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Background  

Since 2021, a large number of plant pests has been evaluated using EFSAs PeMoScoring tool 
(EFSA 2022). The group of pests receiving a score above a threshold value has been considered 
for further assessment by COM, but not all of these pests are proposed for a pest categorisation.   

SLU Risk Assessment of Plant Pests was requested by the Swedish Board of Agriculture to 
provide feedback particularly for the group of plant pests proposed not to be considered for 
further pest categorisation. This group of pest includes, i) a group of four pests for which SLU 
Risk Assessment of Plant Pests has not previously done any evaluation and ii) species for which 
previous evaluation have been made (Björklund and Boberg, 2021a,b; 2022a,b,c,d; 2023). 

A literature search was conducted to investigate whether any reports from Sweden or additional 
relevant information could be found for the first group of pests. The list of pests not proposed 
for further categorisation was then evaluated based on the information provided by COM (2023, 
unpublished) and previous evaluations performed.  

The species in the first group of pests were: 

• Erysiphe salmonii  
• Pepo aphid-borne yellows virus 
• Phytophthora rosacearum 
• Sawadaea polyfida 

 

Methods 

A broad approach was used to find information about observations of the four pests in Sweden 
and other relevant information. Searches were performed in: Web of Science (2023), Google 
Scholar (including “Sweden” in the search string, and in different specific databases, i.e., CABI 
Compendium Crop Protection (CABI 2023a), Descriptions of Plant Viruses (DPVweb.net 
2023), EPPO Global Database (EPPO 2023a), EPPO Platform on PRAs (EPPO 2023b), 
International Committee on Taxonomy of Viruses (ICTV 2023), SLU Artfakta (SLU Swedish 
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Species Information Center 2023), iNaturalist (2023), GBIF (2023), UK Plant Health Risk 
Register (FERA 2023), and United States National Fungus Collections Fungus-Host Dataset 
(Farr et al. 2021). 

The searches included the following preferred names and synonyms (EPPO 2023a, Mycobank 
2023) and with EPPO codes within brackets: 

• Erysiphe salmonii (syn. Uncinula salmonii) 
• Pepo aphid-borne yellows virus (syn. PABYV), [PABYV0] 
• Phytophthora rosacearum [PHYTRO] 
• Sawadaea polyfida (syn. Uncinula polyfida), [SAWDPO] 

 

Results and discussion 

Feedback on pests not previously evaluated 

Erysiphe salmonii 
Additional information to the information provided in the proposal by COM: Apart from the 
already listed EU countries (Austria, Romania and Slovenia) it may also be relevant to consider 
reports of the fungus from Ukraine (in 2015 as the first report in Europe) (Heluta et al 2017) and 
Switzerland (in 2020 and 2022 and considered widespread where it is found) (Beenken and 
Brodtbeck 2020; WSL 2023). Erysiphe salmonii was also recently found in Italy (Hofbauer and 
Braun 2023). No reports of observations of Erysiphe salmonii in Sweden were found. The host 
range includes, apart from different Fraxinus sp., also Syringa sp. (Yamaguchi et al. 2021). 
 

Pepo aphid-borne yellows virus [PABYV0] 
No reports of observations of Pepo aphid-borne yellows virus in Sweden were found. 
 

Phytophthora rosacearum [PHYTRO] 
Additional information to the information provided in the proposal by COM: Apart from the 
already listed EU countries (Poland, Czechia, Portugal, Bulgaria) it may also be relevant to 
consider reports of the pathogen from Croatia, Turkey and Norway (Jung et al 2015; Strømeng 
et al. 2015; Talgø et al. 2020; Kurbetli et al. 2020). In Norway, P. rosacearum was found in a 
plant nursery and in soil collected in a nature reserve (Strømeng et al. 2015; Talgø et al. 2020). 
Phytophthora rosacearum has also been reported from a nursery and from river filtrates in 
Sweden (Redondo et al 2018a,b). In the latter samples, DNA barcoding and high-throughput 
sequencing was used for the detection and is thus associated with uncertainty. 

A culture of P. rosacearum is available at the fungal biodiversity centre (CBS; KNAW 2023) 
from Australia which was isolated from Olea europaea. This is an additional host to the list 
provided by COM. 
 
 



Feedback on a list of plant pests with candidates for risk assessments – Batch 8 

3 
 

Sawadaea polyfida 
Additional information to the information provided in the proposal by COM: Apart from the 
already listed EU country (Switzerland) it may also be relevant to consider reports that the 
pathogen was recently reported from Austria (Hofbauer and Braun 2023). S. polyfida was also 
detected in Germany, but by using DNA barcoding and high-throughput sequencing and is thus 
associated with uncertainty (Wemheuer et al 2019). No reports of observations of Sawadaea 
polyfida in Sweden were found. 

 

Feedback on pests proposed not to be further assessed 

Due to extreme time constraints the evaluation of the pests were limited to previous collected 
information as described earlier. Based on this information it is unclear why the following pests 
would not be considered for pest categorisation to assessed whether they would fulfil the criteria 
to be considered as quarantine pest or regulated non-quarantine pests. Some reasons for their 
potential relevance are also provided: 

• Atherigona orientalis [ATHEOR], 
An Express Risk Analysis was conducted in Germany assessing the risk for Germany as 
well as for the EU as medium (moderate uncertainty)(Baufeld & Schrader 2022). The 
PRA indicate that measures were taken in accordance with Article 29 of Regulation 
(EU) 2016/2031.  

• Dasheen mosaic virus [DSMV00], 
Reported from several MS, but plants for planting may be the most important pathway 
and significant yield losses are reported by CABI (2023b). 

• Pepo aphid-borne yellows virus [PABYV0], 
Reported from a couple of MS, but plants for planting may be the most important 
pathway. Impact of the virus is uncertain but was recently described a new species in 
2017 (Ibaba et al. 2017). 

• Pepper yellow mosaic virus [PEPYMV],  
Reported from several MS, but plants for planting may be the most important pathway 
and significant yield losses are reported on tomato and peppers (Bento et al. 2009). 

• Phytophthora rosacearum [PHYTRO], 
Reported from several MS, but plants for planting is likely the most important pathway. 
The host range is large and severe dieback and mortality is described for the species.  

• Xanthomonas translucens pv. undulosa [XANTTU], 
Presence in the EU appear to be uncertain, cf. the pest distribution reported in EPPO 
Global Database (EPPO, 2023). The incidence and severity of disease is increasing in 
Canada and USA according to sources in EFSAs media monitoring newsletter (EFSA 
2021). 
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