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World distribution: 



“Don’t re-invent the wheel….” 



Traps: monitoring and control  

“All these studies with contradictory results justified new experiments  
designed to develop trapping techniques to control CBB populations.”    
           Dufour & Frerot 2008 



Optimal ratio of methanol: ethanol? 



Ratio of alcohols… Hawaii 

t = 0.1532; P = 0.879 

t = 0.6374; P = 0.528 



Questions about traps… 

 Are there differences in beetle specificity? (tropical 
nut borer, black twig borer, native species…). 

 Is purity important? (laboratory vs reagent grade…). 

 Is isopropyl alcohol attractive? (less expensive and 
more widely available). 

 Hercon vaportapes vs. ethylene glycol? 

 Trap color? 



Sanitation…. 



“Entomologists in other areas of the word have documented 
  seasonal CBB refugia in many other host plants, especially 
  in the Fabaceae and Rubiaceae”                (Damon et al. 2000) 

Alternate host plants…..? 



Euphorbia cyathophora 

Desmodium sp. (Fabaceae) Cesalpinia sp.( Fabaceae) 

Alternate host plants…..? 

Eugenia uniflora 



Haole koa  (Leucaena leucocephala)…. 



Effects of shade……? 



Effects of shade……? 

- For every 1.8o F. increase in temperature, the         
 coffee berry borer became 8.5% more infectious. 
 

- Not only did female beetles lay more eggs at higher 
 temperatures, but they also drilled deeper into 
 coffee berries, causing more physical damage. 
 

- Higher temperatures also caused females to travel 
 from berry to berry earlier in the season.  

Jaramillo et al. 2009 (PLoS ONE); 

Jaramillo et al. 2010 (J. Econ. Entomol)  



Effects of shade……? 

The value of pest control provided by birds 
(via increased yield) to farmers in Jamaica    
averaged $75 per ha of coffee 
 
Johnson et al. 2010 Animal Conservation 13: 140–147 

Coffee grown under shade has increased 
levels of biodiversity when compared to 
non- shaded coffee  
 
    Perfecto et al., 1996; Greenberg et al., 1997a, 1997b; Moguel & Toledo,      
1999; Hietz, 2005; Armbrecht & Gallego, 2007; Philpott et al., 2008.  



Effects of shade……? 

“Ants ……are more effective in controlling the CBB in 
densely shaded areas”     (Pardee & Philpott 2010; Mexico) 

“CBB…adults exposed to ants for 5 days suffered higher 
removal in shaded plantations”  (Armbrecht & Gallego 2007; Columbia) 



Parasitoids for biological control....  

Bethylidae   
 Prorops nasuta        
 Cephalonomia stephanoderis  
 Cephalonomia hyalinipennis 
 
 

Eulophidae 
Phymastichus coffea   



Hawaiian native scolytids: potential non-targets 



Predators of CBB…… 

 Karnyothrips flavipes 

 

 

 white-footed ant 
Technomyrmex albipes 



Insecticides…… 



Oviposition deterrence….? 

 Endosulfan at 1.5 kg ha had a marked and extended 
period of protection by repellency.               Sponagel (1994)  

 

 Neem oil ….65% mortality was observed after 3 
applications; and a repellent effect was noted, ~80% of 
berries showing signs of having been rasped only 
superficially.                    Schmutterer (1990)     



Oviposition deterrence….? 



Oviposition deterrence….? 



Oviposition deterrence….? 



Re-invent the wheel…..?  
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