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Table 1. Evaluation of the attracting effectiveness of the Oriental fruit fly with the use of fruit net-bag
alone or with Spinosad bait in a citrus orchard

Time of No. flies captured (Mean+SD, n=6)
investigation “ Sex Spinosad bait + Fruit net-bag Fruit net-bag only
Week 1 Q 02+04 05+0.5
3 1.5+£23 0.8+1.2
Week 2 Q 1.7+19 50+23
3 03+0.5 1.7+14
Week 3 Q 1.0+1.5 53+23
3 05+0.5 22+1.6
Week 4 Q 03+0.5 48+1.5
3 0.0+0.0 1.5+£1.2
Week 5 Q 07+1.2 55+4.4
3 02+04 20+£23
Week 6 Q 0.7+0.8 8.2+3.1
3 1.0£0.6 3.7+£1.0
Week 7 Q 1.8+0.8 62+29
3 08+1.0 42+1.5
Week 8 Q 0.0+0.0 35+39
3 02+04 22+1.7
Week 9 Q 02+04 1.8+1.2
3 03+0.5 0.8+1.2
Week 10 Q 03+0.8 23+2.1
3 0.0+0.0 1.8+2.1
Week 11 Q 0.0£0.0 13+1.4
3 0.0+0.0 1.0£1.3
Week 12 Q 02+04 13+£28
3 02+04 02+04
Week 13 Q 0.0+0.0 0.0+0.0
3 0.0+0.0 0.0+£0.0
Week 14 Q 0.8+0.8 6.0+4.0
3 0.0+0.0 22+1.7
Week 15 Q 0.0+0.0 1.8+1.6
3 0.0+0.0 03+0.5
Average ¥ Q 0.5b 3.6a
3 0.3B 1.6A

“ Oct. 2005-Jan. 2006.
¥ Means in a row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.
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Table 2. Evaluation of the attracting effectiveness by using Victor fly trap

Time of No. flies collected in each plot
investigation * Sex Spinosad + Net-bag Spinosad Net-bag Without bait (CK)
Week 1 e 0 0 0 2
4 221 107 197 142
Week 2 e 0 0 0 0
4 43 23 44 54
Week 3 e 0 0 0 0
4 9 9 29 10
Week 4 e 0 0 0 0
4 17 17 28 14
Week 5 e 0 0 0 0
4 16 7 19 19
Week 6 e 1 0 0 0
4 69 41 36 62
Week 7 e 0 0 0 0
d 18 18 41 29
Week 8 Q 0 0 0
3 1 1 5
Week 9 e 0 0 0 0
4 7 16 18 3
Week 10 Q 0 0 0 0
d 2 1 5 4
Week 11 Q 0 0 0 0
4 1 0 5 1
Week 12 Q 0 0 0 0
4 0 1 1 2
Week 13 Q 0 0 0 0
g 0 0 1 0
Week 14 Q 0 0 0 0
4 6 0 1 0
Week 15 Q 0 0 0 0
4 0 0 0 6
Average ¥ Q 0.1a Oa Oa 0.1a
3 27.3A 16.1B 28.7A 23.4A

% Oct. 2005-Jan. 2006.
¥ Means in a row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.
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Table 3. The Oriental fruit flies captured in the surrounding areas of the experimental citrus orchard

No. flies captured by ammonia

Time of carbonate + yellow sticky board No. flies captured by fruit net-bag
investigation “ Sex  East West South  North East  West South North
Week 6 Q 0 0 2 0 6 10 2 1

3 0 1 1 1 1 26 0 4
Week 7 Q 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 1

J 0 0 0 0 1 16 1 0
Week 8 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Week 9 Q 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1

J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Week 10 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Week 11 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Week 12 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Week 13 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Week 14 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Week 15 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average ¥ Q 0.lab Ob 05a 0b 06a 12a 02a 03a

3 0B 001B 0.1B 0.IB 02B 42A 02B 05B

“Nov. 2005-Jan. 2006.
Y Means in a row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.

(b B I (PYEE 200 m ﬁ%‘%%%a%% ) WG SR Ll (3 3) 2RI T A
[ AR bR PUREALEL (S 1) PR T S BRI~ E T g
SV R o 9 VR AP D R R B RRIRITR 5 o S R ITMED E RIS B S
R Se R LD BRI 11 (Jang 1997) o 17 It R HAfG & T
Vg 2 e W%ﬁiﬁﬁ/ FEMEERLS A o RS R R B O AR LB (Huang 1997) -
PY ORPRSHFE AL I 2 1 GO0 HER [ H DR W (Bateman & Morton 1981) » {354 7
BV B WAL 4 53 1 1 AR B RS R RV E SR BRI 2 g
=2 Ho (2003)Ft 1 56 frﬁ'ﬁ“ﬁ °
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Table 4. The percentage of damaged citrus fruit in different treatments

Time of Fruit damage (%)

investigation * Spinosad + Net-bag Spinosad Net-bag Without bait (CK)

Week 0 0 0 0.3 0
Week 1 0
Week 2 0
Week 3 0.
Week 4 0
Week 5 0
Week 6 0
Week 7 0
Week 8 0
Week 9 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.

(=]
(=]

3

|

Week 10
Week 11
Week 12
Week 13
Week 14
Week 15
Average(wk1-15)"

S O O O O O O O o o o o o o <o

02a

=
(93]
o

02a

“ Sept. 2005-Jan. 2006.
¥ Means in the row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.

oS BRI 1T B

Table 5. The percentage of damage of the dropped ripe citrus fruit in tested area

Time of Fruit damage (%)

investigation * Damaged by fly Infested by disease

Week 11 0 5.0
Week 12 0 2.5
Week 13 2.5 5.0
Week 14 0 0
Week 15 0 2.5
Average” 0.5b 3.0a

“ Dec. 2005-Jan. 2006.
¥ Means in the row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.
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Effectiveness of Spinosad Bait in the Control of the

OrientalFruit Fly, Bactrocera dorsalis (Hendel),
(Diptera: Tephritidae) in Citrus Orchard’

Kun-Yaw Ho?*, Shi-Cheng Hung? , Chien-Chung Chen® and
Yung-Hsiung Cheng®

Abstract

Ho, K. Y., S. C. Hung, C. C. Chen, and Y. H. Cheng. 2006. Effectiveness of Spinosad bait in the control of the
Oriental fruit fly, Bactrocera dorsalis (Hendel), (Diptera: Tephritidae) in citrus orchard. J. Taiwan Agric. Res.
55:101-110.

The Oriental fruit fly, Bactrocera dorsalis (Hendel), is the major insect pest of citrus crops. This study was to
evaluate the effectiveness of Spinosad bait for the control of the Oriental fruit fly. The number of flies captured by
the yellow sticky trap with netted banana from the 0.02% Spinosad-treated plots was 0.5 / 0.3 (? / &) which was
significantly lower than that of the control plots of 3.6 / 1.6 (@ / &). Based on the fluctuation of the number of flies
captured, it indicated that there were a few flies continually invading the orchard, averaging 3.6 females per week.
Using the number of male flies captured by methyl eugenol traps as a reference, it further indicated that the invading
flies were effectively attracted and gradually killed by Spinosad baits. This study showed that application of
Spinosad baits at the early fruit ripening stage could kill the female flies before eggs were deposited, thereby, reduced
the fruit damage rates as low as 0.02~0.05%. In addition, results from the investigation of the dropped fruits
showed that the total damage rate from the fruit fly infestations was only 3.5% (including fruits damaged by diseases
resulting from fruit fly ovipositions) which was much lower than the damage rates of 30~50% recorded in the past
years.

Key words: Spinosad bait, Citrus, Attractant, Bactrocera dorsalis.
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