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Quantitative Study on Low-residue and High-efficiency Pesticides of Empoasca vitis in Tea Garden

WANG Chun-mei, LIU Yue-yun, CHEN Xu-sheng (Yibin Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Yibin,Sichuan 644600)

Abstract [ Objective ] Under the condition of reducing the pesticide application rate and input cost as much as possible, the data of the new
non-water-soluble pesticide Parit application concentration in tea garden, the application mechanism, the reduction rate of Empoasca vitis
mouth, the control effect, the output value of tea garden production and other data were investigated to explore the tea garden.[ Method ] A
comparative test was conducted by applying different concentrations of Parit and different spraying machines. [ Result ] Compared with the low
concentration group (225 mL/hm’) , the reduction rate of Empoasca vitis mouth was up to 92.74% , the control effect was up to 95.25%, and
the benefit was 3 085.5 yuan/hm’ higher than the control group,and 2 065.5 yuan/hm” higher than the lower concentration group , the control
effect and comprehensive benefit were significantly stronger than the control and low concentration groups. When using the motorized sprayer,
the Parit hopper reduction rate was up to 96.53% and the control effect was up to 96.52%. Compared with the commonly used artificial spray,
the cost was 52.5 yuan/hm’, and the work efficiency was increased by 3.3 times. The control effect and comprehensive benefit were more sig-

nificant than the electric group and the artificial group.[ Conclusion ]In combination with the reduction of insect population, control efficiency,
cost and economic benefit, it is recommended to use a motorized sprayer for 450 mL/hm’ Parit spraying within the scope of the conditions.
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Table 1 Changes of Empoasca vitis numbers after application of different application concentrations sk

b B3] 25 1d 25 3d 257 d Zj5 14 d Zyf521d
Treatment Before After spraying After spraying After spraying After spraying After spraying

A spraying 1 days 3 days 7 days 14 days 21 days
Jitiz4 225 mL/hm® Administration 225 mL/hm’ 44.25 19.00 17.00 13.50 16.12 18.12
Jii2 450 mL/hm® Administration 450 mL/hm’ 53.87 11.12 7.00 3.87 8.62 11.25
Xt i Control 45.25 80.52 54.74 74.19 114.72 198.91
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Table 2 Statistics of control effects after application of different application concentrations %
Zifa1d ZyjE3d Zija7d Zjj5 14 d Zjj521d
fb3m After spraying 1 days After spraying 3 days After spraying 7 days After spraying 14 days After spraying 21 days
Reduction Control Reduction Control Reduction Control Reduction Control Reduction  Control
rate efficiency rate efficiency rate efficiency rate efficiency rate efficiency
jifi 25 225 mL/hm®  56.15+ 67.17+ 60.64+ 57.68+ 69.51+ 73.79+ 62.89+ 83.50+ 58.16+ 90.96+
Administration 225 7.06 aAB 1.92 bB 7.21 bB 3.06 bB 4.00 bB 1.90 bB 8.02 bB 1.02 bA 1.02 bB 2.08 bB
mL/hm’
jifi 25 450 mL/hm®  79.05+ 85.54+ 87.05+ 86.77+ 92.74+ 93.73+ 84.02+ 91.82+ 79.05+ 95.25+
Administration 450 4.18 aA 7.35 aA 2.30 aA 8.83 aA 3.01 aA 5.87 Aa 6.25 aA 8.49 aA 3.84 aA 1.66 aA
ml/hm*
X1 Control -118.04+ — -48.05+ — -104.74+ — -174.32+ — —-375.98+ —
2.23 cC 1.02 cC 1.94 cC 1.03 cC 4.72 cC

T RPNV B AR/ NG PR R oR A BRITE 0.05 /K28 53 3, RRIR'S FRERIRAL BEEIE 0.01 /K22 5 2%
Note ; Different lowercase letters after the same column data indicate that the difference between treatments is significant at 0.05 level ,and different capital let-
ters indicate significant difference between treatments at 0.01 level
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Table 3 Changes of Empoasca vitis numbers after application of different application machines 3k

2T Zijs1d 2553 d Zife7d Zjj5 14 d Zjj521d
1
Treatment Before After spraying After spraying After spraying After spraying After spraying

reatmen spraying 1 days 3 days 7 days 14 days 21 days

i3l Electric 36.75 6.62 3.25 2.37 5.87 13.50
HL3h Maneuvering 52.50 9.62 5.62 1.62 8.12 9.37
Xif i Control 45.75 16.12 12.75 9.62 12.33 17.87
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Table 4 Statistics on the control effects of different application machines on Empoasca vitis %
gifF1d Zjf53d 25 7d Zif5 14 d Zjj21d
IS After spraying 1 days After spraying 3 days After spraying 7 days After spraying 14 days After spraying 21 days
Treatment EREES Bii%k RS LS [ZSEES Bz LIRS ik RS Bi%k
Reduction Control Reduction Control Reduction Control Reduction Control Reduction  Control
rate efficiency rate efficiency rate efficiency rate efficiency rate efficiency
i3l Electric 81.19+ 86.05+ 91.00+ 88.94+ 93.42+ 94.39+ 82.97+ 91.49+ 60.01+ 90.76+
6.55 aA 9.84 aA 5.09 aA 12.29 aA 3.99 aA 7.20 aA 7.91 aA 7.85 aA 2.02 aA 5.77 aA
HL3h Maneuvering 81.48+ 86.17+ 89.06+ 89.06+ 96.52+ 96.53+ 83.56+ 93.17+ 81.78+ 95.96+
4.56 aA 8.65 aA 4.38 aA 6.19 aA 3.44 aA 5.12 aA 10.89 aA 4.55 aA 5.17 aA 1.25 bA
X} B Control 64.76+ 51.32+ 72.13+ 64.32+ 78.97+ 67.98+ 73.05+ 61.03+ 60.94+ 63.28+
4.17 bB 1.11 bB 1.77 bB 2.03 bB 1.45 bB 1.98 bB 1.05 bB 2.33 bB 1.53 bB 1.45 bB
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Note ; Different lwoercase letters after the same column data indicate that the difference between treatments is significant at 0.05 level ,and different capital let-

ters indicate significant difference between treatments at 0.01 level
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