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Research on Spatial Distribution Patterns of Buasra suppressaria Larva
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Abstract Four eucalyptus forest areas in Huizhou were selected to investigate and analyze the spatial
distribution of inchworm larvae. The results showed that the spatial distribution pattern of the inchworm larvae
was aggregated, and there were significant differences in the number distribution of at different heights and
orientations. The largest number of inchworm larvae is in the middle layer. The average number could account
for 55.97%-65.34% of the total inchworm larvae number, and the highest percentage reached 67.74%. For
distribution in different orientation, the inchworm larvae population is concentrated in the south, followed by
east and west, accounting for 34.59%, 22.56% and 24.81% of the total number of larvae, respectively. Therefore,
when monitoring and controlling the inchworm worm, the distribution differences of the population in different
orientations and heights should be taken into account. The focus of prevention should be on the middle and
southern branches, and the application of pesticides should be emphasized on these parts.
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Table 1 The number and damage of Eucalyptus inchworm larvae in different forest areas

HERBEE /%

Eucalyptus victimization

Rgghde/ (k- EJRE )
Eucalyptus inchworm ( Head - 100 branches™ )

JEES NS

Forest areas MREER  AERER RESLNREE S 5 e MU 54 IR B

Plant damage Shoot injury Average population ~ Max.population ~ Min. population
rate rate density density density
5 AKX, Rengtu District 45.00 a 85.00 a 11.77b 20.78 2.34
HeHIAKIX. Ruhu District 26.03b 42.86b 851¢ 18.21 1.07
P43 JE#KIX. Baishilong District 45.86 a 85.11a 2478 a 46.41 0.80

HUM B

AU LA 27.60 b 45.83 b 9.54 ¢ 17.97 0.78

Forest District of Huizhou University

TE - P AN FR R VR RO IR RIS e AN RN TR R 225 3 (P < 0.05).

Note: The victimization and inchworm population density are average value, different lowercase in the same column indicate a sig-

nificant difference(P < 0.05).
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Fig. 1 Average inchworm number in different directions in Rengtu district
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Fig. 2 Average inchworm number in different directions in Ruhu district
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Fig.3 Average inchworm number in different directions in Baishilong district
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Fig.4 Average Inchworm Number in Different Directions in Baishilong district
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Fig. 5 Average Inchworm Number at Different Heights in Rengtu district
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Fig.6 Average Inchworm Number at Different Heights in Ruhu district
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Fig. 7 Average Inchworm Number at Different Heights in Baishilong District
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Fig. 8 Average Inchworm Number at Different Heights in Huizhou University District
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Table 2 Spatial distribution aggregation index values
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