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Abstract

Groundnut leaf miner is an oligophagous pest that feeds on leguminous host plants and also on groundnut
both in rainy and post rainy season in India and the yield losses can reach up to 76 per cent (Anonymous,
1986) [@. An experiment was conducted to study the incidence of this pest by screening different
groundnut genotypes. Based on the incidence of this pest genotypes TCGS-894 and TCGS-1097 were
ranked as highly resistant, ASK-2013-1 was ranked as moderately resistant and Narayani, K-1563, K-4
and Dharani were ranked as susceptible towards their reaction to groundnut leaf miner.
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Introduction

Among the major pests reported in groundnut, Aproaerema modicella Dev., Helicoverpa
armigera Hubner and Spodoptera litura Fabricius are the major defoliators of groundnut.
(Sahayaraj and Amalraj 2006) . Development of resistant variety for insect pest is one of the
basic input of IPM, which is cost effective and environmentally benign. Continuous efforts by
the plant breeders for development of new germplasm with resistance to insect pest and
disease is the need of the hour and the role of entomologist to screen these new germplasm line
under natural and artificial infestation.

Material and methods

The present investigation on reaction of different genotypes of groundnut, (Arachis hypogaea
L.) to gelechiidae insect pests were carried out in the field number 144 of S. V. Agricultural
College, Farm, Tirupathi, Andhra Pradesh which is situated at an altitude of 182.90 m above
mean sea level, 13°N latitude and 79°E longitude, during 2014 kharif season.

Forty one genotypes of groundnut procured from Agricultural Research Station, Kadiri and
Regional Agricultural Research Station, Tirupathi were used in the present investigation.
Genotypes that were procured from Regional Agricultural Research Station, Tirupathi are
TCGS-1073, TCGS-1157, TCGS-1156, TCGS-1157 (A), TCGS-1097, TCGS-1186, TCGS-
1119, TCGS-894, TCGS-1146, TCGS-341, Tirupathi-4, Tirupathi-3, TCGS-1342, TCGS-
1343, TCGS-1345, TCGS-1375, TCGS-1550, Dharani, Narayani, ASK-2013-1, ASK-2013-2,
ASK-2013-5.

Genotypes that were procured from Agricultural Research Station, Kadiri are K-1563, K-1662,
K-1452, K-1628, K-1660, K-5, K-1454, K-8, K-7 (Bold), K-4, K-1501, K-1609, K-1468, K-9,
K-1620, K-1559, K-6, Anantha, Kadiri Harithandra.

The genotypes of groundnut were sown in 2 rows of 4 m length with a spacing of 45 cm
between the rows and 15 cm within the row in two replications. A row of popular groundnut
genotype, Narayani was planted around the experiment plot as an infester line 10 days before
sowing of experimental material of each genotype to favour the buildup of insect pest
population.

Ten plants from each row were randomly selected and tagged for observations on groundnut
leaf miner. Observations were taken at weekly intervals from 30 DAS to 60 DAS.

From ten tagged plants number of mines (leaf miner) on each plant were counted and recorded.
Total number of plants in each genotype and number of plants infested by leaf miner were
counted, to calculate per cent infestation (number of larvae) of leaf miner as under.

Total number of plants infested by leaf miner in 4 m length
Total number of plants in each genotype in 4 m length

~ 536"~

Per cent infestatio n = X100
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The per cent values were converted with help of Arc sine
values before subjecting them to statistical analysis and the
data was analyzed using ANOVA technique and subjected to
DMRT (Duncan’s Multiple Range Test) with the help of
SPSS software (SPSS, 2014)

Based on results from the field experiment, the genotypes
were grouped into resistant, moderately resistant and
susceptible for their reaction to leaf miner.

Results and discussion

Results of screening various groundnut genotypes for their
reaction to leaf miner (first planting)

Per cent infestation of leaf miner (no. of leaf mines) on
different genotypes of groundnut (on tagged plants)

Data on per cent leaf miner infestation per plant was taken on
different genotypes of groundnut at weekly intervals from 39,
46, 53 and 60 DAS (Days after Sowing) and are presented in
Table 1.

At 39 DAS, lowest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant
were found in TCGS-894 (3.85 + 1.02) followed by TCGS-
1097 (4.44 + 1.88), TCGS-1157 (4.50 = 2.20), KH (5.11 *
2.80) and TCGS-1186 (5.28 + 2.21) (on par with each other).
Highest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant were found in
K-4 (14.61 £ 6.48), followed by K-1563 (14.15 + 8.92),
Narayani (13.99 + 5.34), TCGS-1343 (13.12 + 9.69) and K-
1628 (12.76 + 7.41) (on par with each other). The genotypes
K-1609 (6.35 + 3.13), TCGS-1146 (6.42 + 3.05), K-1468
(6.45 + 3.36), K-1501 (6.66 + 2.54) and ASK-2013-2 (6.71 +
3.55) had per cent leaf miner infestation which were in
between lowest and highest per cent leaf miner infestation.

At 46 DAS, lowest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant
were found in TCGS-1345 (1.53 + 0.75), followed by ASK-
2013-2 (1.57 + 1.90), K-1662 (1.71 + 1.60), TCGS-1375 (1.87
+ 1.07) and K-7 (1.92 = 0.75) (on par with each other).
Highest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant were found in
TCGS-1073 (5.46 + 9.54), followed by TCGS-341 (4.84 +
10.77), K-1468 (4.77 £ 13.31), TCGS-1119 (4.45 + 2.80) and
K-8 (4.36 = 5.00) (on par with each other). The genotypes
ASK-2013-1 (2.26 + 1.13), ASK-2013-5 (2.29 + 0.97),
TCGS-1157 (2.37 £ 1.51), K-1559 (2.42 + 2.14) and K-1609
(2.50 + 2.06) had per cent leaf miner infestation which were
in between lowest and highest per cent incidence of leaf
mines.

At 53 DAS, lowest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant
were found in K-1454 (0.84 + 0.46), followed by TCGS-894
(0.89 + 0.97), K-1452 (0.93 + 0.60), K-8 (1.01 + 0.98) and K-
5 (1.06 + 0.73) (on par with each other). Highest per cent leaf
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miner infestation per plant were found in TCGS-1146 (2.26 +
1.40), followed by Dharani (TCGS-1043) (2.16 + 1.58), K-7
(2.01 £ 1.53), K-1559 (1.98 + 1.36) and TCGS-1375 (1.93 +
0.97) (on par with each other). The genotypes TCGS-1156
(1.12 + 1.25), TCGS-1343 (1.13+ 0.81), ASK-2013-5 (1.14 +
0.85), K-4 (1.17 + 0.87) and ASK-2013-1 (1.20 + 1.09) had
per cent leaf miner infestation which were in between lowest
and highest per cent leaf miner infestation.

At 60 DAS, lowest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant
were found in K-8 (0.70 + 0.51), followed by ASK-2013-1
(0.76 + 0.53), TCGS-1345 (0.88 + 0.93), TCGS-1375 (0.92 +
0.76) and K-1454 (0.94 + 0.61) (on par with each other).
Highest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant were found in
TCGS-341 (3.74 + 2.02), followed by Dharani (TCGS-1043)
(3.10 + 1.39), K-5 (2.43 £ 1.53) (on par with each other), K-6
(2.29 £ 2.06) and K-9 (2.26 £ 2.54) (significantly different
among themselves). The genotypes TCGS-1157(A) (1.11 +
0.68), K-1452 (1.18 * 0.76), K-1660 (1.18 + 0.80), K-1501
(1.19 £ 0.81) and TPT-3 (1.20 £ 0.86) had per cent leaf miner
infestation which were in between lowest and highest per cent
leaf miner infestation.

At 67 DAS, lowest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant
were found in TCGS-1186 (0.64 + 0.64), followed by TCGS-
1343 (0.66 + 0.50), ASK-2013-2 (0.66 + 0.49), K-8 (0.66 *
0.56), and ASK-2013-5 (0.68 + 0.58) (on par with each
other). Highest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant were
found in TCGS-341 (2.79 + 1.77), followed by K-6 (2.56
1.43), Dharani (TCGS-1043) (2.46 £ 1.00), Narayani (1.98
1.36) and K-5 (1.91 + 1.00) (on par with each other). The
genotypes ASK-2013-1 (0.73 % 0.48) followed by K-1452
(0.76 £ 0.45), K-1501 (0.77 £ 0.49), K-4 (0.77 £ 1.28), and K-
1559 (0.86 + 0.48) had per cent leaf miner infestation which
were in between lowest and highest per cent leaf miner
infestation.

From the mean data lowest per cent leaf miner infestation per
plant was in TCGS-1097 (2.15 * 0.58), followed by TCGS-
894 (2.22 £ 0.68), K-1620 (2.26 + 0.85), ASK-2013-2 (2.28 +
0.88) and ASK-2013-5 (2.33 + 0.52) (on par with each other).
Highest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant were found in
Narayani (4.83 + 1.38), followed by TCGS-341, (4.64 +
2.64), K-4 (4.31 + 1.50), K-1563(3.90 + 1.88) and TCGS-
1156 (3.79 + 1.21) (on par with each other). The genotypes K-
1662 (2.54 + 0.89), K-7(BOLD) (2.56 + 0.64), K-1609 (2.57 +
0.63), ASK-2013-1 (2.59 + 1.02) and KH (2.68 * 0.88) had
per cent leaf miner infestation which were in between lowest
and highest per cent leaf miner infestation.

Table 1: Per cent incidence of leaf mines on different genotypes of groundnut (on tagged plants)

Genotype 39 DAS 46 DAS 53 DAS 60 DAS 67DAs | Fercent 'ef(")fbm'”er damage mean
servation
ASK013.1 | BOI K £ 465 | 2265 £ 113 | 1207100 | 0.760%053 | 073%%048 2 50 + 1 02
(16.02) (8.28) (5.26) (4.46) (4.66) (9.15)
K013 | 67T £355 | 1572190 | LAORH0+122 | 106%% £ 0.71 | 0.66% 0.49 2.28% + 0.83
(14.45) (5.66) (5.79) (5.60) (4.223) (8.52)
ASK013.5 | 6157 E 215 | 2209 & 0,97 | 114%e + 0,85 | 1389 + 106 | 0.68% 058 2,33 + 0,52
(14.16) (8.52) (5.43) (6.04) (4.25) 8.73)
s 14,617+ 6,48 | 3.72%+235 | L17% +0.87 | 1265+ 118 | 0.77°% 128 4314 & 150
(21.94) (10.70) (5.58) (5.73) (3.95) (11.81)
. 9.80M £ 492 | 3.010% 212 | 1.06%9+073 | 2439153 | 1919100 3,661+ 0.78
(17.85) (9.52) (5.31) (8.51) (7.68) (10.97)
6.20%  + 2 98 | 1,920+ 0.75 | 2.01%0+ 1,53 | 145000 + 0.91 | 1,209+ 0 84 2 569 + 0,64
K-7 (14.05) (7.81) @.7) (6.45) (5.95) (9.15)
g 7.200%h + 4.80 | 4.36% +500 | LO1®+098 | 070°%051 | 0.66%° 056 2790 + 1 23
(14.86) (10.22) (4.72) (4.18) (4.18) (9.38)
K9 10.42Km + 3.75 | 2.87°%+ 111 | 1,50 + 1,20 | 2.26°% + 254 | 1.69% + 178 3.75K + 1.36

~537~
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(18.57) 9.59) (6.06) (6.99) (6.60) (11.00)
< aop | 9417396 | 261 096 | 0939060 | 1189076 | 0.767 % 0.45 298P + ( 83
(17.55) (9.15) (4.89) (5.82) (4.80) (9.86)
< 1aoa | 913N 258 | 297wex 157 | 0840046 | 0049061 | 0.7299%037 292NN £ (.04
(17.05) (9.67) (4.90) (4.92) (4.64) ©.72)
< 1acs | G455 336 |47+ 13,31 1530+ 089 | 1609 + 131 | 1290 + 131 313000 + 9,54
(14.31) (9.35) (6.68) (6.33) (5.80) (9.74)
<ol | G669 254 | 351 347 | 16070103 | 119 £ 081 | 0.7790 % 0.49 2 758 + 0,76
(14.70) (9.28) (6.78) (5.72) (4.75) (9.45)
< 1osg | 7350247 | 242095214 | 1980136 | 12 %072 | 0867 & 0.48 277G £ (.68
(15.50) (8.09) (7.44) (5.93) (5.04) (9.50)
K563 (vG) | 1415™ £892 | 2179 104 | 1217+ 0,67 | 100 £094 | 096 106 3,90 + 1.88
(21.18) (8.00) (5.98) (4.82) (4.96) (11.09)
< 1ogo | 635%F0L313 | 25090+ 206 | 13390 0,97 | 1389 + 0,83 | 1.30°1 £ 0.79 257 + (.63
(14.25) (8.20) (5.89) (6.32) (6.27) (9.17)
< 1oo0 | BAUPUE277 | 2.029%0x 128 | 124090+ 093 | 158V +144 | 104 x 102 2.26® + 0.85
(13.02) (7.74) (5.76) (6.39) (4.96) (8.51)
< togs | 1276M£741 | 27D5100 | 1009 %089 | 1209+ 068 | 100% £ 0,62 377N + 147
(20.27) 9.12) (5.16) (6.27) (5.40) (11.01)
< 1oag | 10959207 | 2129%0x 0,90 | 1520+ 134 | 1189 £ 0.80 | 0,909 £ 0.65 3.3390K + 1.04
(18.90) (8.06) (6.16) (5.7) (5.04) (10.40)
< togp | 746 £314 | 1719 +160 | 12909+ 096 | 1354 £ 0.92 | 0,019 + 0.64 25455 + (.89
(15.54) (6.54) (5.90) (6.01) (4.94) (9.04)
oosaal | 10A1KM L33 484w £ 1077 | 1430 £ 116 | 874'£202 | 2790% 177 4647 + 2.64
(18.52) (10.17) (5.79) (10.82) (9.24) (12.12)
Toooges | 385102 | 3509162 | 089+087 | 160"+ 134 | 1290x 169 2.22% % 0,68
(11.22) (10.51) (4.13) (6.60) (5.46) (8.499)
oos1o7a | B20WRL287 | 5467954 | 109P+ L1l | 1480+ 101 | L44% =088 3549+ .00
(16.48) (11.52) (4.97) (6.38) (6.58) (10.59)
ooo1007 | 444188 | 2.02°1 % 211 | 108V 3068 | 1227%% + 080 | 109U £ 0,62 215+ 0.58
(11.91) (9.15) (5.36) (5.84) (5.74) (8.36)
oooi1te | 732N 463 | 445T+280 | L6/ £ 121 | LOAPIx 072 |1350% & 163 31700 + 0,97
(14.97) (11.73) (6.75) (5.23) (5.96) (10.14)
oosiise | BAZUNL305 | 2560 £214| 2269+ 140 | 1289 £ 0,02 | 0.869% £ 061 2,685 + 0,88
(14.33) (8.53) (8.11) (5.86) (4.91) (9.31)
ooo11o | 1208 507 | 320%1+149 | 1120%125 | L57%%%+134 | 08990+ 121 379K + 121
(19.87) (10.22) 4.77) (6.44) (4.58) (11.10)
oosi1e) | AB0PE2.30 | 2370 151 | 14600 £0.09 | 196% £ 145 | 1621 141 2.38%% + 0,65
Il 329
122N + 483 | 3230 + 1,80 | 1,57°%0 + 1.02 | 1117 + 0.68 | 0.87%%9 £ 1.09 3,60 £ 1.19
TCGS-1157(A) " (19 19) (9.855) (6.62) (5.58) (4.52) (10.81)
oooiigo | 528" 0221 | 2509233 | 145 RN L 067 | 1729 £ 355 | 0,64°%064 233 +0.94
(13.02) (8.25) (6.73) 6.1) (4.02) (8.64)
TCGS-1342 7.45¢defghii +3 15 2.158bcd + 1 21 | 1.278bcdef+ 9 94 | 1.302bcdef + 1,02 | 1.660df +2.17 2.75%cdefg + 1 10
(15.59) (8.17) (5.68) (6.18) (6.22) (9.39)
ooo1oas | 1312060 | 2550 & 110| 113 081 | 1109+ 062 | 0,667 050 3719 + 1.67
(19.91) (8.83) (5.52) (5.78) (4.13) (10.79)
ooo.1oao | BBV 503 | 1539 %075 | 14900+ 167| 0,889 %093 | 0.73% % 0.62 2,699+ 110
(16.63) (6.8) (6.01) (4.64) (4.30) (9.27)
eosia7e | 59325 | LE7Px107 | 1930x097 | 0.92%°%076 | L1815 2379+ 073
(13.71) (7.56) (7.76) (4.99) (5.64) (8.76)
oo1550 | OBOMN 563 | BI7e 330 | LI0WH 0,60 | 156" 098 | 0.71° %063 3.25%0 + 1.09
(17.54) (9.44) (5.53) 6.77) (4.28) (10.21)
o1 | 75ZW353 | 306152 | 14200+ 089 | 1205 £ 0.86 | 1140 % 120 2 87 £ 0 7]
(15.52) (9.79) (6.19) (5.63) (5.38) (9.69)
Tora | 927N 555 | 42012165 | L7D0x 123 | 103 180 | 1821+ 233 379N + 1.65
(17.06) (11.64) (6.69) (6.94) (6.59) (11.00)
ot | 972476 | 3649011 | 189%0x089 | 168" 132 | 1699+ 181 373K £ 1.01
(17.73) (10.65) (7.70) (6.65) (6.47) (11.04)
e | 7270405 | 295" £ 195 | 21605158 | 3107%130 | 2469% 100 350K + 1.63
(15.05) (9.54) (7.80) (9.85) (8.81) (10.73)
" 51170+ 2,80 | 3.75P% + 551 | 141000 + 1.15 | 1,329%% + 1.33 | 1.10°°% + 0.78 2,54 + 1.35
(12.64) (9.60) (5.99) (5.67) (5.64) (8.93)
mvam | 13997534 | 425% 587 | 17902148 | 2169+120 | 198+ 136 4837+ 138
y (21.61) (10.41) (7.12) (7.99) (7.58) (12.58)
K-G 73540 + 313 | 4347 %228 | L62°%0+ 009 | 2.20% + 2,06 | 2569+ 143 3.63M + 1,07
(15.42) (11.51) (6.78) (7.63) (8.91) (10.88)
Grand Mean | 840516 3034382 | 141+110 | 150+139 | 1.20+123 311 + 1.40

*Values in parenthesis are arc sine transformed values,

*Values followed by same letter are not significantly different as per DMRT

~ 538~
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Results of screening various groundnut genotypes for their
reaction to leaf miner (second planting)

Per cent infestation of leaf miner (no. of leaf mines) on
different genotypes of groundnut (on tagged plants)

Data on per cent leaf miner infestation per plant was taken on
different genotypes of groundnut at weekly intervals from 39,
46, 53 and 60 DAS (Days after Sowing) and are presented in
Table 2

At 39, 46, and 60 DAS, no significant differences were
observed among different genotypes of groundnut in terms of
per cent leaf miner infestation per plant

http://www.phytojournal.com

At 53 DAS, lowest per cent leaf miner infestation per plant
were found in K-1609 (1.56 + 2.34) (significantly different
from others) followed by ASK-2013-1 (1.75 + 1.22), TCGS-
1343 (1.89 £ 0.77), TCGS-1342 (1.92 + 0.73) and TCGS-
1345 (1.93 £ 0.95) (on par with each other). Highest per cent
leaf miner infestation per plant were found in TPT-4 (4.77 +
2.18), followed by TCGS-341 (5.15 £ 2.20), Narayani (5.84 +
2.68) (on par with each other), Dharani (6.77 £ 2.37) and K-6
(6.90 + 3.18) (on par with each other).

Table 2: Per cent incidence of leaf mines on different genotypes of groundnut (on tagged plants)

39 DAS (Mean {46 DAS (Mean 60 DAS (Mean| Per cent incidence of GLM mean

Genotype + SIZ()) + Slg) 53 DAS (Mean £ SD) + Slg) Observation (Mean + SD)
ASK-2013-1 2.01+1.01 1.83+1.37 1.75° + 1.22 (7.02) 1.88 +1.33 1.85+0.99
ASK-2013-2 1.97+221 1.88+1.62 2.58bcdefeh + 1 63 (8.84) 148 +1.18 196+1.14
ASK-2013-5 1.78 + 1.56 241 +167 3.00bcdefohi + 1 81 (9.32) 1.88+1.41 2.28+1.20
K-4 2.32+1.99 2.96 + 2.07 4.11Kmn + 2 13 (11.30) 3.39+1.78 3.23+1.79
K-5 2.73 £ 3.06 3.65 + 3.39 4.431KImno + 2 43 (11.77) 3.81+3.26 3.69+ 282
K-7 1.71+1.10 1.71+1.02 2.31bcdef+ 1 33 (8.42) 1.58 + 0.90 1.82+0.76
K-8 1.38 +1.00 2.46 +1.88 2.41bcdefg + 1 37 (8.58) 1.59 +0.76 1.97+0.91
K-9 2.19+2.18 2.01 +1.86 2.32bcdef + 1 39 (8.43) 1.73 +0.88 2.04+1.29
K-1452 1.78 + 1.06 1.96+1.31 2.90¢°defonii + 1 33 (9.58) 2.64+1.18 2.33+1.04
K-1454 3.08+£2.18 3.54+244 3.76%iKimn + 1 81 (10.87) 2.64 £1.90 3.25+1.64
K-1468 2.06 +1.47 2.30 +1.30 4.48'™no + 1 65 (12.03) 3.08+1.21 3.04+0.94
K-1501 1.42 +0.82 1.88+0.74 2.10bc% + 0,73 (8.20) 1.62 +0.67 1.76 £ 0.55
K-1559 1.01+1.22 156 +1.13 1.94% + 1.06 (7.60) 1.38 +0.81 1.49+0.90
K-1563 (VG) 1.73+1.81 2.07 +1.88 2.24b¢d + 1,81 (7.98) 2.05+1.84 2.03+1.78
K-1609 1.67 +2.50 1.42 +2.02 1.56% £ 2.34 (5.10) 1.38+1.62 1.49+1.94
K-1620 1.72 +1.36 2.82+2.18 2.68bcdefoni + 1 62 (9.03) 1.94+1.28 231+1.24
K-1628 157 +1.52 2.80+1.82 2.50Pcdef9 + 1 .43 (8.64) 1.84 +1.58 2.19+1.38
K-1660 1.37+1.37 245+1.79 2.56bcdefohi + 1 14 (9.01) 1.72 +0.96 2.04+1.10
K-1662 2.04 +1.54 2.32+2.01 2.40Pcdef + 1,53 (8.47) 2.04+1.11 220+1.22
TCGS-341 2.30 £1.52 276 +2.11 5.15"P + 2,20 (12.87) 3.22+1.81 3.41+153
TCGS-894 2.29+1.92 3.57 +3.97 3.00Pcdefoni + 2 28 (9.13) 2.94 +3.48 296 + 244
TCGS-1073 4,10 £ 3.52 3.07+1.94 4.42Kmnop + 1 92 (11.85) 3.26 +1.53 3.67 +1.35
TCGS-1097 1.64 +1.47 3.07 £ 2.26 3.57fhiikim + 1 72 (10.60) 1.81+1.73 2,55 +1.45
TCGS-1119 1.63 +1.36 2.36 + 2,95 2.26P + 1,87 (8.05) 1.85+1.34 2.03+1.67
TCGS-1146 212 +1.52 2.30+1.80 2.240cd + 1 36 (8.22) 1.90+1.49 2.13+1.19
TCGS-1156 2.46 +2.22 3.04 +3.00 3.42¢cdefoniikl + 2 97 (9,79) 2.85+3.10 2.93 +2.68
TCGS-1157 1.62+1.26 2.36+1.78 3.33cdefohikk + 2 39 (9.72) 2.10+1.55 238+1.14
TCGS-1157(A) 1.82+ 147 3.40+1.83 3.47¢fhilkim + 1 62 (10.40) 2.70+1.29 2.84+1.15
TCGS-1186 3.50 +3.93 2.02+1.19 3.89Niikimn + 1 83(11.08) 2.45+0.91 290+1.12
TCGS-1342 1.09 +0.77 2.47 +1,59 1.92%d + 0,73 (7.79) 1.47 +0.62 1.75+0.69
TCGS-1343 1.34+0.76 1.59 +0.97 1.89%4 + 0,77 (7.72) 1.38 +0.68 1.55+0.60
TCGS-1345 153+1.32 2.02+1.33 1.93%d + 0,95 (7.73) 1.44 +0.89 1.73+0.89
TCGS-1375 2.24 + 3.05 253 +3.34 2.49bcdef + 2 40 (8.31) 2.05+2.80 2.33+2.26
TCGS-1550 2.13+1.65 2.83+1.77 3.17%fnikl + 1 47 (10.01) 2.70+1.90 2.73+1.49
TPT-3 2.03+1.41 1.99 +1.97 2.83bcdefhi + 2 09 (9.10) 2.00 +1.65 222 +151
TPT-4 2.94+276 443 +2.26 4.77™° + 2,18 (12.36) 4,17 +£1.67 4,11 +1.89
ANANTHA 2.23+1.77 2.25+1.98 2.41bcdefg + 1 56 (8.59) 178 +1.34 2.15+ 1.37
DHARANI 2.45+1.70 3.71+2.35 6.77° + 2.37 (14.90) 3.18 £1.59 4,11+£1.25
KH 258 +1.71 3.36 + 2.81 3.22¢defghii + 2 20 (9.57) 270+ 2.34 297+184
NARAYANI 3.48 +2.81 2.85 + 1,56 5.84° + 2,68 (13.62) 3.20+1.72 3.86 +1.53
K-6 4,43 +4.35 4,08+ 2.48 6.90P + 3.18 (14.90) 5.32 +1.52 5.17 +1.87
Grand Mean 2.13+2.09 259+ 215 3.19+222 2.34+1.83 257 +1.67

*Values in parenthesis are arc sine transformed values

*Values followed by same letter are not significantly different as per DMRT

Per cent infestation of leaf miner per plant (first and second
planting) (Table 1 and 2) was considered for ranking.

Based on per cent infestation of leaf miner per plant (39 DAS
in 1% planting (highest per cent infestation of leaf miner per
plant was observed on most susceptible popular genotypes
Narayani, and Dharani (Table 1); 53 DAS in 2™ planting

(highest per cent infestation of leaf miner per plant was
observed on most susceptible popular genotypes Narayani,
and Dharani (Table 2) different genotypes of groundnut were
arranged into following plant resistance groups as highly
resistant, moderately resistant and susceptible to their reacting
to leaf miner.
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Table 3: Cumulative data on infestation of groundnut leaf miner based on first and second planting

Character

Highly resistant

Moderately resistant Highly susceptible

Per cent leaf miner infestation (no. of leaf
mines) per plant (First and second planting)

ASK-2013-2, ASK-2013-5, TCGS-
894, TCGS-1186 and TCGS-1097

K-1501, K-1559, ASK-2013-1,
TCGS-1146 and TCGS-1342

Dharani, K-4, K-1563,
Narayani and TCGS-341

Based on results of screening experiments, the genotypes
TCGS-894 and TCGS-1097 were ranked as highly resistant;
ASK-2013-1 as moderately resistant and Narayani, K-1563,
K-4 and Dharani, were ranked as susceptible genotypes.

The per cent infestation of leaf miner (no. of leaf mines) in
the present investigation varied from TCGS-894 (3.85 + 1.02)
to K-4 (14.61+ 6.48) (first planting) and from K-1609 (1.56 £
2.34) to TPT-4 (4.77 + 2.18).

The results were supported by the findings of Rao and Sindagi
(1974) 81 who recorded incidence of leaf miner was less than
20% in the varieties MS 11, GN 1024, NOS 271, 450, 362
and 191. Sathiamoorthy et al. (1978) [°1, who reported that in
the 220 groundnut lines, leaf miner incidence ranged from 3.8
per cent (USA-61) to 22.2 per cent (Ah 61). Kalaimani et al.
(1989) 51, who reported 4.0% (CS 26) to 11.4% (VG-220) leaf
miner damage in the entries VG 101, VG 78, 85, 91, 108, 113,
174, 183, 219, 220, CS 11 and 26. Jena et al. (1996)
reported that variety ICGS 65 showed the lowest leaf miner
infestation (5.4%) while TAG-24 showed the highest
infestation (30.2%). TMV-10, VG-77, ICGS-5 were also
promising with moderate infestation of 8.10, 10.60 and 10.70
per cent respectively at 80 days after sowing.

Reddy (2001) [ recorded K-135 genotype with significantly
lower leaf miner infestation (50%) than K-139 and K-2 X
TEG 7855 genotypes which recorded 70 per cent infestation.
Maximum incidence was observed in K-3 X ICG-2716-1, (X-
14-B-8-BXEC 21137-1) genotypes, JL-24 and Girnar (100%).
Shirale et al. (2010) [*Y screened 38 soyabean cultivars to leaf
miner (A. modicella) in India. The incidence of leaf miner
varied from 0.25 to 2.15 larvae per plant, and leaflet damage
ranged from 5.02 to 22.17%. MAUS 62-2 (5.2%), DS 97-12
(6.74%) and HIS 01(7.44%) registered lower percentages of
leaflet damage compared to JS 71-05 (17.71%), Bragg
(17.76%), JS 335 (16.40%) and JS 80-21 (11.70%).

Reddy (2000) [ evaluated fifty five groundnut genotypes
along with four controls against A. modicella. The lowest
incidence was observed in genotypes having thick, dark green
leaves i.e., ICGV-86031(20%), ICGV-87495(25%), ICGV-
87237(30%), ICGV-86011(30%), ICGV-87206(30%) and
ICGV-87165(30%). ICGV-87816 produced the highest yield
(63.64 grams per 10 plants) while exhibiting 40% pest
incidence.

Ghule et al. (1988) B! reported that genotypes ICG 7758 and
8322 were the most promising with 20.53 and 21.35
percentage leaf miner infestation respectively.

Annual report (2014-2015) ™ conducted at agricultural
research station Anantapuram reported that on screening
different varieties of groundnut reaction to leaf miner the leaf
damage recorded as on K-6 (28.1%), Dharani (25.3%),
Narayani (28.7%). The plant damage was recorded as on K-6
(77%), Dharani (67.6%), Narayani (68.8%). Incidence of
webs per plant GLM in the genotypes was as K-6 (3.7%),
Dharani (3.9%), Narayani (3.8%).

References

1. Annual progress report, Technical programme of work in
Entomology. Agricultural research station, Anantapuram,
2014-2015.

2.

10.

11.

~ 540~

Anonymous. Proceedings. VII Annual Rabi-Summer
Groundnut Workshop, Mahatma Phule Agricultural
Univivesity, Rahuri, Ahmednagar, 1986, 4-5.

Ghule BD, Dhamul VS, Deokar AB. Screening of
groundnut germplasm for resistance to leaf miner.
Journal of Maharashtra Agricultural Universities. 1988;
13:105.

Jena BC, Kulia B, Parida, AK. Incidence of leaf miner in
groundnut varieties. Indian Journal of Entomology. 1996;
58:383-385.

Kalaimani S, Mahadevan NR, Manoharan V,
Ramalingam RS. Screening of interspecific derivatives
for leaf miner, (Aproaerema modicella Deventer)
resistance in groundnut. International Arachis News
Letter. 1989; 5:15-16.

Rao K, Sindagi SS. Screening of varities for resistance to
groundnut leaf miner, Stomopteryx subsecivella (Zeller).
(Lepidoptera: ~ Gelechidae). Mysore  Journal  of
Agricultural Sciences. 1974; 8:133-137.

Redddy ML. Screening of groundnut germ plasm against
leaf miner Aproaerema modicella Deventer (Lepidoptera:
Gelechiidae). Journal of Research ANGRAU. 2000;
29:111-113.

Reddy LM. Resistance to leaf miner, Aproaerema
modicella in groundnut (Arachis hypogaea). Journal of
Research ANGRAU. 2001; 29:59-61.

Sahayaraj K, Amalraj A. Biochemical basis of resistance
in groundnut against leaf miner. Journal of Central
European Agriculture. 2006; 7(2):308.

Sathiamoorthy MR, Palaniswamy MS, Ramachandran
TK, Natrajan ST. Screening of groundnut bunch varieties
against the leaf miner, Stomopteryx subsecivell (Zeller)
(Lepidoptera: Gelechiidae). Agriculture Agro-industries
Journal, 1978.

Shirale D, Uttamrao B, Gore BB, Suryawanshi DS,
Shirale DK. Susceptibility of different soybean cultivars
against leaf miner, Aproaerema modicella (Deventer).
Karnataka Journal of Agricultural Sciences. 2010;
23(1):97-98.


http://www.phytojournal.com/

