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Pest Risk Assessment for Bursaphelenchus xylophilus
Introduced to Yunnan Based on ArcView GIS
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Abstract; Synthesizing the datum of the annual average temperature, annual average rainfall, sun-
light, conifer distribution and the vector insect Monochamus alternatus distribution of the 129 counties
(cities) in Yunnan via the GIS system of ArcView 3.2 which developed by ESRI, the Pest Risk As-
sessment (PRA) of B. xylophilus introduced to Yunnan was done. The results showed that 2 counties
were in low degree risk, 20 counties were in risk, 49 counties were in higher degree risk and 58 coun-
ties were in the highest degree risk. The area to the south of north latitude 26° in Yunnan was consid-
ered as the priority protection area to B. xylophilus. This pest risk assessment was carried out in ac-
cordance with the International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures-Pest Risk Analysis for Quarantine
Pests Including Analysis of Environmental Risks and Living Modified Organisms ( FAO, Rome, 2004
). The risk posed by the nematode, B. xylophilus, to conifers in Yunnan was assessed using an
OEPP/EPPO pest risk assessment scheme. The assessment reviewed information concerning the Entry
potential , Establishment potential and Economic impact assessment. A set of PRA maps were construc-

ted with ArcView 3.2, comprising a host distribution map, an annual average air temperature map and
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a M. alternatus distribution map of Yunnan.
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Fig. 1 Dendrogram of annual average air temperature of 20 cities
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Fig. 2 ArcView GIS program of PRA for Bursaphelenchus

xvlophilus Introduced to Yunnan
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Fig. 5 Distribution of Monochamus alternatus in Yunnan
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