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A total of 177 species of quarantine arthropods in Europe have been analysed for detection methods

that are used in surveillance. This paper provides a link to a list where the methods most frequently

used, either alone or in combination, are given for each species. Inspection remains the most common

method of detection (108 species). Volatile compounds produced by either insects or host plants, or

those released from food attractants are used for 85 species, while light trapping accounts for 28

species. Semiochemicals are known for 73 species, but are commercially available for only 43 species.
Table 1 Detection methods used

Method

Number

of species

Number of species

with combined use

Food attractant 14 2

Inspection 110 31
Detection methods are the first tools used by national plant

protection organizations (NPPOs) and inspection services to find

incursions of quarantine pests to implement Council Directive

2000 ⁄ 29 ⁄ EC of 8 May 2000. The directive currently lists some

291 organisms (viruses and virus-like organisms, bacteria, fungi,

insects, mites, nematodes and parasitic plants) and ‘concerns pro-

tective measures against introduction into the Community of

organisms harmful to plants or plant products and against their

spread within the Community’. In addition, the European and

Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO) includes in

its A1, A2 and Alert lists the organisms recommended for regula-

tion as quarantine pests.

Thiswork reviews the informationavailable inscientific journals

and other sources on the detection of arthropod quarantine pests. In

addition to the information already available to each author,

searchesindatabases(e.g.WebofScience,Scopus,CABAbstracts)

were carried out using specific terms in combination (e.g. ‘surveil-

lance’and‘detection’and‘organismname’and‘quarantine’).

The most important species from Council Directive and EPPO

lists were considered, based on the level of impact and interest

for NPPOs and the availability of specific information in the liter-

ature, for a total of 177 species. Thus 73% of the arthropod pests

listed in the Directive 2009 ⁄ 29 and 85% of those in the EPPO list

were covered.

The critical analysis of detection methods was carried out tak-

ing account of best practice criteria based on present knowledge.

Unfortunately, for some groups, the information available is

scarce and insufficient to supply the reader with the best methods

to choose for the surveillance of quarantine species. Some of

these are under development in other EU projects, such as
QUE (Enhancements of Pest Risk

unded by the European Union under

ion ª 2012 OEPP/EPPO, Bulletin OEP
Q-DETECT (developing quarantine pest detection methods for

use by NPPOs and inspection services) and QBOL (developing a

new diagnostic tool using DNA barcoding to identify quarantine

organisms in support of plant health), and in the European Food

Safety Authority (EFSA) project PERSEUS (Plant health surveys

for the EU territory.

Table 1 provides a summary of the methods used most fre-

quently, either alone or in combination. Inspection remains the

most common method of detection (108 species) and is generally

used with an approach tailored to specific groups of arthropods.

Volatile compounds produced by either insects, host plants or

food attractants are used for 85 species, while light trapping

accounts for 28 species. Semiochemicals are known at genus

level for 104 cases and at species level for 73 species. Commer-

cial lures are available for 43 species.
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Light 28 28

Para-pheromone 7 0

Pheromone 50 22

Plant odour 20 5
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arthropodes de quarantaine en Europe

Un ensemble de 177 espèces d’arthropodes de quarantaine en

Europe ont été analysés pour identifier les méthodes de détection

qui sont utilisées pour leur surveillance. Cet article fournit un lien

vers une liste qui donne les méthodes les plus fréquemment

utilisées, seules ou en combinaison, pour chaque espèce.

L’inspection reste la méthode la plus fréquente de detection (108

espèces). Les composées volatiles produits soit par des insectes,

soit par les plantes-hôtes ou libérés par des aliments, sont utilisés

pour 85 espèces, alors que les pièges lumineux sont utilisés pour

28 espèces. Les substances semiochimiques sont connues pour

73 espèces, mais ne sont disponibles commercialement que

pour 43 espèces.
ª 2012 The authors. Journal co
References

The complete list of species and relevant methods can be con-

sulted at http://archives.eppo.int/files/pratique_42_1/augustin.xls

The reference list will be included in a more extensive review

expected to be published subsequently in EPPO Bulletin.
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