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Fig. 1. Influences of amount of large snail on rice damage (2nd crop, 1984).
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Fig. 2. Influences of amount of large snail on rice damage (1st crop, 1985).
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Fig. 3. Influences of amount of middle snail on rice damage (2nd crop, 1984).
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Fig. 4. Influences of amount of middle snail on rice damage (1st crop, 1985).
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Fig. 5. Influences of amount of small snail on rice damage (2nd crop, 1984).
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Fig. 6. Influences of amount of small snail on rice damage (1st crop, 1985).
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Table 1. Effects of sizes and amount of Pomacea lineata to rice yield

73 F 52 e 74 F 5 W=
W I 2nd crop (1984) Ist crop (1985)
Treatment % ! o B % Bl o B
Yield Index Yield Index
(kg/ha) (%) (kg/ha) (%)
1.Large snail 10 4698.8"" 89.4 4839.3<¢ 93.9
2.Large snail 20 3868.1° 73.6 4727.6¢ 91.8
3.Large snail 50 2608.7¢ 49.6 4393.9° 85.3
4.Middle snail 10 4881.7° 92.8 5069.9%% 8.4
5.Middle snail 20 4692.2%® 89.2 4919.5%° 95.5
6.Middle snail 50 4360.5% 82.9 4804.2% 93.3
7.Small snail 10 5125.3 97.5 5181.5°% 100.6
8.Small snail 20 4933.5° 93.8 5051.8%¢ 98.1
9.Small snail 50 4736.9% 90.1 4866.1° 94.5
10.CK 5258.6° 100 5151.4% 100.0

"R SRS ITE P o AT S%E R

The data tested by Duncan’s multiple range test with the different symbols in same column means 5% differance.
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Table 2. Assessment of sizes and amount of Pomacea lineata to yield loss of rice

iy 4 O [P A AR
s | Control cost Net benefit after Pure benefit
W A (NT $ 10°/ha) control (NT % 10%/ha) (NT $ 10°/ha)
Treatment
- ¥ - - - - -
Ind crop  2nd crop Istcrop  2nd crop Istcrop  2nd crop
1.Large snail 10 1.8 1.3 5.9 10.5 4.8 9.2
2.Large snail 20 1.8 1.3 8.0 26.1 6.2 24.8
3.Large snail 50 1.8 1.3 14.2 49.8 12.4 48.5
4 Middle snail 10 1.8 1.3 1.5 7.1 -0.3 5.8
5.Middle snail 20 1.8 1.3 4.4 10.6 2.6 9.3
6.Middle snail 50 1.8 1.3 6.5 16.9 4.7 15.6
7.Small snail 10 1.8 1.3 -0.6 2.5 2.4 1.2
8.Small snail 20 1.8 1.3 1.9 6.1 0.1 4.8
9.Small snail 50 1.8 1.3 54 9.8 3.6 8.5
10.CK — — — — — — —
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Fig. 7. The comparison of the rate of yield loss between the sizes and amounts of Pomacea lineata

to rice.
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The Assessment of Rice Yield Loss due to the
Damage of Pomacea lineata’

Chin-Shuh Lin®

ABSTRACT

The young seedling stage of rice plants are most susceptible to the damage of
Pomacea lineata right after transplanting. The damage level depended on the size and
amount of snails. The highest damage percentage was observed at 14th and 24th days
after transplanting for the second crop of 1984 and the first crop of 1985, respectively.
The yield losses were 71.2%, 47.4% and 22.3% respectively, when 50 large snails or same
amount of middle snails or small snails were released in the second crop of 1984; while
the corresponding percentages were 19.9%, 2.8% and 1.8% in the first crop of 1985.

The yield reduction resulted from the damage of P. /ineata were 50.4%, and 26.4%
by 50 large snails and 20 large snails, respectively; while the yield loss of other
treatments have no siginificant difference in the second crop of 1984. In the first crop of
1985, the yield reduction were respectively. 14.7%, 8.2% and 6.7% by 50 large snails, 20
large snails and 50 middle snails. In general, the yield reduction and damage level are
found more serious in the second crop than in the first crop.

According to the cost/benefit analysis, when one large snail or 2 middle snails or 5
small snails are found in one square meter of paddy field, respectively. Therefore, some

control measures are considered to be necessary.

" Contribution No. 0088 from Taichung DAIS.
* Assistant of Entamologist of Taichung DAIS.



