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Screening of Insecticide and Detection of Agricultural Residues of
Aphrophora costalis Matsumura in Lavender Field in Lavender Field

PENG Bin LIANG Meng LIN Weishan

( China Inspection and Certification Group Xinjiang Co., LTD., Urumqi 830026, China )

Abstract In order to screen out the insecticides with good control effect and low toxicity and low residue
on the Cicadas in the lavender field, the screening test of the Cicadas in the lavender field was conducted in
Scigong Village, Lucaogou Town, Huocheng County, Yili Prefecture, from May to June 2020. Two thousand
times of 20% acetamidine solution, one thousand times of 12% Avi ¢ thiamethoxam microcapsule suspension, two
thousand times of 3.6% Nicotinic-matrine microcapsule suspension, one thousand, two hundred and fifty times
of 18% avermectin microemulsion, and three hundred times of 16 000TU/ mg Btwettable powder were selected.
Five kinds of agents were sprayed evenly into the lavender field by spray method, and the flower ears of lavender
treated with different agents were collected at the flowering stage for agroresidue detection. From the perspective
of mortality, Bt and Avi ¢ thiamethoxam had the best control effect on the nympha, the mortality rate was 33% and
32%, respectively. From the perspective of the rate of pest decline, the effect of Bt was better, and the rate of pest
decline was 74.4% and 76.7%, respectively. There was no significant difference in the control effect between the
treatment area and the control area at 1 month after application. The results of pesticide residue detection showed
that no pesticide residues were detected except acetamidine. The selection of control period directly affects the
control effect of the Cicadas.
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Tab.1 Tested medicaments, active ingredient content and manufacturers
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Tab.2 Population density of Aphrophora costalis in field before pesticide application

F 1] RS BEZE- A bRz FR (A /4K
Date Survey plant number Total damage Number of damage per plant
4 7T
Late April 100 3177 31.77
5 ALA 75 6103 81.37

Early May
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Tab.3 Comparison of control effects of 5 insecticides on Aphrophora costalis within 3 days after application

GECR i GRS /3 /3 N B /3 .
gmpps HEWREC S GG TG S SRCIREC e gy g BURBORE T gy g
Number of Survey insect ~ Number of Number of .
Drug name Average number . Death rate Eclosion rate
surveys . count dead insects adults
of victims
J—
Aﬁgjfn[ffn 10 61.4 20 59 29.5a 31 15.5
l]r‘- ©/
Acefi?i‘ri ‘ 10 475 20 35 17.5b 25 12.5
DI AR
7 Eiﬂﬁ 10 54.6 20 66 33.0a 26 13.0
i . 9
Avliqﬁiarifo%am 10 54.2 20 64 32.0a 36 18.0
JRTE - 720
Nﬁffnici;?fle 10 52.0 20 ) 21.0a 23 115
CK 10 73.78 20 — — — —

T RSV SR AR T B RIR 4 LSD IR IAE P < 0.05 KV 225 3%,

Notes: Different letters after the same column data indicate significant difference in the level of LSD test (P<0.05) .
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Tab.4 Comparison of control effects of 5 insecticides on Aphrophora costalis within 7 days after application
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Notes: Different letters after the same column data indicate significant difference in the level of LSD test (£<0.05) .
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Tab.5 Comparison of insect population decline rate before and after sprayin

Jits FH 243550 i 255 3 d HiZhjE 7d
Before application 3 d after application 7 d after application
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Nicotinic-matrine
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Tab.6 Comparison of control effects of 5 insecticides on Aphrophora costalis within 30 days after application
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Tab.7 Summary of pesticide residues

Nicotinic-matrine

Ao H L e/ lbiRs alinss LoRllprReS GoRlIIESEES JE HEFR
Test items Unit CAS NO Detect method result of survey  limit of quantitation
DR
Bﬁu{@% mg/kg 7.1 GB/T20769-2008"* ND 0.10
Avermectin
ur‘v N/A
Ei% . mg/kg 135410-20-7 GB/T20769-2008 0.13 0.01
Acetamiprid
Iz AT ] ] ]
Bt
BTefe - WE Huigg
Avi - thiamethoxam mg/kg 153719-23-4 GB/T20769-2008 ND 0.01
TR, - 2 R
I mg/kg 519-02-08 SCHE I LC-MS-MS ND 0.10
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