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ABSTRACT Trapping, Drosophilid flies

Drosophila suzukii Matsumura and Zaprionus indianus Gupta (Diptera: Drosophilidae)
are invasive pests affecting fig crops in Mexico. Monitoring the density of fruit fly
populations plays an important role in deciding pest management strategies. In fruit and Received: 18 August 2022
vegetable production, food baits and traps are commonly used to monitor and control these Revised: 12 November 2022
pests. However, many local fig farmers have limited access to advanced technologies and  Accepted: 17 November 2022
are constantly seeking affordable and effective solutions to improve their crop yield and
income. In this study, we tested three different trap designs (two commercially available
and one handmade from plastic) and 3 food baits to capture adults of D. suzukii and Z.
indianus. 2 trials were conducted in local fig orchards during different periods: November-
December 2018 and July-August 2019. The handmade plastic traps, when baited with
commercial attractants, performed similarly to the commercially produced traps for both
fruit f!y specn?s in both_ trials. The pa[_)er also d|s_cus§;es the impact of the tr_ap design on !ts Traps Targeting Drosophila Suzukii and
effectiveness in attracting and capturing the fruit flies. The study region is known for its Zaprionus Indianus in Fig Production Areas.
high population density of D. suzukii and Z. indianus. Entomol  Res  Lett.  2022;2(2):1-9.
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Introduction

The fig tree (Ficus carica L., Moraceae) originates from the southwestern Mediterranean region and is regarded
as the first plant to be domesticated by humans [1]. This crop is grown across temperate, tropical, and subtropical
zones, with its resilience allowing it to thrive in various soil types [2]. Globally, fig cultivation spans over 376,100
hectares, yielding around 1,064,400 tons, with Turkey being the leading producer [3]. In Mexico, the cultivated
area was reported to be 1,357 hectares in 2018, with a production of 7,700 tons and a total economic value of
eight million dollars [4]. The primary fig-producing regions are in central Morelos, which are characterized by a
relatively low level of technological development [5]. Pest management in these areas mainly relies on the regular
application of chemical pesticides.

Two species of Drosophilidae (Insecta: Diptera) have recently been impacting the quality and phytosanitary
condition of fruits: Drosophila suzukii Matsumura and Zaprionus indianus Gupta [6, 7]. These species are known
to be particularly harmful to fruits such as strawberries, peaches, blackberries, figs, and other small fruits with
delicate outer skin [5, 8, 9].

D. suzukii, native to Southeast Asia [10] and first described in Japan in 1931 [11], was recognized as an invasive
species in Mexico in 2011, initially limited to Los Reyes in Michoacan [12]. Currently, it is found throughout
Mexico and falls under government regulation, although it only qualifies as a quarantine pest in areas with
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cultivated host plants [7, 13]. In contrast to other drosophilids, D. suzukii has a serrated ovipositor, which enables
it to cut into the skin of fruits, allowing it to lay eggs in both mature and unripe fruits. This species primarily feeds
on overripe or decaying fruit [14, 15].

Z. indianus was first identified in Brazil on fig fruits, where it caused significant damage, leading to losses of 40
to 50% in commercial fig crops. It was referred to as the African fig fly [16]. In Mexico, the species was first
detected in Chiapas in 2002 [17], and although it has not been widely studied, it has spread across crops in 7
federal entities [6, 7, 17]. In fig cultivation, it is regarded as a major pest [18]. Unlike D. suzukii, Z. indianus lacks
a serrated ovipositor and instead lays its eggs by entering the ostiole of figs as they approach maturity [19].

As part of integrated pest management strategies for these drosophilid species, traps are used to monitor adult
populations in fig orchards and regions with potential for infestation [20]. These traps help determine the presence
or absence of adult flies and track population trends. Local farmers commonly use handmade plastic jar traps
baited with apple cider vinegar, placed 1 km apart in designated quadrants [5], in addition to the typical Multilure©
traps used for other fruit fly species (personal observation). Various commercial and homemade baits, such as
those based on apple cider vinegar, wine, and yeast, have been tested for fly monitoring purposes [21]. However,
apple cider vinegar has been shown to attract a broad range of Drosophilidae species, including non-target species,
as well as other flies (Diptera), moths (Lepidoptera), wasps (Hymenoptera), and beetles (Coleoptera) [22, 23].
There are commercially available traps (such as Multilure© and Pherocon SWD®©) and food attractants (including
Pherocom SWD®© Dual-Lure and Suzukii Trap®©) that are recommended for both monitoring and mass trapping
of these and other fruit fly species. However, these products have not been tested in the specific conditions faced
by local growers in Morelos. The objective of this study was to assess the effectiveness of commercial baits and
traps in monitoring adult populations of two drosophilid species (Insecta: Diptera) that pose economic threats to
fig crops in Morelos, Mexico.

Materials and Methods

Experiment location
The study took place in commercial orchards of Black Mission figs in Ayala, Morelos, Mexico (18.734206° -
98.915858). This region experiences a warm subhumid climate, with an average annual temperature of 24 °C [24].

Traps and food baits

The study employed two commercially available traps, Multilure© (Ferommis, Mexico) and Pherocon SWD©
(Trécé, Inc., United States), along with a DIY jar trap. These handmade traps were created using one-liter plastic
jars, featuring 10 holes (4 mm each) placed around the upper edge of the jar, with a red-colored base [5, 25]. Three
food baits were tested: Suzukii Trap© (Bioiberica, Spain), Pherocon SWD® Dual-Lure© (Ferommis, Mexico),
and Cera Trap© (Agrotecnologia Alternativa, S.A. de C.V., Mexico). Each Suzukii Trap© and Cera Trap©
received two hundred fifty ml of liquid bait, while for the Pherocon SWD® Dual-Lure, a dispenser was installed
inside the trap. Soapy water (5%) was used in all traps for insect retention.

Experimental design

The study analyzed two factors: trap type (3 levels) and food bait (three levels), resulting in nine possible
combinations of treatments. The treatments were: 1) Handmade plastic jar with Cera Trap©; 2) Handmade plastic
jar with Suzukii Trap©; 3) Handmade plastic jar with Pherocon SWD®© Dual-Lure©; 4) Multilure© with Suzukii
Trap©; 5) Multilure© with Suzukii Trap© (duplicate); 6) Multilure© with Pherocon SWD®© Dual-Lure®©; 7)
Pherocon© with Suzukii Trap©; 8) Pherocon© with Suzukii Trap© (duplicate); 9) Pherocon© with Pherocon
SWD® Dual-Lure®©.

A completely randomized block design was used, with each treatment replicated four times, arranged in four rows.
Traps were inspected weekly, and treatments were randomized each week to prevent positional bias. The traps
were spaced 20 m apart, with 30 m between rows, and placed at % height of the trees, avoiding direct sunlight
exposure. The experiment was conducted twice: the first from November 19 to December 24, 2018, and the second
from July 12 to August 16, 2019. During both periods, the fruits were at % of their physiological maturity. The
Pherocon SWD® Dual-Lure®© dispensers were replaced every 4 weeks, and soapy water was refreshed weekly.
The Suzukii Trap® and Cera Trap® baits were replenished as needed.
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Entomological determination
All collected specimens were stored in 70% alcohol and identified using taxonomic identification keys [26].

Data analysis

The normality and variance homogeneity of the data were evaluated by species, followed by the comparison of
treatment means using ANOVA. When important differences were found, the Fischer test was applied (o = 0.05).
In the 2nd period, a data transformation (VX + 0.5) was applied to normalize the distribution and standardize the
variation before performing the analysis.

Day trap flies index (DTF)

The Day Trap Flies index is utilized to assess the relative abundance of adult fruit flies in a specific area and
period, a method commonly applied to native fruit flies in the Anastrepha genus (Diptera: Tephritidae). It helps
in selecting appropriate management strategies for tephritid populations [27]. The index was calculated for each
species per treatment [5].

DTF = F/(TxD) @)

Donde:

F= Number of flies collected

T = Total number of traps revised

D = Number of days those traps were exposed in the field

DTF is expressed in the format 0.0000 [28], and level prevalence is categorized as high (> 0.0100), low (<0.0100),
and absent (0.0000).

Results and Discussion

Monitoring plays a crucial role in identifying the presence or absence of pests in crops, enabling informed
decisions for their effective management [21]. For fruit flies, both the trap design and the choice of food bait
significantly impact the capture of adult flies [29, 30]. The trap should be designed to attract fruit flies, capable of
holding the food bait over time and releasing its compounds. Simultaneously, the food bait must be an effective
attractant and serve as a means of retaining the flies [31].

First trial

Traps and food baits
A total of 4,458 specimens were captured, with 8.0% (373) identified as D. suzukii and 92% (4,285) as Z. indianus.
The type of bait used had an impact on which species of drosophilids were caught. Suzukii Trap© proved more
effective for capturing D. suzukii, but only when paired with handmade or Multilure® traps. Its attraction to D.
suzukii was lessened when used in conjunction with the Pherocom®© trap (Figure 1a). This bait also attracted
other non-target Drosophilidae (data not displayed). In contrast, when the Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© was
used with the Pherocom®© trap, the capture rates were similar to those of Suzukii Trap© with handmade or
Multilure® traps.
For Z. indianus, handmade plastic traps baited with Pherocom SWD® proved to be the most successful, collecting
three to five times as many specimens compared to other treatments (Figure 1b).
Cera Trap®, regardless of the type of trap used, failed to capture any specimens of either species (Figures 1a and
1b).
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Figure 1. D. suzukii (a) and Z. indianus (b) were captured in a combination of three traps and food baits in
Ficus, Mexico (November-December 2018); AC: Handmade trap + Cera Trap©, AS: Handmade trap+
Suzukii© trap, ASWD: Handmade trap + Pherocom SWD®© Dual-Lure©, MC: Multilure© trap + Cera

Trap©, MS: Multilure®© trap + Suzukii© trap, MSWD: Multilure®© trap + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure®,

PC: Pherocom® trap + Cera Trap©, PS: Pherocom® trap + Suzukii© trap, and PSWD: Pherocom® trap +

Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure®©.

DTF index

The combination of traps and food baits influenced the population prevalence of D. suzukii, as reflected by the
DTF index. The highest index was observed when Multilure© traps were paired with Suzukii Trap© as the bait,
with similar results seen when Suzukii Trap© was used with handmade plastic jar traps. When Pherocom®© traps
were used with Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© bait, the DTF index was comparable to the combination of
Multilure© and Suzukii Trap© (Table 1). Other treatments showed less impact on the DTF index, and traps baited
with Cera Trap®© didn't yield any measurable results. The use of Suzukii Trap© and Pherocom SWD®© Dual-
Lure®© baits in all traps led to a high population prevalence of D. suzukii.

Table 1. D. suzukii population prevalence index (day trap flies (DTF)), including the highest and lowest values
calculated using various traps and food baits in figs from Morelos, Mexico (November-December 2018).

Treatment Maximum prevalence Minimum Weeks with prevalence
(trap plus food bait) level prevalence level values of 0.0000

Handmade + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Handmade + Suzukii trap© 0.9200 0.2500 0
Handmade + Pherocom SWD®© Dual-Lure© 0.8500 0.0700 0
Multilure© + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Multilure© + Suzukii trap© 1.1700 0.3200 0
Multilure© + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© 0.5700 0.0300 0
Pherocom®© + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Pherocom® + Suzukii trap© 0.4600 0.1700 0
Pherocom® + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© 1.0000 0.0700 0

Table 2. Population prevalence index of Day Trap Flies (DTF), showing the maximum and minimum values
for Z. indianus with various traps and food baits in figs from Morelos, Mexico (November-December 2018).

Treatment Maximum prevalence Minimum Weeks with prevalence
(trap plus food bait) level prevalence level values of 0.0000
Handmade + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Handmade + Suzukii trap© 8.8500 1.0700 0
Handmade + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© 33.4000 2.2800 0
Multilure© + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Multilure© + Suzukii trap© 2.8900 0.1740 0
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Multilure© + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© 7.4200 1.2800 0
Pherocom® + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Pherocom® + Suzukii trap© 2.3500 0.7500 0
Pherocom®© + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© 8.8500 0.7800 0

A similar trend was observed in the DTF index for Z. indianus, with high population prevalence recorded when
using the food baits Suzukii trap© and Pherocom SWD®© Dual-Lure®© across all traps tested (Table 2). The
highest DTF index was obtained when Handmade plastic jar traps were paired with Pherocom SWD® Dual-
Lure®© bait. Cera Trap© did not yield a calculable DTF index, regardless of the trap used (Table 2).

Second trial

Traps and food baits
In the 2nd trial, the total number of captures was lower than in the first, with 1,899 specimens collected. Among
these, only four were D. suzukii (0.2%), while the remaining 1,895 were identified as Z. indianus. All D. suzukii
individuals were captured using handmade plastic jars or Multilure© traps baited with Suzukii Trap©, showing
no significant differences (Figure 2a).
For Z. indianus, the type of trap used influenced the capture numbers. Handmade plastic jar traps baited with
Suzukii Trap© or Pherocom SWD®© Dual-Lure© captured more than 100% of the specimens compared to other
treatments (Figure 2b).
As in the first trial, Cera Trap® did not capture any specimens.
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Figure 2. D. suzukii, a) and Z. indianus, b) were captured in a combination of three traps and food baits in
Ficus, Mexico (July-August 2019); AC: Handmade trap + Cera Trap©, AS: Handmade trap+ Suzukii®© trap,
ASWD: Handmade trap + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure©, MC: Multilure®© trap + Cera Trap©, MS:
Multilure®© trap + Suzukii© trap, MSWD: Multilure®© trap + Pherocom SWD®© Dual-Lure®©, PC:
Pherocom®© trap + Cera Trap©, PS: Pherocom®© trap + Suzukii© trap, and PSWD: Pherocom® trap +
Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure®©.

The effectiveness of the handmade plastic jar trap is likely due to the combination of 2 key factors: the perforations
and the color. The 4 mm holes surrounding the jar allow the food bait to disperse into the environment while
facilitating the entry of fruit flies. In contrast, the Pherocom®© trap features two large lateral openings covered by
a plastic mesh with a two mm diameter, which might make it harder for flies to enter directly. On the other hand,
the Multilure®© trap has a wide opening at the bottom and a yellow base. While the dimensions of the opening
may ease the flies' entry, they could also make it easier for them to escape if the retention mechanism is inadequate.
As noted earlier [32], increasing the entry area of traps can reduce their capture efficiency and overall performance
[29]. Another concern is the potential to capture non-target species, such as other Diptera or larger arthropods
[32]. The handmade plastic jar traps have smaller entry points, which may offer a selective advantage over the
other traps by reducing captures of non-drosophilid flies [29].
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Although red is thought to be appealing for attracting D. suzukii adults [29], which aligns with the red base of the
handmade trap, other researchers suggest that different colors might produce a stronger attraction response [33,
34]. It appears that further investigation into color variations for optimal attraction is still needed.

The two drosophilid species exhibited distinct responses to the tested baits. D. suzukii was predominantly attracted
to Suzukii trap®, while Z. indianus showed a preference for Pherocom© SWD Dual-Lure®. D. suzukii is
particularly drawn to fermented substances like vinegar and wine, as well as certain yeasts [29]. Suzukii trap®
contains enriched protein substances that elicit a strong attraction in D. suzukii, making it suitable for mass
trapping of this fruitfly [35]. In contrast, Z. indianus favors juices, wines, and vinegar [34, 36], responding well
to Pherocom© SWD Dual-Lure® [37], which is made from volatile compounds found in wine and vinegar (such
as acetic acid, ethanol, acetone, and methanol) [38]. Both drosophilid species showed no attraction to Cera trap®,
likely because it was initially developed and tested for Ceratitis capitata Wiedeman and is now used primarily for
Anastrepha species [39]. Based on these findings, Suzukii trap® and Pherocom© SWD Dual-Lure® are
recommended for use, while Cera trap® should be excluded as a bait for these 2 drosophilid species. Selecting
the ideal trap and bait for fruit flies remains an ongoing challenge [40], as new options continue to emerge, offering
local growers more effective trapping systems.

DTF index
The population density observed during the second trial influenced the calculation of the DTF index (n n). Only
two treatments allowed for the calculation of the index: Handmade plastic jar with Suzukii trap© and Multilure©
trap with Suzukii trap© bait, both showing a high prevalence range (0.0300-0.0700). For the remaining treatments,
D. suzukii was not present in the study area during this period (Table 3).

Table 3. Day trap flies (DTF) population prevalence index, showing the maximum and minimum values
calculated for D. suzukii using various traps and food baits in figs from Morelos, Mexico (July-August 2019).

Treatment Maximum Minimum Weeks with prevalence
(trap plus food bait) prevalence level prevalence level values of 0.0000

Handmade + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Handmade + Suzukii trap© 0.0300 0.0000 4
Handmade + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Multilure© + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Multilure© + Suzukii trap© 0.0700 0.0000 5
Multilure© + Pherocom SWD®© Dual-Lure© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Pherocom®© + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Pherocom® + Suzukii trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Pherocom® + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© 0.0000 0.0000 6

Table 4. Day trap flies (DTF) population prevalence index, presenting the maximum and minimum values
calculated for Z. indianus using different traps and food baits in figs from Morelos, Mexico (July-August 2019).

Treatment Maximum Minimum Weeks with prevalence
(trap plus food bait) prevalence level  prevalence level values of 0.0000

Handmade + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Handmade + Suzukii trap© 5.4600 1.8200 0
Handmade + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© 5.3900 1.0350 0
Multilure© + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Multilure© + Suzukii trap© 1.6700 0.4600 0
Multilure© + Pherocom SWD®© Dual-Lure© 2.2500 0.8500 0
Pherocom®© + Cera trap© 0.0000 0.0000 6
Pherocom®© + Suzukii trap© 1.7800 0.4600 0
Pherocom®© + Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure© 2.4600 0.0000 1
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A high prevalence was observed for Z. indianus across all traps and food baits used, except Cera Trap®©. The
handmade jar trap yielded the highest index values, showing comparable results when paired with Suzukii trap©
or Pherocom SWD® Dual-Lure®© (Table 4). In this case, the DTF index was two to three times greater than in
other treatments.

The DTF index demonstrated a significant prevalence of both D. suzukii and Z. indianus, indicating that the fig-
growing region offers favorable conditions for the ongoing reproduction of these species [7]. This underscores
the need for regional coordination and initiatives to manage populations and mitigate potential damage caused by
these fruit flies.

Conclusion

D. suzukii Matsumura and Z. indianus Gupta are 2 fruit fly species that pose economic threats to fig cultivation in
Morelos, Mexico, where the environment favors their population growth. According to the results of this study,
the most effective approach for monitoring adult drosophilid populations involves the use of handmade plastic jar
traps with Suzukii trap® or Pherocom®© SWD Dual-Lure®© as bait.

Acknowledgments: None

Conflict of Interest: None

Financial Support: Liliana Arios Caro was granted financial support from CONACYT (fellowship 702226).
Ethics Statement: None

References

1. Kisley ME, Hartmann A, Bar-Yosef O. Early domesticated fig in the Jordan valley. Science.
2006;312(5778):1372-4. doi:10.1126/science.1125910

2. Gonzélez AM, Grajal MJ. Higueras de Canarias Caracterizacién morfologica de variedades. Islas Canarias,
Espafia: instituto canario de investigaciones agrarias; 2011. 126 p.

3. FAO. FAOSTAT. Roma, Italia: FAO; 2013 [cited 2018 Oct 28]. Available from: http://faostat.fao.org

4. SIAP. Anuario estadistico de la produccion Agricola. Ciudad de México, México: SIAP; 2018 [cited 2018
Dec 2]. Available from: http://nube.siap.gob.mx/cierre_agricola/

5. Senasica. Campafia nacional contra moscas nativas de la fruta. Ciudad de México, México: SENASICA,;
2016 [cited 2018 Oct 28]. Available from: http://www. senasica.gob.mx/?id=4605

6. Bautista N, lllescas CP, Lopez E, Velazquez LJ, Garcia CJ. Presence of Drosophilidae (Diptera:
Ephydroidea) flies associated with fig fruits in Morelos, Mexico. Fla Entomol. 2017;100(4):813-6.
d0i:10.1653/024.100.0409

7. Dominguez S, Lépez V, Martinez A, Delgadillo A, Guillén D, Campos M. Dindmica poblacional de
Zapronius indianus y Drosophila suzukii en higo en el estado de Morelos, México. Southwest Entomol.
2021;45(4):1161-4. doi:10.3958/059.045.0432

8. Burrack HJ, Fernandez GE, Spivey T, Kraus DA. Variation in selection and utilization of host crops in the
field and laboratory by Drosophila suzukii Matsumura (Diptera: Drosophilidae), an invasive frugivore. Pest
Manag Sci. 2013;69(10):1173-80. doi:10.1002/ps.3489

9. Asplen MK, Anfora G, Biondi A, Choi DS, Chu D, Daane, KM, et al. Invasion biology of spotted wing
Drosophila (Drosophila suzukii): a global perspective and future priorities. J Pest Sci. 2015;88(3):469-94.
d0i:10.1007/s10340-015-0681-z

10. Oregon State University. A new pest attacking healthy ripening fruit in Oregon. Oregon, USA: Oregon State
University; 2009 [updated 2009 October; cited 2019 May 2]. Available from:
https://extension.oregonstate.edu/pests-weeds-diseases/insects/new-pest-attacking-healthy-ripening-fruit-
oregon-spotted-wing

11. Sarto V, Sorribas R. Drosophila suzukii (Matsumura, 1931), Nuevo amenaza para las producciones
Agricolas. Phytoma. 2011;234:54-9. d0i:10.13140/2.1.4429.5049



Sato et al.,

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

NAPPO. Detection of spotted-winged drosophila (Drosophila suzukii Matsumura) in the municipality of los
Reyes, state of Michoacan, Mexico 2011 [Internet]. Raleigh, USA: NAPPO; 2011 [updated 2011 November
30; cited 2016 Mar 15] Available from: https://www.pestalerts.org/official-pest-report/detection-spotted-
winged-drosophila-drosophila-suzukii-matsumura-municipality

Garcia CJ, Bravo D, Ruiz I, Romero G, Quezada A, Hernandez S, et al. Presencia de la mosca del vinagre
de alas Manchadas Drosophila suzukii (Mtsumura 1931) (Diptera: Drosophilidae) en Mexico. Entomol
Agric. 2016;3:354-60.

Atallah J, Teixeira L, Salazar R, Zaragoza G, Artyom K. The making of a pest: the evolution of a fruit-
penetrating ovipositor in Drosophila suzukii and related species. Proc R Soc B. 2014;281(1781):20132840.
d0i:10.1098/rsph.2013.2840

Muslimah NA, Hassan SM, Hassan A. Molecular Method VS. Traditional methods for estimating the
prevalence of larval trematode infections in some red sea snails. Int J Pharm Res Allied Sci. 2019;8(2):190-
7.

Vilela CR. Is Zaprionus indianus Gupta, 1970 (Diptera, Drosophilidae) currently colonizing the Neotropical
region. Drosoph Inf Serv. 1999;82:37-9.

Castrezana S. New records of Zaprionus indianus gupta, 1970 (Diptera, Drosophilidae) in North America
and a key to identify some Zaprionus species deposited in the Drosophila Tucson stock center. Dros Inf Serv.
2007;90:34-6.

Vilela CR, Gofii B. Mosca-africana-do-figo, Zaprionus indianus (Diptera: Drosophilidae). 2nd ed. S&o Paulo,
Brazil: Holos Editora; 2015. 173 p.

Joshi NK, Biddinger DJ, Demchak K, Deppen A. First report of Zaprionus indianus (Diptera: Drosophilidae)
in commercial fruits and vegetables in Pennsylvania. J Insect Sci. 2014;14(1):259. doi:10.1093/jisesa/ieul21
SENASICA. Mosca del vinagre de alas Manchaca’s (Drosophila suzukii Mastsumura). Ciudad de México,
México: SENASICA,; 2015 [cited 2019 January 7]. Available from:
https://www.gob.mx/senasica/documentos/mosca-del-vinagre-de-alas-manchadas

Harmon DS, Haseeb M, Kanga LH, Liburd OE. Evaluation of monitoring traps and lures for Drosophila
suzukii  (Diptera: Drosophilidae) in berry plantings in Florida. Insects. 2019;10(10):313.
doi:10.3390/insects10100313

Zhu J, Park KC, Baker TC. Identification of odors from overripe mango that attract vinegar flies, Drosophila
melanogaster. J Chem Ecol. 2003;29(4):899-909. d0i:10.1023/a:1022931816351

Qian K, zZhu JJ, Sims SR, Taylor DB, Zeng X. Identification of volatile compounds from a food-grade
vinegar attractive to house flies (Diptera: Muscidae). J Econ Entomol. 2013;106(2):979-87.
doi:10.1603/EC12424

INIFAP. Sistema de alerta fitosanitaria del estado de Morelos. Ciudad de México, México: INIFAP; 2017
[cited 2018 December 2]. Available from: http://siafemor.inifap.gob.mx

Cardenas JA, Chavero J. Manual para el manejo fitosanitario de la mosca del vinagre de las alas Manchadas
(Drosophila Suzukii Matsumura). Ciudad de México, México: SAGARPA; 2014. 18 p.

Miller ME, Marshall SA, Grimaldi DA. A review of the species of Drosophila (Diptera: Drosophilidae) and
genera of Drosophilidae of northeastern North America. Can J Arthropod Identify. 2017;31:1-282.
doi:10.3752/cjai.2017.31

Sosa JM, Loépez V, Villegas OG, Juarez P, Burgos A. Dinamica poblacional de moscas de la fruta en
Quintana Roo, México. Southwest Entomol. 2017;42(1):275-82. doi:10.3958/059.042.0124

Barclay HJ, Enkerlin WR, Manoukis NC, Reyes J. Guidelines for the use of mathematics in operational area-
wide integrated pest management programmes using the sterile insect technique with a special focus on
tephritid fruit flies. Rome, Italy: FAO/IAEA; 2016. 95 p.

Lee JC, Burrack HJ, Barrantes LD, Beers EH, Dreves AJ, Hamby KA, et al. Evaluation of monitoring traps
for Drosophila suzukii (Diptera: Drosophilidae) in north America. J Econ Entomol. 2012;105(4):1350-7.
doi:10.1603/EC12132

Lasa R, Velazquez OE, Ortega R, Acosta E. Efficacy of commercial traps and food odor attractants for mass
trapping of Anastrepha ludens (Diptera: Tephritidae). J Econ Entomol. 2014;107(1):198-205.
doi:10.1603/EC13043

Thomas DB, Holler TC, Heath RR, Salinas EJ, Moses AL. Trap-lure combinations for surveillance of
Anastrepha fruit flies (Diptera: Tephritidae). Fla Entomol. 2001;84(3):344-51. doi:10.2307/3496491



32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Sato et al.,

Renkema JM, Buitenhuis R, Hallet RH. Optimizing trap design and trapping protocols for Drosophila suzukii
(Diptera: Drosophilidae). J Econ Entomol. 2014;107(6):2107-18. doi:10.1603/EC14254

Little CM, Rizzato AR, Charbonneau L, Chapman T, Hillier NK. Color preference of the spotted Drosophila,
Drosophila suzukii. Sci Rep. 2019;9(1):16051. doi:10.1038/s41598-019-52425-w

Lasa R, Gschaedler AC, Bello G, Williams T. Laboratory evaluation of trap color and vinegar, yeast and
fruit juice lure combinations for monitoring of Zaprionus indianus (Diptera: Drosophilidae). Int J Pest
Manag. 2020;66(3):279-87. doi:10.1080/09670874.2019.1636328

Botta A, Carrién M. Suzukii trap: atrayente especifico para la captura de Drosophila suzukii. Phytoma.
2013;253:39-40.

Epsky ND, Gill MA. Laboratory and field age of aqueous grape juice bait and capture of Zaprionus indianus
(Diptera: Drosophilidae). J Econ Entomol. 2017;110(3):1326-32. doi:10.1093/jee/tox057

Joshi NK, Butler B, Demchack K, Biddinder D. Seasonal occurrence of spotted wing drosophila in various
small fruits and berries in Pennsylvania and Maryland. J Appl Entomol. 2016;141(1-2):156-60.
doi:10.1111/jen.12325

Escudero LA. Estudios desarrollados sobre los métodos biotecnoldgicos disponibles para el seguimiento y
control de Drosophila suzukii en Espafia. Phytoma. 2015;269:20-4.

Lasa R, Cruz A. Efficacy of new commercial traps and the lure Ceratrap® against Anastrepha obliqua
(Diptera: Tephritidae). Fla Entomol. 2014;97(4):1369-77. doi:10.1653/024.097.0411

Bali EM, Moraiti CA, loannou CS, Mavraganis V, Papadopoulus NT. Evaluation of mass trapping devices
for early seasonal management of Ceratitis capitata (Diptera: Tephritidae) populations. Agronomy.
2021;11(6):1101. doi:10.3390/agronomy11061101



