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Trapping effects of sugar-acetic acid-ethanol water solutions on yellow peach moth
Conogethes punctiferalis in peach and apple orchards

Zhai Hao Wang Dan Ma Yanan Jia Xiaoman Zhang Yong  Li Xiaojun’
(Shandong Institute of Pomology, Tai’an 271000, Shandong Province, China)

Abstract: To investigate the dynamics of Conogethes punctiferalis adults and explore the trapping ef-
fects of sugar-acetic acid-ethanol-water solution (SAEWS) on C. punctiferalis in peach and apple or-
chards, the dynamics of C. punctiferalis was monitored by using SAEWS and sex pheromone and com-
paring the amounts and rates of female/male trapped by SAEWS at five trap-hanging heights (0, 1.0,
1.5, 2.0 and 2.5 m) above ground in Tai’ an suburbs in 2015—2016. The results showed that C. punctife-
ralis adults began to emerge in peach and apple orchards of Tai’ an suburbs from late April to mid-May
in 2015—2016, and the emergency lasted until early October. The emergency peaks monitored by
SAEWS and sex pheromone were both from early September to early October, with no significant dif-
ference in trapping amounts between them. Male and female adults of C. punctiferalis could be trapped
by SAEWS simultaneously, with the majority being male adults, accounting for 87.62% and 88.29% of
the total trapping amount in peach and apple orchards, respectively. Additionally, C. punctiferalis could
be trapped by SAEWS trapping at any heights between 0-2.5 m above ground, and the largest number
of adults trapped during the emergency peak periods was at 2.5 m above ground, which was significantly
higher than those at other heights. The results indicated that SAEWS could be used to accurately moni-
tor the population dynamics of C. punctiferalis by trapping their adults effectively.
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Fig. 2 Dynamics of Conogethes punctiferalis trapped by sex pheromone and sugar-acetic acid-ethanol water solutions

in peach (A) and apple (B) orchards in Tai’an in 2015
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Fig. 3 Dynamics of Conogethes punctiferalis trapped by the sugar-acetic acid-ethanol-water solution

at different suspension heightsin in peach (A) and apple (B) orchards in Tai’an in 2016



898 i/ SRR S 464

TS T RIS e %o Bk e I R R 3 AT R
U AR  AEATS DA A A =5, FE Rk ] R S el
rF TG YR A AR e i e R 0 ) o AR A
11 87.62% F1188.29% . W it PG R 17547 A Xof Ak e
W AR A R B e M 1.0~2.5 m, A
43 50 o Bk el RS SR el v 4 A 4 A R Y
100.00% F11'99.83%. L v I 104 V35 47l 4 7E 1 |-

2.0 m A1 2.5 m k4 o FE T X I A R A A o e e
FERRIE 4350 28.75 Sk A A A1 33.50 Sk %
3 R P AR B B 1 29.18% F134.01%;
TESELL R 20 510 44.50 Sk /7548 A 46.25 3K/ 754
i, 23 o SR b A AR M RS 1Y 31.17% N
32.40% , ¥4 5 35 e T B B R BT 1 AR U AR
17 (P<0.05,%1).,

F1 2016 FREZHHXRENER E P EERERFHREREEES EX RN FHER
Table 1 Trapping effects of the sugar-acetic acid-ethanol-water solution on Conogethes punctiferalis at different suspension heights

in peach and apple orchards in Tai’an in 2016

K B S Total trapping amount IE RY, B 754l B Female trapping amount
Orchard  HEEE T BUEMEAME  GABIRECE] A AR A R
type height of No. of trapped Percentage of total Female no. of trapped Percentage of total

trap (m) moths per trap no. trapped (%) moths per trap female no. trapped (%)

Mkl 0.0 0.25+0.50 De 0.03 0.00+0.00 Ee 0.00

Peach 1.0 44.25+5.12 Dd 5.56 15.50+2.08 Dd 15.74

orchard 1.5 97.25+2.99 Cc 12.23 20.75%£2.50 Cc 21.07

2.0 298.00+19.78 Bb 37.46 28.75+2.22 Bb 29.18

2.5 355.75+45.35 Aa 44.72 33.50+1.29 Aa 34.01

St Total 795.50 100.00 98.50 100.00

SERBE 0.0 0.75+0.50 Ee 0.06 0.25+0.50 Dd 0.17

Apple 1.0 113.50+17.33 Dd 9.31 19.25+2.22 Cc 13.49

orchard 1.5 212.50+14.89 Cc 17.44 32.50+3.70 Bb 22.77

2.0 399.25+15.13 Bb 32.76 44.50+4.51 Aa 31.17

2.5 492.75+£23.54 Aa 40.43 46.25+5.56 Aa 32.40

BT Total 1218.75 100.00 142.75 100.00

PR R - BB E 2 o [ SEUIE JS AN TR /NG Rk IR 48 Duncan O S 2 A4S 50 7E P<0.01 F1 P<0.05 /K- 2%
5+ % . Data are mean+SD. Different uppercase or lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant difference at P<0.01

or P<0.05 level by Duncan’s new multiple range test, respectively.
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Table 2 Trapping effects of the sugar-acetic acid-ethanol-water solution on Conogethes punctiferalis at different trapping peaks

in peach and apple orchards in Tai’an in 2016

i B i]ﬂ;‘}ﬁ;%'% #EPtl Peach orchard AL Apple orchard
Trapping  SHEFE T BRI A AL AR RN AL
period Hanging height  Number of trapped Female number of Number of trapped Female number of
of trap (m) moths per trap trapped moths per trap moths per trap trapped moths per trap
5-14—6-16 0.0 0.00+0.00 Cb 0.00+0.00 Cb 0.00+0.00 Cc 0.00+0.00 Bc
1.0 7.00£1.83 Aa 5.50+2.38 Aa 6.75£1.50 Aa 3.75+1.71 Aab
1.5 5.75+1.26 ABa 4.00+1.83 ABab 6.75+£2.22 Aa 4.2542.06 Aa
2.0 5.50+2.52 ABa 1.75+0.96 BCbc 6.75+0.96 Aa 4.50+0.58 Aa
25 2.50+1.73 BCb 2.25+1.26 ABCbc 3.25+0.96 Bb 1.75+1.50 ABbc
SEIEL Averge 4.15 2.70 4.70 2.85
6-19—7-22 0.0 0.00+0.00 Cd 0.00+0.00 Bd 0.00+0.00 Cc 0.25+0.50 Be
1.0 11.2542.99 Bbe 7.75+3.10 Ab 11.75+2.36 ABb 7.254£2.22 Aa
1.5 17.00+6.83 ABab 10.00+1.63 Aab 9.50+1.73 Bb 6.50+3.00 Aab
2.0 20.75+4.19 Aa 11.25+1.26 Aa 16.75+6.70 Aa 8.00+2.94 Aa
2.5 10.00+2.83 Be 3.00+2.16 Be 7.25+0.96 BCb 3.25+1.26 ABbc
SEEEL Averge 11.80 6.40 9.05 5.05
7-25—9-03 0.0 0.00+0.00 Dd 0.00+0.00 Bc 0.00+0.00 Cc 0.00+0.00 Cc
1. 5.00+1.63 CDcd 1.00+0.82 Bbc 4.75+2.36 BCc 1.00+1.15 BCbce
1.5 9.75+1.71 BCc 2.50+1.73 ABbc 12.25+3.10 Bb 2.50+1.00 Bb
2.0 16.00+6.68 ABb 3.25+1.89 ABab 26.25+6.55 Aa 5.75+1.71 Aa
2.5 23.00+3.92 Aa 5.25+2.50 Aa 28.00+5.48 Aa 6.25+0.96 Aa
SEEIHC Averge 10.75 2.40 14.25 3.10
9-06—10-06 0.0 0.25+0.50 Ee 0.00+0.00 Cc 0.00+0.00 Ee 0.00+0.00 Ce
1.0 21.00+2.58 Dd 1.25+0.96 Cc 90.25+13.05 Dd 7.25+1.50 Cd
1.5 64.75+4.43 Cc 4.25+0.96 Cc 184.00+12.57 Cc 19.2542.99 Be
2.0 255.75+11.93 Bb 12.50+4.20 Bb 349.50+18.12 Bb 26.25+5.06 Bb
2.5 320.25+2.63 Aa 23.00+6.48 Aa 454.25422.56 Aa 35.00+5.35 Aa
EIH Averge 132.40 8.20 215.60 17.55

R YRR S o TR AN EOR S AN TR R /NG TR R 48 Duncan PGB B 25 1K 96 7E P<0.01 1 P<0.05 /K-F-22

5+ 3% . Data are mean+SD. Different uppercase or lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant difference at P<0.01

or P<0.05 level by Duncan’s new multiple range test, respectively.
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