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Table 1. Dates of spraying apples cv. Ruhby with Sevin 85%
Wp during 1992.
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date of spray No. of sprays* Treatment
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4/24 (2nd) 4l a3, 2
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* The first spray was applied 10 days after petal drop and
the period between subsequent sprays was 14 days.

L i

ZPXY VA
Laspeyresia  pomonella L. zl—&ll L& 4 dl i e
) dagall Aplaigyl i ylsdl e (Lepidoptera: Olethreutidae)
e S (ol s Josl S il Juals 45 i i
Lgnaad ol Abal)l (63555 (2 1) 4adlSa 00 &S 513 %50
Sl Ay ol Aadll Jlis Y FLal L s dall ada i,
Lpaad |, daiy L gauai Jod Ll dagin o L ) il
Ome Aal) 34 haSl Gl el Coandionl 288 (A8Y) 5 3gd Aaliaiyl
(@ yadl (o deddisall Baga gl Bkl Y s ) Y 5 )
O ey G il i Jgaa e slae YU LhailSa 5 5l
(4 <2) 48V oda daidl<al LDl Clapall e sl e
Gl ) GO ) jals () 4 dall claY) 4 adlSe Qs aa gy
¥ Junll AadlCal dga ga Al 5 A0V QU0 (4S5 L ganilSal
¢ gl 3 YAl T o e o BN Qal) dsdl<a) 0,
e Y A ol o d adle o [t e JgY)
aae 32l dads JLad N Jseall ey Ja (T) saglal ey gl
i e 4ol 5 gam 93 L3N sac 3aL 5 o) Ja (<) Sl

¢ LA b la) A aid

Call (34 kg 3 ge
A i e il iy aa L Mam
7-6 oo Jlacl 3 aaald) diladie #l0 jladl il 25 Cus oy £
by Clelas ps aj5 i Lgale 5w ghad Aay ) (e e g

14:13 dloes (1995) gt Ul 46 g o



Yo dlabaall jlatll b oLl L 40 e 4o .2 Jyaa
Da Gia) dihaie b o6 Uil Gia e (@ 3 ) %85 ouisd
1992 e

Table 2. % infestation with apple codling moth 1n apple trees
cv. Ruhby sprayed with Sevin (WP) during 1992.
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Table 3. Statistical analysis for % infection in different
treatment.
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Abstract
Abdul Sahib, Nasir. 1995. Economic Importance of the Increasing Number of Chemical Sprays for the Control of Codling

Moth in the Middle of Iraq. Arab J. PL. Prot. 13(1): 14-16

This study was carried out in apple orchards at Abu-Ghraib economical, as there was no significant differences between the
during 1992. To evaluate indicate the economic importance of the percentage of infected fruits and the number of sprays from 4-6.
number of chemical sprays to control codling moth, results showed Key words: Chemical control, codling moth, economic threshold.

that increasing the number of sprays for more than four times was not
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