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Introduction Objectives

Organic pear production may be highly appropriate for areawide pest
management. The major pear pests, codling moth and pear psylla, have

This was the second year in a three-year development project of an 2003 Plots

organic pest for pears.
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enemies. Most natural enemies of PP are generalists and migrate from
native surrounding . Organic ‘islands’ in conventional
production areas have diffi ing natural i

i i tends to isolate them from native

improve worker safety, and reduce pesticide inputs.
In 2003, we continued our pursuit of the two main objectives:
1. Development of organic or soft pest management in an areawide

of softer pi will reduce the context. Project area: 300+ contiguous acres of
barriers to natural enemy migration. 2. Comparison of pes( and natural enemy densities, crop damage pears in the Peshastin Creek Valley.
and cost effe pest strategies 230 acres were sampled in 2003 at 41

While biological control is the optimal approach to reducing
insecticides in pear, biological control alone cannot currently control the
major arthropod pests. To obtain a long-term stable pest management
program, research needs to develop a consistently effective integrated

that control with biological control. C

sites, (orchard blocks) This doubled

categorized as:
the sampling effort of 2002.

Organic (certified Organic management practices ),
Soft (organic when possible, allows use of IGR’s and other selective pesncudes), and
ional (uses

and other 1

Sampling
Techniques

All sampling was
done weekly.

Results and Analysis

ANOVAs were conducted on data normalized by Box-Cox (x+1) transformation. Means
separations were done with Fisher’s Protected Least Squares Differences Tests.

Pear Psylla Adults

In

Mean # PPA ay sample

Pear psylla densities—adults, eggs, and nymphs—
were lower in all three programs in 2003 relative to
2002. There were higher adult PP densities in the
ORG program relative to SOFT and CONV, although
the difference occurred near harvest—thus possibly
not economically significant. PP nymphs, the
damaging stage of PP, were kept below the economic
threshold in all programs.

Fig 2. 2003 predator densities.
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Fig 1. 2003 Adult Pear psylla (PP) densities.  Fig 1a. 2002 Adult PP densities. Predator densities remained low through

most of the season in all programs.
However, late season increases were
seen in ORG and SOFT.

Beating trays

Adults: Averaged over the entire season, PP populations were higher in ORG
were used to

than CONV. There were no differences early season or mid-season; in late
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PP will never see large numbers of predators; PP
damage thresholds may be too low to sustain higher
predator populations.

Pear Psylla Nymphs and Eggs

Mites and Other Pests Pest Control Programs
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Codling moth damage higher than in 2002 (Fig 7a),

than SOFT although neither was
from CONV.

Fig 5. 2003 codling moth trap catch.
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There were no statistical differences
in CM damage between programs.
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spinosad were not used. Fig 8. 2003 Cost distribution.
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