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Abstract: Monilinia fructicola is the predominant species causing peach brown rot in China, and
developing resistant varieties is crucial through screening resistant resources against this disease. In 2022-2023,
peach fruits with a maturity index of 8.0-8.5 were collected from National Peach Germplasm Resources Garden
(Zhengzhou, China) for artificial inoculation and screening. In total, 150 accessions were evaluated by uninjured
inoculation, and 37 accessions by injured inoculation. The percentage growth of infected fruits per day (PGIF)
and lesion diameter growth rate (LDGR) were used to evaluate brown rot resistance. A 9-grade resistance
evaluation system was established based on the average value of PGIF and LDGR with 0.5 standard deviation,
respectively. The resistance of different germplasm, flesh texture, fruit types, and origin were compared, and
the correlation between resistance indexes and other fruit characters was analyzed. PGIF by non-destructive
inoculation was 7.68%, and the CV value was 69.69%. In its resistance evaluation system, grade 1 included 11

accessions resistant to fruit brown rot, grade 2 included 34 accessions, grade 3 included 28 accessions, grade 4
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included 21 accessions, grade 5 included 20 accessions, grade 6 included 14 accessions, grade 7 included 16
accessions, grade 8 included 4 accessions, and grade 9 included only 2 accessions. The LDGR was 0.82 cm/d,
and the CV value was 31.69%. In its resistance evaluation system, grade 1 contains 1 accession with strong
resistance, grade 2 contains 3 accessions, grade 3 contains 5 accessions, grade 4 contains 5 accessions, grade 5
contains 7 accessions, grade 6 contains 8 accessions, grade 7 contains 5 accessions, grade 8 contains 2
accessions, and grade 9 contains only 1 accession. It was found that landraces exhibit relatively strong resistance
to brown rot. The LDGR was negatively correlated with fruit acidity, and the PGIF was negatively correlated
with fruit hardness. Collectively, 11 accessions resistant to fungal invasion and 1 accession resistant to fungal

expansion were identified using non-destructive and destructive inoculation methods, respectively.

Key words: peach germplasm resources ; brown rot; disease resistance ; resistant resources
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Appendix 1  Table of Test Materials for Identification of Brown Rot Resistance in Zhengzhou Peach Resource Nursery of the National Horticultural Germplasm
Resource Bank
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116 Jetxtk 138 2010-138 Prunus mira  HPEBGR PE MHEBE POAMW 15.00 -
117 =] Xia Li Prunus persica ¥ EmF L @ Bk T V25 I3 5. 56 -
118 09-4-42 09-4-42 Prunus persica ¥ &P L @ Bk ANV 4. 17 -
119 B Xia Cui Prunus persica 8 mA W L @ Bk T V25 I3 10. 71 -
120 K Mei Jin Prunus persica 8 mA W L @ Bk T V25 I3 3.97 0.57
121 FBIHKE Muyang Shui Mi Prunus persica 7P Ik W 5 7.14 0. 66
122 FR Y 4 3 Zhong You Jin Rui Prunus persica  ¥i&mMp  H Tk TE IR 2. 38 0. 86
123 LU ET B Nanshan Tian Tao Prunus persica ~ HJ7f# W L @ Bk T V25 I3 5.95 -
124 K I 4 T Huo Lian Jin Dan Prunus persica ~ HJ7&# W L @ Bk ANV 4.76 -
125 K% YuLu Prunus persica 8 mAf @ Bk LYY 2.38 -
126 FF Y 4 T Zhong You Jin Din Prunus persica  ¥i&mMp  H Tk AN o 16. 67 -
127 Z#E Qin Wang Prunus persica 8 mAf @ Bk TE IR 5.95 -
128 A Ek Yumyeong Prunus persica ¥ @ A H Ik T V25 4.76 -
129 F_X 74 8-32 Nan Er Qu  Xi8-32 Prunus persica 8 mAf @ Bk T V25 I3 14.29 -



130 KXN1635-137 KXN1635-137 Prunus persica R & AP Ik i V25 I3 0. 00
131 LIRS {EHk Hong Chui ZhixJu Hua Tao Prunus persica ¥ & mMp  H Ik T V25 11. 67
132 p Yuan Meng Prunus persica ¥ & mMp  H Ik T V25 13. 33
133 1518-2 1518-2 Prunus persica R & AP Ik i V25 I3 8.33
134 HHEE 15 5 Zhong You Pan Tao 15 Prunus persica ¥ & mMp  H HIE Bk T V25 11. 67
135 EEE 45 Jin Huang Jin 4 Prunus persica ¥ & mMp  H Ik T V25 10. 00
136 L FAXS Pk Wu Hei Ji Rou Tao Prunus persica ~ HJ7&# W @ Bk i V25 I3 3.97
137 KXB1516-135 KXB1516-135 Prunus persica  ¥E i i E LS T V25 I3 5.95
138 Hh 4 B Zhong You Jin Dai Prunus persica ¥ &M  H Tk T V25 7.14
139 ESy Feng Huang Prunus persica ¥ &M  H Ik AN 5 3.33
140 A& 2 Star Redgold Prunus persica ¥ &M £ Tk T V25 2. 38
141 [UES" 90 Q) Ru Gao Zi Tao (Wan Shu) Prunus persica ~ HJ7&# W Tk T V25 I3 0.00
142 09-4 %:-27 09-4Dong-27 Prunus persica ¥ H T F Tk T it 8.33
143 EEE 65 Jin Huang Jin 6 Prunus persica  ¥i&mMp  H Ik T V25 15. 00
144 09-10-8 09-10-8 Prunus persica ¥ & AP L @ Bk ANV 1.19
145 H e H Zhong You Jin Gan Prunus persica  ¥i&mMp  H Tk T V25 13.89
146 i 21 5 Zhong Pan Tao 21 Prunus persica  ¥i&mMp  H Bk AN 5 5.95
147 EEE 15 Jin Huang Jin 1 Prunus persica  ¥i&mMp  H Ik T V25 5.95
148 &H4 85 Jin Huang Jin 8 Prunus persica  ¥i&mMp  H Ik T V25 4.76
149 95 Wan 9 Prunus persica ¥ & AP @ Bk ANV 9. 52
150 0Pk Ying Qing Tao Prunus persica 8 mAf Ik AN 5 15.00
-+ U

-: No data
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