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Risk analysis of the raspberry phytophthora root rot
( Phytophthora rubi) in China

YAN Chaojie', FU Haibin®>*, HU Shu®
"Comprehensive Technical Service Center of Jinzhou Customs, Jinzhou, Liaoning 121013, China;

*Technology Center of Shenyang Customs, Shenyang, Liaoning 110016, China

Abstract; [ Aim] The raspberry phytophthora root rot (RPRR) , caused by the pathogen Phytophthora rubi, is the most important
disease affecting raspberry plantations worldwide. It is also listed as a quarantine pest in China. With the increasing planting area of
raspberry in China, invasion and the incidence risk of RPRR increases. [ Method] Following the pest risk assessment protocol,
qualitative and quantitative analyses of the invasion risk of P. rubi were conducted, a comprehensive risk value (R) was calculated,
and the risk level was determined. [ Result] P. rubi is a considerable potential threat to raspberry plantations in China, with a risk
value of 2.22. [ Conclusion] P. rubi is considered a high-risk pathogen; quarantine departments at ports receiving imported seedlings
should thus pay particular attention to it to prevent its introduction to China.
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Table 1 The index layer of integrated multi-index evaluation system for P. rubi

WG bR VEHR e W43 B
Index values Criteria Score
P, E WA E [E| ] TG4 No distribution in PRA area, P, =3 3
Distribution in Chi- [ P9 43 A T B 0% ~20% Present on 0%—20% of PRA area, P, =2
na & P9 43 A T AR 5 20% ~50% Present on 20%—50% of PRA area, P, =1
[E W4 A T FUK T 50% Present on > 50% of PRA area, P, =0
PIBTERIIGRME Py TERI ARG PERER 20% L 1 RN PEE RIS T R >20% yield loss, P, =3 3
Potential impact FE Potential eco-  FEERIRAK 5% ~20% , FN(B) HERK I EIE 5%-20% yield loss, Py =2
nomic impact FERIR 1% ~5% , A1 (8 BB/ TR 1%-5% yield loss, Py =1
PR/ NT 1% , HXHEY ™ = TCE W <1% yield loss, P, =0
Pﬂ%ﬁ%ﬂ:{mﬁg AL45 3 Fl A EAEY) Capacity to transmit >3 species, P,, =3 0
AR A- 1R 2FATEAD) 2 species, Py, =2
bility to transmit oth- e | MEEAY 1 species, P,, =1
er quarantine pests MG A FE W No transmission capacity, P,, =0
Py AN R B 20 AL A E R B KEZERTS Quarantine pest in >20 countries, Py =3 3
Level of quarantine B 10~ 19 A~E RKHIAKRENTS: Quarantine pest in 10-19 countries, P,y =2
in other country B 1~9 DNEZRIINKREXTS: Quarantine pest in 1-9 countries, P,y =1
T F A BN AKREXT S No country listed the species as quarantine pest, Py =0
P, ZEEYIE Py ZERIEFE  REHIEAE 10 ML L >10 species, Py =3 1
FESEM Econom-  HIFI I Variety of  ZEARIEAFE 5~9 Fl 5-9 species, Py =2
ic value of the pest hosts S HMERA E 1~4 P 1-4 species, Py =1
on targeted native TosZEFFE None, Py =0
species Py Z FRIEHFE ML 350 7 hm?>3.5%10° hm?, Py, =3 1
FYFIAE AL Plant- 150 J5 ~350 J7 hm? 1.5%10°-3.5x10° hm? , Py, =2
ing area of hosts /NF 150 J7 hm?<1.5%10° hm?, Py, =1
JCFfHE None, Py, =0
P2 ERIHE BARE RN AN, B ANCES High economic and export value, Py =3 2
Wk 2 pe il A AR HMNE, B HENCEE R Very important role on economic and export val-
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of the pest on native
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HA— e v i B B I EE#HD Low economic and export value, Py;=1
HA AR M E, T B 2JC No economic and export value, P3;=0
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Index values Criteria Score
PGSR WO T P, AR ZEHAPRUIR Frequently, Py, =3 2
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