
     . ,  -
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 � 0,11.      -
       (r = 0,83, p = 0,0000), 

      (r = 0,53, p = 0,00002), -
-      (r = 0,22, p = 0,09). 

 ,  ,  -
. 

 
It was found that leaf-eating insects damaged more than 11 thousand hectares 

of hardwood plantations of Central Polessye during 2001-2010 years. It was show 
that the winter moth (Operophthera brumata L.) is the most harmful specie of 
hardwood stands in redion. It was found that the annual probability of an outbreak of 
the winter moth in the forests of Central Polessye is 0.3, for moth-fleeced � 0.23, for 
green oak leaf roller � 0.11. It was established that there is a high correlation 
between the outbreaks of winter moth and moth-fleeced (r = 0,83, p = 0,0000), 
between winter moth and green oak tortrix (r = 0,53, p = 0,00002), and between 
moth-fleeced and green oak tortrix (r = 0,22, p = 0,09). 

Leaf-eating insects, outbreaks, forest plantations. 
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Forming features are brought, the analysis of the sanitary state of oak forestry 

of East Polesya and comparison of them out actual productivity with potential is car-
ried. 

Oak ordinary, oakeries, sanitary state of forestry, productivity.  
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