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Abstract This paper analyzed the situation of imported barley from all ports in China from 2009 to 2019 and the
interception number and times of quarantine pests (e. g. weeds, molluscs, fungi, insects, viruses, and so on) from
imported barley of different countries (or regions) at ports, in order to provide the latest reference for the
interception strategy of quarantine pests in imported barley. The results showed that the amount of imported
barley in China fluctuated with an upward trend in the past eleven years, and barley imports reached the maximum
in 2015. A total of 70 quarantine species were intercepted in barley, including 53 weeds species, two molluscs
species, five fungal species, eight insects species and two viruses species. Among these pests, the most intercepted
quarantine pests were weeds. The largest number and time of quarantine pests were intercepted from Australia,
France, Canada and Ukraine. Weeds, molluscs and fungi were the mainly pests intercepted from Australia and
France. Weeds, fungi and viruses were mainly pests intercepted from Canada, while weeds, molluscs and insects
were mainly pests intercepted from Ukraine. These results provide a reference for quarantine of imported barley
at China ports.
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Fig. 4 Numbers and times of intercepted quarantine

weeds in imported barley from 2009 to 2019
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Table 1
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Interception of quarantine weeds from different countries and regions in 2009—2019

J& Genus

Je¥ Weed

SKRE K s IX.  Source country or region

tHJE Xanthium

Kk J@ Euphorbia

ER)E Sorghum

MR Lolium

PR e g Cenchrus

PeEe g Tribulus
BEHE Tva

#i )& Chenopodium
MR Caucalis
HiJE Solanum

4 & Bromus
WZEE 8 Aegilops
KG-2JE Centaurea

& Bunias
221 )& Cuscuta

WK g Ambrosia

BEE Lactuca

W& Amaranthus

A6 H Xanthium albinum
JbEBH Xanthium chinese
EINEE- Xanthium pensylvanicum
GH AR EF Xanthium sp.
il H- Xanthium spinosum

W R Xanthium riparium
& REH: Xanthium canadense
M EGH Xanthium cavanillesii
RN B Xanthium strumarium
ARG E- Xanthium globosum

W8 528 B Xanthium echinatum
V9 i G Xanthium occidentale
PREH Xanthium leptocar pum
HRBEH Xanthium cylindricum
WKy Euphorbia dentata
M Sorghum almum

s 3 (b HZR 28R

Sorghum halepense
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it s 2L 5 Cenchrus pauci florus
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1B H- Tva xanthi folia
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b ZEH ¥% Solanum carolinense
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AT E Aegilops squarrosa
HATINEHE Aegilops cylindrica
H B KL% Centaurea repens
PEH R ZE Bunias orientalis

T P22 F Cuscuta australis
%221 Cuscuta chinensis
¢4 J& Cuscuta sp.
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B e

K10 Amaranthus palmeri
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J&__ Genus it Weed KR EZK S MIX  Source country or region
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B E B Avena ludoviciana

MZERFHEF Avena barbata
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¥R E)E Crotalaria FENNEPR S Crotalaria spectabilis
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The data in “()” indicate the numbers of intercepted quarantine pest species from different countries or regions. The same applies below.
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Fig. 5 Numbers and times of intercepted quarantine

molluscs in imported barley from 2009 to 2019
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Fig. 6 Numbers and times of intercepted quarantine

fungi in imported barley from 2009 to 2019
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Table 3 Interception of quarantine fungi from
different countries in 2009—2019
LA e [ K B X

Fungus Source country or region

KA PUR

Diaporthe phaseolorum var. caulivora

FRTe L NIRRT

Stagonospora avenae f. sp. triticea

&R A9, PEG)

HRAE B2 T 5

Verticillium dahliae @

Gk Y| | ESNGINE &N N2
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Leptosphaeria maculans
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Rt B m ok I = A 6 (R 4). IRYN &k An-
threnocerus australis A WESEWE Ceratitis capitata \ 5.
R CAEP E M Bruchus sp. » WS G % Callosobruchus
TR 5 22 RE A BUR.
EE [ Hyphantria cunea \JEWE G % Callosobruchus
analis RAEMERREZHABELR.

Leptinotarsa decemlineata

EELEC 30
Times
25
RS S
3 X Number of species 20
8 E-
® & 15 X E
Ko , EE
&3 10
£
=
z 1 5

7 2009 F£—2019 FHOKZHEIREZE
ER B PR R B TR B
Fig. 7 Numbers and times of intercepted quarantine

insects in imported barley from 2009 to 2019
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Table 4 Interception of quarantine insects from
different countries in 2009—2019

224 U K i X
Insect Source country or region
I e & Anthrenocerus australis BRICAHIE (1)
Horfi SR Ceratitis capitata RN (1)
H 4 AP EF) Bruchus sp. WRFIE (1)

L (8, PIAREE(3),

21 kY Sole SIS InVic
2T kWY Solenopsis invicta AT (D), 1)

ILEABEH I Leptinotarsa decemlineata 575524 (17)
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Fig. 8 Numbers and times of intercepted quarantine

viruses in imported barley from 2009 to 2019
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Table 5 Interception of quarantine viruses from
different countries in 2009—2019

Virus Source country or region
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Maize chlorotic mottle virus He
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Wheat streak mosaic virus
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