NAME OF THE ORGANISM: Apple star crack agent (APHW00)

GENERAL INFORMATION ON THE PEST
Name as submitted in the project specification (if different):
 
Apple star crack agent (Horseshoe wound)
Pest category:
 
Viruses and viroids

1- Identity of the pest/Level of taxonomic listing:
Is the organism clearly a single taxonomic entity and can it be adequately distinguished from other entities of the same rank?
 
No
Is the pest defined at the species level or lower?:
 
No
Can listing of the pest at a taxonomic level higher than species be supported by scientific reasons or can species be identified within the taxonomic rank which are the (main) pests of concern?
 

· Not relevant: Fruits (including hops) sector
If necessary, please list the species:
 
-
Is it justified that the pest is listed at a taxonomic rank below species level?
 
Not relevant
Conclusion:
 

· Not candidate: Fruits (including hops) sector
Justification (if necessary):
 
Trees with star crack frequently produce fruit with star-shaped cracks in the skin, and the vigour of the trees is markedly reduced. In the autumn, some terminal leaves may be cupped and chlorotic, and some terminals may die back. Cankers have been reported around some of the buds on 1-year-old wood. Budbreak and bloom may be delayed in the spring. The causal agent or agents of star crack has not been characterized but are graft transmissible and are therefore presumed to be virus-like (Hansen & Parish, 2017).
Note on taxonomy: Apple horseshoe wound is assumed to be caused by the same agent causing apple star crack (Campbell & Hughes, 1975; Nemeth, 1986a; b), a more commonly used name. Therefore, it is proposed to aggregate both diseases and to name the causal agent apple star crack agent. Some authors indicate that apple rough skin is caused by the same agent which causes apple star crack, others indicate that it concerns to different agents (Nemeth, 1986b).
To date it is still unknown which virus or – more likely – virus complex is responsible for the symptom of apple star crack. It does not fulfill the requirement of identity and should therefore not be listed as an RNQP.
[Remark: DE suggested discussing its recommendation for regulation as an RNQP (in particular acceptability of economic impact), whereas NL and LT supported its delisting from EU regulation].
Remark: Indexing can be performed for this group of virus-like diseases.
2 – Status in the EU:
 
Is this pest already a quarantine pest for the whole EU?
 
No
Presence in the EU:
 
Yes
List of countries (EPPO Global Database):
 
-
Conclusion:
 

Justification (if necessary):
 
According to Nemeth (1987b) apple star crack is reported from Belgium, former Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal and Sweden.  

HOST PLANT N°1: Malus (1MABG) for the Fruits (including hops) sector.

Origin of the listing:
 
Commission Implementing Directive (EU) 2014/98/EU and Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/2072
Plants for planting:
 
Plants intended for planting

3 - Is the pest already listed in a PM4 standard on the concerned host plant?
 
Yes 
Conclusion:
 

 
Justification (if necessary):
 
Testing for 'star crack' recommended in EPPO Standard PM4-27 Pathogen-tested material of Malus, Pyrus and Cydonia.
In responses to the questionnaire, DE questioned the economic impact of 'apple star crack agent'.
4 - Are the listed plants for planting the main* pathway for the "pest/host/intended use" combination? (*: significant compared to others):
 
 
Conclusion:
 

 
Justification:
 

5 - Economic impact:
Are there documented reports of any economic impact on the host?
 

Justification:
 

What is the likely economic impact of the pest irrespective of its infestation source in the absence of phytosanitary measures? (= official measures)
 

Is the economic impact due to the presence of the pest on the named host plant for planting, acceptable to the propagation and end user sectors concerned?
 

Is there unacceptable economic impact caused to other hosts (or the same host with a different intended use) produced at the same place of production due to the transfer of the pest from the named host plant for planting?
 

Conclusion:
 

Justification:
 

6 - Are there feasible and effective measures available to prevent the presence of the pest on the plants for planting at an incidence above a certain threshold (including zero) to avoid an unacceptable economic impact as regards the relevant host plants?
 

 
Conclusion:
 

Justification:
 

7- Is the quality of the data sufficient to recommend the pest to be listed as a RNQP?
 

 
Conclusion:
 

Justification:
 

CONCLUSION ON THE STATUS:
 
Disqualified: agent with no clear identity.

8 - Tolerance level:
Is there a need to change the Tolerance level:
 
Yes
Proposed Tolerance levels:
 
Delisting
9 - Risk management measures:
Is there a need to change the Risk management measure:
 
Yes
Proposed Risk management measure:
 
Delisting

REFERENCES:
· CABI (Centre for Agricultural Bioscience International) (2019) Online. Datasheets Apple star crack agent (apple star crack). CABI compendium. CABI, Wallingford, UK. Available from https://www.cabidigitallibrary.org/doi/10.1079/cabicompendium.6553;
· Campbell AI & Hughes LF (1975) Symptoms of star crack virus on the fruit and shoot growth of apple cultivars. Acta Horticulturae (44): 245-250.
· Nemeth M (1986a) Apple horseshoe wound. In Virus, Mycoplasma and Rickettsia Diseases. Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, Dordrecht, The Netherlands (ed Nemeth M), pp163-164.
· Nemeth M (1986b) Apple star crack. In Virus, Mycoplasma and Rickettsia Diseases. Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, Dordrecht, The Netherlands (ed Nemeth M), pp 187-191.
