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Effect of Bio-control Bacteria Agent 2LLN3 on Control of Rice Sheath Blight and Yield Components
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Abstract [ Objective] The aim was to verify control effect of bio-control bacteria agent 2LIN3 against rice sheath blight. [ Method ] We studied
effect of bio-control bacteria agent 2LN3 , bio-control bacteria agent 2LN3 + validamycin ,validamycin + Bacillus cereus ,validamycin and water con-
trol on control of rice sheath blight and yield components through field production test. [ Result] Bio-control bacteria agent 2LN3 + validamycin
had good control effect on rice sheath blight, and the control efficiency of two times applying after 7 days and 15 days reached 60. 85% and
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72.16% ,respectively ,which were more than control efficiency of bio-control bacteria agent 2LN3 ,validamycin + Bacillus cereus and validamycin,
while single bio-control bacteria agent 2LN3 had shorter last time of efficacy,and its control efficiency of two times applying after 15 days was
more than that of validamycin,but was decreased by 6.5% comparing with validamycin « Bacillus cereus. Compared with validamycin, the bio-con-
trol bacteria agent 2LN3 had growth-promoting effect,and could significantly improve number of productive ear,filled grain number,seed setting
rate and 1 000-grain weight. Both bio-control bacteria agent 2LN3 and bio-control bacteria agent 2LN3 + validamycin could improve yield of rice,
and significantly increase by 3.8% and 12.1% comparing with validamycin. [ Conclusion] The bio-control bacteria agent 2LN3 mixed with vali-

damycin could be used in actual production to improve control effect on rice sheath blight.
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Table 1 Control effect of each treatment against rice sheath blight

3% Data before applying drug

2jJ5 7 d 7 days after applying drug 2455 15 d 15 days after applying drug
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Treatments of diseased Disease of diseased  Disease ffect of diseased  Disease ffect
plant // % index plant // % index e 67(:; plant // % index € ‘7(03(’

Az i i 71 2LN3 Bio-control bacteria 3.71 1.11 6.32 2.17 59.21 7.71 3.98 67.40

agent 2LN3

BB 2LN3 + X 8 Bio-con- 3.83 1.13 6.09 2.12 60. 85 7.16 3.46 72.16

trol bacteria agent 2LN3 + validamycin
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cereus
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Y 7K X% i Water control 3.61 1.06 15.56 5.08 24.68 11.66
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Table 2 Effect of each treatment on yield components of rice
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A/hm? S e ’ 2
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A Bl 7] 2LN3 Bio-control bacteria agent 2LN3 320.55 b 132.51 123.67 a 93.33 a 25.35b 10 049.35
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Note: Different lowercases at the same column indicated that there was significant difference at 0.05 level
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Fig.1 Effect of each treatment on rice yield
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