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METHOD AND HUMAN-BAITED DOUBLE NET TRAP
METHOD FOR MONITORING DENGUE FEVER
VECTOR AEDES ALBOPICTUS
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Abstract Objective The effectiveness of the BG-Trap and human-baited double net trap (HDN) methods in
monitoring Aedes albopictus were compared to assess the potential use of the BG-Trap method for dengue fever
vector monitoring program. These findings would also provide a reference basis for formulating more effective
dengue fever prevention and control strategies. Methods The study was conducted at six outdoor monitoring
sites in three cities in Jiangsu Province in August and September, following a 3-d monitoring plan. Both traps
were evaluated simultaneously at three time slots each day (16; 00 =16 30, 17, 00 =17 30, and 18. 00 -
18: 30). Results Both the BG-Trap and HDN methods effectively captured female Ae. albopictus. The
proportion of Ae. albopictus captured by the HDN method was higher than that captured by the BG-Trap method
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(X*=0.162, P=0.687), with no statistically significant differences in the composition ratio of male/female

between the two methods (X*=0. 162, P=0.687). The average density index of Ae. albopictus for the BG-Trap
method was 7. 85+5. 23/h, significantly lower than that of the HDN method at 27. 04+13. 86/h under the same

sampling sites (¢=6.73, P<0.001). Conclusion

These results suggest that the BG-Trap method is less

effective than the HDN method in Ae. albopictus monitoring. Further research is required to determine the

applicability of this method for dengue fever vector monitoring.

Keywords BG-Trap method; Human-baited double net trap (HDN) method; Aedes albopicius
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Tab. 1 Geographical information of the monitoring sites

il W A A BT AsbrR
City Site Type of environment Coordinates
# M Changzhou Al 1Ak Bamboo grove 31°45'38. 14" N, 119°19'11.70" E
A2 1 #k Bamboo grove 31°46'7. 14" N, 119°19'32.91" E
5T Nanjing Bl ONE | SEHb Park, Green area 32°579.92" N, 188°45'14.40" E
B2 ONE . 5EHb Park, Green area 32°5'12.33" N, 188°45'15.28" E
M T Xuzhou C1 AR, £RH8 Tree grove, Green area 34°16'38. 12" N, 117°9'43.70" E
c2 AR, £RHE Tree grove, Green area 34°16'35.47" N, 117°9'39.82" E
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Tab. 2 Experimental design for monitoring points in each city

LY L HE WA 1 WS 2
Experimental design Site 1 Site 2
1R 16: 00-16: 30 BG-Trap HDN
Day 1 17. 00-17. 30 HDN BG-Trap
18: 00-18: 30 BG-Trap HDN
H2 R 16: 00-16: 30 HDN BG-Trap
Day 2 17. 00-17: 30 BG-Trap HDN
18. 00-18. 30 HDN BG-Trap
3R 16: 00-16: 30 BG-Trap HDN
Day 3 17, 00-17. 30 HDN BG-Trap
18: 00-18: 30 BG-Trap HDN

HDN: Human-baited double net trap
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Tab. 3 Comparison of species and gender composition of mosquitoes captured using the two methods

xillrprN i T s

&t

Monitoring methods Female (n) Male (n) Xz P Total (n) Xz P

H SR Aedes albopictus
BG-Trap method 106 45 0. 162 0. 687 151 16. 034 <0.01
HDN method 365 168 533

IRPLBTIL Armigeres subalbatus
BG~-Trap method 3 0 - - 3 0.044 " 0. 044
HDN method 1 1

WREJZERL Culex pipiens pallens
BG-Trap method 17 6 0.065" 0.058 23 11.95 0.001
HDN method 28 2 30

* FR R Fisher BUIMERE (2), HABRARIKER )

# Indicates the use of Fishers exact test, while other tests were conducted using the chi-square test.
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Fig. 1 Comparison of Aedes albopictus density

index captured using two monitoring methods
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