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Abstact
Keywords Root lesion nematode, Pratylenchus loosi is one of the important damaging agent of tea
Management, Nemaclean, crop in world and Iran which, causing quantitative and qualitative damage to this crop. In

Potassium  Sulfite, ~ Tea, this research, the effectiveness of Potassium Sulfite at the rate of 5, 10 and 15 g and

vewm chemical and organic nematicide of Flopiram (Velum) at 0.5, 1, and 1.5 ml, Cadusafos
(Rugby) at 7.5 g, Nemaclean biofertilizer at 5, 15, and 20 ml for each young tea seedling
along with healthy and infected control plants against root lesion nematode were
evaluated. The experiment was conducted in a completely randomized block design with
12 treatments and 5 repetitions at Shaft Shahid Eftekhari tea research station (Fashalam)
in the west of Guilan province. The studied indices were diameter, height, and weight, root
mass, root fresh weight, shoot fresh and dry weight of seedling, nematode population in
100 g of soil, and in one gram of root measured and recorded, too. Results showed that
Received: 29 January 2025 Rugby treatment, in two indices of root mass and fresh root weight, Velum 1 treatment, in
Revised: 31 March 2025 shoot fresh weight, Velum 1.5 and Potassium Sulfite 5, in shoot dry weight, Velum 1.5 in
Accepted: 21 April 2025 two nematode population indices in soil and roots, had the best effect. Results of this study
Available  online: 31 revealed that the Rugby and Velum components had the greatest impact on performance
August 2025 indices. Potassium sulfite and Nemaclean compounds in terms of population reduction in

the soil and roots, can be considered as a safe alternative in the integrated management of
tea root lesion nematode.
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Table 1. Variance analysis of studied treatments effect on seedling indices.

Mean square (MS)

Shoot Shoot Root . .
Degree of Root . Seedling Seedling
o dry fresh fresh Seedling : :
Source of variations (sov) Freedom . : : mass . height diameter
(df) weight weight weight (cm3) weight (g) (cm) (cm)
()] ()] ()]
Treatment 11 66.41" 225" 7.8" 477" 2.35™ 0.9m 0.34"
Error 48 20.2 0.94 1.36 1.36 0.72 0.63 0.15
Total 59 - - - - - - -
CoefficientVariation (%) 31.72 16.78 17.34 17.34 19.68 25.4 31.64

** *and ns: significant at the probability level 1%, 5% and not significant, respectively.
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Table 2. Comparison of mean effect of studied treatments on tested indices.

Shootdry  Shoot fresh Root fresh Root mass Seedling Segdlmg Sgedlmg

Treatment weight (g)  weight (g) weight (g) (cm3) weight (g) height diameter
(cm) (cm)

Infected controls 9.62cd 28bc 32¢c 33c 14bc 6.8a 0.77c
Rugby 13.99 bed 33abc 55abc 52abc 29ab 8.6a 3.5a
Velum 0.5 14.69 bc 39ab 51bc 56abc 19abc 8.4a 2.22abc
Velum 1 13.57 bed 28bc 73ab 68ab 18abc 12a 1.03bc
Velum 1.5 2197 a 45a 38hbc 34c 22abc 1la 1.47bc
Nemaclean 5 12.99 bed 33abc 43bc 44abc 19abc 14.8a 1.92abc
Nemaclean 15 15.2 bc 36ab 3lc 36bc 1lc 13a 1.99abc
Nemaclean 20 16.97 ab 39ab 51bc 36bc 19abc 13.6a 1.67bc
Potassium Sulfite 5 14.53 bed 44a 49bc 58abc 24abc 8.8a 1.27bc
Potassium Sulfite 10  10.15cd 29bc 30c 46abc 17abc 9.6a 1.06bc
Potassium Sulfite 15  8.92d 20c 33c 36bc 12c 6.8a 1.3bc
Healthy controls 17.35abc 41ab 89a 70a 32a 12.6a 2.56ab

Means with the same letters are not statistically significantly different at the 1%.
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Figure 1. Comparison of effect of treatments on nematode population index in one gram of root. Control (+) Healthy
control, PS 15) Potassium Sulfite 15, PS 10) Potassium Sulfite 10, PS 5) Potassium Sulfite 5, NC 20) Nemaclean 20, NC
15) Nemaclean 15, NC 5) Nemaclean 5, V 1.5) Velum 1.5, V 1) Velum 1, V 0.5) Velum 0.5, R) Rugby, Control (-):

Infected control.

J Appl Res Plant Prot

$




YOA

b deglio o pely Codlyn DB/ G 5 (DL g0

4 ke el Sen LS sady; Sl gl wis oS
s5h LS oSl ple bug 4l sl Soll
Forghani & Hajihassani 2020; Banihashemian et al. )
ai) o) Jee Wil (ol S slawsles o 5l (2023c
Gz g jols ble Sy lsiear (P l00sE) (sl
WL &5 858 e 135S Jlob sl slagl sl
Seraji 2007; ) oS o0 3,1y Jyamo (pl s o295 JB O\l
5 Il s.ogS 5l aig eolaxul (Mirghasemi et al. 2021

lazsis )0 Cogll jshaieds (S (gejl plnil 5l ) (oloosd
S ad Syl b lagh o olod S ceizes
Ao y0 ai8 T &g Sladsd b . Cwl ol deogy loladl
ool jiol38l g olS Cuadr djs ke Jole opl o o
LSJSWL.A MM} )| 44;).:_1 Ll L as ‘Ssl.blj .bj,«.usa oL:f
(_g).».m.:.) Jo.?u 395 )‘ ).;.: lauiles ‘54.14> )..v‘).g 3 “'\';)b)?)i’

(Santana-Gomes et al. 2013) wwo oo i

120 7 a

100 - b
80 -
60 -
40 - f
20 -

de

grams of soil

Nematode population per 100

S0A
TA
STA

(-)10guo)

S IN

iy, g S 0 Wilei Corar idlS do 0 dewlxs

Lais, s SB o Wl Coren jialS wo,o Slasloe gl
as ols yLes P 100SH 4 009l Loms 1o gl Jge 8 51 ool
S 0 e 5 S pdds 9 ST Jlesd 90 e (nl o
Ol 28 53 1, 3B it oy 3590 Slagasls
“JrS asy atle jo aS (g ebas wilaiils Wl Cures
Slod g LYEIA L (S Jles S 0,5 Ve o wiled Sas
Coxez (RalS woyd lime (n i TP L s 5 S0 pods
Ll &dly bjles plo 5l 5550 g atils |, S o wiles
P Sy wiled (SauS S aeye a3l o iz
3 5598 SABIN L o5 9 <SG pgly 9 1AT L (ST, jlen ey
asle slas sgx 1 pwlie ci5u Sl g 00g oyl ple
(Y )

- .

a SIS slisslem Jelss 5l ol ST slawsles

be
cd
e de de
g
Frs — Te= == ¥ s od— 21
Lo - D - B -
g%vzvzm;ﬁ
= B ® 8 & §
&
o~
N

(PS 10 N0 pomslts Cepilgus (PS5 (ol anlis (CONOI () S o, Voo o wilei Comez Latli 1 b logi il dglio ¥ JSUb

39l sals (Control () «( 51, (R «+ /0 pgls (V 0.5

Figure 1. Comparison of the effect of treatments on nematode population index in 100 grams of soil. Control (+) Healthy
control, PS 15) Potassium Sulfite 15, PS 10) Potassium Sulfite 10, PS 5) Potassium Sulfite 5, NC 20) Nemaclean 20, NC
15) Nemaclean 15, NC 5) Nemaclean 5, V 1.5) Velum 1.5, V 1) Velum 1, V 0.5) Velum 0.5, R) Rugby, Control (-)

Infected control.
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Figure 1. Percentage of nematode population reduction in soil and roots in different treatments. PS 15) Potassium Sulfite
15, PS 10) Potassium Sulfite 10, PS 5) Potassium Sulfite 5, NC 20) Nemaclean 20, NC 15) Nemaclean 15, NC 5)
Nemaclean 5, V 1.5) Velum 1.5, V 1) Velum 1, V 0.5) Velum 0.5, R) Rugbhy.
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