NAME OF THE ORGANISM: Pear bark necrosis agent (PRBN00)

GENERAL INFORMATION ON THE PEST
Name as submitted in the project specification (if different):
 
Pear bark necrosis agent (bark necrosis)
Pest category:
 


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):
 
Note on taxonomy: Pear bark necrosis disease was first described by Kegler (1967). Since two types of symptoms were reported, it is still not clear whether one or two agents evoke the symptoms (Nemeth, 1986). Therefore, pear bark necrosis agent would be an appropriate name. Field indexing using woody indexing (Jelkmann, 2004) would be needed for detection and identification. NB. Quince bark necrosis was evoked after graft-inoculation of quince with three isolates of apple rubbery (Cropley et al., 1963), a disease of unknown aetiology.
There are several old accounts in literature about bark disorders affecting pear trees, each with a different name: pear blister canker (Cropley, 1960), pear rough bark (Thomsen, 1961), pear bark split and necrosis (Kegler, 1967; Kegler et al., 1968), and pear bark measles (Cordy & MacSwan, 1961). Because they were reported in different pear cultivars and because these agents remain poorly defined, it is difficult to ascertain whether they indeed correspond to different diseases (Flores et al., 2011).

Pear bark necrosis agent does not fulfill the requirement of identity and should therefore not be listed as an RNQP.
[Remark: LT and NL did not support recommendation for regulation of pear bark necrosis agent as an RNQP since no information is available yet on causal agents. DE indicated that pear bark necrosis agent was also listed as an RNQP in CH and GB]
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):
 


HOST PLANT N°1: Cydonia oblonga (CYDOB) 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 'bark necrosis' recommended in EPPO Standard PM 4-27 Pathogen-tested material of Malus, Pyrus and Cydonia, for Pyrus and Cydonia.' In the preliminary excel file submitted by the European Commission, one country highlighted that the causal agents would need to be defined and that little information in available on epidemiology. It was proposed as a candidate for delisting.
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: no clear taxonomy

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
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HOST PLANT N°2: Pyrus (1PYUG) 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 'bark necrosis' recommended in EPPO Standard PM 4-27 Pathogen-tested material of Malus, Pyrus and Cydonia, for Pyrus and Cydonia. In the preliminary excel file submitted by the European Commission, one country highlighted that the causal agents would need to be defined and that little information in available on epidemiology. It was proposed as a candidate for delisting.
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:
 
Remarks: some reports after inoculation under laboratory conditions indicate that economic impact may depend on pear variety. It was not recently reported to occur under growing conditions in the EU. Desvignes (1999) states that this agent is widespread in France and other countries since a long time ago because of detection in old varieties, but states that the today commercially grown varieties are symptomless.
Desvignes et al. (1999) states that PBCVd is not Pyrus-specific and appears to have nearly the same host range as the type member of the viroid genus to which it belongs, apple scar skin viroid, which can infect both Malus and Pyrus genera, as well as Chaenomeles, Cydonia, Pyronia and Sorbus. The symptoms in case of sensitive varieties appear quickly.

However, as the identity of this agent has not been determined, this information is considered unreliable.
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: no clear taxonomy

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
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