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Fig. 2. Mean comparison of infestation percentage
of grape bunches by the 1™ generation larvae of
grape berry moth, Lobesia botrana, 7 days after
spraying among evaluated treatments, Urmia, 2014.
Different letters on columns represent statistically

significant difference among evaluated treatments
according to Tukey’s multiple comparison test at CI=95%.
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Fig. 1. Population fluctuations of the grape berry
moth, Lobesia botrana in Ghamat, Bakeshlo-chai,
Urmia, 2014.
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Fig. 3. Mean comparison of infestation percentage
of grape bunches by the 1™ generation larvae of
grape berry moth, Lobesia botrana, 14 days after
spraying among evaluated treatments, Urmia, 2014.
Different letters on columns represent statistically
significant difference among evaluated treatments
according to Tukey’s multiple comparison test at
CI =95%.
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Fig. 5. Mean comparison of number of larval nest
per 100 bunches of the grape berry moth, Lobesia
botrana, 14 days after spraying among evaluated
treatments, Urmia, 2014. Different letters on
columns represent statistically significant difference
among evaluated treatments according to Tukey’s

multiple comparison test at CI = 95%.
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Fig. 4. Mean comparison of number of larval nest
per 100 bunches of the grape berry moth, Lobesia
botrana, 7 days after spraying among evaluated
treatments, Urmia, 2014. Different letters on
columns represent statistically significant difference
among evaluated treatments according to Tukey’s
multiple comparison test at CI = 95%.
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Table 1. Evaluation of the effect of studied treatments on percentage of natural parasitism on the 1™ generation

larvae of the grape berry moth, Lobesia botrana, Urmia, 2014.

Number of the collected parasitoids

Percentage . .
Treatment nfulmber number of . thal numbe}r of of according to the family
of larvae  emerged mot obtained parasitoids parasitism  Tachinidae Braconidae  Ichneumonidae
BTK 60 47 5 9.6 1 3 1
NEEM AZAL 50 34 5 12.8 2 3
BTK+NEEM
AZAL 55 37 6 13.9 1 2 2
BIO1 20 12 2 14.3 1 1 0
BASUDIN 18 13 0 0 0 0 0
CONTROL 60 41 7 14.6 2 4 1
TOTAL 263 184 25 11.9 7(28%) 13(52%) 5(20%)
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Abstract

The grape berry moth, Lobesia botrana is the key pest of the vineyards of Iran. In this study, the efficacy of
some bio-insecticides was evaluated for controlling damage of the grape berry moth and conservation of its
larval parasitoids. Evaluated treatments were BTK (Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki), Neem Azal
(Azadirachtin A EC1%), mixture of BTK and Neem Azal, Biol (Matrine), Basudin and control treatment. The
experiment was carried out in a complete randomized block design with 4 replications in a vineyard located in
Urmia. Evaluation of treatments efficacy was carried out 7 and 14 days after spraying by using two indices, the
percentage of the bunch infestation and the number of larval nest per 100 bunches. According to the results,
there was significant difference among treatments at 1% probability level. The highest efficacy was observed in
treatments of Basudin and Biol, without significant difference between them. Percentages of the bunch
infestation were 7.50% and 6.75% and number of larval nest per 100 bunches were 11.75 and 12.00 in Basudin
and Biol treatments, respectively. Nevertheless, BTK with 34.5% bunch infestation and 64.75 larval nest/100
bunches had the least effect on pest control. Moreover, total percentages of larval parasitism were 9.6, 12.8, 13.9,
14.3, 0, and 14.6 in BTK, Neem Azal, BTK + Neem Azal, Biol, Basudin, and unsprayed control treatment,
respectively. According to the obtained results, Biol insecticide can be recommended for controlling grape berry
moth with the least undesired effects on larval parasitoids.

Keywords: Biol, Bacillus thuringiensis, grape berry moth, Neem Azal




