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Control Effects of Plant Protection UAV on Rice Diseases and Insect Pests
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233200;2.Institute of Plant Protection and Agricultural Product Quality and Safety, Anhui Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Hefei, Anhui
230031)

Abstract [ Objective] The performance, effect and pesticide utilization rate of plant protection drones and the effects of flight control addi-
tives on the control effect were explored in the control of rice diseases and insect pests.[ Method ] 200 g/L chlorantraniliprole SC, 240 g/L thi-
fluzamide SC,25% thiamethoxam WG and other agents were sprayed by plant protection UAV to control rice diseases and insect pests.[ Result ]
In the case of other conditions being consistent, the treatment effect of adding the anti-flight additive was better than that without them. Increas-
ing the amount of liquid medicine could improve the control effect. The control effect was obviously lower than that of unreduced use. The phy-
totoxicity was not detected in rice. [ Conclusion] Compared with artificial spray, plant protection UAV effectively reduced the amount of medic-

inal solution, reduced the cost of drug use, and had abroad application prospect in rice pest control.

Key words

KRR AR B AR, AR - M [ SR R 2 4
F R HLEE S R D KR E R P S HE
BN STV s 1 S PN WL o) R e I et B 1 DN
RORZE 2550 T N T 2 500 A g | e 9 e 45 i
B Y R AR IRE T ARSI Tz e, HRTEA
HLLE T [ A T U3 By 36 75 T HAT 7 2 00 A, IR Ty
i1 RV € AN R R I A UK (67 2 i ST W S ET
U5 e N [ SRS [ b R AS T V3 R s

EH L 4 3WQFI120-12(3WQF125-16) R {x
TENMURT KA A R R o s B AT WAk, I S
THELGHEATR L, BIARY T AR RGN 24 %6 K A g e
BIBIARRCR AR KR A R B2, LUYI R R AR i
FHERARL AR
1 ##57H%
L1 RBE MRS a0 A 4 U e e L e T
b, P 3R A B 25T, O KRE L BEE
TRZ) 20 em JKAE T 2019 4 5 A 25 H B, HAbR R 26 1F 5
AR S —EL
12 fmasra 2450200 o/ L G0 AR HE G B 7R
240 o/ L. WE IV Tt e A2 I 791 L 25% W6 5 8 /K 43 HORE 71 L 40% %,

HE£mHE R & EAL R A (2017YFD0O301306) ,
EBRAN EP2£(1970—), 5, ZHMERA, GRR LT, NEREYD

FHEREMRE R ETIEFRLHE A T4, « B4
BB, KEY R F RS AR,

s HHE  2020-02-16

Plant protection UAV ;Flight prevention AIDS;Rice pests and diseases ; Control effect

M DR P VR R 20% I P B R R R, b iR OK A L E
HHLBIR 250 B TR B B, B BH A S AR
H AR A RIRAL, IR . 3WQF120- 12 4 fE B I AH
PRHLCZ PR EMzs AR R G RA R o Bk . K
R, AR Y WM 900, Biiaxige . —R ALl Fa Kl KRS
SO e A5 K A B

L3 fgigit  mdkix 10 MR (R 1) K5035 5] T
201946 H8 H.7H 15 H .8 H3 H.8 H 13 Hjitiz§, H
TN FR R U B IG HAR WL 2. /MK 667 m*,
&, /NXBEVLHES

#®1 KWigit

Table 1 Experimental design
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Table 2 Pesticide name and regular dosage
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Table 3 Control effect of plant protection UAV on the first generation
of Chilo suppressalis ( Walker )
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Treatments Total number Dead heat Control effect
of plants rate // % %
@ 171.33 0.19 92.91
@) 166.67 0.19 89.08
® 174.33 0.38 82.79
@ 166.00 0.21 88.39
® 176.67 0.17 90.52
©® 171.33 0.18 90.05
@ 172.00 0.37 82.50
173.67 0.19 89.01
©) 181.67 0.18 93.30
CK 174.00 2.09 —
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Table 4 Control effect of plant protection UAV on planthopper
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Treatments Initial population  Residual worms Control effect
number // 3k 3k %
® 52.67 6.33 89.69
) 51.33 5.67 90.76
6) 53.33 11.67 80.86
@ 54.67 9.67 85.31
® 57.67 5.67 91.28
© 57.00 4.33 93.96
@ 56.33 11.67 83.14
63.00 8.67 88.47
9 56.33 3.00 95.40
CK 49.67 59.67 —
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Table 5 Control effect of plant protection UAV on rice sheath blight
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M3 Diseased plant ﬁ rﬁ}uiﬁl Control effect
Treatments Disease index

rate // % Yo
@® 5.84 1.18 77.36
@ 5.16 1.07 79.57
® 7.07 1.50 70.42
@ 5.72 1.15 76.92
&) 5.15 1.01 80.17
©® 4.39 0.88 82.69
@ 6.06 1.30 74.20
5.69 1.17 77.05
©) 4.39 0.83 83.80
CK 26.67 5.14 —
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Table 6 Control effect of plant protection UAV on rice false smut

@ 1.94 0.27 88.30
@ 1.33 0.20 90.68
©) 3.31 0.57 76.43
@ 2.33 0.35 85.37
® 1.30 0.20 91.06
©® 1.09 0.12 94.70
@ 2.33 0.40 81.74
1.96 0.27 87.54
@ 1.30 0.14 93.72
CK 13.31 231 _
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