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Abstract

A field study carried out during kharif 2019-20 at Zonal Agricultural Research Station, Kalaburagi, University of Agricultural Sciences,
Raichur, Karnataka on seasonal incidence of pod fly, M. obtusa in long duration pigeonpea variety BSMR 736 sown across different dates
viz., 20-07-2019, 05-08-2019 and 20-08-2019 revealed that, the activity of pod fly commenced from 49" SMW (7.20 percent pod damage
and 3.69 percent seed damage), which continued till 6™ SMW across different sowing dates indicating its peak activity with pod damage of
52.80 percent and seed damage of 46.31 percent in late sown sown crop.
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Introduction

Pigeonpea (Cajanus cajan L. Millsp.) is a major pulse crop
cultivated in the tropics and subtropics, grown in around 50
countries across Asia, Africa and America. Among the
Kharif pulses, pigeonpea holds considerable importance in
Indian agriculture due to its diverse uses, including as food,
feed, fodder and fuel, as well as its role in maintaining
agricultural productivity. India contributes to approximately
75 percent of the global production of pigeonpea.
Economically, it is the second most important pulse crop
after chickpea, accounting for about 20 percent of the total
pulse production (Sharma et al., 2010) [*4],

Major constraint in the production of pigeonpea is the
damage caused by insect pests. Maximum economic
damage is caused by pests feeding upon flowers and seeds.
It is attacked by over 300 species of insect pests, of which
17 are considered major (Lal and Singh, 1998) [*l. The most
significant yield losses are caused by the pod borer
complex, which regularly infests pigeonpea and cause
extensive damage. Among these pod borers, pod fly has
emerged as a potential pest in key pulse growing areas
causing yield losses especially in long duration varieties
(Gopali et al., 2010, 2013; Sharma et al., 2011) & 7231 |t has
inflicted 21.00 to 38.50 percent pod damage, 12.29 to 19.87
percent grain damage (Khan et al., 2014) ® and 31.35
percent mean pod damage (Patra et al., 2016) 112, However,
the yield loss of 60 to 80 percent was recorded due to the
pod fly infestation in pigeonpea (Durairaj, 2006) [,

Till date, chemicals are the only available efficient strategy
against pod fly yet it involves several limitations like no
promising management of the pest even after two or three
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applications of insecticides, the crop still undergo
considerable losses and also the insecticides are mostly
unsafe to natural enemies and also cause hazards to mankind
(Chiranjeevi and Sarnaik, 2017) . Date of sowing has a
great impact on the incidence of the pests which may be
attributed to the difference in weather conditions. Gaining
insights into the seasonal occurrence can provide crucial
information for developing effective management strategies.
Therefore, the current study aims to investigate the seasonal
incidence of pod fly in pigeonpea across different sowing
dates.

Materials and Methods

The field experiment was conducted at Zonal Agricultural
Research Station, Kalaburagi, University of Agricultural
Sciences, Raichur, Karnataka, India during kharif 2019-20.
Kalaburagi is situated in North eastern dry zone of
Karnataka between 16° 16' latitude and 77° 20" longitudes
and at 389 meters above mean sea level. Long duration
Pigeonpea variety BSMR 736 was sown in plots of 5.4 m x
4.8 m on three dates viz., 20-07-2019, 05-08-2019 and 20-
08-2019. The recommended spacing of 90 cm between rows
and 20 cm between plants was maintained. The crop was
raised by following the standard agronomic practices as per
the package of practices of UAS Raichur (Anonymous,
2017) ™M except for insect pest management. In the current
season, Helicoverpa armigera and pod fly were the major
pests. The H. armigera was managed by spraying HaNPV
@ 250 LE/ha at weekly interval starting from flower
initiation stage of the crop. Observation was initiated at pod
formation stage by collecting fifty pods randomly from each
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plot at weekly intervals and seeds were separated. These
seeds were examined for healthy and infested one and
accordingly, the pod and seed damage caused by pod fly
was calculated (Pathade et al. 2015) [,

Results and Discussion
The pod fly incidence in pigeonpea variety BSMR 736
started from December second week (49" SMW) with 7.20

https://www.extensionjournal.com

percent pod damage and 3.69 percent seed damage and it
increased to 19.20 and 13.74 percent of pod and seed
damage, respectively by the end of December (52" SMW).
Further, in January month the damage increased and pod
damage ranged from 16.80 to 39.20 percent with 15.49 to
34.28 percent seed damage. February second week (6%
SMW) recorded peak activity of pod fly with maximum pod
damage (52.80%) and seed damage (46.31%) (Table 1).

Table 1: Seasonal incidence of pod fly in pigeonpea across different sowing dates

Fig 2: Seasonal incidence of pod fly with respect to seed damage

Observation period D1: 20-07-2019 D2: 05-08-2019 D3: 20-08-2019
Date SMW | Pod damage (%) | Seed damage (%0) | Pod damage (%) | Seed damage (%) | Pod damage (%) | Seed damage (%)
09-12-2019 | 49 7.20 3.69
16-12-2019 | 50 13.60 6.33
23-12-2019 | 51 16.00 10.13 8.80 5.62
30-12-2019 | 52 19.20 13.74 14.40 8.88 10.40 7.36
06-01-2020 1 22.40 16.45 18.40 12.73 16.80 15.49
13-01-2020 2 27.20 20.19 23.20 17.63 24.80 21.82
20-01-2020 3 30.40 23.61 27.20 22.21 33.60 28.24
27-01-2020 4 33.60 26.24 32.80 26.32 39.20 34.28
03-02-2020 5 38.40 30.44 46.40 39.33
10-02-2020 6 52.80 46.31
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From the results, it can be inferred that the pod fly
infestation in BSMR 736 was noticed from December

second week (49" SMW). Damage increased gradually
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during January month and maximum infestation was noticed
in the month of February (Fig. 1 and 2). The long duration
varieties have got higher incidence of pod fly when

164


https://www.extensionjournal.com/
www.extensionjournal.com

International Journal of Agriculture Extension and Social Development

compared to early and medium maturing varieties as their
flowering and pod formation was coincided with winter and
post winter season which is congenial for the pest to
multiply and develop. The present findings are in agreement
with Gogi (2003) 1 who found that the infestation of pod
fly started from November month in variety ICPL-87119
(long duration) with minimum pod damage (12.50%) and
seed damage (2.50%). However, highest pod damage of
23.50 percent and grain damage of 10.50 percent was
recorded during February month. Increasing trend in pod fly
damage from January onwards was reported by Durairaj
(1995) ™ from Tamil Nadu.

Sunilkumar (2015) [*¢1 also observed pod fly incidence in
BSMR 736 started from 46" SMW with minimum pod and
grain damage of 5.50 and 2.10 percent, respectively during
October 2012-13 and damage was peak in February month
of 2013-14 which recorded maximum pod damage of 62.58
percent with 26.75 percent grain damage. Subharani and
Singh (2007) %1 during 2002-04 noticed maximum
infestation (15.56%) of pod fly in third week of February
during 2002-03, whereas in 2003-04, maximum infestation
was observed during February second week (13.72%). Das
and Katyar (1998) [ recorded pod fly infestation from 43
SMW and maximum pod infestation (16.00%) was noticed
during February first week (5™ SMW).

Conclusion

It can be concluded that the infestation of pod fly started
from 49" SMW in long duration pigeonpea variety BSMR
736. Peak activity was observed during 6" SMW. The crop
sown on 20" July recorded lower pod damage and seed
damage followed by 5" August sown crop as compared to
the crop sown on 20" August.
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