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Optimization of field evaluation of resistance of sugar beet cultivars
to cercospora leaf spot
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Table 1 Mean comparison of resistance of sugar beet cultivars to Cercospora leaf spot. at 4 recording date ( scale: 1-9 )

) i firstnoted gl (g b, cuslol second noted pg> ()b, bl third noted pgw ()b, bl forth noted g o> (gl el
::;) Va:f;ty O 4 (B0 Lpd ddojl O h o Lpdadoe O 4o Lpd ol O 4 (Mol dnd Aoy
Plot score Plant score Plot score Plant score Plot score Plant score Plot score Plant score
1 W-114 3.5a 3.35a Sab 5.5a 4.5ab 4.25ab 2.75ab 2.65a
2 HM - 1832 2.5ab 2.4ab 4.75abc 4.55abc Sa 4.75a 2.25ab 2.2a
3 H 9901 3.5a 2.6ab 3.75bcd 3.8bcde 3.25cd 3.65abc 2.5ab 2.25a
4 Ranger 2.5ab 2.8ab 5.5a S5.1ab 3.75bed 3.45bc 2.75ab 2.4a
5 261 2.5ab 2.5ab 3.75bed 4bcd 3.5bed 4.2ab 3.25a 2.55a
6 Gina 1.5ab 1.85ab 3.5bcde 3.45cde 3.5bed 3.05bc 2.5ab 2.5a
7 SX1 2ab 1.65b 3.5bede 3.15def 3.25¢cd 3.25bc 2b 1.85a
A Bronco 2ab 2.18ab 3.75bed 3.7cde 4.25abc 3.7abc 2.5ab 2.15a
9 Puma 2ab 1.9ab 3de 2.8def 3.75bed 3.5bc 2.75ab 2.35a
10 Monohikari 1.5ab 1.75ab 2.75de 2.45¢ef 3.5bed 2.7c 2.5ab 1.8a
11 Aura 1b 1.6b 3.25cde 3.5cde 3.25 3.2bc 2.5ab 2.45a
12 FD 0018 1b 1.3b 2e 2.05f 2.75d 2.7¢c 2b 1.8a
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Table 2 Mean comparison of resistance of sugar beet cultivars to Cercospora leaf spot in 4 recording date ( scale: 0 — 5)

firstnoted Jql g)byp caslol second noted ped (g)by sl third noted pgw o)y cusbsl,  forth noted gl (gl cuilasl

) ) o a myeny | umer 4 (R 0yed ) Ry 4 B3 0ye A B3 0ye ) ,
T i S T e O e
Plant score Plot score Plot score Plant score Plot score
1 W-114 1.75a 1.275a 2ab 2.2a 1.75ab 1.525ab .875ab 2.65a
2 HM - 1832 1.25ab .975abc 1.75abc 1.625abc 2a 1.75a .625ab 2.2a
3 H 9901 1.25ab 95abc 1.625abcd 1.25¢d 1.125¢ 1.275bc .75ab 2.25a
4 Ranger 1.25ab 1.2ab 2.125a 1.9ab 1.375bc 1.2bc .875ab 2.4a
5 261 1.125abc .8abcd 1.375bcd 1.325bcd 1.375bc 1.4abc 1.125a 2.55a
6 Gina .875abc .8abed 1.25cde 1.1cde 1.25bc Ic .75ab 2.5a
7 SX1 .75bc .6abcd 1.25¢cde .975cde 1.125¢ 1.15bc .5b 1.85a .
8 Bronco .75bc .65abcd 1.375abed 1.35bcd 1.625abc 1.375abc .75ab 2.15a g
9 Puma .75bc .525bcd 1.125¢cde .825de 1.5bc 1.2bc .875ab 2.35a %‘x
10 Monohikari .526bc Acd le .8de 1.25bc 1.05¢ .75ab 1.8a b
11 Aura .Sbc 475cd 1.25cde lcde 1.125¢ 1.225bc .75ab 2.45a &{?
12 FD 0018 .25¢ .15cd .625¢ .575e 1.125¢ 1.075bc .5b 1.8a ?:c—
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Fig. 1 Diagram of disease severity of cultivars for 4 recording dates based on KWS scale
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Fig. 2 Cercospora leaf spot disease progress curve for RANGER and HM- 1832 cultivars under field

conditions of Ghaemshahr area.
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