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Weed risk assessment for great brome
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Abstract; [ Aim] Bromus diandrus is indigenous to the Mediterranean region and is an important weed in agricultural ecosystems in

many countries. B. diandrus is frequently found in imported agricultural products in Chinese ports. Accordingly, it is necessary to

conduct a pest risk analysis. [ Method] Following the pest risk assessment protocol, qualitative and quantitative analyses of the inva-

sion risk of B. diandrus were evaluated, a comprehensive risk value (R) wan calculated, and the risk level was determined. [ Re-

sult] B. diandrus is a strong invader and has rapid colonization abilities, with a R of 2.12. [ Conclusion] B. diandrus is considered

a high-risk weed. The port quarantine department should strengthen the inspection and field monitoring of B. diandrus in imported

agricultural products to ensure timely discovery and eradication.
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Table 1 The index layer of integrated multi-index evaluation system for B.diandrus
P FEAR Evaluation indicator PEHIFRUE Criteria uhifjr{ji
[E N A ES (P)) [E N TC/ A No distribution in PRA area, P, =3; EWNA -1, mEVNT 3
Distribution in China 20%, Less than 20% in the PRA area, P, =2; [ M4 A 20% ~50%,
Present on 20%-50% of the PRA area, P, =1; [E N4 KT 50%
Present on >50% of PRA area, P, =0
e E AR E Ik YEMI™ R () ™ B RRAAERI T BT>20% Yield loss>20% , Py, =3; 1E4) 3
Potentially harmful  Potential economic harm (P,, ) WA () SRR 5% ~20% Yield loss 5%—20% , Py, =2; W= HI( %)
(Pa) B FAR S AE 19 ~ 5% AP , Losses within 1%-5%, Py, =15 W3%/MF 1%,
HXHEY S BIGRE Yield loss <1%, Py =0
R IEARREVER FAEMR L 3 FLL A F AW Capable of carrying more than 3 species of pests, 1
ﬁﬂ%ﬁmﬂ Py, =3; &7 2 Pk FE A Capable of carrying 2 species of pests,
Ability to carry other quarantine Py, =2; 1577 1 FEEBEMES E A4 Capable of carrying 1 species of pests,
pests (Py) Py =15 AMEATRIREMEA FE Y Non transmission capacity, Py, =0
= Sh LR # 20 /\U\J: [ FK 5 R KX 4 Listed as a quarantine pest =20 coun-
List of quarantine pests in other tries,P,; =3; W 10~19 NEFI] K EERT 4 Quarantine pest by 10-19
countries (Py;) countries, P,;=2; B 1~9 NEZKINFFEEXS LR Quarantine pest by 1-9 0
countries, P,;=1; TG Z 6 HA MK RERT 42 No nationally listed quaran-
tine pests, P,; =0
ZEMEYNAET ZERRETENFZ ZEVEYITE 10 FLL L Species of crops affected =10, Py, =3; ZE/EYW S 3
o Number of affected cultivated — ~9 Fif Species of crops affected 5-9, Py =2; ZENEY) 1 ~4 Fh Species of
The economic im- species (P3) crops affected 1-4, P3; =1; T EVEY) No affected crops, Py =0
portance of the af-  SZFE/EH I HIF >3.5%10° hm?, Py, =3; 1.5x10°~3.5x10° hm?, P3,=2; <1.5%10° hm?, 3
fected crops (P5) Area of affected crops (Ps,) Py,=1; TR None, Py, =0
ZEEYINH O 2B E H OABCEE High value of export earnings, Py, =3; H ALK FE 0
Economic value of export of af-  Slightly higher value, Py;=2; H AL —f Fewer exports, Py;=1; AH
fected crops (Ps3) I No exports, P33 =0
FEREY BT R HAIHE Frequency of intercep-  H PHLIK Frequently, P, =3; /R #EHIR Occasionally, P, =2; MK 3
Possibility of spread  tion (P, ) R AT D EULIR Hardly or a few times, Py, =1
(P,) B A E Y AR TET5 2 >40% Survival rate >40% ,P,, =3; 1£1% % 10% ~40% Survival rate 3
The survival rate of pests in  109%-40% P, =2; %% 10% LT Survival rate <10%,P,, = 1; f£i%
transport (Py;) #HK 0 Zero survival, Py, =0
[H 4p 43> 4ii Distribution abroad — 4xERK 50% A - E %4 434ii Distribution countries of the world>50% , Py=
(Py) AFR 25% ~50%[E XA 434 Distribution countries of the world 25% — 1
50%, Pyy=2; 28k 25% LT B K45 4 4ii Distribution countries of the
world <25%, P,;=1
[ N B 3E 2E 5 B The suitable  [E P9 50% DA FHLIX 3G E The PRA area>50%, Py =3; B 25% ~50% 1
range of China (Py,) HiIX3E 4 The PRA area 25%-50%, P, =2; EN 25% DL T HLIXGE A4
The PRA area<25%, P ;=1
4% 11 Dispersal capacity (P,s) S48 H B3 10 Highly dispersed by airborne or self-transmission, 2
P,s=3; BGdh 1R A (R (L 4% Disseminated by highly active media,
Py;s=2; +1E8 A B %45 1159 Soil transmission or weak self-transmission,
Pys=1
IR A B M R0 6 245 5 1) Y W WRIME HAE 2% B [A] AR 1 Difficult and time-consuming to identify, Ps; = 1
The difficulty of risk ~ The difficulty of inspection and i- 35 A B ML 5 7 ¥, %5 A8 B AR I i) Reliable identification methods
management ( Ps) dentification (Ps;) exist, but take a long time, Ps, = 2; WML, (AT L% — &S [E] The
method is conventional, but it takes some time, Ps; = 1; Ky R T
5 H AP Very reliable, easy and quick, Ps; =0
[543 b JHL 14 i WA BB FE AL T AR SE 422858 Cannot be completely killed, Ps, =3; 1
The difficulty of pest control —FRFEZLE 50% LA P Weed control effect below 50%, Ps, = 2; Bk 3 R 7
(Psy) 50% ~100% 2 [i] Weed control between 50%—100% , Ps, =1; BEHRiA#]
100% Complete elimination, Ps, =0
R BRME TCEMRBE Impossible to eradicate, Psy=3; MRERAE &, MEE K High 2
The difficulty of eradication  ¢ost and difficulty of eradication, Ps;=2; R 4 M B8 55 /)N Easy to eradicate ,

(Ps3)

Ps;=1
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