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Biological Characteristics of the Pathogen for Stem Blight of Elaeocarpus
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Guangzhou, Guangdong 510520, China)

Abstract To identify the biological characteristics of Pseudocryphonectria elaeocarpicola, the pathogen
for stem blight of Elaeocarpus, and to explain its pathogenicity to Elaeocarpus sylvestris, the biological charac-
teristics such as carbon source, nitrogen source, temperature, pH and light exposure of the pathogen were
measured by growth rate method. The pathogenicity of the pathogen was studied by inoculating the potted seed-
lings by scalding inoculation. The results showed that the optimum carbon source for the growth of the pathogen
was soluble starch, lactose and cellulose, the optimum nitrogen source was peptone and yeast extract, the opti-
mal pH value was 4, the optimal growth temperature was 30 °C, the lethal temperature was 55 °C and the light
exposures did not significantly affect the fungal growth. The inoculation experiment results showed that the
pathogen was pathogenic to Elaeocarpus sylvestris.
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Fig. 2 Comparison of colony diameters of
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different nitrogen sources
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Fig. 3 Comparison of colony diameters of
Pseudocryphonectria elaeocarpicola
on different pH values
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Fig. 4 Comparison of colony diameters of
Pseudocryphonectria elaeocarpicola
on different illumination
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Fig. 5 Comparison of colony diameters of mycelial
growth of Pseudocryphonectria elaeocarpicola
on different temperatures

AR PR RRAG AL O, 5 B RDAEIRAR AL, [
FERDIRAEER A B KB A T o0 A= A 5 Ay, T
xR AR A (K 6)

CFCC 57515

CFCC 57515

B 6 HIEmERI MRS
Fig. 6 Pathogenicity of Pseudocryphonectria
elaeocarpicola on Elaeocarpus sylvestris

3 #itSitie

AT 1 I E TR T SR R ) A
WA, TR 22 A0 R Bl B T O T TR E A
FUBERILTAE R by, RO & A R B R A, pH



94 Mok 5 BRI 2024 4F 12 A5 40 555 6

64, MERIEEHN 30 T, HEGLRE S 55 C, Ot
WA e FL R 224K, e dh, B T 9%
J R RE G AL

FrE A R B DA IR 58 2 T i B B A R SE R
JEBFMRAR IR B AR R E B
PR R H I ARAE IR, FEEGREARA
WmiR L e R AT AR S R
JEE P A BB N IRFEE Cryphonectria parasitica, &
FEE MO A VA F e I, HAE e Rz e
FIREHY), FBORS & T8 T, SEE
FEREMREERIE T, 20 HHal Wiz R kY
EECSEUN B WO SEARE JCREASE I, b 5 SEAM R oA
FEAL BRI O F B R R & A e E AT
15t 97 R B Bt N IR 58 Celoporthe eucalypti, )™
IR BN IR 5E C. guangdongensis F12S i [ 8 5 A
G Chrysoporthe dem‘erocubensis[8'9]O s i 4 B
MNIRFCE Chrysomorbus lagerstroemiae 2T - K 1E
TR ARG R AE S84 Lagerstroemia speciosa %
PRI, RES AL AR FIAGFE ™

HATRAF 25 SRR, AL 2k R A TR 5e 1
REMEFAR AL | KA A AL AL B 3 FAk e s
P ST IRE )T AR H R A R 2 A
JEEAEY) AT, BF A XS R AR,
HH A Ak 2 A B I A i e ol Al At % i A2 40 1) B0
PR, SRR e By A Ry B AR IR . BAT, X
B DR 7e BHR S 0 5 RS P AR A 3 i B 4,
AR = s EYpiE. it E
SGEORTB, MAb, B Rl e e A9 A R 15
i e E

ARSI R T Ak B P g o 5L T A B A R B A
IRTEH AR ) 2R R SO LA B A B b, AR
KA B B R T B S

S 3k

(1] BF MEME, T4, #t3¢ Elaeocarpus spp. i B E &
A BUIR B DA B LEIR[T]. ) AR IR, 2018,40(6) 167
-170.

[2] Bk, WA MZE. | R 11 R 3 s AR AE )
BRI R HCBE ARSI [T ] A bRl B, 2012,39(1)
127-131.

[3] Bk, WA s, . TR 11 Rk 388 A i el
MATREPEPEST [ T]. T ZREE AR, 2012,34(3) :66-69.

[4] HUANG H Y,HUANG H H,ZHAO D Y, et al. Pseudo-
cryphonectria elaeocarpicola gen. et sp. nov. ( Cryphone-
ctriaceae, Diaporthales ) causing stem blight of Elaeo-
carpus spp. in China[ J]. MycoKeys,2022,91.67-84.

[5] Jrvhik. AR OF5E )7 [ M. st b B ROl A,
1988 .46-50.

[6] TAL,BPHRH, JE BN, 5. S8 B I 0 A ) 2
PR E WSTR[ T]. Aol 5 5ER % ,2023,39(5) -
21-26.

[7] B4e Vo4 Fhia R A5, JOR: 5 B B 00 T T
HIAE YA R I SE [ ] MOk S BRI L2 2022, 38 (4) -
176-180.

[8] 3, BRI . R ARFER J5L T ) 22 A B LX)
FEIRE S IRAHAR RS [ ], MR, 2017,34(2) 245
-58.

(9] &7 Wu&EsH, HEV. MELHSRFZHRIRE R
1], A5 ,2018,16(4) :191-197,188.

[10] L, FOGHT, B bedy. T ERIEER AT A4 [ T]. b

HOMOLAEBE AR, 1979:74-77.

[11] JIANG N,FAN X L,YANG Q, et al. Two novel species
of Cryphonectria from Quercus in China[ J]. Phytotaxa,
2018,347(3) :243-250.

[12] CHEN F S,LIU L Q,LI Q G,et al. A new genus of
Cryphonectriaceae isolated from Lagerstroemia speciosa
in southern China[ J]. Plant Pathology, 2018,67 (1)
107-123.

[13] ANAGNOSTAKIS S L. Measuring resistance of chestnut
trees to chestnut blight[ J]. Canadian Journal of Forest
Research,1992,22(4) :568-571.





