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Table 1. The distribution of Oligonychus mangiterus in Chiayi and Tainan county

County Township Distribution situation and densities
Chiayi Jhungpu +*
Fanlu ++
Yijhu +
Tainan Nansi +++
Yujing ot
Nanhua +++
Zuojhen +++
Sinhua +++
Guantian +++

*: 41 no. mites < 10 / leaf, ++: no. mites < 50 / leaf, +++: no. mites >100 / leaf

2 %@@ﬁ S "“3’?“?5?}@ %’%‘%ﬁ@ﬁﬂﬂ' 'F‘Eﬂﬁ*ﬂfi%ﬁ?
Table 2. Study on the control efficiency of bromopropylate, chlorfenapyr, and fenpyroximate on

lrgonychus mangiferus in the field

No. of mites / 20 leaves

Pesticides and spray Mean
concentration (SD)

nd

First spray 2" spray 7 days after 14 days after 21 days after 28 days after

25% bromopropylate  558.5 a* 45.1a 2.3a 1.8a 12.1a 39.4a
EC 1000 X (192.0) (28.7) 0.5 (1.9) 3.9 (17.8)
10% chlorfenapyr SC ~ 553.5 a 511.8b 101.1b 403.4c 1288.4b 462.9b
2000 X (79.2) (355.6) LD (247.2) (335.6) (253.9)
5% fenpyroximate SC ~ 885.6 a 32.1a 1.6a 2.0a 7.3a 5.0a
2000 X (443.7) (30.7) .7 (1.6) (12.6) .0
CK 972.3a 644.5b 438.9¢ 139.4b 1189.3b 292.4b
(132.0) (54.3) (137.1) (14.8) 1334 @17

F 3.52 19.75 87.85 30.76 185.11 30.03

dr 3,12 3,12 3,12 3,12 3,12 3,12
D 0.0489 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001

* [l = IS5 A [ Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test 73 T’?Eﬁ T SOoHEH YE T 2
B B BB TP (No. mites + 0.5)" 3 1 s -

* . Means within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at the 5%
confidence level according to Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test, data transform before analysis
by (No. mites + 0.5)"”.
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T able 3. The control rates of bromopropylate, chlorfenapyr, and fenpyroximate on Oligonychus
mangiferus in the Field

Control rates (%)

Pesticides and its spray

concentration - wd 21 days 28 days
First spray 2" spray 7 days after 14 days after after after
25% bromopropylate EC 1000 X - 87.8 99.1 97.8 98.2 76.6
10% chlorfenapyr SC 2000 X - 0 59.5 0 0 0
5% fenpyroximate SC 2000 X - 94.5 99.6 98.4 99.3 98.1

CK - - - - - -

1~ BB D SO S SIS © A ¢ IR BRSBTS B OV
IS ()5 C BB L b 5 D ¢ B B b -

Fig. 1. The Oligonychus mangiterus. A, The population of Oljgonychus mangiférus on surface of the
mango leaf; B, The mango leaf (up) that damaged by Oliconychus mangiferus, C, Female of
Oligonychus mangiferus. D, The egg and male of Oligonychus mangiferus.
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Occurrence of Mango Red Spider Mite,
Oligonychus mangiferus, and its Control in the

Field*
Lin, M. Y. and S. K., Chen®

Summary

Mango red spider mite, Oligonychus mangiferus, is the pest on leaves of
mango. It is wild istributed in Jhungpu, Fanlu, Yijhu of Chiayi county, and Nansi,
Yujing, Nanhua, Zoujhen, Sinhua and Guantian of Tainan county. The population
is much higher and damage seriously especially in the major mango produce area,
Nanhua, and Yujing. There was two peak of the population of mites during the
year, from February to June, and October to December. We conduct the control
study in the field, there were 4 treatments include 25% Bromopropylate EC 1000
times, 10% Chlorfenapyr SC 2000 times, 5% Fenpyroximate SC 2000 times and
Check. Spray twice 7 days interval, and sampling the leaves on the mango tree to
count the number of mites each spraying day before pray and 7, 14, 21, 28 days
after respectively. After first apply the number of mites of each treatments,
Bromopropylate, Chlorfenapyr, Fenpyroximate and Check, were 45.1, 511.8, 32.1,
644.5 /| 20 leaves of each treatments respectively. The control rates of
Bromopropylate, Chlorfenapyr, and Fenpyroximate were 87.8, 0 and 94.5%,
respectively. The densities of mites dropped obviously on 7 days and 14 days after
second spray, and the control rates of Bromopropylate and Fenpyroximate were
above 98%. Otherwise, Chlorfenapyr could not effective to the mango red mite,
the densities that still higher than check obviously. On the last survey of the study
among those treatments beside Chlorfenapyr, the densities of mites on treatments
of Bromopropylate and Fenpyroximate were significantly lower than check, the
control rates were 76.6 and 98.1% respectively.

Key words: Mango red spider mite, Oligonychus mangiferus, control, Bromopropylate,
Chlorfenapyr, Fenpyroximate
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