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Evaluation on Control Efficacy of the Chemical Agent against Huanglongbing Using Real-time PCR
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Abstract
Liberibacter asiaticus (Las) in citrus leaf and fruit peel tissues which were sprayed Juyeqing were detected by using real-time PCR. [ Result]The

(Institute of Plant Protection, Guangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Guangxi Key Labo-
[ Objective | To evaluate the control efficacy of chemical agent Juyeqing in field trial. [ Method ] The copy numbers of Candidatus

copy numbers of Las in citrus tissues obviously decreased, in leaf tissues with 35-fold decline, and in fruit peel tissues with 7-fold decline. [ Con-
clusion | The chemical agent Juyeqing has good control efficacy against huanglongbing, and could effectively control the development and prolifer-

ation of Las in citrus tissues.
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Table 1 Test results of pathogen content in leaf tissue

s L C— o i o fi Ty i P L T U
Treatment Sample Ct, value Ct, value Ct, value Average Copy number Average copy

No. ! 2 3 Ct value ¥/l number // $% 01/ L
X1 Control D, 20.50 20.36 20.26 20.37 584 748.55 125 882.69

D, 29.08 29.03 29.44 29.18 2 562.38

D, 32.24 33.18 32.71 32.71 291.47

D, 24.74 24.58 24.67 24.66 41 551.82

D, 32.86 32.63 33.21 32.90 259.26
WA - E, 32.11 32.18 32.16 32.15 411.63 3492.24
Spray Juyeqing E, 33.17 33.62 33.34 33.38 193.26

E, 26.30 26.65 26.64 26.53 13 149.43

E, 28.88 29.06 29.12 29.02 2 833.77

E; 31.21 30.86 30.72 30.93 873.14
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Table 2 Test results of pathogen content in fruit peel tissue

s i I o, fi o e B A
Treatment Sample Ct, value Ct, value Ct, value Average Ct value Copy number Average copy

No. ! 2 3 ° ¥/l number // $% 01/ L
X1 Control F, 22.86 22.82 22.85 22.84 127 579.58 211 212.88

F, 33.29 32.61 33.00 32.97 248.82

F, 19.64 19.82 19.81 19.76 855 151.54

F, 26.17 25.85 25.77 25.93 19 033.53

Fs 24.25 24.39 24.07 24.24 54 050.95
WA - G, 33.42 35.57 34.09 34.36 105.42 27 300.69
Spray Juyeqing G, 22.70 22.71 22.85 22.75 134 856.85

G, 31.76 31.48 31.32 31.52 606.94

G, 31.18 31.34 31.17 31.23 725.73

Gs 34.01 33.20 32.55 33.25 208.52
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Table 3 Relative synthetic standard uncertainty component

Source of uncertain- .
iy Uncertain dophos
component %

T & Repeated Uy (x) 0.62

measurement

FE b AL B PRI S AR ua (V) 0.58

Sample processing TRl Y $EBOF R w,.(V,) 0.12
AR
FE S RE BARTR u,(Vs) 1.20
R (V) 1.34

FE 5 R & Sample u,,(m) 0.23

weighing

FRAETR R 5 0.1 mL /3 W i u(Vir) 1.20

Preparation of 5.0 mL 43 )8 WA uy (Vi) 0.29

standard solution 5 mL A (V) 0.23
10 mL 243 wa(Vy) 0.12
AR u,(V,) 1.26

Y e A VR 0 TR U, (As) 0.40

Instrument stability 5 Sl VA VR I 1 FH u,,(A) 0.52
B u,,(A,) 0.66

B AR UEANT 5 i (@) 2.06
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