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Contributions to the taxonomy, identification, and biogeography of
Eriborus Forster, 1869 and Nepiesta Forster, 1869 (Hymenoptera:
Ichneumonidae: Campopleginae)
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Abstract. Eriborus mirabilis sp. nov. is described from Papua New Guinea, and the first identification key to the Austral-
asian species of Eriborus Forster, 1869 is provided. Nepiesta cruella sp. nov. is described from Jordan, the female of
Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977 is described for the first time, and an updated identification key to all known Nepiesta
Forster, 1869 species is given. Additionally, the first records of Eriborus obscuripes Horstmann, 1987 from Romania,
Eriborus terebrator Aubert, 1960 from Hungary and Spain, Nepiesta mandibularis (Holmgren, 1860) from Hungary and
Romania, Nepiesta rufocincta Strobl, 1904 from Romania, and Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977 from Turkmenistan are

reported.
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INTRODUCTION

Eriborus Forster, 1869 is a moderately species
rich genus of the family Ichneumonidae, sub-
family Campopleginae with 56 valid species
worldwide, including the presently described new
species; it is most diverse in the Oriental and
Eastern Palaearctic regions (Yu et al. 2012).
Regarding Eriborus, the biogeographical scope of
this work is the Australian (Australasian) realm,
including Australia, New Guinea, New Zealand
and the surrounding islands (such as New
Caledonia or Vanuatu) eastwards from Wallace’s
line; Fiji and Samoa Islands are also considered
here (Rueda et al. 2013), though sometimes these
are assigned to the Oceanic realm (see e.g. Olson
et al. 2001, Yu et al. 2012). There are eight
Eriborus species known from the Australasian
region, including the presently described Eriborus
mirabilis sp. nov.; one of these, Eriborus molestae
(Uchida, 1933), is an Eastern Palaearctic (Japan,
Korea) and Nearctic (USA) species, introduced to
Australia (Yu et al. 2012). Eriborus loculosus
(Vachal, 1907) and Eriborus cryptoides (Vachal,

1907) are known from New Caledonia, Eriborus
epiphyas Paull & Austin, 2006 from Australia,
Eriborus iavilai (Cheesman, 1936) from Aus-
tralia, New Caledonia and Vanuatu, and Eriborus
tutuilensis (Fullaway, 1940) from Fiji and Ame-
rican Samoa (Yu et al. 2012). Besides Eriborus
mirabilis sp. nov. only one species, Eriborus
anomalus (Tosquinet, 1903) is known from Papua
New Guinea, as well as from the whole island of
New Guinea (Yu et al. 2012). Since the majority
of known species of the genus is tropical and/or
subtropical, most probably several yet unde-
scribed species occur in Australasia as well.

Nepiesta Forster, 1869 is small genus of the
family Ichneumonidae, subfamily Campoplegi-
nae, with 12 valid species worldwide, including
the presently described Nepiesta cruella sp. nov.
All known Nepiesta species occur in the Palae-
arctic realm; most species are known only from
the Western Palaearctic region, while Nepiesta
rasnitsyni Kasparyan, 2011 is known only from
the FEastern Palaearctic region, and Nepiesta
mandibularis (Holmgren, 1860) from both regions
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(Yu et al. 2012). Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann,
1977 was described and still known only by a
male specimen from the material of the Hungarian
Natural History Museum (HNHM, Budapest)
(Horstmann, 1977). In the material of HNHM,
recently a female specimen of Nepiesta tibialis
Horstmann, 1977 was found, collected in the
same location, at the same date, and by the same
collector as the holotype male (this female spe-
cimen missed Horstmann's attention, most pro-
bably because it was in a different drawer among
the unsorted, unidentified material). As Horst-
mann's (1977) original description is rather short,
a more detailed re-description of the species is
given in this work, representing also the first
description of the female.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The taxonomical and faunistical results of this
paper were yielded during the ongoing identifica-
tion process of Ichneumonidae material housed in
the HNHM. Type specimens of the presently
described Eriborus mirabilis sp. nov. were col-
lected by Imre Loksa (1923-1992), a pedozoo-
logist and former head of the Department of
Systematic Zoology and Ecology at Edtvos Lo-
rand University (Budapest, Hungary) during his
expedition to Papua New Guinea in 1968.

Taxonomy and nomenclature follow Yu &
Horstmann (1997), and Yu ef al. (2012); complete
nomenclatural history and list of synonym taxa
are not repeated here, since they were given in
detail in these works. The morphological termi-
nology applied in this paper is primarily based on
Gauld (1991) and Gauld et al. (1997); however, in
some cases, especially about of wing veins, the
corresponding terminology of Townes (1969) is
also indicated. The identifications and the pro-
vided key are based on Tosquinet (1903), Came-
ron (1907), Vachal (1907), Cheesman (1936),
Fullaway (1940), Townes et al. (1961), Sedivy
(1963), Momoi (1970), Townes (1970), Horst-
mann (1973, 1977, 1987), Aubert (1977), Kas-
paryan (1981, 2011), Jonathan (1999), Paull &
Andrew (2006), Khalaim & Kasparyan (2007),
Choi & Lee (2010), and on checking the relevant
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type material. Distributional records of species
were checked and traced through the database of
Yu et al. (2012). The specimens were identified
and examined by the author using a Nikon SMZ
645 stereoscopic microscope, and are deposited in
the Hymenoptera Collection of HNHM. Photos
were taken with Nikon D5200 and Nikon AF
Micro Nikkor 60mm lens and MitutoyoM Plan
Apo 5X microscope lens. Exposures were stacked
in ZereneStacker 1.04, post image work was done
with ImageJ 1.52c and Photoshop CSS5.

RESULTS
Taxonomy

Subfamily: Campopleginae Forster, 1869
Genus: Eriborus Forster, 1869

Type species. Campoplex perfidus Gravenhorst, 1829;
designation by Morley (1913).

Eriborus mirabilis sp. nov.

(Figure 1)

Material examined. Holotype: female, Papua
New Guinea [on label: New Guinea /NE/], Mt.
Wilhelm, Field Station, 20.1X.1968, leg. 1. Loksa,
No. NG-M.R. 32; specimen card-mounted, right
antenna damaged; Id. No. HNHM-HYM 153086.
Paratype: female, same locality, date, collector;
specimen card-mounted; Id. No. HNHM-HYM
153087. [The Mt. Wilhelm Field Station men-
tioned on the label was established in Chimbu
Province, Mt. Wilhelm, Pindaunde Valley, near
Lake Aunde, 5°4726.9"S 145°03'29.2"E, ca.
3500 m a.s.l.]. The holotype and the paratype are
deposited in the Hymenoptera Collection of
HNHM (Budapest, Hungary).

Diagnosis. The new species can easily be dis-
tinguished from all other Australasian species of
the genus by its elongated metasomal tergites (se-
cond tergite 2.3x as long as its apical width),
which, from third tergite onwards, are distinctly
excised medioapically, and by its unique colo-
ration: ivory yellow pterostigma, mainly orange
legs, more or less distinct faint bluish reflection
on lateral parts of head and mesosoma.
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Figure 1. Holotype of Eriborus mirabilis sp. nov., female,
lateral habitus (photo: Z. Soltész, HNHM).

Description. Female (Fig. 1). Body length ca.
5.5 mm, fore wing length ca. 4 mm.

Head. Antenna with 27 flagellomeres; first
flagellomere long and slender, ca. 4.5x as long as
apically wide; preapical flagellomeres slightly
longer than wide. Head transverse, granulate to
finely granulate with relatively long and scattered
whitish hairs. Ocelli small, ocular-ocellar distance
1.8-1.9% as long as ocellus diameter, posterior
ocellar distance as long as or slightly shorter than
ocellus diameter. Inner eye orbits weakly indent-
ed, parallel. Gena (temple) shinier than other parts
of head, wide, weakly narrowed behind eye, in
dorsal view about as long as eye width; in lateral
view, at the level of ventral margin of eye, gena
longer than basal width of mandible. Occipital
carina complete, almost straight, reaching hypo-
stomal carina before mandibular base; hypostomal
carina normal, not elevated. Malar space rela-
tively long, 0.8-0.9x as long as basal width of
mandible. Face and clypeus almost flat in profile,
granulate; face matt, clypeus slightly shinier. Cly-
peus very weakly separated from face, apical mar-
gin weakly convex. Lower margin of mandible
with moderately wide flange from teeth toward
base, mandibular teeth of equal length.

Mesosoma. Mesosoma with short, greyish
hairs; hairs denser on dorsal parts, sparser on
lateral parts; lateral parts shinier than dorsal parts.
Pronotum almost entirely granulate, lower corner
with few, weak transverse wrinkles. Mesoscutum
granulate, convex in profile, 1.1x as long as wide;
notaulus not developed. Scuto-scutellar groove

wide, deep, very finely granulate to smooth. Scu-
tellum granulate, convex in profile, without lateral
carina. Mesopleuron finely granulate; speculum
very finely sculptured to almost smooth. Pleural
and ventral part of epicnemial carina complete,
strong; transverse part (i.e. part at the level of
sternaulus running through the epicnemium to the
ventral edge of pronotum) absent; pleural part
obliquely bent to anterior margin of mesopleuron
reaching it below its middle height; ventral part of
epicnemial carina slightly elevated. Sternaulus
indistinct. Posterior transverse carina of mesoster-
num complete. Metanotum finely granulate. Me-
tapleuron very finely granulate; juxtacoxal carina
absent; submetapleural carina complete. Pleural
carina of propodeum strong; propodeal spiracle
small, short oval, separated from pleural carina by
about its length. Propodeum granulate, long, its
apex lengthened above hind coxa, reaching about
one third of length of hind coxa; propodeal
carinae distinct. Area basalis small, triangular, its
basal width subequal to its length, its apical tip
connected to the base of area superomedia by a
single median carina about as long as area basalis.
Area superomedia longer than wide, lateral cari-
nae very weakly constricted apically, almost pa-
rallel; area superomedia apically opened, conflu-
ent with area petiolaris. Costula (section of ante-
rior transverse carina between lateromedian and
lateral longitudinal carinae) strong, complete,
connecting to lateral margin of area superomedia
before its middle.

Fore wing without areolet, intercubitus (2rs-m)
ca. 0.5x as long as abscissa of M between
intercubitus and second recurrent vein (2m-cu);
distal abscissa of Rs straight, apically weakly
curved toward R; distal abscissa of M weakly
pigmented; nervulus (cu-a) almost interstitial to
very weakly postfurcal, inclivous; postnervulus
(abscissa of Cul between lm-cu and Cula +
Culb) intercepted above its middle by Cula;
lower external angle of second discal cell acute
(ca. 70°). Hind wing with nervellus (cu-a +
abscissa of Cul between M and cu-a) weakly
reclivous, not intercepted; discoidella (distal ab-
scissa of Cul) not connected to nervellus, very
weak, not pigmented, spectral.
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Legs rather long and slender. Coxae finely gra-
nulate. Hind femur long, slender, ca. 6x as long as
high. Inner spur of hind tibia longer than outer
spur, inner spur ca. 0.45-0.50% as long as hind
basitarsus. Hind basitarsus with a midventral row
of closely spaced, short hairs (appearing as a
darker, more or less scaly, inconspicuous line).
Tarsal claws relatively long, slightly to distinctly
longer than arolium, with few weak and small
basal pecten.

Metasoma. Metasoma (not including oviposi-
tor) ca. 1.3—1.4x as long as combined length of
head and mesosoma, compressed, very finely gra-
nulate to finely shagreened, rather shiny, with
scattered, short, whitish hairs. First tergite long,
narrow, ca. 3% as long as its apical width, with
distinct, deep glymma; dorsomedian carina of first
tergite indistinct; petiolus smooth, postpetiolus
very finely granulate. Second tergite long, narrow,
about as long as first tergite, 2.3x as long as its
apical width; thyridium oval, its distance from
basal margin of tergite 1.5x as long as its length.
Third tergite 1.3—1.4x as long as its apical width.
Epipleurum of second and third tergites separated
by a crease. Posterior margin of third and follow-
ing tergites medially concave, distinctly roundly
excised, seventh tergite strongly excised. Ovi-
positor sheath 1.0-1.1x as long as hind tibia (2%
as long as first tergite, 3% as long as apical depth
of metasoma, ca. 0.5x as long as metasoma, ca.
0.3x as long as body length), ovipositor upcurved,
dorsal preapical notch distinct, tip narrowed,
acute.

Colour. Head and mesosoma predominantly
black with a more or less distinct faint bluish
reflection on lateral parts; antenna brown to light
brown, scapus and pedicellus ventrally yellowish
brown; head black except yellow palpi and man-
dibles, mandibular teeth reddish brown; mesoso-
ma black except pale yellow tegula. Metasoma:
first tergite black; second tergite black, apical
margin narrowly brownish; third tergite basally
blackish, apically brown; from third tergite on-
wards, tergites brown to reddish brown; ovipo-
sitor sheath brown. Wings hyaline, wing veins
light brown, pterostigma ivory yellow. Fore leg:
coxa dull yellow; trochanter and trochantellus
yellow; femur, tibia, and tarsus light orange.
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Middle leg: coxa reddish to yellowish brown; tro-
chanter and trochantellus yellow; femur, tibia, and
tarsus orange. Hind leg: coxa black to dark
brown; trochanter brown; trochantellus yellow;
femur orange, narrowly and faintly more or less
darkened basally; tibia orange, basally very
narrowly darkened; tarsus orange, last tarsomere
brownish.

Male. Unknown.

Distribution. Currently known from Papua
New Guinea (Mount Wilhelm).

Ecology. No host is known. The new species
might be a koinobiont endoparasitoid of lepido-
pterous hosts, similarly to other Eriborus species
with known hosts.

Etymology. The specific epithet "mirabilis" is a
Latin adjective (masculine gender, nominative
case) meaning marvellous, wonderful, admirable,
remarkable; it refers to the extraordinary coloura-
tion of the new species.

Genus: Nepiesta Forster, 1869

Type species. Nepiesta subclavata Tomson, 1887.

Nepiesta cruella sp. nov.

(Figure 2)

Material examined. Holotype: female, Jordan,
6.IV.1956, leg. J. Klapperich; specimen card-
mounted, left antenna damaged, right middle leg
missing; Id. No. HNHM-HYM 153101. The
holotype is deposited in the Hymenoptera Col-
lection of HNHM (Budapest, Hungary).

Diagnosis. The new species belongs to the
morphological group of Nepiesta species charac-
terised by ventrally flattened hind trochantellus
and distinctly shortened hind basitarsus [this
morphological group consists of the species pre-
viously included in the genus Eripternus Forster,
1869 in Sedivy (1963) and Kasparyan (1981),
now considered a junior synonym of Nepiesta (Yu
& Horstmann 1997)]. Nepiesta cruella sp. nov.
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can easily be distinguished from all other species
of this morphological group — namely Nepiesta
tarsalis (Szépligeti, 1911) and Nepiesta atrator
(Aubert, 1977) — by its entirely reddish middle
and hind femora and tibiae (at least middle and
hind femora are almost entirely black in both
other species). Additionally, the new species
differs from Nepiesta tarsalis (Szépligeti, 1911)
by its black tegula and having the lower
mandibular tooth longer than the upper, and from
Nepiesta atrator (Aubert, 1977) by its stouter
second tergite and having the nervellus intercept-
ed below middle.

Tmm

Figure 2. Holotype of Nepiesta cruella sp. nov., female,
lateral habitus (photo: T. Németh, HNHM).

Description. Female (Fig. 2). Body length ca 5
mm, fore wing length ca 4 mm.

Head. Antenna with 26 flagellomeres; first
flagellomere long and slender, ca. 4x as long as
wide apically; preapical flagellomeres slightly
longer than wide. Head with short and scattered,
greyish hairs, transverse, granulate, distinctly and
densely punctate, punctures separated from each
other by usually less than a puncture diameter.
Ocelli small, ocular-ocellar distance 1.6—1.7% as
long as ocellus diameter, posterior ocellar dis-
tance 1.7% as long as ocellus diameter. Inner eye
orbits slightly indented, parallel. Gena (temple)
wide, not narrowed behind eye, in dorsal view
about as long as eye width. Occipital carina bent
outward ventrally, reaching hypostomal carina at
mandible base, extreme ventral part obsolescent;
hypostomal carina slightly elevated. Malar space
0.6x as long as basal width of mandible. Face and

clypeus weakly convex in profile, and strongly,
densely punctate. Face coarsely granulate, matt.
Clypeus wide, shinier than face, dorsal part finely
granulate, ventral part almost smooth, punctures
stronger than on face, apical margin convex. Man-
dible rather strong and long, basal half strongly,
densely punctate, lower margin without flange,
lower tooth distinctly longer than upper tooth.

Mesosoma. Mesosoma with short, greyish
hairs; hairs denser on dorsal parts, sparser on
lateral parts. Dorsal part of pronotum densely
punctate on finely granulate surface, punctures
separated from each other by usually less than a
puncture diameter, ventral part of pronotum with
strong transverse wrinkles on smoother, shinier
surface. Mesoscutum finely granulate, and dense-
ly, coarsely punctate, punctures separated from
each other by usually less than a puncture diame-
ter; mesoscutum convex in profile, about as long
as wide; notaulus not developed. Scuto-scutellar
groove wide, deep. Scutellum densely punctate on
granulate surface, punctures separated from each
other by usually less than a puncture diameter;
scutellum convex in profile, without lateral carina.
Mesopleuron densely punctate on granulate to
finely granulate surface, punctures separated from
each other by usually less than a puncture
diameter; anterior two-third of speculum sha-
greened, posterior third smooth. Pleural and ven-
tral part of epicnemial carina complete, strong;
transverse part (i.e. part at the level of sternaulus
running through the epicnemium to the ventral
edge of pronotum) absent; pleural part obliquely
bent to anterior margin of mesopleuron reaching it
below its middle height; ventral part of epicne-
mial carina slightly elevated. Sternaulus indis-
tinct. Posterior transverse carina of mesosternum
complete. Metanotum granulate. Metapleuron
densely punctate on granulate surface, punctures
separated from each other by usually less than a
puncture diameter; juxtacoxal carina indistinct;
submetapleural carina complete. Pleural carina of
propodeum strong; propodeal spiracle small,
circular, separated from pleural carina by about
2x its length. Anterior third of propodeum densely
punctate on granulate surface, punctures separated
from each other by usually less than a puncture
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diameter; posterior two-third of propodeum gra-
nulate with strong, dense irregular wrinkles; pro-
podeal carinae only partly developed. Area basalis
very small, trapezoidal. Area superomedia nar-
row, longer than wide, its lateral carinae weakly
divergent apically; area superomedia apically o-
pened, confluent with area petiolaris. Costula
(section of anterior transverse carina between
lateromedian and lateral longitudinal carinae)
indistinct.

Fore wing with relatively large, tetragonal
areolet, posterior half of 3rs-m weakly pigmented,
2rs-m about as long as abscissa of M between 2rs-
m and second recurrent vein (2m-cu); distal
abscissa of Rs straight, apically weakly curved
toward R; distal abscissa of M weakly pigmented;
nervulus (cu-a) postfurcal by about its width,
slightly inclivous; postnervulus (abscissa of Cul
between lm-cu and Cula + Culb) intercepted
below its middle by Cula; lower external angle of
second discal cell almost right-angle. Hind wing
with nervellus (cu-a + abscissa of Cul between M
and cu-a) intercepted little below middle by
discoidella (distal abscissa of Cul), discoidella
very weakly pigmented to spectral.

Coxae finely granulate with weak, dense
punctures. Hind trochantellus distinctly flattened
from below. Hind femur rather stout, ca. 4% as
long as high. Inner spur of hind tibia longer than
outer spur, inner spur ca. 0.6x as long as hind ba-
sitarsus. Hind basitarsus shortened, distinctly
shorter than middle basitarsus. Tarsal claws small,
thin, about as long as arolium, without basal
pecten.

Metasoma. Metasoma finely to very finely
granulate with short, dense, greyish hairs. First
tergite long, narrow, ca. 3x as long as its apical
width, without glymma; dorsomedian carina of
first tergite not developed; petiolus smooth, post-
petiolus very finely granulate. Second tergite 1.3x
as long as its apical width; thyridium absent.
Third tergite about as long as its apical width.
Epipleurum of second and third tergites separated
by a crease. Ovipositor sheath short, about as long
as apical depth of metasoma; ovipositor straight,
dorsal preapical notch distinct, tip acute.

Colour. Antenna black to dark brown. Head
black except brownish middle of mandibles and
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light brown palpi. Mesosoma, including tegula,
black. Metasoma black. Wings hyaline, wing
veins brown, pterostigma brown. Fore leg: coxa
blackish; trochanter dark brown, trochantellus
brown; femur light reddish, basal one-sixth
brown; tibia light reddish; tarsus light reddish, a-
pical tarsomeres brownish. Middle leg: coxa
blackish; trochanter dark brown, trochantellus
brown; femur reddish, basal one-sixth brown; ti-
bia reddish; tarsus brownish. Hind leg: coxa
black; trochanter dark brown, trochantellus dark
brown to brown; femur entirely reddish; tibia
reddish, apically slightly darkened; tarsus brown-
ish, extreme basal parts of tarsomeres yellowish.

Male. Unknown.
Distribution. Currently known from Jordan.

Ecology. No host is known. The only other
Nepiesta species with known hosts, Nepiesta
tarsalis (Szépligeti, 1911), is a koinobiont endo-
parasitoid of the leaf beetle Colaphellus sophiae
(Schaller, 1783) (Coleoptera: Chrysomelidae)
(Miiller 1950).

Etymology. The specific epithet "cruella" is
derived from the name Cruella de Vil, a fictional
antagonist character created by the English author
Dorothy Gladys Smith in her novel, The Hundred
and One Dalmatians, in 1956. The new species
shows a superficial resemblance in colouration
(black body with reddish legs) to Cruella de Vil's
usual clothing in her animated and live-action
adaptations (black dress with red gloves and
shoes). Another reason of this choice was to
dignify Dorothy Gladys Smith's creative pun in
naming this villain character, which name, I
believe, fits very well to an ichneumon wasp, too.
The specific epithet is a proper noun in appo-
sition, its ending not to be changed.

Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977
(Figure 3)
Material examined. Male (holotype), Jordan

[on label: O. Jordan], Jordan Valley [on label:
Jordantal], Arda Road, 600 m, 8.111.1958, leg. J.
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Klapperich, specimen pinned, Id. No. HNHM-
HYM 100288. — Female, same location, date, and
collector, specimen pinned, Id. No. HNHM-HYM
153102. — The holotype male specimen and the
below described female specimen are deposited in
the Hymenoptera Collection of HNHM (Buda-
pest, Hungary). [Note that in the original descrip-
tion of the species, the year of the collection of
the holotype specimen is erroneously indicated as
1959 (Horstmann 1977); the correct date from the
label is the one given here.]

Diagnosis. Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977
is characterised by normal (not flattened from
below) hind trochantellus and not shortened hind
basitarsus (hind basitarsus not shorter than middle
basitarsus). Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977 is
most similar in colouration to Nepiesta mandi-
bularis (Holmgren, 1860), as both species have
yellow tegula, yellowish pterostigma, and entirely
to predominantly dark metasoma and hind femur.
Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977 can be easily
distinguished from Nepiesta mandibularis (Holm-
gren, 1860) by the colouration of the hind tibia:
externo-medially it is distinctly creamy yellowish
in Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977, while red-
dish brown in Nepiesta mandibularis (Holmgren,
1860).

Description. Female (Fig. 3). Body length ca.
5 mm, fore wing length ca 4 mm.

Head. Antenna with 23 flagellomeres; first
flagellomere ca. 3.5% as long as wide apically;
preapical flagellomeres longer than wide. Head
with dense, greyish hairs, transverse, granulate
and distinctly, densely punctate, punctures sepa-
rated from each other by usually less than a punc-
ture diameter. Ocelli small, ocular-ocellar dis-
tance 1.6x as long as ocellus diameter, posterior
ocellar distance about 2x as long as ocellus
diameter. Inner eye orbits slightly indented, paral-
lel. Gena (temple) wide, weakly narrowed behind
eye, in dorsal view about 0.8x as long as eye
width. Occipital carina reaches hypostomal carina
before mandible base; hypostomal carina slightly
elevated. Malar space only slightly shorter than
basal width of mandible. Face and clypeus weakly
convex in profile, and strongly, densely punctate.

Figure 3. Female of Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977, 1d.
No. HNHM-HYM 153102, lateral habitus (photo:
T. Németh, HNHM).

Face coarsely granulate, matt. Clypeus wide, shi-
nier than face, dorsal part finely granulate, ventral
part almost smooth, punctures stronger than on
face, apical margin convex. Mandible rather long,
upper tooth slightly longer than lower tooth.
Mesosoma. Mesosoma with short, dense, grey-
ish hairs. Dorsal part of pronotum densely punc-
tate on finely granulate surface, punctures sepa-
rated from each other by usually less than a punc-
ture diameter, ventral part of pronotum with
strong transverse wrinkles on smoother, shinier
surface. Mesoscutum finely granulate, and dense-
ly, coarsely punctate, punctures separated from
each other by usually less than a puncture diame-
ter; mesoscutum convex in profile, about as long
as wide; notaulus not developed. Scuto-scutellar
groove wide, deep. Scutellum densely punctate on
granulate surface, punctures separated from each
other by usually less than a puncture diameter;
scutellum convex in profile, without lateral carina.
Mesopleuron densely punctate on granulate to
finely granulate surface, punctures separated from
each other by usually less than a puncture dia-
meter; speculum very finely granulate to smooth.
Pleural and ventral part of epicnemial carina
complete, strong; transverse part (i.e. part at the
level of sternaulus running through the epicne-
mium to the ventral edge of pronotum) absent;
pleural part obliquely bent to anterior margin of
mesopleuron reaching it below its middle height;
ventral part of epicnemial carina slightly elevated.
Sternaulus indistinct. Posterior transverse carina
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of mesosternum complete. Metanotum granulate.
Metapleuron densely punctate on granulate sur-
face, punctures separated from each other by
usually less than a puncture diameter; juxtacoxal
carina indistinct; submetapleural carina complete.
Pleural carina of propodeum basally strong, api-
cally weak; propodeal spiracle small, circular,
separated from pleural carina by about its length.
Anterior half of propodeum densely punctate on
granulate surface, punctures separated from each
other by usually less than a puncture diameter;
posterior half granulate with mostly transverse
wrinkles; propodeal carinae only partly deve-
loped, rather weak. Area basalis very small, trape-
zoidal. Area superomedia finely granulate, longer
than wide, its lateral carinae weakly convergent
posteriorly, apically weakly closed. Costula
(section of anterior transverse carina between
lateromedian and lateral longitudinal carinae)
short, indistinct, connecting to lateral margin of
area superomedia before its middle. Apical part of
area superomedia and area petiolaris with trans-
verse wrinkles.

Fore wing without areolet, 2rs-m longer than
abscissa of M between 2rs-m and second recurrent
vein (2m-cu); distal abscissa of Rs straight, api-
cally weakly curved toward R; distal abscissa of
M weakly pigmented; nervulus (cu-a) interstitial,
straight; postnervulus (abscissa of Cul between
Im-cu and Cula + Culb) intercepted at its middle
by Cula; lower external angle of second discal
cell almost right-angle. Hind wing with nervellus
(cu-a + abscissa of Cul between M and cu-a)
intercepted distinctly below middle by discoidella
(distal abscissa of Cul), discoidella very weakly
pigmented to spectral.

Coxae finely granulate with weak, dense
punctures. Hind trochantellus normal, not flat-
tened from below. Hind femur rather stout, ca. 4x
as long as high. Inner spur of hind tibia longer
than outer spur, inner spur ca 0.6x as long as hind
basitarsus. Hind basitarsus as long as middle basi-
tarsus. Tarsal claws small, thin, about as long as
arolium, without basal pecten.

Metasoma. Metasoma granulate to finely
granulate with short, dense, greyish hairs. First
tergite finely granulate, narrow, ca. 2.5% as long
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as its apical width, without glymma, dorsomedian
carina not developed. Second tergite about as long
as its apical width; thyridium absent. Third and
following tergites shorter than apical width.
Epipleurum of second and third tergites separated
by a crease. Ovipositor sheath short, about as long
as apical depth of metasoma; ovipositor straight,
dorsal preapical notch distinct, tip acute.

Colour. Antenna black to dark brown. Head
black; mandibles mainly yellow, basally black,
teeth brownish, palpi light brown. Mesosoma
black except yellow tegula. Metasoma black,
except very narrow yellowish patches at apical
edges of first and second tergites. Wings hyaline,
wing veins brown, pterostigma yellowish. All
coxae, trochanters and trochantelli black, with
narrow yellowish patches on trochantelli. Fore
femur yellowish, basal half predominantly black;
middle and hind femur black, apically narrowly
yellowish. Fore tibia yellowish; middle tibia yel-
lowish brown; hind tibia basally and externo-
medially creamy yellow, subbasally, interno-me-
dially and apically dark brown. All tarsi yellowish
brown to brown.

Male. Similar to female in all characters de-
scribed above, except whole speculum very finely
granulate, and metasoma slightly slenderer, first
tergite 3% as long as its apical width, second
tergite 1.2x as long as its apical width; antennae
of the holotype male are broken, number of
flagellomeres unknown; see also the original
description (Horstmann 1977).

Distribution. Currently known from Jordan
and from Turkmenistan (see below in Biogeo-
graphy section).

Identification

An identification key to the Australasian
species of Eriborus is provided below. Since four
out of the eight Australasian species are known
only by females, this key works for females;
hence, Eriborus cryptoides (Vachal, 1907), a New
Caledonian species described and known by male
only, is not considered here. Distributional
information is given in brackets.
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1. Pterostigma ivory yellow ........... Eriborus mirabilis sp. nov.
[Papua New Guinea]

— Pterostigma entirely or predominantly brown ..................... 2

2. Hind coxa yellowish to light yellowish or reddish brown ... 3

Hind coxa black or very dark brown ...........cccceecverievennennen. 4

3. Petiolus entirely reddish . Eriborus iavilai (Cheesman, 1936)
[Australia, New Caledonia, Vanuatu]

— Petiolus almost entirely black................. Eriborus tutuilensis
(Fullaway, 1940) [Fiji, American Samoa]

4. Metasoma entirely black, hind femur almost entirely
blackish.........ccooevvieinnnene Eriborus loculosus (Vachal, 1907)
[New Caledonia]
— Metasoma not entirely black, hind femur not blackish...... 5

5. Metasoma basally black, dark brownish in the middle,

apically black ................. Eriborus molestae (Uchida, 1933)
[Australia, introduced]
— Metasoma apically reddish brown, not black ..................... 6

6. Second tergite slightly shorter than its apical width...............
.............. Eriborus epiphyas Paull et Austin, 2006 [Australia]

— Second tergite 1.5x as long as its apical width.........c..cccc.ce.
Eriborus anomalus (Tosquinet, 1903) [Papua New Guinea]

An identification key to all known species of
Nepiesta is provided below. This key is largely
based on Horstmann (1973); however, updated
and completed with the subsequently described
species in Horstmann (1977), Kasparyan (2011),
and in present study, and with Nepiesta tarsalis
(Szépligeti, 1911) and Nepiesta atrator (Aubert,
1977), which species were previously included in
the genus Eripternus, now considered a junior
synonym of Nepiesta (Yu & Horstmann 1997).

1. Hind basitarsus distinctly shorter than middle basitarsus,
hind trochantellus distinctly flattened from below............... 2

— Hind basitarsus not shorter than middle basitarsus, hind
trochantellus normal, not flattened from below ................... 4

N

. Tegula yellow, upper mandibular tooth longer than lower
17070711 FOUORUR R Nepiesta tarsalis (Szépligeti, 1911)
Tegula black, upper mandibular tooth shorter than lower

3. Hind femur entirely to almost entirely black..............c.c........
............................................. Nepiesta atrator (Aubert, 1977)

— Hind femur entirely reddish............ Nepiesta cruella sp. nov.
4. Tegula black or dark brown...........cccceeeevirieninienenieeee. 5
— Tegula YelloOW.....cooiiieiiieiieieeeee e 7

5. Metasoma basally and apically black, middle tergites of
metasoma widely reddish, second tergite distinctly longer
than its apical width ........... Nepiesta rufocincta Strobl, 1904

— Metasoma entirely or predominantly dark ...............cccce.... 6

6. Area superomedia about as long as area petiolaris, second
tergite about as long as its apical width in females, longer
than its apical width in males............ccecoevirrienieienieeienceee
.............................................. Nepiesta jugicola Strobl, 1904

— Area superomedia distinctly shorter than area petiolaris,
second tergite longer than its apical width in both sexes........
............................... Nepiesta robusta Schmiedeknecht, 1909

7. Hind femur predominantly reddish, middle tergites of

metasoma widely reddish..........cocevienienienenieenieeeeene 8
— Hind femur predominantly black, metasoma entirely dark
or dark with brownish bands...........c..coccoeoiiiinininin. 9

8. Antenna with 21 flagellomeres, area superomedia 1.5 as
long as long as wide, anterior part of nervellus strongly
inclivous........cceeveeveenene Nepiesta hungarica Szépligeti, 1916

— Antenna with 26-28 flagellomeres, area superomedia 2x as
long as long as wide, anterior part of nervellus vertical.........
.................................... Nepiesta rasnitsyni Kasparyan, 2011

9. Pterostigma yellowish, metasoma entirely to predominant-
— Pterostigma brown, metasoma dark with brownish bands..11

10. Hind tibia externo-medially creamy yellowish ....................
........................................ Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977
— Hind tibia externo-medially reddish brown .............ccc.c......
............................. Nepiesta mandibularis (Holmgren, 1860)

11. Malar space shorter than basal with of mandible,
mesoscutum and mesopleuron rather sparsely punctate,
punctures separated from each other by usually more than
a puncture diameter, dark apical band of hind tibia longer
than wide.........cccueeenn. Nepiesta subclavata Thomson, 1887

— Malar space as long as basal with of mandible, mesoscutum
and mesopleuron rather densely punctate, punctures
separated from each other by usually less than a puncture
diameter, dark apical band of hind tibia very narrow..............
................................. Nepiesta tricingulata Horstmann, 1973

Biogeography

The first records of Eriborus obscuripes Horst-
mann, 1987 from Romania, Eriborus terebrator
Aubert, 1960 from Hungary and Spain, Nepiesta
mandibularis (Holmgren, 1860) from Hungary
and Romania, Nepiesta rufocincta Strobl, 1904
from Romania, and Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann,
1977 from Turkmenistan are reported below.
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Eriborus obscuripes Horstmann, 1987

Material. Romania, Arad County, Ineu [on
label: Borosjend], 13.V1.1927, collector unknown,
14. — Romania, Cluj County, Ocna Dejului [on
label: Désakna], date unknown, leg. E. Zilahi-
Kiss, 15.

Remarks. First records for Romania. This spe-
cies was previously known from several Western
and Middle European countries; these Romanian
records represent its easternmost occurrence (Yu
etal. 2012).

Eriborus terebrator Aubert, 1960

Material. Hungary, Budapest, 18th District,
Kossuth Street, 1X.2014, leg. V. Széke, 19. —
Spain, Catalonia, Province of Lleida, 6 km E of
Bassella Ogern, 13-14.V.2003, leg Gy. & L
Rozner, 19.

Remarks. First records for Hungary and Spain.
This species was known from France, Bulgaria
and Italy so far (Yu et al. 2012, Di Giovanni &
Reshchikov 2016).

Nepiesta mandibularis (Holmgren, 1860)

Material. Hungary, Budapest, Csepel, date 11.
IV.1895, leg. Gy. Szépligeti, 39. — Hungary,
Budapest, Svabhegy, IV.1895, leg. Gy. Szépligeti,
19. — Hungary, Somogy County, Babodcsa,
7.IV.2001, leg. unknown, 19. — Romania, Mures
County, Saschiz [on label: Kaisd-Saschiz], date
unknown, leg. Silbernagel, 1.

Remarks. First records for Hungary and
Romania. This species has been known from
several countries of the Palaearctic region (Yu et
al. 2012).

Nepiesta rufocincta Strobl, 1904

Material. Romania, Bistrita-Nasaud County,
Rodna Mts, Varful Ineu (= Ineu Peak) [on label:
Radnai-havasok, Unéké], 17.VIL.1908, leg. E.
Csiki, 19.
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Remarks. First record for Romania. This spe-
cies has been known from Austria, France, Ger-
many, and Poland so far; this Romanian record
represents its easternmost occurrence (Yu et al.
2012).

Nepiesta tibialis Horstmann, 1977

Material. Turkmenistan, Kopet Dagh Mts, 6
km W of Germob, Kurkulab, 850 m, 19.IV.1993,
leg. M. Hreblay, Gy. Laszl6 & A. Podlussany,
No. L89, 19.

Remarks. First record for Turkmenistan (and,
hence, for the Eastern Palaearctic region). This
species has been known only from Jordan so far
(Yuetal 2012).
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