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Effectiveness of Bioproduct of Bacillus subtilis

to Control Rice Sheath Blight Disease
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ABSTRACT

Bioproducts TRF A and TRF B liquid formulation of antagonistic Bacillus subtilis against rice sheath
blight (Rhizoctonia solani Khun.) were developed by Prince of Songkla University, Kasetsart University and
Department of Agriculture under the Thailand Research Fund (TRF). The efficacy of both formulation were tested
among other bioproducts compared to the standard fungicide Validacin 3% Liq. under greenhouse conditions.
CRD of 10 treatments with 7 replications were designed on RD 23 variety. Results indicated that fungicide,
Validacin 3% Lig. showed the most effective in suppressing sheath blight disease development, followed by
bioproducts TRF A, TRF B, Larminar WP, Agroguard Liq., Agroguard WP, BCA No.321 + 562, Subtilar WP and BS
916 Liq. respectively. However, all treatment showed significantly different from control plots (non application).
The top four ranks of bioproducts and fungicide were chosen for further test in field trial, wet season 1999 and
dry season 2000 of RCB design containing 6 treatments with 4 replications, using RD 23 variety. Results
indicated that fungicide, Validacin 3 % Liq. showed the most effective followed by bioproducts TRF A, TRF B,
Larminar WP. and Agroguard Liqg. respectively. All treatments showed significantly different from control plots. In

conclusion, results from field trial confirm as those in greenhouse.
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Table 1 Comparison of sheath blight disease severity on RD 23 among different bioproducts and fungicide in green
house, Rice Pathology and Temperate Cereals Research Group, dry season 1999.

Treatments Severity (% RLH)
1. Agroguard Liq. 63.06 ¢
2. Agroguard WP : 64.89 d
3. BSO916Liq. 66.95 d
4. Larminar WP 58.73 be
5. TRF@AsA 50.61 b
6. TRF@AIB 5564 b
7.  Subtilar WP 66.79 d
8. BCANO.321+562 65.33 d
9. Validacin 3%Liq. 3513 a
10. Control 7325 ¢

CV (%) 12.60

Means followed by a common letter are not significantly different at the 5% level DMRT

Table 2 Comparison of sheath blight disease severity and grain yield on RD 23 among different bioproducts and

fungicide in field trial, Pathum Thani Rice Research Center, wet season 1999.

Treatments Disease Severity (% RLH) Grain Yield (Kg/rai)
1. AgroguardLiqg. 56.46 b 566 b
2. Larminar WP 56.17 b 667 ab
3. TRF@asTA 5382 b 710 a
4. TRF@ASB 55.04 b v 687 ab
5. Validacin 3%Ligq. 32,10 a 718 a
6. Control 67.06 ¢ 565 b
CV (%) 10.10 11.50

Means followed by a common letter are not significantly different at the 5% level DMRT
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Table 3 Comparison of sheath blight disease severity and grain yield on RD 23 among different bioproducts and

fungicide in field trial, Pathum Thani Rice Research Center, dry season 2000.

Treatments Disease Severity (% RLH) Grain Yield (Kg/rai)
1. Agroguard Liq. 53.89 b 476 a
2. Larminar WP 53.02 b 513 a
3. TRF@ATA 47.15 b 518 a
4. TRFgAB 50.03 b 521 a
5. Validacin 3%Liq. 2528 a 561 a
6. Control 63.87 ¢ 471 a
CV (%) 8.90 12.70

Means followed by a common letter are not significantly different at the 5% level DMRT

Table 4 Comparison of sheath blight disease severity and grain yield on RD 23 among different bioproducts and

fungicide in field trial, Pathum Thani Rice Research Center. Teble of means combined analysis of wet season

1999 and dry season 2000.
Treatment Disease Severity (% RLH) Grain Yield (Kg/rai)
Wet Season Dry Season mean Wet Season Dry Season mean
1. Agroguard Ligq. 56.46 53.89 55.18 b 566 476 521 b
2. Larminar WP 56.17 53.02 5459 b 667 513 590 ab
3. TRFgAT A 53.82 47.15 50.48 b 710 518 614 a
4. TRFgAI B 55.04 50.03 5253 b 687 521 604 a
5. Validacin 3%Liq. 32.10 25.28 28.69 a 718 561 639 a
6. Control 67.06 63.87 65.46 ¢ 565 471 518 b
CV (%) 10.10 12.10

Means followed by a common letter are not significantly different at the 5% level DMRT
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