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Survey and risk analysis of forest pests in Nanhu District, Jiaxing City
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Abstract: In order to prevent and control forest pests timely, during 2010-2011, forest pest species of
Nanhu District, Jiaxing City in Zhejiang Province were systematically survey and analyzed using the
quantitative analysis of pest risk assessment method. Results of the survey revealed 217 species belonging to 7
orders, 60 families, and 183 genera with Anoplophora glabripennis Motschulsky and Anoplophora chinensis
Forster being the most serious forest pests. The risk index value (R-value) of A. glabripennis was 1.95, which
was moderate risk (between 2.00-1.50), and A. chinensis was 2.05, which was high risk. It will make the
foundation for complementing and providing the information of the quarantine pests and major pests for
Zhejiang Province. [Ch, 3 tab. 24 ref.]
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Table 1 Forestry pest species in Nanhu District of Jiaxing City

H# #l & A B ok A%
EH# H Orthoptera 3 5 7 368 3.71
4 H lemiptera 5 10 11 607 6.11
[7]% H Homoptera 11 19 21 1 629 16.41
%3 H Lepidoptera 22 105 131 3 266 32.90
44 H Coleoptera 14 36 39 4022 40.51
WA H Diptera 2 2 2 12 0.12
5538 H Hymenoptera 3 6 6 24 0.24

PR 1 ArOL, Molk 3 2 E 2 DL H Lepidoptera FIES# H Coleoptera i 32, HK 2[R H Ho-
moptera FI1F: 3 H Temiptera, 7FF 5 A Mth 28 B X rp 2 DU . WIRS . £ 028 Prunus ceraifera ‘ Pis-
sardii” %5 4 FERIFP, H DU AN R 426 2 dL; R PEMOR 2R IXCh 2 A R | BEARE
W% Vitis vinifera ISR EZFEMBIRD, b LIS BF | w280 F20F dy; 7ER T B4R R 2R AL X rp 2
BN E, WH 2 Rosa chinensis, B Rosa rugosa %5, Forp DIMESS Rl 2 FE L, 1E A AR
AR AL B LUK MR S 32 i DU R e 2y 2 o Ml 3 o A B8 R 26
PR A MR T X 7 2 AN R SO AP IX IR 2, 2 B AR i 2 78 KRN o 3 il A ' 2 70 IX s 35
ST

3 NG fE

TESPRE G T A LB, DITEEHE R F I N, WA T H Bk LR A2 H e E i
H, HBOmER, HFE 2, REESR . 8k, @&EF EW Sophora japonica, RIFE Robinia pseu-
doacacia, i Ulmus pumila, % VI Ligustrum lucidum Uk % Pyrus spp., MAE Eribotrya japonica %5 M,
WK TR B TE , PR O, A7 00 =] BN ORI S AL 2 DT A TSk B T BT e
B BRRR, HRSECERILT, W H MR, ORI TR A . B, APFEELOLE 2R
4 Anoplophora glabripennis F152& K4 Anoplophora chinensis 55 2 A>T &8 3 HL k5] & I X 12 b X 3 HU XL
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Table 2 Risk analysis index and value assignment of Anoplophora glabripennis

PP P 75 PP b o PURAH

I X P A L (Py) T ) DX A 1T B o 0~209% 2.00
WIEA TS E R E (Py) I, iR Sy 20%~5% 2.00
&1 R A AT A B R A (Py) AL T AT 5 A 0

[ 41 i L AR BE (Pas) P IR CER ok SRS 3.00
S TR FE (Pay) ) B9 16 T A S A 4 S 3.00
2T RIS (Py) ZEF MY 8 Fi 2.00
ZE N F AT BLU(Py) W EFAS /N, 7E 8 000 hm® LT 1.00
ZE T E WKL T M A (Py) FR A O A8 i BN, B RIEAT R 2.00
A E AR B BR (Py) Tl 7R B A 2K 2.00
iz Ay 1 B TR T R (Py) FEIE RAE 40% LA 1 3.00
4% 07 X (B ) (Py) N W8 I8 2F AT AL H 2.00
T XN 3 AR Y B (Pyy) 1 509%~25%F 91 X BE % 1 A= 2.00
X AN A DL (Ps) 50%Lh 1 (¥4 XA 5 Fi 3.00
T8 56 5 (U ETEE (Psy) 32 M i T ik R B 1.00
I5% 5 Ak B ) HE B (Psy) B 3 2 H 50%~100% 1.00
FLER FMEJE (Ps) BiiR A 25, WA, MERER 3.00

XP 2 PAA ST BIARIE A AW fa B e 25 A PP A XS . Po= 2.005 P, = 0.60P,+0.20Py +
0.10P5 +0.10Py, = 0.60x2.00+0.20x0+0.10x3.00+0.10x3.00 = 1.80; P; = max(Py, Py, Py) = max(2.00, 1.00,
2.00) = 2.00; P, = (PyxPuxPuxPuxPis)/5 = (2.00x3.00x2.00x2.00x3.00)/5 = 2.35; P5 = (Ps+Py+Ps)/3 =
(1.00+1.00+3.00)/3 = 1.67,

FHEMAA FE AW ERR RS IFEE R: R = (PXPxPxPxPs)/5 = (2.00x1.80x2.00x2.35x1.67)/5 = 1.95,

AR LI oy, B HOEE R RAEM R 1.95(2.00~1.50), PFAEIA KGR B K4 v G Bk Ak
WA FHAEY
3.3 EXFHRKITMH

BRA R EARA 0 — RSO T R, B R, 4 — o R KA R R T
AR BRI TE , BT T A S MRk A K IR T8t HAE R R ik B AT KGR 12~18
MHZA, RIS | e, MM ERER, B R ATE 5 24T R XA AR ) 32 259 E e
Salicaceae, WHSFl Aceraceae Flfi Bl Ulmaceae %5 JL+ A AP, 2040 T ) X B F 81 . RMFEL .
R AL R, KA BHBZAN 600 hm?, A3 FHAYRE e bril 27 A4k i 2 K4 K
PEVEH 4 AR R W26 3

F WR A A W KBS M B A B N 3, 0 R 45 T H6 A (P XS MEFE B R A7 3144

P, N3 WA, Bl P = 1.00; P, = 0.60P5+0.20P»+0.20P5 = 0.60x3.00+0.20x0+0.20%3.00 = 2.40;
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Table 3 Risk analysis index and value assignment of Anoplophora chinensis

N 25 P by i PIR{E
B DX A3 AR B (P A 90 X 43 A TR i 20%~50% 1.00
WRAE 220 18 1 (Poy) B E BRIETIE A 20% LA 1 3.00
SR N HE KA T LRI (P) A Hpb A E LY 0
AN S LT LR B (Py) L AT T 5 9 3.00
ZEAF DRI (Py) A FAEY 10 FpLL L 3.00
2 WA 3R T AR (Py) P HIARAE 17 hm? BLR 1.00
Z A E R AT (Py) 1 % AT IV ) E 2.00
PR HEME S FRTE (Py) ZHBOR B 3.00
38 K 3 R TP A T R (Py) 1715 26 7E 40% LU 1 3.00
X A3 A IR (Pug) 50%VA [ 1948 X A 43 A 3.00
T ) DX 119 32 A= Y L (Pay) X P IR AE 50% L) T figfg 15 A= 3.00
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o 3 A O ME I (Pyy) JEH AL, R DA 0
B 55 Ak B M JEE (Psa) WA J5 5 R AE 50% L0 T 2.0
R B E B2 (Psy) Biia O 22 . AR | HERER 3.0

P; = max(Py, Py, Py) = max(3.00, 1.00, 2.00) = 3.00; P, = (PyxPuxPuxPuxPs)/5 = (3.00x3.00x3.00x
3.00x3.00)/5 = 3.00; Ps = (Ps+Ps+Ps;)/3 = (0+2.00+3.00)/3=5/3;
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