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The first report and risk analysis of the imported plant quarantine pest
Ceroplastes rusci in Hainan Province, China
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Abstract ; Ceroplastes rusci (Linnaeus) is a quarantine pest for import plants in China. In March 2023, an outbreak of C. rusci in an Areca

catechu (a species of palm) plantation in Nanbin farm, Sanya City, was studied, which was the first discovery of this insect in Hainan

Province. To elucidate the risk analysis level of this insect in Hainan, qualitative and semi-quantitative analysis methods were performed to

understand the risk of C. rusct in Hainan. The results indicated that the R-value of C. rusci in Hainan is 2.56, classifying it as a

particularly harmful pest. Based on the analysis results, active prevention and monitoring and early warning systems should be implemented

promptly, and emergency plans for prevention and control should be formulated and initiated. Based on the risk analysis criteria of forestry

pests and the risk analysis results of C. rusct in Hainan, suitable risk management measures have been determined.
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Fig.1 Damage symptoms of C. rusci on A. catechu
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A; Damage to leaves; B: Damage to stem; C: Damage to petiole; D: Damage to leaf sheath; E: Sooty mold caused by C. rusci.

F: Co-damage by different instar nymphs and adults; G: Co-damage with red spider mite, which is the pest in the circle;

H: Co-damage with A. destructor, which is the pest in the circle.
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Table 1 Risk analysis and evaluation index score of C. rusci in Hainan Province
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Criterion layer (P;) Indicator layer (P ,vj) Evaluation criteria Grading basis Score  Weight
VEEE 475 15 B Distribution RS 34 % B Distribution 4 M <5% The dis- UM T EMIX Only 2,50 AL
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ince <5% Sanya weight
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tion, colonization, and dif- #BK High possibility in host tissues and products weight
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al rate during transportation to die during transportation
(Py)
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High reproduction and stress  HUii 5 The eggs laid per
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FAAYHLRE Dispersal a- A &3 1ee o — Average FER BAR IS 25 AT 1 2.00
bility (P,,) diffusion ability Diffusion by wind and young
nymphs
TEHFR G VR Adapta-  =50% TEHFH 2 B XK AT {745 Can 3.00
bility range in Hainan (Pps) survive in most areas of Hainan
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tention level (Ps;) W) Tt is quarantine pests for
import plants in China
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ZHFFMMB Area of 24 Distributed W EREM T A RE 3.00
affected host (P, ) throughout the province A Fh A The hosts areca nut
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whole province
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Difficulty in management inspection and identification MEXA IR E On-  dentification is required Equal
(Ps) (Psy) site identification reliability is weight
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expert identification
B AL HXERE Difficulty in - BT EEARBERIE Cannot be & FL 1L 2% B 36 B — B 2.50
control (Ps,) kill use conventional methods Conventional chemical control
effect is mediocre
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tiveness and high cost in erad-
ication
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