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PREDATOR CONTROL AND BIOSECURITY OPERATIONAL PLAN 

 

Introduction 

All mammals in the Hawaiian Islands except the Hawaiian monk seal (Monachus 

schauinslandi) and the Hawaiian hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus semotus) were 

introduced to Hawai`i by people, some intentionally for food, pets, or biocontrol 

agents, and others as accidental stowaways (Tomich 1986). Because Hawai`i is 

so isolated from continental areas, the native plants and animals that evolved in 

the islands are naïve to mammalian predators and often lack defenses against 

them (Salo et.  al.  2007, Sih et.  al.  2009). Polynesians colonized the Hawaiian 

Islands about 800 years ago (Rieth et.  al .  2011) and brought with them several 

destructive predators including the Pacific rat (Rattus exulans),  domestic dog 

(Canis familiaris), and domestic pig (Sus scrofa) (Kirch 1982, Burney et.  al.  

2001). Introduction of alien predators accelerated with the arrival of Europeans 

starting in 1778, including the black or ship rat (R. rattus),  Norway rat (R. 

norvegicus),  domestic cat (Felis silvestris),  small Indian mongoose (Herpestes 

auropunctatus),  house mouse (Mus musculus),  and European wild boar. 

Predators, particularly black rats, are the single greatest threat to seabirds 

worldwide (Jones et.  al.  2008).  Feral cats and small Indian mongooses are 

known to be serious predators of seabirds on Oahu and elsewhere in Hawai`i 

(Hodges and Nagata 2001, Smith et.  al.  2002). Rodents, including black rats and 

Pacific rats,  are known to prey on seabirds in Hawai`i (Fleet 1972, Woodward 

1972, Smith et.  al.  2006). Rats and house mice (Mus musculus) have been 

documented to consume native plants, their seeds, and invertebrates (Shiels 

2010). There are many examples in which eradication or control of predators has 

resulted in recovery of native species in Hawai`i (Hodges and Nagata 2001, 

Smith et.  al.  2002, VanderWerf and Smith 2002, VanderWerf 2009) and around 

the world (Côté and Sutherland 1997, Butchart et.  al.  2006, Howald et.  al.  

2007). 

 Five non-native predatory mammal species are present at Ka`ena Point: 

feral dogs, feral cats,  small Indian mongooses, black rats,  and house mice. Feral 
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dogs have been observed in the reserve only sporadically, and very few, if any, 

dogs are present in the reserve at any given time. Dog attacks on seabirds can 

occur either when feral dogs wander into the reserve or when people illegally 

bring pet dogs into the reserve. Feral cats are present at Ka`ena Point year round 

and have caused substantial damage to seabird populations in the past.  Dietary 

analysis of feral cats caught at  Ka`ena Point indicates that both seabirds and 

rodents are significant components of their diet (Lohr et.  al.  in review).  

Rats and mice are thought to be important ecosystem modifiers at Ka`ena 

Point due to their consumption of prey at all levels of the food chain, from 

plants through birds.  Rodents therefore were the primary target of the predator 

removal plan. Experience from other eradication attempts suggested that while 

mice do not pose the greatest risk for ecological restoration, they can be the 

most difficult species to eradicate for a number of reasons. Mice can: 

  occupy very small home ranges (<100 m2) 

  be difficult to detect at low densities 

  reinvade through small gaps in the fence, or at the fence ends  

  reproduce very quickly 

  occur at high densities in the absence of rats or other predators 

Their response to diphacinone bait has not been thoroughly tested. Due to the 

uncertainty surrounding the efficacy of diphacinone in eradicating mice (Parkes 

et.  al.  2011), the trapping grid was designed to maximize the potential for 

success.  

 

Objectives 

The objectives of designing the predator removal program were to select the 

most effective method(s) available while consideringthe pest species present,  

the tools legally available for use, and the timeline and funding available 

 

It  is possible that the methods chosen do not reflect the most universally 

effective methods employed in other countries or states, but were the ones that 

were most feasible given the scope and constraints on this project.  Trapping 
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data from 2000-2010 collected by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal 

and Plant Health Inspection Service Wildlife Services (Wildlife Services) were 

analyzed for larger mammals, and a rodent study was conducted to provide 

information on rodent abundance and home range size in order to effectively 

plan for multispecies predator removal and long term control.  

 

Pre-eradication Pest Control and Monitoring Methods 

Predator Control 2000-2010 

Predator control was initiated by the DLNR starting in 1992 using 10-20 cage 

traps for feral cats and mongooses and several bait stations for rodents that were 

placed within the core seabird nesting areas (~7ha). In 2000, DLNR contracted 

Wildlife Services to continue and expand the predator control.  Wildlife Services 

visited Ka`ena Point an average of three days per week to conduct control 

activities. Methods included the use of 9 x 9 x 26“ single-door Tomahawk cage 

traps, Bridger or Victor #1.5 padded or offset leg-hold traps (starting in 2008), 

and night shooting. Up to 32 cage traps and 10 leg-hold traps were used each 

year (Table 6.1). Traps were placed strategically throughout the entire reserve 

so as best to intercept predators (Figure 6.1).   

 

Table 6.1: Summary of cat and mongoose trapping effort at  Ka`ena Point from 

2000-2010. 

 

Year # cage traps # cage trap-nights # leg-hold traps # leg-hold trap-nights 

2000 unknown unknown 0 0 

2001 unknown unknown 0 0 

2002 unknown unknown 0 0 

2003 unknown unknown 0 0 

2004 31 2697 0 0 

2005 31 10429 0 0 

2006 32 10528 0 0 

2007 32 10397 0 0 
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2008 30 9093 3 62 

2009 27 7773 6 136 

2010 25 8139 10 361 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1: Trap placement by Wildlife Services in Ka`ena Point Natural Area 

Reserve in 2009. 

 

Rodent Monitoring 2008-2009 

In the fall  of 2007, a permanent, 50-m geo-referenced grid oriented on magnetic 

cardinal compass bearings was installed in Ka`ena Point NAR to facilitate 

monitoring and other management activities. A combination of live and snap 

traps were used in April , July, and November 2008 and February 2009 to 

investigate rodent species composition, abundance, habitat use, and seasonal 
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variation in rodent populations. These months were chosen because they are 

representative of the climatic seasons in Hawai`i.  Rodent traps were placed 

along transects running east to west that encompassed all  three habitat types 

discussed earlier in similar proportions. 

Victor® rat snap traps were placed at 50-m intervals and baited with fresh 

coconut chunks along transects D and G (N=23 traps) and 4 traps spaced 

approximately 20m apart were placed along the shoreline at each of the 

proposed fence ends (N=8 traps). Victor® mouse traps were placed at 10-m 

intervals along a 400-m section of transect  E (N=40 traps) and also were baited 

with fresh coconut chunks. All rodent traps were pre-baited while unset for 

three nights and either covered with 1” chicken-wire mesh or tied onto low lying 

vegetation to prevent seabird interference while allowing rodents access. Traps 

were then set for three nights and checked daily for catch. Trap status and 

rodent species caught were noted and all  specimens were frozen for future 

analyses. 

 

Rodent Home Range Size Estimation 

Live traps were deployed during the July and November monitoring events to 

capture live rodents for tracking purposes To estimate rodent home-range size. 

Haguruma® live cage traps were used for rats and Eaton® repeater mouse traps 

were used for mice. Both trap types were baited with a combination of fresh 

coconut and peanut butter.  

All rodents captured were sexed, weighed, and identified to species. A 

small spool of white thread was glued to the back of each rodent captured. 

Spools used with rats weighed less than 2g and held up to 200m of thread; much 

smaller spools were used for mice. The end of the thread was tied to a piece of 

vegetation and the rodents were released. Two or three days later, GPS tracks of 

the path of the rodents were taken by following the thread. Maximum distance 

travelled was measured for each animal, and substrate and habitat type also were 

noted.  
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Pre-eradication Pest Control and Monitoring Results and Discussion 

 

Large Mammal Control 2000-2010 

A total of 150 feral cats,  493 mongoose, and nine feral dogs were removed from 

Ka`ena Point NAR from January 2000 through December 2010 (Table 6.2), for 

an average annual removal rate of 13.6 feral cats,  44.8 mongooses, and 0.82 

feral dogs. 

 

Table 6.2.  Numbers of feral cats,  mongoose,  and feral dogs removed by different 

methods at Ka`ena Point Natural Area Reserve from 2000-2010. 

Year 

Cats   Mongoose Dogs

cage trap  Leg‐hold  firearm Total cage trap Leg‐hold firearm  Total  firearm

2000  6  0  14 20 15 0 0  15  0

2001  10  0  1 11 11 0 0  11  2

2002  16  0  4 20 37 0 0  37  0

2003  14  0  12 26 34 0 0  34  0

2004  6  0  5 11 67 0 0  67  0

2005  4  0  3 7 80 0 0  80  2

2006  7  0  3 10 58 0 3  61  4

2007  3  0  3 6 51 0 0  51  0

2008  2  6  1 9 65 1 3  69  0

2009  5  9  0 14 55 2 0  57  1

2010  1  14  1 16 7 4 0  11  0

Total  74  29  47 150 480 7 6  493  9

 

Capture rate of feral cats in live traps declined over time, possibly because cats 

reaching Ka`ena Point had been trapped and released elsewhere previously and 

had become “trap shy”. Beginning in 2008, padded (Victor) and offset (Bridger) 

leg hold traps were employed in addition to l ive traps and catch rates rose 

dramatically (Figure 6.2).  
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Figure 6.2: Number of cats removed by different methods at Ka`ena Point from 

2000-2010. 

 

The capture rate of feral cats was substantially higher in leg-hold traps than in 

cage traps (Table 6.3), with leg-hold traps being an average of 327 times more 

efficient than cage traps. Although the total number of cats captured each year 

from 2008-2010 was not as high as in some previous years (Table 6.2), these 

captures were achieved with many fewer traps and trap-nights (Table 6.1). For 

mongoose, cage traps appeared to be somewhat more effective, though leg-hold 

traps were deliberately placed to target feral cats,  such as along cat tracks. 

These results indicate that cage trapping is not an effective control method for 

cats at  this site,  and that i t  is more expensive due to the greater trapping effort 

required. Padded leg-hold traps clearly are the preferred method for cat removal 

at Ka`ena Point. 

 

Table 6.3: Comparison of trapping rate of feral cats and mongooses using cage 

traps and leg-hold traps at Ka`ena Point Natural Area Reserve.  

Year 

Cats  Mongoose

#/cage trap‐night 

#/leg‐hold 

trap‐night 

Leg‐hold vs. 

cage traps  #/cage trap‐night 

2004  0.0022  0.0248

2005  0.0004  0.0077
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2006  0.0007  0.0055

2007  0.0003  0.0049

2008  0.0002  0.0968 484x 0.0071

2009  0.0006  0.0662 110x 0.0071

2010  0.0001  0.0388 388x 0.0009

 

Seasonal Rodent Abundance and Habitat Use 

Black rats and house mice were the only rodent species caught at Ka`ena Point. 

No Pacific rats or Norway rats were caught. Mouse catch rates were 

approximately two to eight t imes higher than rat catch rates (Figure 6.3).   The 

pattern of seasonal abundance was similar for both species, with peaks in spring 

and lows in late fall ,  suggesting a spring reproductive peak (Figure 6.3), which 

agrees with other studies conducted in Hawai`i (Parkes 2009). Assuming the 

area sampled for mice was 0.4 ha (40 traps at 10-m intervals, yielding a strip 

10-m wide and 400-m long), the density of mice ranged seasonally from 48-

78/ha. Similarly, if the area sampled for rats was 6.75 ha (27 traps at 50-m 

intervals),  the density of rats ranged from 0.6-2.1/ha depending on the season. 

The finding that mice are so much more abundant than rats is unusual and 

suggests that mice are not controlled by rats at this site, which is contradictory 

to several previous studies (Billing 2000, Billing & Harden 2000, Witmer et.  al.  

2007). Moreover, the density of mice per hectare is comparable to sites in New 

Zealand where rats have been eliminated but mice are still  present and have 

experienced a competitive release. Mice were often observed in the reserve 

during daylight hours. To our knowledge this was one of the highest reported 

densities of mice co-existing with black rats in a natural setting and presented 

important implications for choosing a removal strategy. 

 



64 
 

 

Figure 6.3: Catch rates of rodents at Ka`ena Point by season  

 

Rodent Habitat Use and Spatial Distribution 

The spatial distribution and habitat use of rodents in the reserve differed 

somewhat among seasons. During the peak in density in April,  mice were 

captured in all  habitat types and were widespread throughout the reserve, and 

rats also were found in all  habitat types. When rodent densities were lower 

(July-February), mouse captures were more scattered, and most rats were 

captured near the shoreline in traps placed in the intertidal area at either end of 

the proposed fenceline, where marine intertidal invertebrates provide a rich 

source of food. 

 

Rodent Home Range Size 

A total of two rats and four mice were captured for tracking. One of the rats and 

one of the mice expired while in hand, so only one rat and three mice were 

tracked. The movements of the rat were traced using the thread after two days, 

during which time it  was active in an area dominated by grassy vegetation and 
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bare rocky substrate near where it  was caught.  The thread apparently broke 

during this time because neither the rat nor the spool was recovered. The size of 

the area covered by the rat during this time, as indicated by the path of the 

thread, was 45 m by 25 m, and most of the movement was centered around a 

cavity in the rocks that held approximately 40 L water which presumably acted 

as one of the few water sources in the reserve. 

The three mouse tracks were followed after three days. The spool from 

each mouse was recovered, suggesting all three mice had groomed the spool off.  

Similar to the rat,  the habitat used by all  three mice was low grassy vegetation 

with a rocky substrate that provided numerous underground crevices. Maximum 

distance travelled from the point of capture was approximately 12m for all  three 

mice. Because the error associated with GPS readings was large relative to the 

distances moved by mice, distances were directly measured in the field with a 

measuring tape. The home range size estimates presented here are minimum 

values and were based on just a few days of movements for each animal.  

 

Monitoring conclusions 

Feral cats,  small Indian mongoose, black rats, and house mice were constantly 

present at Ka`ena Point NAR despite ongoing predator control. Mice were 

present at high density, while black rats were less abundant. Dogs were present 

only sporadically and in low numbers.  

Based on our data, the most effective methods of predator removal were 

determined to be: 1) a combination of shooting and leg hold trapping for cats, 2) 

cage trapping and diphacinone poison in bait stations for mongoose, 3) shooting 

for feral dogs, 4) diphacinone poison in bait stations on a 25 m grid for black 

rats,  and 5) a combination of the 25-m diphacinone bait station grid and mouse 

traps on a 12.5-m grid for mice. Even if the mouse home range size was larger 

than measured, because of the high density of mice in the reserve, i t  was 

determined that an interval of 12.5 m between mouse traps (half the distance 

between bait  stations) might be needed to ensure that all  mice were exposed to 

traps and/or bait  stations and increase the chances of successful mouse 
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eradication.  A larger distance between mouse traps might have been sufficient,  

but a conservative approach was judged to be prudent.  Similarly, bait  stations 

targeting rats were spaced 25-m apart to ensure that all  black rats were exposed 

to bait,  and to allow for the possibility that Polynesian rats (which have smaller 

territory sizes than black rats (Shiels 2010) may be present in the reserve in low 

densities and were simply not detected during the trapping events. 

Since the larger mammals are thought to breed year round, it  was decided 

that control operations should begin immediately after fence construction to 

avoid any further predation on seabirds. Rodent removal operations were 

conducted in the winter prior to the commencement of the rodent breeding 

season in hopes of reducing the effort required to remove all  animals.  

Diphacinone has been used to control rodents in Hawaiian coastal habitats 

(F. Duvall pers. comm.) and was used to successfully eradicate Pacific rats on 

Mokapu Islet off of Molokai (Dunlevy & Scarf 2007). Diphacinone also has 

been used to eradicate black rats in a variety of locations worldwide (see Donlan 

et.  al.  2003, Witmer et.  al.  2007 for examples), though it  appears to be less 

effective than brodificoum, particularly for mice (Parkes et.  al.  2011). However, 

diphacinone is the only poison approved for conservation purposes in Hawai`i.  

 

Predator Removal Operational Plan 

Large Mammal Removal 

Large mammals (feral dogs, feral cats,  and mongooses) were continuously 

targeted during and immediately following fence construction to prevent losses 

of Laysan albatross chicks and Wedge-tailed shearwater adults.  Feral dogs have 

been observed in the reserve only sporadically, and the activity associated with 

fence construction appeared to have scared them off.  

Feral cats and mongooses were removed with a combination of cage-traps 

(9x9x26-inch single door Tomahawk traps) baited with commercial pet food, and 

leg hold traps (Victor #1.5 padded or Bridger offset leg hold traps). Cage traps 

were placed throughout the reserve, but leg-hold traps were placed strategically 

in locations most likely to intercept predators, particularly cats.  Cat removal 
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was supplemented with opportunistic night shooting. To help inform cat removal 

and improve trap placement, four remote cameras with infra-red motion-

activated triggers (Scoutguard SG550) were used to identify individual cats and 

determine areas of high predator activity. 

 

Rodent Removal 

In order to generate baseline data on relative rodent abundance prior to removal,  

tracking tunnels were placed on every 50-m grid point (N=73), and 200m-long 

transects with mouse live-traps at 10-m intervals were placed both inside and 

outside the reserve, and both were run prior to commencement of baiting. 

Tracking tunnels also were run approximately monthly throughout the removal 

operation to provide an additional method of measuring rodent abundance. 

Rodents were targeted with Ramik mini-bars® (HACCO Inc., Randolph, 

Wisconsin, USA) containing 0.005% diphacinone placed in tamper-resistant 

Protecta®  plastic bait  stations (Bell  Laboratories, Madison, Wisconsin, USA) to 

shield them from rain and reduce the risk of poisoning to non-target species. 

Entrances to the stations were large enough to allow access by mongooses.  

Bait stations were placed in a 25-m grid pattern throughout the reserve 

(Figure 6.4) and filled with up to 11 1-oz blocks per station. The maximum 

allowable amount of bait as specified under the product label is 16 oz/station, 

but we decided to place no more than 11 blocks in each station because that was 

the maximum number that could be accommodated on the spindles provided with 

the stations to prevent bait from being shaken out of the station. Bait stations 

were generally not placed below the vegetation line on the coast to reduce the 

possibility of them being washed away by high surf.  With 25-m spacing, there 

were 291 stations in the reserve. The 50-m grid points previously installed to 

facilitate monitoring and management were used as starting points, and 

additional points were located at 25-m intervals using a laser range finder. Bait 

stations were serviced twice per week during the first  month, and after that 

frequency was adjusted based on levels of take to ensure that an adequate supply 

of bait was available at all  t imes. Frequency of maintenance was once per week 
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during the second month, once every two weeks for the next three months, and 

once a month thereafter.  

?

 

Figure 6.4.  Locations of bait  stations and traps used in predator removal and in 

detection and prevention of incursions.  

 

Two weeks after baiting started, multiple-catch Catchmaster™ mouse 

live-traps baited with peanut butter were placed every 12.5m within the fence 

using a laser rangefinder. This resulted in lines containing only mouse traps 

alternating with lines that contained mouse traps and bait stations in an 

alternating pattern (Figure 6.4).  On transects that already contained bait 

stations, mouse traps were alternated with bait  stations, so that mouse traps 

were 25 m apart,  but with a method of control every 12.5m since they alternated 

with bait stations. Live rodents were humanely euthanized using cervical 

dislocation. Traps were checked with the same frequency as bait  stations; twice 

weekly during the first  month and less often thereafter as needed. 

 At the time of writing, predator removal operations were still  ongoing; 

final results will be published in a separate document once operations are 

complete. 
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Biosecurity  

Incursion Prevention and Monitoring 

Monitoring for incursions, or re-invasions that  occur after fence completion, is 

vital to the success and sustainability of the Ka`ena Point Ecosystem 

Restoration Project.  Preventing incursions from occurring is more cost-effective 

than dealing with them afterwards.,  Incursions should be prevented to the 

maximum extent practicable using all reasonable measures. However, due to the 

open ends of the fence at the shoreline, occasional incursions are to be 

expected, and having protocols in place to detect and deal with them is 

essential.   

The first step of the biosecurity plan was the establishment of a regular 

fence inspection and maintenance schedule to ensure that the fence remains pest 

proof. This includes weekly checks for breaches and holes in the fence, and 

sweeping rocks, sand, and other debris from inside the gates, particularly the 

tracks of the sliding doors, to ensure the gates open and close properly. Section 

four of this document, construction and maintenance, provides more details on 

fence maintenance.  

Secondly, to keep pest pressure off the fence, predators were controlled 

along the entire length of the exterior of the fence and on the interior and 

exterior of the fence end at each shoreline (Figure 6.4).  This is accomplished 

using a combination of bait stations and snap traps that are checked and 

maintained weekly. Bait boxes containing diphacinone were placed 25m apart 

and up to 50m out from the fence line (i .e. two rows of parallel bait  stations).  

On the fence ends, the bait stations were expanded in a fan-shaped pattern 

extending 125m from the fence ends (4-5 bait stations deep). To help prevent 

rats from approaching the fence ends and possibly gaining access to the reserve, 

rat traps were placed at 10-15 m intervals along the outside of the fence end 

(Figure 6.4). In case rats or mice did make it  around the fence end, rat traps and 

mouse traps were placed at 10-15 m intervals along the inside of the fence end 

and along the shoreline inside the fence up to 75 m from the terminus. This 

system of traps inside and outside the fence formed a “gauntlet” through which 
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predators would have to pass to reach the interior of the reserve. Rodents are 

likely to use the fence and the shoreline as movement corridors, so targeting 

these areas increased the chance of interception.  

The gauntlet of rat and mouse traps provided one method of detecting 

incursions. another means of detecting incursions, a system of tracking tunnels 

throughout the reserve in a 50-m grid, which also was used to monitor the 

progress of predator removal, was run monthly to monitor the presence of 

rodents.  In addition, the tracking tunnels located within the gauntlet of traps at 

the fence ends were checked weekly at the same time the traps were checked. It  

is hoped that most incursions will be contained within the gauntlets immediately 

inside the fence ends. If incursions are detected in the interior of the reserve 

(more than 100m from the ends),  this will  trigger an increased incursion 

response using additional traps and bait  stations, described in the next section of 

this chapter.   

Larger predators, including feral cats, dogs, and mongooses, can be 

readily tracked in the sandy soil  present over much of the reserve. Searching for 

tracks and droppings is the primary method of detecting incursions by larger 

animals. 

Eleven months post construction, bait stations were still  deployed on a 

25m grid in the interior of the reserve, and expectations are that some of these 

bait stations will be removed, but that a permanent 50m grid will remain in 

place for biosecurity purposes. In addition to extensive rodent control,  regular 

large predator (cat and dog) control operations will continue as described above. 

These consist  of spotlight surveys/shooting as well as targeted trapping in the 

surrounding areas outside the fence. To date the spotlight shooting has proven to 

be successful in removing cats from areas adjacent to the fence, reducing the 

possibility of animals moving around the fence ends into the protected area.  

 

Incursion Response 

Responding rapidly to any incursions that occur to contain them and remove all  

animals that have reinvaded is vital to the continuing success of the ecosystem 
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restoration plan. Response protocols were designed to ensure that incursions are 

dealt  with in an efficient and coordinated manner. The frequency of reinvasion 

will likely be related to the density and home range size of the animal in 

question, and each species will  require a slightly different response. Response 

plans were therefore designed for each species and are described separately.  

Dogs can be expected to occur occasionally in the reserve after the fence 

is complete because people may ignore the signs and bring pet dogs with them 

through the gates. Dog tracks are easily visible on the sandy soil,  so it  may be 

possible to determine whether any dog tracks observed are from pets that were 

brought through the gates by people, or feral dogs that went around the fence 

along the shoreline. In the event that dog tracks are detected away from the 

established trails and/or dog predation on seabirds is observed, USDA WS or 

DOFAW will be contacted immediately and shooting and/or leg-hold trapping 

will be scheduled until  the dog is removed or there is no fresh dog sign. 

The sandy soil  that covers much of Ka`ena Point is also useful for 

detecting incursions of feral cats and mongoose, both of which have distinctive 

tracks. Any track lines observed will be followed to help delimit the area being 

used by the animal,  and its entry point into the reserve if possible. In the event 

that a cat or mongoose enters the reserve and does not appear to leave, cage 

trapping and leg hold trapping will  commence in areas of known activity until  

the animal is caught, or until i t  has been determined that it  has left the reserve. 

Remote cameras with motion-sensitive triggers will be deployed continuously in 

the reserve to help detect incursions of all  species, and to aid in trap placement 

and monitoring of animal movement during that period. 

If rats or mice are detected more than 100m from the fence ends (i.e.,  

beyond the regular “gauntlet” of biosecurity traps), traps will  be placed every 

25 m (rats) or 12.5 m (mice) for 100 m (rats) or 50 m (mice) around the site(s) 

of detection, and bait stations within 100 m of the detection will be stocked with 

diphacinone until the animal is caught or it  is clear that bait is no longer being 

taken by rodents. Tracking tunnels will  be run regularly to verify 

presence/absence. If rodent incursions recur frequently after fence construction, 
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the possibility of attempting a hand broadcast each year could be considered if 

the necessary efficacy trials and label amendment for diphacinone are 

completed. 

 

 

  


