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Abstract: [ Aim] Vatica mangachapoi is the national Il class protected plant. Hainan V. mangachapoi forest nature reserve is one
of the two largest coastal V. mangachapot forest in the world. In 2020, it was found that Massicus venustus seriously endangered V.
mangachapoi in the reserve. Therefore, it is necessary to analyze the risk level of M. venustus to V. mangachapoi in Hainan. [ Meth-
od] The risk of M. venustus to V. mangachapoi in Hainan Province was evaluated qualitatively and quantitatively using pest risk a-
nalysis procedures and methods on five aspects, including distribution, potential economic hazard, the economic importance of the
host, possibility of colonization, and risk management. [ Result] R-value of risk index evaluation system of M. venustus was 2.05,
indicating that it was a high dangerous pest. [ Conclusion] M. venustus severely impacts V. mangachapoi in the nature reserve. It is
necessary to conduct risk management on M. venustus from the aspects of quarantine management, prevention, control technology re-
search, and basic research of bio-ecology.
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Fig.1 Morphological characteristics of M. venustus adults
72 M A7 M
Left; Male; Right: Female.
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Fig.2 Damage symptoms of M. venustus
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A; Trunk injury symptoms; B: Cross section of borer in trunk; C: Excrete feces and sawdust from trunk;

D: The phloem is separated from the xylem.
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Table 1 Evaluation index score table for risk analysis of M. venustus
— Y IRhR WEHIE bR WEHIbRfE WRSHE
Grade 1 Evaluation index Evaluation criteria Score
P, TEMGR A MO AR Distribution  J&434fi No distribution, Py, =3 ;70 AN T 20% Distribution area accounts 2
in V. mangachapoi in Hainan (P, ) <20%, Py, =2; 04 B 20% ~50% Distribution area accounts for 20% —
50%, Py, =1;43 i EAKT 50% Distribution area>50% , P, =0
P, WA T e E FraE e 20% LA b ™ 5 AR @ BT Production loss>20% or product 3
Potential economic harm (P,,) quality is seriously reduced, P, =3; = &R TE 5% ~20% 2[R B A 5K R
K Production loss between 5%—20% or product quality decreased greatly
Py, =2 PR IR AE 1% ~ 4% 2 [0 sl A #5525 Production loss between
1%-4% or less reduction in product quality, Py, = 1; /= &K /NF 1% HXf
JE TG Production loss<1% and no effect on product quality, P, =0
flaly HAb K RE A FE AWM 2 3 M ELIL Above 3 quarantine pests, P,, =3; 2 Ff' 2 quarantine pests, P,, = 0
Number of carry other quarantine pests  2;1 fill 1 quarantine pests, Py =1; A&7 None quarantine pests, Py, =0
(Py)
BINRIREXT G E K Countries list as 20 AL >20 countries, Py =3;10~19 NMEZRFIHKEEXT S 10-19 coun- 0
quarantine objects (Pp;) tries, Py; =2;1~9 MMEZK 1-9 countries, Py =1; LEZK No country, P,y =0
P, 2 E AR B FF AU FP 28 Host species 10 FiLL I =10 kinds, P;; =3;5~9 Ff 5-9 kinds, Py, =2;1~4 Fl 1-4 1
(P3;) kinds, Py, =1; 052 FEMFH53F I No host plants injured, Py, =0
%% % F£ 0Y1H FL Damaged host area 350 J7 hm® L I* >3.5 million hm?, Py, =3; 150~350 J7 hm?> Between 1.5— 1
(P3) 3.5 million hm?, Py, =2;/NF 150 /7 hm?< 1.5 million hm?, Py, =1; K% %
AYFEH5 %7 F No host was damaged, P, =0
ZEDF ERIR AT N Special e- AT E R AL The economic value or export volume is high, Py = 3
conomic value of host (P;;) 3 U H— el T ANC—f8 The economic value or export volume is common-
ly, Psy=2; 25 EAREH 1T ANCAK The economic value or export volume is
low, Py =1; TBMMESLTCH A No value or export earnings, Py =0
P, R IR ME S Possibility to intercept — Z2H PE#FK Often intercepted, Py, =3 ;{B/R#E# IR Occasionally intercepted, 1
at the port (Py;) Py =2 AR B RS D BULIK Never or only few times intercepted ,
P,=1
32 B B AFTE % Survival rate on trans-  40% LA I >40%, Py, =3;10% ~40% 2 [8] Between 10%—-40%, Py, =2;0~ 3
porting (Pyy) 10% 2 [f] Between 0-10%, Py, =1;77% %4 0 No survival, P, =0,
[E 43 45i Distribution abroad (Py) 50% V) _F I E %A 436 Distributed in more than 50% of the countries, Py = 1
3;25% ~50% 1 E %A 434 Distributed in 25%—50% of the countries, Py =
2;0~24% 9 [E Z A4 4340 Distributed in 0-24% of the countries, Py =1;%H
[E| %4 4345 No distribution abroad, Ps=0
[ PN B35 A 78 Bl Domestic suitable liv-  50% Lk _EHIIX >50% of the domestic areas, P,y =33;25% ~50% HiIX 25% — 1
ing range (Pyy) 50% of the domestic areas, Py, =2;/NT 25%H8[X <25% of the domestic are-
as, P44 =1; JoiE 4 X No suitable domestic areas, Py, =0
fE3EHE ST Transmissibility (Pys) S F AW Airborne pests, P45 =3; 16 3 1 AR o A A A% 4% 2
Transmmed by active medium, P,s =2 ;3 + 15 ALK SR 55 A B A& 4%
Transmitted through soil and medium with weak transmission force, Py =1
Ps K56 % 7€ W MEE Quarantine difficulty A3 48 5 ik T SEPERAK, £ P2 A AR & The quarantine and identification 2

(Ps;)

method is not reliable and needs long time, Ps; =3 ; K8 %5 € J7 iR A6 7l 5,
H.f@fEM# The quarantine and identification method is very reliable, simple
and rapid, Ps; =0;4> THIPIF Z[H Between the former, Py =2 5 1
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Grade 1 Evaluation index Evaluation criteria Score

[ 5 A4b (Y M Prevention  effect
(Psp)

B33} 0 The control rate is 0, Ps; =3 ;B3 %TE 50%LLF The control rate 2
is less than 50% ,Ps, =2;B%FE R A1E 50% ~ 100% Z [8] The control rate is be-

tween 50%—-100%, Ps, =1 ,[%‘?%$7'\7 100% The control rate is 100% ,Ps, =0

HREBRMERE Prevention cost (Psy)

FH BB ¥R SR 225 , AR 155, MEBE R The control effect is poor with high cost and 3

great difficulty, Ps; = 3; H [ B {680 3%, MUASRAR, i 6 The control
effect is significant with low cost and convenient, Pg; =0,{T?HQW%ZIETJ Be-
tween the former, Ps;=2 8 1
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P,=P, =2

P,=0.6P,+0.2P,,+P,,=1.8

P,=max(P,, ,P,,,P;;)=3

P,= 5P4|><P42><P43XP44><P45 =143
P,=(P,+Py,+P;)/3=2.33

R= P XP,xP,xP,XP;=2.05
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