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Sugarcane losses damaged by Ceratovacuna lanigera Zehntner
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Abstract Ceratovacuna lanigera Zehntner is the main leaf pest of sugarcane, now widely distributed in planting
areas and affecting both the yield and quality of sugarcane in China. The aim of this study was to assess the real cane
yield and sugar yield losses, investigate the influence on emergence of newly planted cane and ratoon cane caused by C.
lanigera under the current conditions for sugarcane production, and to provide detailed data that could contribute to
developing a scientific and rationale plan for the effective control of the pest. Main sugarcane cultivars grown in
the region were chosen for the study. The influence on emergence of newly planted cane and ratoon cane were
surveyed in pesticide-treated and untreated areas during 2014 — 2016. The mature sugarcane was harvested and
weighed to assess the cane yield. The quality and sucrose content were analyzed, and the real cane yield and sugar yield
losses were calculated. The results indicated that cane production reduced by 2 503—4 123 kg/667m*, 3 079 kg /
667m* on average; the yield loss rate was 28.5% —45.7% , 35.9% on average; the sugarcane juice yield decreased
by 2.4%—4.13%,3.01% on average; the sucrose content reduced by 5.48% —8.16%, 6.38% on average; sug-
arcane juice brix dropped by 6.95—9.05"'BX,7. 66 BX on average; sugarcane juice gravity purity decreased by
8.43% —19.97%, 12.35% on average; the reducing sugar of sugarcane juice increased by 1.01% —1.3%, 1.21%
on average; The emergence rate of the newly planted cane reduced by 24.7% —27.3%, 26.0% on average; emergence
numbers of ratoon cane reduced by 3 829—5 083 plants/667m’, 4 456 plants/667m’ on average; The relative rate of

emergence loss was 57.6% —58.0%, 57.8% on average. It was confirmed that currently the loss of sugarcane yields and
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sucrose content caused by C. lanigera was very serious in the cane-growing regions of Yunnan Province, and the dam-

age of C. lanigera has become one of the main challenges to affect the sugarcane yield and quality at present.
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The red line in the figures indicated the dividing line between the damage and undamaged areas. a: Symptom of the damage in the
field; b: Sugarcane growth atrophy caused by damage; c: Severe yield losses caused by damage; d: Sooty mold caused by damage;
e: The low germination rate caused by damage; f: The low germination rate of ratoon cane caused by damage

B1 HERFHEERK
Fig.1 Symptom of the damage caused by Ceratovacuna lanigera
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Table 1 Effect of the damage caused by Ceratovacuna lanigera on the agronomic traits and sugarcane yield

AREE/ 5 . A7

% /9 N 254 ) S kg -
g M BRI e EREM i ex Goorme) 1 DO B gy,

Plant The injured . Stem . (667m?) . .
Year . Treatment Plant height . Brix Number of . Relative yield

period plant rate diameter R Measured yield

effective stem loss rate
2014 il RAFEX 0.0 274.4 a 2.67 a 21.9 a 6 225 a 8 796 a
HFE X 100. 0 216.9 b 2.06 b 12.9 b 6077 b 6293 b 28.5

R & 57 5 0. 61 9 148 2 503
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Different letters in the same column mean significant difference at 0. 05 level. The same below.
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Table 2 Effect of the damage by Ceratovacuna lanigera on sugarcane quality
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Year Plant period Treatment Juice yield Sucrose content Brix Gravity purity Reducing sugar
2014 B KAFEX 71.04 a 16.42 a 22.44 a 87.18 a 0.3b
HE X 68. 64 b 10.94 b 15.49 b 78.75 b 1.6 a
R & 2. 40 5. 48 6.95 8. 43 —1.3
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FEX 70. 65 b 7.99 b 13.06 b 66.61 b 1.25 a
i 2 4.13 8.16 9.05 19. 97 —1.01
SRR S 3.01 6. 38 7.66 12. 35 —1.21
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Table 3 Effect of the damage by Ceratovacuna lanigera on emergence of the newly planted cane and ratoon cane
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G0 b3 VANERG N 0L S MR % KRR R/ R - (667m2) T MR R /%
Year Treatment Emergence number £ ’ Emergence number Emergence Relative emergence
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in the plot in the plot number loss rate
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ok 5 208 27.3 287 3 829
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R it 148 24.7 381 5 083
AR 178 26.0 334 4 456 57.8
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