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Abstract; [ Background] Codling moth is an important introduced pest in China. It is rapidly spreading from Xinjiang to the eastern
regions in recent years. Mating disruption can be an efficient, safe control measure for pest, but it is usually too expensive for farm-
ers. [ Method] The effectiveness of three types of dispensers — twisted ties, paste, and plastic tubes — were compared in an or-
chard located in Zhongwei, Ningxia Province, China, in 2013. The experiment included three plots ( about 3.3 hm® - plot™ ). The
dispensers were hung in 2 heights at 900 points + hm™. One row of the dispensers were hung on the top the canopy, and the other
row of dispensers were hung in the middle of the canopy in an alternating pattern. [ Result] The results were monitored by sex phero-
mone traps and the damaged fruit rate in each of the assigned plots. During the growing seasons, no male moths were captured
through the use of the twisted tie method. A larger number of male moths were caught in traps through paste and plastic tuber dis-

penser plots compared with the twisted ties plots. The damaged fruit rates were 0 and 0.56% in twisted ties plot at the end of June
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and before harvesting respectively, damaged fruit rates were 0.89% and 1.38% in the paste plot, 0.79% and 1.38% in the plastic

tuber plot respectively. The damaged fruit rates were 1.44% and 3.13% in the conventional pesticide control plot at the same time.

[ Conclusion and significance] If the pest population was high, or the products has high value, the twisted tie dispenser could be

used. The paste and plastic tuber dispensers could be used only in the low pest population orchards.
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Fig.1 Number of Cydia pomonella males caught in traps in the control and the sex pheromones

dispensers treatments (2013, Zhongwei, Ningxia)
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Table 1  Comparison of the rates of damage on the fruits of the first generation in the three different dispenser
treatments and the conventional plot (2013, Zhongwei, Ningxia)
3 [ #B Upper canopy 5 T Lower canopy
%UEI_J I B I L%
Dispensers R () e (1) PR W (h) e (1 ERE
. Damaged rate . Damaged rate
Fruit number ~ Bored number Fruit number ~ Bored number
(%) (%)
15 3 JE TR 2% Twisted ties 700 0 0.00a 700 0 0.00a
AR ) Paste 700 11 1.57ba 700 1 0.14a
HEWAE Plastic tuber 700 11 1.57b 700 0 0.00a
HHLBGIR X Conventional spray 800 23 2.88¢ 800 0 0.00a

RPEAE B, R FVEE IS BN R 7 R SRR TE 0.05 KF B2 R,

The data in the table represent means. Different letters in the same column mean significant difference among treatments at 0.05 level.

R2 3FEEFFBSEREA AR RFER LS (2013, FEF D)

Table 2 Comparison of the amount of damage on fruits before harvesting in the three different dispenser

treatments and the conventional plot (2013, Zhongwei, Ningxia)
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HRR A, FIVBCHE IR 5 B e 0.05 P 12 %,

The data in the table represent means. Different letters in the same column mean significant difference among treatments at 0.05 level.
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