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Research questions: Which monitoring and pesticidal baits attract 5olenopsis papuana? What is a possible 

chemical method to reduce their densities? 

Background: 

The invasive ant, 5. papuana, is found in high concentrations across 

many montane forest areas on O'ahu, where it may be impacting 

the many endemic insects that occur there. 
• Its wide distribution makes complete eradication highly unlikely,

but it may be desirable to suppress populations in localized areas.

Methods are needed to effectively detect, monitor and control this

ant.

Methods: 

1) We compared the relative attractiveness of four food baits to 5.

papuana (SPAM, peanut butter, corn syrup, and a tuna and corn syrup

blend). This would be used for detecting its presence and monitoring its

abundance. Baits were placed in individual cupcake wrappers (Fig. lA)

and ant counts were made every hour for three hours. The test was

conducted at Pahole Natural Area Reserve (NAR) (n=24 replicates) and

Lyon Arboretum (n=25).

2) We compared five granular commercial pesticidal ant baits (Advion

Fire Ant Bait, Amdro Ant Block, Extinguish Plus, Maxforce Complete,

and Siesta) for relative attractiveness in the same manner as the food

baits (Fig. 18). This test was also conducted at Pahole NAR (n=lO) and

Lyon Arboretum (n=23)

3) We compared Amdro and Siesta ant baits for efficacy in controlling 5.

papuana in the field, using bait stations designed to exclude non-target

arthropods (Fig. 2). Each bait was tested in three replicate SxSm plots, in

comparison to three untreated control plots, at Pa hole NAR. Nine baits

stations were spaced every 2.Sm in a grid pattern in each treated plot,

and baits within each station were replaced every 4 to 8 weeks from July

to March.

Figure 1. A) The four non-toxic monitoringbaits 

(SPAM, peanut butter, tuna blend, and corn 

syrup) were placed on cu pea ke wrappers in 

haphazard order at replicate stations. Ants 

attracted to the baits were meas-ured by counting 

recrui1ment on top and belowthe wrapper over 

the course of three hours. 

8) The five commercial pesticidal baits (Advion 

Fire Ant Bait, Amdro Ant Block, Extinguish Plus, 

Maxforce Complete, and Siesta) were compared 

in the same fashion as the food baits in A. 

Figure 2. Bait stations were made of short lengths 

of lX" diameter PVC tubing with caps fitted on 

top. The bottom had a fine screen mesh glued to 

it to allow access for S. papuana but exclude most 

other non-target arthropods. Stations were 

staked to the ground with the screened opening 

in contact wi1h the soil or leaf litter. Each station 

was supplied with }S teaspoon of ant bait 

contained within a disposable polypropylene tea 

bag,, which permitted ants to imbibe pesticide· 

laden oil from the baits, and allowed for easy 

replacement of baits. 




