFTEFNH R 14 dJE 1R RRER

A1 Z2RAEZGHBINERESHEH 4 NSHLS-DY-1 =45 %
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22 MERGBRFREENETE
2.2.1 BEERE

Wtk NSHLS-DY-1 7£ PDA i 7@ 3 b & 000 0 1, 5557 10 d J5 8 872 o 1 6 (18
2a), JEBUEAEIAR, HW o B (& 2b) . R s s R EY, T, i
o w2 INAAR G 200, 77 768 240 J R B (B 2dD), BRI TE . A3 5l J0 98 K T a5 . AR 90 747 Bk
NSHLS-DY-1 WIEARHE . bR S FRAE 5 SCHR b AR 2B 1k — 2,

L £
MBS c~d. PDA_ BB TR

a. PDA FE% B4

b. PDA L

B2 Wik NSHLSDY-1 #8442

2.2.2 HTEE

BLAST X255 2B, Witk NSHLS-DY-1 9 rDNA ITS J3 51 5 #5954 {5 B A 2R 5 B 19 4
RIMEY KL 99% . F— P WERE L TN, KIE K NSHLS-DY-1 545 A= B B o5 72 3 (NC-
BI 731 % 55 4 NR182598. D RAE[ — 40 32 L ( 3)., B, 456 8 & F R E A 0 F 46 5 45
B, HE R NSHLS-DY-1 M3 A R B AR 72 B (Pseudocry phonectria elaeocarpicola) .

MHB843497.1 Cryphonectria parasitica
AY141856.1 Cryphonectria parasitica

EU442657.1 Cryphonectria naterciae

97 EU442655.1 Cryphonectria naterciae

NR 182598.1 Pseudocryphonectria elaeocarpicola
PQ835707.1 NSHLS-DY-1

KY929338.1 Chrysomorbus lagerstroemiae
KY929330.1 Chrysomorbus lagerstroemiae

61| | AF452112.1 Cryphonectria radicalis

L90 AF452111.1 Cryphonectria radicalis

DQ368756.1 Ursicollum fallax
89 " DQ368755.1 Ursicollum fallax
AY624186Isaria javanica

0.10

B3 AF rDNA ITS 57 # &6 H 4 NSHLS-DY-1 2 %2 F #F

23 ARBFIMMHELEBBEAFZTERERNSANE

K TR 22 A A R AR I T 8 A A% AR R 2 Pk s A 2 05t 9 o TR I B 0, R 2 A, 0
BRI X 50 % 2 B R UK WO Fl WG R m U, H EC, &/, 24 0.015 pg/mL, HIKJE 15.6 %
PRI, ECso R 0.022 pg/mL; J3 40, XF 2.5 Y0 MG TRIIE . 43 Y0 IGMEBE | 45 26 BREE % . 10 06 ik F 2R
M 1 26 I AL RS L HE EC, 43914 0,030, 0.044, 0.053, 0.092p2g/mLs 1M X BE Bk B e () Sk %6
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\a=!

L G R

B

%ﬁ%%a ;H\: ECgoﬂ‘:’ 592.650 yg/mLo JH:’ %ﬁﬁ%ﬁg%i\ ﬁ‘:jﬂ:uﬂé\ ﬂ%
4 o K Bk P B I 3o A A RS Rz 350 8 A R Y 7 A

R2 SHMAAFNERAREMNERHRFERANENEN

2550 24 B ECs/(pug » mL™1) R pR AR X2 (db P

50 % WE B B K 4 ORI WG 592.650 0.52240.108 2.983(8) 0.935
45% WK fif B K 2L K EW 0.053 1.59140.122 66.262(8) 0.903
13% IRWEEEE TR SE 0.044 2.54440.144 3.393(8) 0.907
50% Z W RAKSBRH WG 0.015 0.94340.076 1.345(8) 0.995
2.5 Y M BNERIE R SE 0.030 1.9204+0.115 5.036(8) 0.754

10 %6 R ik B S e K 23 Ok WG 0.092 1.10240.107 1.227(8) 0.996
15.6 % PP ML EC 0.022 1.36240.104 1.726(8) 0.988

50 % WE AR K 53 BORL R WG 3.161 0.27140.094 0.435(8) 1.000

3 it

¥ (Elaeocarpus spp.) AIE A ra H DX Lt vk A bR il S BE A S8 A, 76 X3 & E MW
R IR EZE SN, FEES T S sl g b)) iz, BEARESNESSRZ M0
H . UEARSK, AR A5 Ml R Lk BB AL O KA AR R A T E AT B e, R R
PR fEFEME KRR A, RO E A, AW — bk B SRR S R 43 B9 R 15 09 T Ak NSHLS-
DY-1, MRHEA A G ] 38 ok [l 42 3 9 ik 5 KA SO R 7, IR TB WS M 1TS J¥ 41 LX), 1)
B H O B AR R R AR FE T . 5 Huang %55 BRI I8 45 R — 2L

L3 A B B A 72 T SR B B A AR 72 BF (Cryphonectriaceae) » %Rk 5 2 09 AR K 9% I B
4 » Gryzenhout 55" Fl Suzuki 55-7 48 27 £, CHGE MBI 14 B 100 KFARAFY) .
FIE H AT HOE 0 % FBHIE I G A IR 528 (Cryphonectria) . 3 B A IR 52 J& (Chryso-
porthe) . BB IRFEIE (Celoporthe) . IRBRNIR5EJE (Corticimorbus) . 4 B\ IR 72 J& (Chryso-
morbus) FFH H Rk B Az B B AR 58 AR P R I RGE B BB 2 SR AT T A 1 B
MR e I TR AT A B AR ST T, R TR E MO A A R R, R R T e H REEY .
RS T i R R, B R O AR AR IE T, 20 HE 2200 200 B A 2 R W S 38 U LR
DN SRR R AR sl > o b 55 AR Tl AR 7 Ml W I A 35

BEXT B2 AR 78 Bk 2 2 SR SRR 75 T IS, H TR SR R AR e PR . B
TR A 25 50, A HE SR A A . SUAR AT 2 T R T R R DL R R R i AR
Gonzalez-Varela % MR T 6 PR 25 [ FOpR F;. PN FRME | WA B I . AR S5 UEBERE . 2 5 R + P
W HURE M 2 DMI R IR + 208 R SR 40 B A8CR . e BTN PR O B A AR R
B B FE S AR N W RE I L E B K. Trapiello % #F— 5 IE 5L, 7 BRI 45 = g 2 XF
SRR AR R SOR et . AR S T RS R SRS B A SR ST I AL F 250 PR T 8 A
FH 28 B A0 A 3 A (R B A TR SE IR AR AP B2 1. R 500 2 R . 15.6 Y0 I AWK L 2.5 26 IS T
A3 0 NI L 10 Yo A Tt PP B e 45 24 300 ) o Dl o EL AT S 2 AR AR T S SR B R 4FEE 1 K-, T
UL B985 55 SR 3 B DA s 7 T 24 500 BRI e S — B, X 22 TR R = 2 24 5 R I A 1 24
YU . AHOCHTFE R, xS 2 5] 2 S0 i T B AN A . B A 22y RO B e
BEL BT fi6 42 1000 30 08 55 R HEAE

W T T b A Tk R R O I R G2 T YZ N P T A W B YA Y T R I R A )
J&F SDHI ZE A B . & B 5 2 Fhoit o s i B0 08 1) 22 F B, BB 4 G ARk E &
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Y11 (2 BRES A 0 A (Q 7 A5 BEITS B B I W A FH T . B — A% SDHIT % B8 50 Cl B 1k B B
WL A it B T L BRGSO IR OR G M. AR R A, ML T, BE R e . WE B
i Xt A % A A B A R 58 B R I B OR 4825, T RE T SDHI & T 07 a5 R 5 M R B 70 X AL 9
A A B DA AR 76 TR A0 R B TR SR B 2% . DRI o A R R g o R T Bl MR B S B b, MR TR L BE R
R ANAE Ry S 2 s T e B HEE T 24

Cheradil S8 T 4 i TR 0 0B DK + B Tk 0 i . % A iR+ R Jik Y PR | Score 250
EC-Z8 ik HY 24 e 1 — i =4 2 A ) 6 A S X BE 8995 5 7, R I Score 250 EC-Z4% figk FH 24 1 i1 v
] i+ R ik FE S I S L T BT 22 A K A o A T ek . Derelli 55500 0 A 5% & B0 N e ik 14 g 5 e
T AT 1 522 T 1 500 RE AR 0 i SRR 1 AR . RT UL, fF SR 5 SDHIT 28 2% 1 71 4 e I 1 e
W TR T 2 L RE A AP S B AR S TR I 2 W O . RS A, B i — g R SR
SDHT 2 % B 71 &2 e X A S B8 s i B VR 80 . Do A, ARWESE 2 3 TARSM W 2 A= K ifil, sz |
() B 2L ik, J5 2 i — D I R RS A S 0w, W it 2 vk L IR AL T A &, JFaE— 20T
A 095t 24 05 6 DR TR P 2 ME R R KRS . £8 B R, A AR BN IR SE TR TR B2 e 42 B | X
o i B A R L, O TR S HAEAN A B . AW SR e I U S 250 e B A A T e K
P, IR e m R iR 5 A S L AL 2 T 2Rk,

Sk
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