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Abstract 
Aquatic invasions are a major ecological and socio-economic concern. Management 
of invasive aquatic populations requires a robust understanding of the effectiveness 
and suitability of control methods. In this review, we consider multiple control options 
for the management of invasive aquatic amphipods, exploring their efficacy and 
application constraints. Technological opportunities (pheromone, RNAi, biotechnologies) 
and gaps in our understanding around control mechanisms are identified, with the 
aim to improve management success of this order. Within this review, the UK 
invasion of the killer shrimp, Dikerogammarus villosus (Sowinsky, 1894) is used as 
a case study of the best explored example of invasive amphipod control. This 
species has had a range of ecological, physiological, pathological, and experimental 
research conducted upon it, which is highlighted from a management perspective. 
This same data, where available, has been synthesised for 46 other invasive 
amphipods, to probe for weaknesses that future management methods can exploit 
and be developed around. Successful management examples for invasive amphipod 
species remain rare. A lack of currently available tested options severely limits the 
possibility for amphipod management, post establishment. For future management 
to be successful, further work is needed to develop targeted and specific control 
methods, which ideally, are cost effective, have no/little associated ecological impacts, 
and can be broadly applied in closed and open water systems. Our synthesis 
presents opportunities for the further, informed development of control systems for 
invasive amphipods. 

Key words: Amphipoda, eradication, invasive aquatic species, management, 
conservation 

   
Introduction 

Global biological invasions in aquatic environments present a major 
concern to resource managers, conservationists, and policy makers (Leung 
et al. 2002; Lodge et al. 2016; Gallardo and Aldridge 2020). Aquatic invasive 
non-indigenous species (NIS) can negatively impact native biodiversity 
and ecosystem integrity (Pyšek and Richardson 2010), adversely affect 
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human livelihoods and well-being (Shackleton et al. 2019), result in 
economic losses at local, national and international scales (Pimentel et al. 
2005; Diagne et al. 2020) and can introduce disease (Roy et al. 2017; Bojko 
et al. 2020). The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) prioritises 
preventing the introduction of invasive NIS and thereby avoiding these 
impacts, which is widely accepted as the most cost-effective approach to 
management (Leung et al. 2002; Hussner et al. 2017). Invasions cannot 
always be prevented making management measures to control establishment 
and spread post-introduction essential (Hänfling et al. 2011). 

Management of established invasive NIS aims for species eradication, 
complete reproductive removal, containment, and/or population suppression 
(Robertson et al. 2020). Eradication may be possible after early detection 
and, if successful, can reduce long-term impact and minimise overall 
management costs (Edwards and Leung 2009; Simberloff 2020). Where 
eradication is not possible, or fails, managers often focus on identifying 
management strategies (complete reproductive removal, containment, and 
population suppression), that minimises the spread and impact of an 
invasion (Robertson et al. 2020). Control options for management of aquatic 
invasive NIS can be categorised as either physical, biological, chemical, or 
integrated approaches. Consideration of the appropriate management 
response, such as where in the invasion process management options 
should be targeted, requires a multidisciplinary approach with input from 
a range of disciplines including ecology, social sciences, resource management 
and economics, in addition to invasion science (Simberloff et al. 2013). 
Economic costs associated with management attempts for invasive NIS can 
often lead to scepticism, especially in the light of failed attempts (Parkes 
and Panetta 2009). To avoid unsuccessful management attempts it is 
essential that the feasibility of management programmes is carefully 
considered (Stebbing et al. 2014a). Risk analysis provides a method of 
assessing the feasibility of management options, accounting for the 
suitability of control methods given the ecological and socio-economic 
context of the invasion (Booy et al. 2017). 

Amphipods (Crustacea: Malacostraca) are common invaders and are 
represented in almost all aquatic environments, currently totalling 46 known 
invaders across multiple databases (Bojko et al. 2020; Supplementary 
material Table S1). Most invasive amphipods are present in the Gammaroidea 
(~ 27 species). These non-indigenous amphipod species have been reported 
globally and are disproportionately represented by salt-tolerant (e.g., brackish) 
species (Cuthbert et al. 2020). Some 20% of non-indigenous amphipods 
originate from the Ponto-Caspian region, with high proportions invading 
Eurasian freshwaters, North American freshwaters, and Baltic Sea waters. 
As the Ponto-Caspian region is subject to highly changeable abiotic conditions, 
native species exhibit life history traits that predispose high environmental 
tolerance, and therefore greater invasion success (Casties et al. 2016). These 
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traits combined with human-mediated movement, such as increased 
shipping intensity and canal development, result in a greatly facilitated 
invasion risk (Ricciardi and Maclsaac 2000; Rewicz et al. 2014). Impacts of 
invasive Ponto-Caspian amphipods on invaded systems can be severe 
(Krisp and Majer 2005; van der Velde et al. 2009; Piscart et al. 2011; Bacela-
Spychalska and van der Velde 2013). They can compete successfully with 
native species, eventually dominating or even replacing other species in 
native locations (Dick and Platvoet 1996, 2000; Jazdzewski et al. 2004). Certain 
species can have a significant predatory impact on other macroinvertebrate 
species (Taylor and Dunn 2017). Others incur impact through the 
introduction of disease (Bojko and Ovcharenko 2019; Bojko et al. 2019; 
Allain et al. 2020; Subramaniam et al. 2020), which can cause health issues 
in native species (Roy et al. 2017; Hatcher et al. 2019). 

The aptly named killer shrimp, Dikerogammarus villosus (Sowinsky, 1894), 
is a Ponto-Caspian invasive NIS and one of the most prominent amphipod 
invaders in Europe (Platvoet 2010). This species is the only amphipod 
listed on the “100 worst alien species” watchlist in Europe and has been 
called a “perfect invader” (DAISIE 2009; Rewicz et al. 2014). Consequently, 
this species has been the focus of extensive control research, predominantly 
in relation to containment, and has become a useful invasion model. Over 
the past ~ 30 years, D. villosus has spread over much of mainland Europe 
(Rewicz et al. 2014), with reports of considerable impact on native 
ecosystems and biodiversity, wherever it is introduced (Dick and Platvoet 
2000; van der Velde et al. 2002, 2009; Van Riel et al. 2006; Leuven et al. 
2009). Dikerogammarus villosus has driven localised extinctions of native 
macroinvertebrates and has dramatically reduced native population sizes 
through competition and predation (Dodd et al. 2014). Additionally, it has 
a high relative functional response, high environmental tolerance, and 
broad diet preference, including a tendency to be preferentially predatory 
(Rewicz et al. 2014; Taylor and Dunn 2017).  

In the UK, the species was first detected at Grafham Water, Cambridgeshire, 
in 2010 (Platvoet 2010) and is currently restricted to six, geographically 
isolated, socio-economically distinct sites (Table 1). Dikerogammarus villosus 
is recognised as a priority species for the UK water industry due to its 
negative impacts on threatened species, native biodiversity and UK anglers 
(Gallardo et al. 2012, Gallardo and Aldridge 2020). Management costs 
associated with aquatic invasive NIS management in the UK are extensive 
at around £26 million a year in 2010, with £4.6 million spent by water 
companies alone (Oreska and Aldridge 2011). Given its restricted extent, 
eradication of D. villosus, defined as “the complete and permanent removal 
of all wild populations from a defined area by a time-limited campaign” 
(Bomford and O’Brien 1995) could be considered a possibility. However, 
eradication feasibility is dependent on several factors, including the 
effectiveness of available control methods and their suitability for 
application in light of the invader’s distribution (Booy et al. 2017). 
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Table 1. UK sites where killer shrimp Dikerogammarus villosus has been reported. 

Site Name Type of site Closed/ open 
system 

Area 
(ha) 

Ecological 
Importance 

Economic 
Importance  

Social 
Importance  

Owned/managed by  

Grafham Water Freshwater 
reservoir  

Closed 811.9 Site of Special 
Scientific Interest 
(SSSI) 

Drinking 
water 
reservoir 

Bird watchers, 
anglers, 
walkers, and 
boaters/sailers 
water 
sportsmen. 

Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Pitsford Water Freshwater 
reservoir 

Closed 409 Site of Special 
Scientific Interest 
(SSSI) 

Drinking 
water 
reservoir 

Bird watchers, 
anglers, 
walkers, and 
boaters/ water 
sportsmen. 

Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Eglwys Nunydd,  
Port Talbot 

Freshwater 
reservoir 

Closed 105 Site of Special 
Scientific Interest 
(SSSI) 

Supplies water 
to Margam 
Steelworks 

Bird watchers, 
anglers, 
walkers, and 
boaters/ water 
sportsmen. 

Margam Steelworks 

Norfolk Broads Network of 
rivers and 
lakes  

Open 30300 Special Area 
Conservation (SAC), 
Special Protection 
Area (SPA), Ramsar 
Site 

Tourism value Bird watchers, 
anglers, 
walkers, and 
boaters/ water 
sportsmen. 

Broad’s Authority  

Cardiff Bay Freshwater 
bay 

Semi-closed 200 Cardiff Bay Wetland 
Reserve (Site of 
Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) 

Tourism value Bird watchers, 
sailing and 
fishing 

Cardiff Harbour 
Authority (operated by) 

Trinity Broads Freshwater 
lakes 

Open 165 Special Area 
Conservation (SAC), 
Special Protection 
Area (SPA), Site of 
Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) 

Drinking 
water, tourism 
value 

Bird watchers, 
anglers, 
walkers, 
boaters/ 
sailers, water 
sportsmen. 

Essex and Suffolk 
Water  

In this study, the physical, biological, and chemical control methods 
available for invasive amphipod control are reviewed. Field application of 
these methods to the management of invasive amphipods are considered 
alongside their likely effectiveness in the context of the UK invasion of 
D. villosus in freshwater systems. Attention is also given to the ecological and 
socio-economic factors that influence the choice of management actions 
and control options at invaded sites. Where potential control strategies to 
manage invasive amphipods are identified, but its application against 
amphipods is relatively unexplored, examples are provided from the 
control of other aquatic invasive NIS. In this review, the application of 
methods in “aquatic” systems is primarily considered in the context of 
freshwater environments, given the focus on assessing management feasibility 
in relation to D. villosus. Further, new avenues for research in control 
methods are discussed, highlighting the species specific ecological, physical, 
and pathological information required for targeted control, and what is 
known currently in this area. 

Physical control 

Commonly used physical control methods for the management of aquatic 
invasive NIS include trapping, drainage interventions, and habitat alterations. 
These methods are frequently labour intensive, time consuming, and/or 
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can induce long-term changes to the environment, but also can be the most 
accessible to managers and easily applied. As with most population control 
methods, physical control typically has limited success in open systems for 
abundant, ubiquitous, and highly fecund species (Rudnick et al. 2003; 
Reynolds and Souty-Grosset 2012) and are more suited to closed water 
systems, although some success has been found in head waters (Chadwick 
et al. 2020). Below, the physical control efforts currently in place for 
invasive amphipods are explored. 

Trapping 

Trapping and removal of the target invader has not yet been used in the 
management of invasive amphipods. Trapping has had some success in the 
eradication of invasive fish populations (Rytwinski et al. 2019), and population 
suppression of invasive aquatic invertebrate populations (Hansen et al. 2013; 
Kats et al. 2013; Stebbing 2016; Milligan et al. 2017), with most of these 
attempts requiring intensive, continuous trapping over a long period 
(Rytwinski et al. 2019). For example, trapping was successful in maintaining 
low population numbers of the red swamp crayfish Procambarus clarkii 
(Girard, 1852) in Trancas Creek in the Santa Monica Mountains, USA, 
allowing native California newt populations to recover (Kats et al. 2013; 
Milligan et al. 2017). Trapping often has fewer detrimental non-target 
impacts compared to other control methods whilst still reducing the 
impact of the invasive NIS in the invaded system (Kerby et al. 2005; Kats et 
al. 2013; Milligan et al. 2017). To date, the application of trapping methods 
to management of invasive amphipod species has instead focussed on 
integration with early detection monitoring programmes (Stadig 2016). 
Traps were initially applied to monitor the colonisation of Grafham Water, 
and the connected compensation discharge channels, in the early stages of 
the UK invasion of D. villosus (Constable and Fielding 2011). First deployed 
in December 2010, high yields were reported, with > 400 individuals caught 
per trap (Constable pers. comm). Redeployment of the traps a year later 
found ~ 100% increase in the number of individuals caught, with ~ 1100 
D. villosus caught in one trap in 2012 (Constable pers. comm). 

To improve trapping efficacy to facilitate both management and 
detection of invasive amphipods, a detailed understanding of the biology 
and behaviour of the target species to tailor trap design, placement, colour, 
and bait type is required (De Palma-Dow et al. 2020). For example, for 
species such as Chaetogammarus warpachowskyi (Sars, 1897), Chelicorophium 
robustum (Sars, 1895), Dikerogammarus bispinosus (Martynov, 1925) and 
Obesogammarus obesus (Sars, 1894) which show preferences for stones and 
gravel (Table S1), trapping could focus on such habitat and even incorporate 
coarse substrate to improve colonisation by these species, such as with 
Artificial Refuge Traps (Green et al. 2018). Similarly, addition of sand/fine 
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sediment and macrophytes to traps could increase the efficacy of catching 
Echinogammarus berilloni (Catta, 1878) and Gammarus varsoviensis 
(Jazdzewski, 1975) based on their habitat preferences (Table S1). 
Dikerogammarus villosus shows a preference for stony substrates (Van Riel 
et al. 2006; MacNeil et al. 2010; Kobak et al. 2015), warranting adaption of 
the traps at Grafham Water to use custom artificial refuges, consisting of a 
5.5 mm mesh basket containing coarse cobble and pebble substrate. 

Visual attractants also show promise in improving trapping efficiency; 
Stadig (2016) reported a significantly higher catch per unit effort using light 
attractants to capture multiple amphipod species, including Echinogammarus 
ischnus (Stebbing, 1899), in Maumee Bay, western Lake Erie, USA. However, 
no differences were observed between trap types (Stadig 2016). Species-
specific patterns also show promise in this regard. Associations between 
D. villosus and zebra mussel Dreissena polymorpha (Pallas, 1771) shells 
have been identified on multiple occasions, for various reasons (Devin et 
al. 2003; Gergs and Rothhaupt 2008; Martens and Grabow 2008; Kobak et 
al. 2014). Incorporation of a striped pattern to mimic D. polymorpha shells 
into trap design could be used to increase trapping efficacy (Roqueplo et al. 
1995) and merits further exploration. 

Sex pheromones have been used in terrestrial pest management as 
effective bait but require significant research to develop and have not been 
extensively examined for use in aquatic systems (Stebbing et al. 2003). 
Although relatively unexplored for amphipods, the use of pheromones has 
been found to be effective to attract and trap the crayfish P. clarkii 
(Aquiloni and Gheradi 2010) and invasive fish (Bajer et al. 2011). 

At present, trapping is unlikely to result in eradication of invasive 
amphipods from closed or open systems, but could be used as a long-term 
management strategy to supress and contain the population within the 
invaded system (Table 2); making this technique suitable for application 
but likely of limited effectiveness across all six UK invaded sites (Table 1). 
One of the potential issues with trapping is the potential attraction of non-
target organisms, such as fish, which required traps to be checked on a 
regular basis to remove bycatch. As amphipods are small, entrance size can be 
reduced enough to omit the ingress of fish species, which would eliminate 
most of the costs associated with trapping as a management approach 
caused by the requirement for regular, labour-intensive trap checks. The 
development of traps types that could be effectively left in the environment, 
while remaining effective at removing target species, without the need for 
the re-provisioning of attractants i.e. bait, such as habitat traps, would 
reduce cost while providing a continuous control measure. 

Barriers, drainage, and habitat interventions 

Barriers, such as weirs, can also be utilised to contain populations of 
invasive amphipods, limiting further dispersal (Constable and Fielding 2011). 
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Table 2. Synthesis of the different methods used to manage invasive amphipods, with a class-level evaluation of their efficacy and 
application according to the following criteria: Species specificity (capacity of the method to specifically target the invasive amphipod 
species), closed vs open (method can be applied to closed/open water bodies), field application (method is already applied in the 
field), ecological impact (potential ecosystem damages), time (duration of the application to be effective), cost (expenses of the 
method), acceptance (public acceptance of use of the method), efficacy (capacity to manage the target invasive amphipod species). 

Method Species-specificity Closed vs open Field 
Application 

Ecological 
Impact Time Cost Acceptance Efficacy 

Physical control 
Trap + Both +++ + +++ +++ +++ + 
Barriers and dams + Closed +++ ++ + ++ ++ ++ 
Habitat modification ++ Both ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 
Biological control 
Natural predators ++ Both + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 
Pathogens +++ Both – ? + + + +++ 
Chemical control 
Rotenone + Closed ++ +++ + + + ++ 
Synthetic pyrethoids ++ Both – +++ + + + ++ 
RNA interference +++ Both – ? + ++ ++ +++ 

+, low; ++, medium; +++, high; –, irrelevant; ?, unknown. Classes were assigned qualitatively based on this study and expert opinion. 

The construction of artificial barriers has been used to successfully contain 
D. villosus populations in the UK. Screens installed into the compensation 
channel of Grafham Water restricted further spread downstream, preventing 
introduction to the River Ouse. The compensation flow channel was 
subsequently redirected back into the reservoir to create a closed system 
(Constable and Fielding 2011). In addition, detection of D. villosus at 
Eglwys Nunydd, Wales resulted in the installation of three weirs to 
minimise the risk of natural dispersal into adjacent waters (Environment 
Agency pers. comm.). A similar strategy could be used for containment of 
D. villosus populations in Cardiff Bay, since the presence of the Cardiff Bay 
Barrage already contains the site to a degree, allowing some restriction to 
be implemented on water movement (Table 1). 

As well as hard-standing constructions, electric barriers have been used 
as a control method for invasive aquatic invertebrates with some limited 
success, although this method has not yet been applied to invasive 
amphipods. For example, along with mass trapping, electric fences were 
used to manage rusty crayfish Faxonius rusticus (Girard, 1852), supressing 
the crayfish population to reduce their impact on macrophytes (Peters et 
al. 2008). Preliminary evidence indicates that electric shock methods may 
be used to aggregate target amphipod species for removal. Perrot-Minnot 
et al. (2017) report that low voltage electric shock treatment resulted in the 
exhibition of sheltering behaviours in Gammarus fossarum (Koch, 1836), 
with enhanced and prolonged sheltering behaviour observed in response to 
increasing the number of electric shocks. Exposure to high electrical currents 
(via electrofishing) results in substantial numbers of aquatic invertebrates, 
including amphipods, being dislodged from the substratum and drifting to 
the water surface for removal (Elliott and Bagenal 1972; Bisson 1976). 
Electrofishing could be used to aggregate amphipods to facilitate and improve 
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the efficiency of physical removal methods; however, efficacy is unlikely to 
be species dependent and multiple non-target species will be impacted. 

Chemical barriers also present a viable option for containment of 
populations. Carbonated water has been shown to cause narcosis in D. villosus 
and therefore could present a viable option to limit the distribution of the 
species (Sebire et al. 2018) for example around boat launching/landing 
areas in populated lakes, although further research is needed before this is 
field applied. 

Drainage of closed water bodies, such as a reservoir, lake, or pond, 
sometimes followed by quicklime (calcium oxide) treatment, may be an 
effective approach to manage amphipod invasions in closed water bodies. 
Drainage has been successfully applied to eradicate populations of the 
hairy marron crayfish Cherax tenuimanus (Smith, 1912), from two small 
ponds in Auckland, New Zealand (Gould 2005; Duggan and Collier 2018). 
The efficacy of this method has not yet been field tested for amphipods, but 
short-term drying events have severely reduced amphipod population 
densities in some cases (Stubbington et al. 2009; Poznańska et al. 2013; 
Pařil et al. 2019). Drying interventions such as these alter community 
structure, resulting in the absence of reproductive females and a severe 
reduction in juveniles in the first months after water flow resumed, as 
documented for G. fossarum (Pařil et al. 2019). The addition of quicklime 
also alters the physio-chemical water properties of the site which could be 
used to reduce the suitability of an invaded system to a particular invasive 
amphipod (Table S1). However, the logistical challenges and non-target 
impacts of drainage and quicklime applications to large water bodies include 
contaminated water deposition; financial costs; and environmental 
consequences of removing a substantial volume of water and changing 
water pH, which makes this method unsuitable for many invaded systems 
as the drain down of large reservoirs in many cases is operationally impossible 
(Table 2). Drainage and quicklime application would not be suitable in 
water bodies of high socio-ecological value, such as the closed waterbodies 
Grafham Water, Pitsford Water, Eglwys Nunydd, and Trinity Broads in the 
UK (Table 1). However, where it was possible to apply moderate drawdown 
to expose the preferred habitats of the aquatic NIS (Table S1), this would 
likely be an effective control method to reduce the population of the target 
invasive NIS, although non-target species would also be impacted. 

Habitat manipulation can reduce the suitability of a habitat to colonisation 
by the target species. Alternatively, the habitat can be manipulated to 
encourage aggregation of individuals on a substrate for easier removal or 
to exclude species from certain areas (Stebbing et al. 2012). Again, given 
the strong preference for amphipod species for certain habitat types (Table S1), 
the removal of a suitable habitat type, for example around areas with high 
in water activity such as boat launching/landing areas could reduce the 
local population density, limiting the risk of translocation. For example, 
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utilising the preference of D. villosus for coarse substrates (MacNeil and 
Platvoet 2013; Table S1), it may be possible to deposit pebbles or boulders 
to encourage congregation of individuals for later removal. Alternatively, 
the habitat could be altered to make it less suitable, for example by installing 
fine particle substrates such as sand, or by planting of shorelines with 
native macrophytes. There are, however, no known examples of the use of 
habitat manipulation in eradication or long-term management attempts 
for invasive aquatic invertebrate species to date. 

Biological control, autocidal control and biotechnology 

Biocontrol agents have been applied extensively in agriculture to regulate 
pest and invasive populations of animals and plants (Lacey et al. 2015). 
Biocontrol is increasingly considered as a management strategy for aquatic 
invasive NIS, although it has not yet been used to manage invasive 
amphipods. Multiple studies that explore amphipod predators, competitors 
and pathogens build on our understanding of pathogen diversity and 
potential agents for future biocontrol efforts. 

Currently, the application of predators to control invasive amphipods is 
limited by the lack of highly specific co-evolved predators (Bajer et al. 
2019). Instead, amphipods may be controlled by broad-spectrum predators 
found in the invasive range (Balcombe et al. 2005). Amphipods are 
commonly consumed by predatory species, including fish, aquatic insects 
(i.e. Odonata), semi-aquatic mammals (rodents) and birds (Balcombe et al. 
2005; Aquiloni et al. 2010; Musseau et al. 2015; Bajer et al. 2019). Although 
the introduction of predators as biocontrol agents presents a potentially 
effective approach to manage invasive amphipod populations, the introduction 
of predatory species can have substantial cascading ramifications for non-
target species within the invaded ecosystems (Simberloff and Stiling 1996) 
and advanced exploration of non-target effects are important in all instances. 
Alternatively, rather than the introduction of new native predators, there is 
the possibility to conserve and augment native predators, such as fish 
species, already present in the system to reduce the invasive population 
and aid in invasive amphipod control. 

In the UK, it has been suggested that the introduction and augmentation 
of native fish species such as brown trout Salmo trutta (Linnaeus, 1758) or 
European perch Perca fluviatilis (Linnaeus, 1758) may help to control 
populations of D. villosus through predation (Platvoet 2010). However, 
these species are generalist predators, consuming non-target aquatic 
invertebrates. Further, in environments where coarse substrate dominates, 
native amphipods are consumed in greater quantities than D. villosus 
(Kinzler and Maier 2006). This is attributed to invasive amphipods such as 
D. villosus having a higher substrate affinity and lower activity, making the 
native amphipods comparatively more vulnerable to predation (Kinzler and 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10
https://www.invasivesnet.org


 Invasive amphipod control 

 Wood et al. (2021), Management of Biological Invasions 12(3): 662–684, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10 671 

 
Figure 1. Bar graph to outline the amphipod species, the environment in which the species is found, and the number of symbionts 
identified to date. In addition, known screening techniques that have been applied to find pathological agents are highlighted. The 
graph was developed in R v3.6.0 (R Core Team 2013) using the data and associated references available in Table S1. 

Maier 2006; Kobak et al. 2014). The use of predators as a biocontrol strategy 
is therefore not recommended at present. 

The use of competitor species for biocontrol are less studied but have 
been shown to have positive effects on populations (Gong et al. 2005; 
Gashaw et al. 2008; Hill et al. 2020). Several amphipod species have been 
size-matched and undergone behavioural assessment using various metrics 
such as Functional Response and Relative Invader Impact Potential (FR/RIP) 
(Dick et al. 2014, 2017) to indicate relative competitive capability, but no 
suggestions for competitive based biocontrol have been made or acted 
upon for amphipods, possibly due to biosecurity considerations. 

A biocontrol system more commonly suggested is the use of pathogenic 
species, of which a growing literature base is available, encompassing viruses 
through to large metazoan parasites of amphipods (Bojko and Ovcharenko 
2019; Table S1; Figure 1). Although the application of pathogens is yet to 
pass the experimental stage in the aquatic environment, the use of viruses 
has been instrumental to the long-term management of invasive rabbits in 
Australia and New Zealand (Gumbrell 1986; McColl et al. 2014). However, 
although initially effective, often achieving over 90% mortality immediately 
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after virus release, rabbits often gained resistance in two to three 
generations. As a result, new viral strains have been released to maintain 
landscape-scale population suppression (Kerr et al. 2021). Release of 
pathogenic species therefore should be augmented by other control 
strategies to increase effectiveness (Saunders et al. 2010). At present 
potential symbionts have only been identified for 29 of the 46 invasive 
amphipods (Table S1). For D. villosus, ~ 14 symbiotic species have been 
identified (Figure 1; Table S1) with various levels of predicted control 
success. Most (gregarines, trematodes, isopods, ciliates) exist as symbiotic 
species or parasites with complex life cycles that are unlikely to result in 
host mortality or population suppression (Bojko et al. 2013). Others, such 
as viruses and Microsporidia, are mortality drivers and may be capable of 
lowering D. villosus population size and disrupting fecundity. The most 
studied is Cucumispora dikerogammari, which acts as a mortality driver 
(Ovcharenko et al. 2010). This microsporidian has also been shown to have 
adverse ecological impacts for D. villosus populations, and a low capability 
to infect and become established in non-target hosts (Bacela-Spychalska et 
al. 2012). However, Iltis et al. (2018), indicate that heavy C. dikerogammari 
infection might increase the predation pressure of D. villosus on local prey 
populations under certain conditions. Another potential pathogen includes 
the likely nudivirus, Dikerogammarus villosus nudivirus (DvNV) (Bojko et al. 
2013). Nudiviruses are currently used as biocontrol agents of pest insects 
(Etebari et al. 2020) and may also be applicable in amphipod invasion systems. 

In the UK, research into D. villosus populations revealed a lack of 
microsporidian and viral pathogens, outlining that enemy release (loss of 
pathogens) is likely to have occurred (Bojko et al. 2013). The loss of these 
pathogen groups has likely resulted in an increased fitness in the D. villosus 
populations of the UK. For example, the population in the Norfolk Broads 
invasion site (Table 1) harboured only commensal symbionts and no 
pathogenic species in over 200 sampled specimens (Bojko et al. 2013). 
These observations suggest that the introduction, or further invasion of 
parasites to UK populations of D. villosus could insight control. 

Shortly after D. villosus was detected in the UK, its sister species, 
Dikerogammarus haemobaphes (Eichwald, 1841), was also identified 
(Aldridge 2013). The stark difference between the two species was that the 
D. haemobaphes invasion carried a high number of parasites and exhibited 
a lower impact on UK native species and the environment (Bojko et al. 
2015, 2019; Bovy et al. 2015; Allain et al. 2020; Subramaniam et al. 2020). 
The microsporidian (Cucumispora ornata) and viral pathogens (Nudiviridae 
and Mininucleoviridae) (Table S1) of the D. haemobaphes appear to 
successfully control this invader in UK river systems as natural biocontrol 
agents (Bojko et al. 2019). It has been suggested that the conservation or 
augmentation of these pathogens could be applied to increase prevalence 
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and overall population mortality levels (Bojko et al. 2019). Further, it has 
been considered whether these pathogens, now present in the UK, may be 
feasible control agents of D. villosus. A comparison of the different 
pathogen groups carried by both species, and their current range extension 
was explored by Hatcher et al. (2019). Many appear to be related but are 
essentially different species of pathogen. For example, D. villosus harbours 
C. dikerogammari at high prevalence but this pathogen is rare in 
D. haemobaphes, whereas C. ornata is highly prevalent in D. haemobaphes 
but rare in D. villosus. This level of host specificity may benefit the biocontrol 
of the target species and is supported by both environmental PCR data and 
infection trials (Bacela-Spychalska et al. 2012; Bojko et al. 2019). 

The viral pathogens of both species require laboratory trials to determine 
whether either may be viable as a control agent. Dikerogammarus haemobaphes 
Mininucleovirus (DhMV) was determined to drive mortality in infected 
individuals, but specificity trials are required (Bojko et al. 2019; Subramaniam 
et al. 2020). Dikerogammarus haemobaphes Nudivirus (DhNV) has been 
shown to have behavioural effects, but no determination has been made for 
either mortality driving or host specificity factors (Bojko et al. 2019; Allain 
et al. 2020). 

Since D. haemobaphes has already introduced these pathogens to the 
UK, and the D. villosus and D. haemobaphes populations are likely to 
merge across UK waterways, it seems prudent to monitor whether these 
pathogens are exchanged naturally between the two invaders. To evaluate 
this, it is important to continue to monitor invasive and native amphipod 
species for any future pathogen acquisition. 

Autocidal methods of control are characterised by the species self-
destruction and include the use of sterile animals or carriers of harmful 
genetic code (Gherardi et al. 2011). The release of sterile males as a control 
mechanism has been extensively used in the control of terrestrial pest 
insects (e.g. Knipling 1955). Within this context the large numbers of 
males of the target species are either captured or bred, sterilised, and then 
released into the wild to compete with un-sterilised males for mates. 
Sterilisation has been examined for application with invasive crayfish 
species (Aquiloni et al. 2009; Stebbing et al. 2014a; Green et al. 2020). Key 
advantages with the use of sterile males are that its effectiveness is inversely 
proportional to the density of the un-sterilised population and it is species 
specific (Stebbing et al. 2012). No attempts to sterilise amphipods is 
available in the literature to the best of the authors knowledge. There are 
several methods in which invertebrates have been sterilised which may be 
relevant to amphipods. Chemical treatments have been used previously, 
but these present an inherent danger to operators and the environment 
(Parker and Mehta 2007). Irradiation is also used, leading to the partial or 
total sterility of the treated subjects (Aquiloni et al. 2009). Physical 
neutering of crayfish with the removal of modified pleopods (Stebbing et 
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al. 2014a; Green et al. 2020) has also been used but may prove difficult with 
smaller animals such as amphipods. One of the major drawbacks with this 
method is the need to either capture or breed large numbers of males or for 
them to be released into the wild. 

Further research into suitable biocontrols should include the discovery 
and understanding of host-specific pathogens that can be identified using 
screening methods, laboratory trials and environmental sampling (Bojko 
and Ovcharenko 2019), including the exploration of more autocidal 
control options, for example parasites that reduce fecundity and increase 
sterility (Bojko 2017). Determining whether a pathogen is suitable for 
application in a wild environment to control an invasive NIS is difficult 
and complex; however, the result can be economically viable and provide 
sustainable population suppression. Invaders may bring with them 
multiple pathogens that naturally regulate their invasive population, 
avoiding the need to administer biocontrol measures. In cases where 
invasive NIS undergo enemy release it is important to know whether a 
biocontrol mitigation effort could be feasible and safe to apply. In addition, 
genetic technologies, such as RNAi or CRISPR, which have been successfully 
applied for pest control in managed systems may have some application to 
invasive species control (Zhang et al. 2013; McFarlane et al. 2018). Whilst 
ambitious, and still in the early stages of development, there is much 
enthusiasm about the potential of this technology for managing established 
invasive NIS (Simberloff 2020). However, there is also concern about the 
potential unintended consequences of applying new technologies, such as 
transfer of a driven gene into an untargeted species (Simberloff 2020). 
Finally, breaching into chemical control, with a biological twist, Bt toxin 
(derived from Bacillus thuringensis) is a widely applied crystalline protein 
in insect control and similar systems show some promise for amphipod 
control, using instead the pathological effects of Vibro parahaemolyticus, 
using PirA and PirB toxins. These toxins have host-specific effects in 
penaeid shrimp (Lee et al. 2015). In all cases where novel technologies are 
applied, in-depth and rigorous health and safety assessments are required, 
to be sure that no non-target effects are likely, as well as full consideration 
of the social risks and barriers. 

Chemical control 

At present, chemical control for aquatic invertebrate species is restricted to 
the use of generic pesticides, many of which have not yet been field tested. 
Although historically chemicals have been used to manage multiple aquatic 
invasive NIS (Freeman et al. 2010; Rytwinski et al. 2019), today other 
control options are often preferred to avoid the associated non-target 
species effects (Sanchez-Bayo 2012; Milan et al. 2018). For example, 
rotenone, a naturally occurring ketone (C23H22O6), has commonly, and 
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often successfully, been applied in non-indigenous fish eradication 
attempts (Finlayson et al. 2000; Ling 2002; Rytwinski et al. 2019) and for 
population suppression in invasive fish species (Beamesderfer 2000). This 
chemical is extremely toxic to many aquatic invertebrates by inhibiting 
respiratory enzymes, causing death through oxygen deprivation (Eriksen et 
al. 2009). Rotenone is non-specific and would impact aquatic invertebrates 
and fish (depending on its concentration), within the treatment area. 
Degradation rates are dependent on water temperature, light exposure and 
absorption by suspended solids and benthic deposits (Meadows 1973; Ling 
2002; Allen et al. 2006). With a single rotenone treatment, the native 
macroinvertebrate diversity and taxonomic richness could recover to pre-
treatment conditions within 4–12 months of rotenone application, as 
evidenced following treatment in a New Zealand stream (Pham et al. 2018). 
However, to achieve successful eradication, multiple treatments would 
likely be required (Sandodden et al. 2018), which may result in long-term 
impacts that prevent widespread application of this approach. 

Whilst significant advancements have been made in designing efficient, 
targeted and less environmentally damaging chemicals in terrestrial 
environments, such progress has not been mirrored in aquatic settings, 
where only a handful of chemical control methods are presently available 
(Ling 2002; Solomon and Thompson 2003). To date, no targeted chemical 
control methods exist for invasive amphipods. Studies investigating the 
impact of synthetic pyrethroids on freshwater macroinvertebrates have 
found that exposure can alter locomotory behaviour in Gammarus pulex 
(Linnaeus, 1758), including drifting to the water surface for easy removal 
(Heckmann et al. 2005; Nørum et al. 2010). Synthetic pyrethroid options 
can also be highly toxic to a spectrum of aquatic invertebrates, with most 
LC50 values being below 1 μg l-1 (Coats et al. 1989). Preliminary testing 
indicates synthetic pyrethroids may be highly effective for chemical control 
of D. villosus, resulting in considerable behaviour changes (Stebbing et al. 
2014b). Deltamethrin; a sodium channel activator that targets the nervous 
system of arthropod pest species, was given to D. villosus individuals in 
medicated feed at different doses. In all replicates there was an acute, 
marked change to the animals swarming behaviour resulting in a loss of 
coordination and reduction in the normal negative phototactic response. 
The chemical was found to be effective against D. villosus at concentrations 
> 50 μg/kg feed resulting in > 60% mortality. LD98 was reported to be 
approximately 0.7 ng/animal (average 20 mg body weight), although with 
some uncertainty and assumption of feeding rate. In addition, mechanisms 
for the delivery of Deltamethrin to D. villosus individuals were designed 
and assessed. Deployment of a cylindrical tube with Deltamethrin suspended 
in a bespoke bait matrix was used as a delivery mechanism. Dikerogammarus 
villosus rapidly swarmed and settled on, and within, the feeding station 
even in the presence of other substrate and hardware and were effectively 
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exposed to Deltamethrin (Stebbing et al. 2014b). Further work is needed to 
assess the environmental impact of the widespread use of this chemical and 
refine species-specific dosage levels and delivery mechanisms. However, 
Deltamethrin has been used with great success in the control of invasive crayfish 
species (Peay et al. 2019) and is likely to be effective for amphipod control 
if deployment can be designed to limit availability to target species only. 

The future of chemical control for invasive amphipod species is limited 
by our ability to apply sufficient dosage of the chemical to individuals 
across large water bodies. Providing a concentration of chemical high 
enough to cause mortality in a large water body is expensive and poses 
major logistical challenges. Targeted chemical control will also require a 
robust understanding of the spatial distribution of the invasive amphipod 
within the water body. Instead, alternative methods that can aid the 
delivery of the compound could be considered. These could include delivery 
methods, such as nanoparticles carrying the compound that may sustain in 
the environment for long periods of time (Kumar et al. 2014) or using 
pheromone or “attractive” traps to bring higher numbers of species closer 
to administer the dose (Witzgall et al. 2010). Commercial systems have 
already been established for the manufacture of chemical control products 
for agriculture. There is an opportunity to determine whether these systems 
could be used to develop highly targeted chemical treatments for invasive 
amphipods. Whilst there will be significant barriers to registration and 
market access of chemical products, these are not insurmountable. 

Integrated management approaches 

Given the diversity of amphipod species and invaded habitats, no single 
bullet, or standalone approach to invasive amphipod control is likely to be 
effective (Freeman et al. 2010). However, there is increasing consensus that 
integrating several different control methods can lead to some success 
against the target species (Stebbing et al. 2014a). To date, no examples of 
integrated management currently exist for invasive or pest amphipods; 
however, successes have been made with other crustacean groups (Hänfling 
et al. 2011). One system includes the control and removal of F. rusticus 
(Hein et al. 2006). In this example, predatory fish (biological control) and 
trapping methods (physical control) were used to control the invasive 
crayfish population. An integrated management approach forms the 
principle of integrated pest management (IPM) tools that have been widely 
used in agriculture and are increasingly being applied to invasive NIS 
management (Di Tomaso et al. 2017; Phelps et al. 2017). 

Predatory fish and trapping methods have also been identified as control 
methods for Amphipoda but have currently been applied separately. 
Integration of these methods may prove valuable, following the information 
outlined by Hein et al. (2006). To advance this area further it is important 
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to consider the consolidation of methods that could be valuable for the 
control of invasive amphipods. Using Dikerogammarus sp. as an example, 
trapping, parasitic biocontrol, and chemical control agents are all potential 
applications. Combining different techniques, such as general trapping 
methods, chemical control options, and the introduction of microsporidian 
and viral parasites of amphipods like D. haemobaphes, may result in a 
marked decrease of the invasive population based on the separately collected 
data on D. villosus (Van Riel et al. 2006; MacNeil et al. 2010; Kobak et al. 
2015) and D. haemobaphes (Bojko et al. 2019). Accounting for the affinity 
of invasive amphipods to certain habitats (Table S1) would help to specify 
control efforts and increase general efficacy of management (Table S1). 
Although often neglected in integrated approaches at present, it is 
important that such an integrated approach also considers whether control 
methods are effective against co-introduced symbionts, which may be among 
the main impacts the invasive amphipod species has in the introduced 
environment. 

Prospects for future research and management of invasive 
amphipods  

A current lack of species-specific control options severely limits opportunities 
to manage established populations of invasive amphipod species, as illustrated 
in this study by D. villosus management in the UK (Table 2). To improve 
management options available to control invasive amphipods, the development 
of targeted control methods should be prioritised, with several potentially 
promising areas recognised among traditional and emerging methods. 
Firstly, to provide the foundation for improving targeted control methods, 
basic research on the biology and life-history traits of invasive amphipod 
species is required, with a synthesis of what is known to date provided in 
this study (Table S1). Secondly, the efficacy of physical control methods 
could be improved using advanced monitoring methods, such as telemetry 
and environmental DNA (eDNA). Telemetry has been used to detect seasonal 
aggregations of invasive NIS, improving our understanding of their 
behaviour and increasing capture/removal rate of physical control methods 
(Bajer et al. 2011; Diggle et al. 2012; Donkers et al. 2012). Molecular 
monitoring methods, such as eDNA to detect invasive amphipods have 
resulted in multiple species-specific assays, developed and validated for 
D. villosus (Blackman et al. 2018), D. haemobaphes (Mauvisseau et al. 2019), 
G. fossarum (Blackman et al. 2017), Crangonyx pseudogracilis (Bousfield, 
1958) (Mächler et al. 2014) and G. pulex (Mächler et al. 2014), that could 
be used to better target sites for physical removal efforts. Thirdly, new 
technologies based on highly specific and well-studied pathogenic biological 
control agents, advanced genetic methods, or targeted delivery options for 
chemical control, may also present effective future control options. However, 
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development of these methods is still in its early stages, and significant 
research investment is needed to overcome technical barriers, assess 
associated risks, and understand the implications of public acceptance 
before such methods can be applied in field. Ultimately, given the lack of a 
single bullet approach to invasive NIS control, research efforts should focus 
on developing integrated approaches to management, whereby the 
effectiveness of several control methods are considered in combination. 

Acknowledgements 
Part of this work was supported by the Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs 
(Defra) contract C5525 awarded to Cefas. We thank the two anonymous reviewers for their 
valuable contribution to the manuscript. 

Funding 
Part of this work was funded by Defra under contract C5525 awarded to Cefas. The funders had 
no role in study design, data collection and analysis, decision to publish, or preparation of the 
manuscript. 

References 
Aldridge DC (2013) GB non-native organism rapid risk assessment for Dikerogammarus 

haemobaphes (Eichwald, 1841). http://www.nonnativespecies.org/downloadDocument.cfm?id=870 
(accessed 3 May 2020) 

Allain TW, Stentiford GD, Bass D, Behringer DC, Bojko J (2020) A novel nudivirus infecting 
the invasive demon shrimp Dikerogammarus haemobaphes. Scientific Reports 10: 1–13, 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-71776-3 

Allen Y, Kirby S, Copp GH, Brazier M (2006) Toxicity of rotenone to topmouth gudgeon 
Pseudorasbora parva for eradication of this non-native species from a tarn in Cumbria, 
England. Fisheries Management and Ecology 13: 337–340, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2400.2006.00499.x 

Aquiloni L, Gherardi F (2010) Crayfish females eavesdrop on fighting males and use smell and 
sight to recognize the identity of the winner. Animal Behaviour 79: 265–269, https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.09.024 

Aquiloni L, Becciolini A, Berti R, Porciani S, Trunfio C, Gherardi F (2009) Managing invasive 
crayfish: using X-ray sterilization of males. Freshwater Biology 54: 1510–1519, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02169.x 

Aquiloni L, Brusconi S, Cecchinelli E, Tricarico E, Mazza G, Paglianti A, Gherardi F (2010) 
Biological control of invasive populations of crayfish: the European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
as a predator of Procambarus clarkii. Biological Invasions 12: 3817–3824, https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/s10530-010-9774-z 

Bacela-Spychalska K, van der Velde G (2013) There is more than one ‘killer shrimp’: trophic 
positions and predatory abilities of invasive amphipods of Ponto‐Caspian origin. Freshwater 
Biology 58: 730–741, https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12078 

Bacela-Spychalska K, Wattier RA, Genton C, Rigaud T (2012) Microsporidian disease of the 
invasive amphipod Dikerogammarus villosus and the potential for its transfer to local 
invertebrate fauna. Biological Invasions 14: 1831–1842, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-012-0193-1 

Bajer PG, Chizinski CJ, Sorensen PW (2011) Using the Judas technique to locate and remove 
wintertime aggregations of invasive common carp. Fisheries Management and Ecology 18: 
497–505, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2011.00805.x 

Bajer PG, Ghosal R, Maselko M, Smanski MJ, Lechelt JD, Hansen G, Kornis MS (2019) 
Biological control of invasive fish and aquatic invertebrates: a brief review with case 
studies. Management of Biological Invasions 10: 227–254, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2019. 
10.2.02 

Balcombe SR, Bunn SE, McKenzie‐Smith FJ, Davies PM (2005) Variability of fish diets 
between dry and flood periods in an arid zone floodplain river. Journal of Fish Biology 67: 
1552–1567, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2005.00858.x 

Beamesderfer RC (2000) Managing fish predators and competitors: deciding when intervention 
is effective and appropriate. Fisheries 25: 18–23, https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(2000)025 
<0018:MFPACD>2.0.CO;2 

Bisson PA (1976) Increased Invertebrate Drift in an Experimental Stream Caused by 
Electrofishing. Journal of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada 33: 1806–1808, 
https://doi.org/10.1139/f76-231 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10
https://www.invasivesnet.org
http://www.nonnativespecies.org/downloadDocument.cfm?id=870
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-71776-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2006.00499.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2006.00499.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.09.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.09.024
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02169.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-010-9774-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-010-9774-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12078
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-012-0193-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2011.00805.x
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2019.10.2.02
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2019.10.2.02
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2005.00858.x
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(2000)025%3c0018:MFPACD%3e2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(2000)025%3c0018:MFPACD%3e2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1139/f76-231


 Invasive amphipod control 

 Wood et al. (2021), Management of Biological Invasions 12(3): 662–684, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10 679 

Blackman RC, Constable D, Hahn C, Sheard AM, Durkota J, Hänfling B, Handley LL (2017) 
Detection of a new non-native freshwater species by DNA metabarcoding of environmental 
samples-first record of Gammarus fossarum in the UK. Aquatic Invasions 12: 177–189, 
https://doi.org/10.3391/ai.2017.12.2.06 

Blackman RC, Benucci M, Donnelly R, Hänfling B, Harper LR, Kimbell H, Sellers GS, Sheard 
AM, Watson HV, Lawson-Handley L (2018) Targeting the invaders-targeted detection of 
four priority freshwater invasive non-native species using environmental DNA. PeerJ 
Preprints, https://doi.org/10.7287/peerj.preprints.27284v1 

Bojko J (2017) Parasites of invasive Crustacea: risks and opportunities for control. PhD Thesis, 
University of Leeds, UK 

Bojko J, Ovcharenko M (2019) Pathogens and other symbionts of the Amphipoda: taxonomic 
diversity and pathological significance. Diseases of Aquatic Organisms 136: 3–36, 
https://doi.org/10.3354/dao03321 

Bojko J, Stebbing PD, Bateman KS, Meatyard JE, Bacela-Spychalska K, Dunn AM, Stentiford, 
GD (2013) Baseline histopathological survey of a recently invading island population of 
‘killer shrimp’, Dikerogammarus villosus. Diseases of Aquatic Organisms 106: 241–253, 
https://doi.org/10.3354/dao02658 

Bojko J, Dunn AM, Stebbing PD, Ross SH, Kerr RC, Stentiford GD (2015) Cucumispora ornata 
n. sp. (Fungi: Microsporidia) infecting invasive ‘demon shrimp’ (Dikerogammarus 
haemobaphes) in the United Kingdom. Journal of Invertebrate Pathology 128: 22–30, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jip.2015.04.005 

Bojko J, Stentiford GD, Stebbing PD, Hassall C, Deacon A, Cargill B, Pile B, Dunn AM (2019) 
Pathogens of Dikerogammarus haemobaphes regulate host activity and survival, but also 
threaten native amphipod populations in the UK. Diseases of Aquatic Organisms 136: 63–78, 
https://doi.org/10.3354/dao03195 

Bojko J, Burgess A, Baker A, Orr C (2020) Invasive Non-Native Crustacean Symbionts: 
Diversity and Impact. Journal of Invertebrate Pathology, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jip.2020.107482 

Bomford M, O’Brien P (1995) Eradication or control for vertebrate pests? Wildlife Society 
Bulletin 23: 249–255 

Booy O, Mill AC, Roy HE, Hiley A, Moore N, Robertson P, Baker S, Brazier M, Bue M, 
Bullock R, Campbell S (2017) Risk management to prioritise the eradication of new and 
emerging invasive non-native species. Biological Invasions 19: 2401–2417, https://doi.org/10. 
1007/s10530-017-1451-z 

Bovy HC, Barrios-O’Neill D, Emmerson MC, Aldridge DC, Dick JT (2015) Predicting the 
predatory impacts of the “demon shrimp” Dikerogammarus haemobaphes, on native and 
previously introduced species. Biological Invasions 17: 597–607, https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s10530-014-0751-9 

Casties I, Seebens H, Briski E (2016) Importance of geographic origin for invasion success: a 
case study of the North and Baltic Seas versus the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River region. 
Ecology and Evolution 6: 8318–8329, https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2528 

Chadwick DD, Pritchard EG, Bradley P, Sayer CD, Chadwick MA, Eagle LJ, Axmacher JC (2020) 
A novel ‘triple drawdown’ method highlights deficiencies in invasive alien crayfish survey 
and control techniques. Journal of Applied Ecology, https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13758 

Coats JR, Symonik DM, Bradbury SP, Dyer SD, Timson LK, Atchison GJ (1989) Toxicology 
of synthetic pyrethroids in aquatic organisms: an overview. Environmental Toxicology and 
Chemistry: An International Journal 8: 671–679, https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.5620080805 

Constable D, Fielding NJ (2011) Dikerogammarus villosus: an Anglian perspective. Practice. 
Bulletin of the Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management 72: 9–11 

Cuthbert RN, Kotronaki SG, Dick JTA, Briski E (2020) Salinity tolerance and geographical 
origin predict global alien amphipod invasions. Biology Letters 16: 20200354, https://doi.org/ 
10.1098/rsbl.2020.0354 

DAISIE (2009) Handbook of Alien Species in Europe. Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 399 pp 
De Palma-Dow AA, Curti JN, Fergus CE (2020) It’s a Trap! An evaluation of different passive 

trap types to effectively catch and control the invasive red swamp crayfish (Procambarus 
clarkii) in streams of the Santa Monica Mountains. Management of Biological Invasions 11: 
44–62, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2020.11.1.04 

Devin S, Piscart C, Beisel JN, Moreteau JC (2003) Ecological traits of the amphipod invader 
Dikerogammarus villosus on a mesohabitat scale. Archiv für Hydrobiologie 158: 43–46, 
https://doi.org/10.1127/0003-9136/2003/0158-0043 

Di Tomaso JM, Van Steenwyk RA, Nowierski RM, Vollmer JL, Lane E, Chilton E, Burch PL, 
Cowan PE, Zimmerman K, Dionigi CP (2017) Enhancing the effectiveness of biological 
control programs of invasive species through a more comprehensive pest management 
approach. Pest Management Science 73: 9–13, https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.4347 

Diagne C, Leroy B, Gozlan RE, Vaissière AC, Assailly C, Nuninger L, Roiz D, Jourdain F, 
Jarić I, Courchamp F (2020) InvaCost, a public database of the economic costs of biological 
invasions worldwide. Scientific Data 7: 1–12, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-020-00586-z 

Dick JTA, Platvoet D (1996) Intraguild predation and species exclusion in amphipods: the 
interaction of behaviour, physiology and environment. Freshwater Biology 36: 375–383, 
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.1996.00106.x 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10
https://www.invasivesnet.org
https://doi.org/10.3391/ai.2017.12.2.06
https://doi.org/10.7287/peerj.preprints.27284v1
https://doi.org/10.3354/dao03321
https://doi.org/10.3354/dao02658
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jip.2015.04.005
https://doi.org/10.3354/dao03195
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jip.2020.107482
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-017-1451-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-017-1451-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-014-0751-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-014-0751-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2528
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13758
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.5620080805
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2020.0354
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2020.0354
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2020.11.1.04
https://doi.org/10.1127/0003-9136/2003/0158-0043
https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.4347
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-020-00586-z
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.1996.00106.x


 Invasive amphipod control 

 Wood et al. (2021), Management of Biological Invasions 12(3): 662–684, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10 680 

Dick JTA, Platvoet D (2000) Invading predatory crustacean Dikerogammarus villosus eliminates 
both native and exotic species. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London B 267: 977–983, 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2000.1099 

Dick JT, Alexander ME, Jeschke JM, Ricciardi A, MacIsaac HJ, Robinson TB, Kumschick S, 
Weyl OLF, Dunn AM, Hatcher MJ, Paterson RA, Farnsworth KD, Richardson DM (2014) 
Advancing impact prediction and hypothesis testing in invasion ecology using a 
comparative functional response approach. Biological Invasions 16: 735–753, https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/s10530-013-0550-8 

Dick JT, Laverty C, Lennon JJ, Barrios‐O’Neill D, Mensink PJ, Britton JR, Médoc V, Boets P, 
Alexander ME, Taylor NG, Dunn AM (2017) Invader Relative Impact Potential: a new 
metric to understand and predict the ecological impacts of existing, emerging and future 
invasive alien species. Journal of Applied Ecology 54: 1259–1267, https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
1365-2664.12849 

Diggle J, Patil J, Wisniewski C (2012) A manual for carp control: The Tasmanian model. 
PestSmart Toolkit publication, Invasive Animals Cooperative Research Centre, Canberra, 
Australia, 25 pp 

Dodd JA, Dick JT, Alexander ME, MacNeil C, Dunn AM, Aldridge DC (2014) Predicting the 
ecological impacts of a new freshwater invader: functional responses and prey selectivity of 
the ‘killer shrimp’, Dikerogammarus villosus, compared to the native Gammarus pulex. 
Freshwater Biology 59: 337–352, https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12268  

Donkers P, Patil JG, Wisniewski C, Diggle JE (2012) Validation of mark‐recapture population 
estimates for invasive common carp, Cyprinus carpio, in Lake Crescent, Tasmania. Journal 
of Applied Ichthyology 28: 7–14, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0426.2011.01887.x 

Duggan IC, Collier KJ (2018) Management of non-indigenous lacustrine animals. In: Hamilton 
DP, Collier KJ, Quinn JM, Howard-Williams C (eds), Lake Restoration Handbook. A New 
Zealand Perspective. Springer, Cham, pp 299–331, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-93043-5_9 

Edwards PK, Leung B (2009) Re‐evaluating eradication of nuisance species: invasion of the 
tunicate, Ciona intestinalis. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 7: 326–332, 
https://doi.org/10.1890/070218 

Elliott JM, Bagenal TB (1972) The effects of electrofishing on the invertebrates of a Lake 
District stream. Oecologia 9: 1–11, https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00345239 

Eriksen TE, Amekleiv JV, Kjærstad G (2009) Short-Term Effects on Riverine Ephemeroptera, 
Plecoptera, and Trichoptera of Rotenone and Aluminum Sulfate Treatment to Eradicate 
Gyrodactylus salaris. Journal of Freshwater Ecology 24: 597–607, https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
02705060.2009.9664337 

Etebari K, Filipović I, Rašić G, Devine GJ, Tsatsia H, Furlong MJ (2020) Complete genome 
sequence of Oryctes rhinoceros nudivirus isolated from the coconut rhinoceros beetle in 
Solomon Islands. Virus Research 278: 197864, https://doi.org/10.1101/834036 

Finlayson BJ, Schnick RA, Cailteux RL, DeMong L, Horton WD, McClay W, Thompson CW, 
Tichacek G (2000) Rotenone use in fisheries management: administrative and technical 
guidelines manual. American Fisheries Society, 199 pp 

Freeman MA, Turnbull JF, Yeomans WE, Bean CW (2010) Prospects for management 
strategies of invasive crayfish populations with an emphasis on biological control. Aquatic 
Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems 20: 211–223, https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.1065 

Gallardo B, Aldridge DC (2020) Priority setting for invasive species management by the water 
industry. Water Research 16: 115771, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2020.115771 

Gallardo B, Errea MP, Aldridge DC (2012) Application of bioclimatic models coupled with 
network analysis for risk assessment of the killer shrimp, Dikerogammarus villosus, in 
Great Britain. Biological Invasions 14: 1265–1278, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-011-0154-0 

Gashaw F, Erko B, Teklehaymanot T, Habtesellasie R (2008) Assessment of the potential of 
competitor snails and African catfish (Clarias gariepinus) as biocontrol agents against snail 
hosts transmitting schistosomiasis. Transactions of the Royal Society of Tropical Medicine 
and Hygiene 102: 774–779, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trstmh.2008.04.045 

Gergs R, Rothhaupt KO (2008) Feeding rates, assimilation efficiencies and growth of two 
amphipod species on biodeposited material from zebra mussels. Freshwater Biology 53: 
2494–2503, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2008.02077.x 

Gherardi F, Aquiloni L, Diéguez-Uribeondo J, Tricarico E (2011) Managing invasive crayfish: 
is there a hope? Aquatic Sciences 73: 185–200, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-011-0181-z 

Gong P, Epton MJ, Fu G, Scaife S, Hiscox A, Condon KC, Condon GC, Morrison NI, Kelly 
DW, Dafa’alla T, Coleman PG, Alphey L (2005) A dominant lethal genetic system for 
autocidal control of the Mediterranean fruitfly. Nature Biotechnology 23: 453–456, 
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt1071 

Gould B (2005) Marron: inter-agency collaboration follows surprise catch. Biosecurity New 
Zealand 60: 10–11 

Green N, Bentley M, Stebbing P, Andreou D, Britton R (2018) Trapping for invasive crayfish: 
comparisons of efficacy and selectivity of baited traps versus novel artificial refuge traps. 
Knowledge & Management of Aquatic Ecosystems 419: 15, https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae/2018007 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10
https://www.invasivesnet.org
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2000.1099
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-013-0550-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-013-0550-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12849
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12849
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12268
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0426.2011.01887.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-93043-5_9
https://doi.org/10.1890/070218
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00345239
https://doi.org/10.1080/02705060.2009.9664337
https://doi.org/10.1080/02705060.2009.9664337
https://doi.org/10.1101/834036
https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.1065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2020.115771
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-011-0154-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trstmh.2008.04.045
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2008.02077.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-011-0181-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt1071
https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae/2018007


 Invasive amphipod control 

 Wood et al. (2021), Management of Biological Invasions 12(3): 662–684, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10 681 

Green N, Britton JR, Bentley M, Stebbing P, Andreou D (2020) Dominance, reproductive 
behaviours and female mate choice in sterilised versus non-sterilised invasive male 
crayfish. Aquatic Ecology 54: 813–822, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10452-020-09779-5 

Gumbrell RC (1986) Myxomatosis and rabbit control in New Zealand. New Zealand Veterinary 
Journal 34: 54–55, https://doi.org/10.1080/00480169.1986.35282 

Jazdzewski K, Konopacka A, Grabowski M (2004) Recent drastic changes in the gammarid 
fauna (Crustacea, Amphipoda) of the Vistula River deltaic system in Poland caused by alien 
invaders. Diversity and Distributions 10: 81–87, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1366-9516.2004.00062.x 

Hänfling B, Edwards F, Gherardi F (2011) Invasive alien Crustacea: dispersal, establishment, 
impact and control. BioControl 56: 573–595, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10526-011-9380-8 

Hansen GJA, Hein CL, Roth BM, Vander Zanden MJ, Latzka AW, Gaeta JW, Carpenter SR 
(2013) Food web consequences of long-term invasive crayfish control. Canadian Journal of 
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 70: 1109–1122, https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2012-0460 

Hatcher MJ, Dick JT, Stentiford GD, Stebbing P, Dunn AM (2019) Infection and invasion: 
study cases from aquatic communities. In: Wilson K, Fenton A, Tompkins D (eds) Wildlife 
Disease Ecology: Linking Theory to Data and Application, Cambridge University Press, 
pp 262–295, https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316479964.009 

Heckmann LH, Friberg N, Ravn HW (2005) Relationship between biochemical biomarkers and 
pre‐copulatory behaviour and mortality in Gammarus pulex following pulse‐exposure to 
lambda‐cyhalothrin. Pest Management Science: formerly Pesticide Science 61: 627–635, 
https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.1048 

Hein CL, Roth BM, Ives AR, Zanden, MJV (2006) Fish predation and trapping for rusty crayfish 
(Orconectes rusticus) control: a whole-lake experiment. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and 
Aquatic Sciences 63: 383–393, https://doi.org/10.1139/f05-229 

Hill MP, Moran VC, Hoffmann JH, Neser S, Zimmermann HG, Simelane DO, Klein H, 
Zachariades C, Wood AR, Byrne MJ, Paterson ID (2020) More than a century of biological 
control against invasive alien plants in South Africa: a synoptic view of what has been 
accomplished. In: van Wilgen BW, Measey J, Richardson DM, Wilson JR, Zengeya TA 
(eds) Biological Invasions in South Africa, Springer, Cham, pp 553–572, https://doi.org/10. 
1007/978-3-030-32394-3_19 

Hussner A, Stiers I, Verhofstad MJJM, Bakker ES, Grutters BMC, Haury J, Van Valkenburg 
JLCH, Brundu G, Newman J, Clayton JS, Anderson LWJ (2017) Management and control 
methods of invasive alien freshwater aquatic plants: a review. Aquatic Botany 136: 112–
137, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2016.08.002 

Iltis C, Spataro T, Wattier R, Médoc V (2018) Parasitism may alter functional response comparisons: 
a case study on the killer shrimp Dikerogammarus villosus and two non-invasive gammarids. 
Biological Invasions 20: 619–632, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-017-1563-5 

Kats LB, Bucciarelli G, Vandergon TL, Honeycutt RL, Mattiasen E, Sanders A, Riley SPD, 
Kerby JL, Fisher RN (2013) Effects of natural flooding and manual trapping on the 
facilitation of invasive crayfish-native amphibian coexistence in a semi-arid perennial 
stream. Journal of Arid Environments 98: 109–112, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2013.08.003 

Kerby JL, Riley SPD, Kats LB, Wilson P (2005) Barriers and flow as limiting factors in the 
spread of an invasive crayfish (Procambarus clarkii) in southern California streams. 
Biological Conservation 126: 402–409, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.06.020 

Kerr PJ, Hall, RN, Strive T (2021) Viruses for Landscape-Scale Therapy: Biological Control of 
Rabbits in Australia. In: Lucas AR (ed), Viruses as Therapeutics. Humana, New York, pp 1–23, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-0716-1012-1 

Kinzler W, Maier G (2006) Selective predation by fish: a further reason for the decline of native 
gammarids in the presence of invasives? Journal of Limnology 65: 27–34, https://doi.org/10. 
4081/jlimnol.2006.27 

Knipling EF (1955) Possibilities of insect control or eradication through the use of sexually 
sterile males. Journal of Economic Entomology 48: 459–462, https://doi.org/10.1093/jee/48. 
4.459 

Kobak J, Jermacz Ł, Płąchocki D (2014) Effectiveness of zebra mussels to act as shelters from 
fish predators differs between native and invasive amphipod prey. Aquatic Ecology 48: 
397–408, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10452-014-9492-1 

Kobak J, Jermacz Ł, Dzierżyńska‐Białończyk A (2015) Substratum preferences of the invasive 
killer shrimp Dikerogammarus villosus. Journal of Zoology 297: 66–76, https://doi.org/10. 
1111/jzo.12252 

Krisp H, Maier G (2005) Consumption of macroinvertebrates by invasive and native gammarids: a 
comparison. Journal of Limnology 64: 55–59, https://doi.org/10.4081/jlimnol.2005.55 

Kumar S, Bhanjana G, Sharma A, Sidhu MC, Dilbaghi N (2014) Synthesis, characterization 
and on field evaluation of pesticide loaded sodium alginate nanoparticles. Carbohydrate 
polymers 101: 1061–1067, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2013.10.025 

Lacey LA, Grzywacz D, Shapiro-Ilan DI, Frutos R, Brownbridge M, Goettel MS (2015) Insect 
pathogens as biological control agents: back to the future. Journal of Invertebrate Pathology 
132: 1–41, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jip.2015.07.009 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10
https://www.invasivesnet.org
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10452-020-09779-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/00480169.1986.35282
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1366-9516.2004.00062.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10526-011-9380-8
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2012-0460
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316479964.009
https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.1048
https://doi.org/10.1139/f05-229
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32394-3_19
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32394-3_19
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-017-1563-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2013.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.06.020
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-0716-1012-1
https://doi.org/10.4081/jlimnol.2006.27
https://doi.org/10.4081/jlimnol.2006.27
https://doi.org/10.1093/jee/48.4.459
https://doi.org/10.1093/jee/48.4.459
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10452-014-9492-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/jzo.12252
https://doi.org/10.1111/jzo.12252
https://doi.org/10.4081/jlimnol.2005.55
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2013.10.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jip.2015.07.009


 Invasive amphipod control 

 Wood et al. (2021), Management of Biological Invasions 12(3): 662–684, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10 682 

Lee CT, Chen IT, Yang YT, Ko TP, Huang YT, Huang JY, Huang MF, Lin SJ, Chen CY, Lin 
SS, Lightner DV (2015) The opportunistic marine pathogen Vibrio parahaemolyticus 
becomes virulent by acquiring a plasmid that expresses a deadly toxin. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences 112: 10798–10803, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1503129112 

Leung B, Lodge DM, Finnoff D, Shogren JF, Lewis MA, Lamberti G (2002) An ounce of 
prevention or a pound of cure: bioeconomic risk analysis of invasive species. Proceedings 
of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences 269: 2407–2413, 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2002.2179 

Leuven RS, van der Velde G, Baijens I, Snijders J, van der Zwart C, Lenders HR, bij de Vaate 
A (2009) The river Rhine: a global highway for dispersal of aquatic invasive species. 
Biological Invasions 11: 1989, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-009-9491-7 

Ling N (2002) Rotenone - a review of its toxicity and use for fisheries management. Science for 
Conservation 211: 40 

Lodge DM, Simonin PW, Burgiel SW, Keller RP, Bossenbroek JM, Jerde CL, Kramer AM, 
Rutherford ES, Barnes MA, Wittmann ME, Chadderton WL (2016) Risk analysis and 
bioeconomics of invasive species to inform policy and management. Annual Review of 
Environment and Resources 41: 453–488, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-085532 

Mächler E, Deiner K, Steinmann P, Altermatt F (2014) Utility of environmental DNA for 
monitoring rare and indicator macroinvertebrate species. Freshwater Science 33: 1174–1183, 
https://doi.org/10.1086/678128 

MacNeil C, Platvoet D, Dick JT, Fielding N, Constable A, Hall N, Aldridge D, Renals T, 
Diamond M (2010) The Ponto-Caspian ‘killer shrimp’, Dikerogammarus villosus (Sowinsky, 
1894), invades the British Isles. Aquatic Invasions 5: 441–445, https://doi.org/10.3391/ai.2010.5.4.15 

MacNeil C, Platvoet D (2013) Could artificial structures such as fish passes facilitate the 
establishment and spread of the ‘killer shrimp’ Dikerogammarus villosus (Crustacea: 
Amphipoda) in river systems? Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems 
23: 667–677, https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.2337 

Martens A, Grabow K (2008) Das Risiko der Verschleppung neozoischer Amphipods beim 
Überlandtransport von Yachten. Risk of spreading of non-indigenous Amphipoda due to 
overland transport of recreation boats. Lauterbornia 62: 41–44 

Mauvisseau Q, Troth C, Young E, Burian A, Sweet M (2019) The development of an eDNA 
based detection method for the invasive shrimp Dikerogammarus haemobaphes. Management 
of Biological Invasions 10: 449–460, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2019.10.3.03 

McColl KA, Cooke BD, Sunarto A (2014) Viral biocontrol of invasive vertebrates: Lessons 
from the past applied to cyprinid herpesvirus-3 and carp (Cyprinus carpio) control in 
Australia. Biological Control 72: 109–117, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2014.02.014 

McFarlane GR, Whitelaw CBA, Lillico SG (2018) CRISPR-based gene drives for pest control. 
Trends in Biotechnology 36: 130–133, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tibtech.2017.10.001 

Meadows BS (1973) Toxicity of rotenone to some species of coarse fish and invertebrates. 
Journal of Fish Biology 6: 155–163, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1973.tb04444.x 

Milan M, Dalla Rovere G, Smits M, Ferraresso S, Pastore P, Marin MG, Bogialli S, Patarnello 
T, Bargelloni L, Matozzo V (2018) Ecotoxicological effects of the herbicide glyphosate in 
non-target aquatic species: Transcriptional responses in the mussel Mytilus galloprovincialis. 
Environmental Pollution 237: 442–451, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2018.02.049 

Milligan WR, Jones MT, Kats LB, Lucas TA, Davis CL (2017) Predicting the effects of manual 
crayfish removal on California newt persistence in Santa Monica Mountain Streams. 
Ecological Modeling 352: 139–151, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2017.02.014 

Musseau C, Boulenger C, Crivelli AJ, Lebel I, Pascal M, Boulêtreau S, Santoul F (2015) Native 
European eels as a potential biological control for invasive crayfish. Freshwater Biology 60: 
636–645, https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12510 

Nørum U, Friberg N, Jensen MR, Pedersen JM, Bjerregaard P (2010) Behavioural changes in 
three species of freshwater macroinvertebrates exposed to the pyrethroid lambda-cyhalothrin: 
laboratory and stream microcosm studies. Aquatic Toxicology 98: 328–335, https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.aquatox.2010.03.004 

Oreska MP, Aldridge DC (2011) Estimating the financial costs of freshwater invasive species in 
Great Britain: a standardized approach to invasive species costing. Biological Invasions 13: 
305–319, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-010-9807-7 

Ovcharenko MO, Bacela K, Wilkinson T, Ironside JE, Rigaud T, Wattier RA (2010) Cucumispora 
dikerogammari n. gen. (Fungi: Microsporidia) infecting the invasive amphipod Dikerogammarus 
villosus: a potential emerging disease in European rivers. Parasitology 137: 191–204, 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031182009991119 

Pařil P, Leigh C, Polášek M, Sarremejane R, Řezníková P, Dostálová A, Stubbington R (2019) 
Short-term streambed drying events alter amphipod population structure in a central 
European stream. Fundamental and Applied Limnology/Archiv für Hydrobiologie 193: 51–64, 
https://doi.org/10.1127/fal/2019/1164 

Parker A, Mehta K (2007) Sterile insect technique: a model for dose optimization for improved 
sterile insect quality. Florida Entomologist 90: 88–95, https://doi.org/10.1653/0015-4040(2007) 
90[88:SITAMF]2.0.CO;2 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10
https://www.invasivesnet.org
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1503129112
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2002.2179
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-009-9491-7
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-085532
https://doi.org/10.1086/678128
https://doi.org/10.3391/ai.2010.5.4.15
https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.2337
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2019.10.3.03
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2014.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tibtech.2017.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1973.tb04444.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2018.02.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2017.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12510
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquatox.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquatox.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-010-9807-7
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031182009991119
https://doi.org/10.1127/fal/2019/1164
https://doi.org/10.1653/0015-4040(2007)90%5b88:SITAMF%5d2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1653/0015-4040(2007)90%5b88:SITAMF%5d2.0.CO;2


 Invasive amphipod control 

 Wood et al. (2021), Management of Biological Invasions 12(3): 662–684, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10 683 

Parkes JP, Panetta FD (2009) Eradication of invasive species: progress and emerging issues in 
the 21st century. Invasive species management. A handbook of principles and techniques. 
Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp 47–60 

Peay S, Johnsen SI, Bean CW, Dunn AM, Sandodden, R, Edsman L (2019) Biocide treatment 
of invasive signal crayfish: successes, failures and lessons learned. Diversity 11: 29, 
https://doi.org/10.3390/d11030029 

Perrot-Minnot MJ, Banchetry L, Cézilly F (2017) Anxiety-like behaviour increases safety from 
fish predation in an amphipod crustacea. Royal Society Open Science 4: 171558, 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.171558 

Peters J, Kreps T, Lodge DM (2008) Assessing the Impacts of Rusty Crayfish (Orconectes 
rusticus) on Submergent Macrophytes in a North-Temperate U.S. Lake Using Electric Fences. 
The American Midland Naturalist Journal 159: 287–297, https://doi.org/10.1674/0003-0031 
(2008)159[287:ATIORC]2.0.CO;2 

Pham L, Jarvis MG, West D, Closs GP (2018) Rotenone treatment has a short-term effect on 
New Zealand stream macroinvertebrate communities. New Zealand Journal of Marine and 
Freshwater Research 52: 42–54, https://doi.org/10.1080/00288330.2017.1330273 

Phelps QE, Tripp SJ, Bales KR, James D, Hrabik RA, Herzog DP (2017) Incorporating basic 
and applied approaches to evaluate the effects of invasive Asian Carp on native fishes: A 
necessary first step for integrated pest management. PLoS ONE 12: e0184081, https://doi.org/ 
10.1371/journal.pone.0184081 

Pimentel D, Zuniga R, Morrison D (2005) Update on the environmental and economic costs 
associated with alien-invasive species in the United States. Ecological Economics 52: 273–288, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2004.10.002 

Piscart C, Mermillod-Blondin F, Maazouzi C, Merigoux S, Marmonier P (2011) Potential 
impact of invasive amphipods on leaf litter recycling in aquatic ecosystems. Biological 
Invasions 13: 2861–2868, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-011-9969-y 

Platvoet D (2010) Rapid Assessment of: Dikerogammarus villosus. Coordinated by the NNSS 
on behalf of the GB Programme Board, http://www.nonnativespecies.org/factsheet/factsheet. 
cfm?speciesId=1219 

Poznańska M, Kakareko T, Krzyżyński M, Kobak J (2013) Effect of substratum drying on the 
survival and migrations of Ponto-Caspian and native gammarids (Crustacea: Amphipoda). 
Hydrobiologia 700: 47–59, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-012-1218-6 

Pyšek P, Richardson DM (2010) Invasive species, environmental change and management, and 
health. Annual Review of Environment and Resources 35: 25–55, https://doi.org/10.1146/ 
annurev-environ-033009-095548 

R Core Team (2013) R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation 
for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. http://www.R-project.org/ 

Rewicz T, Grabowski M, MacNeil C, Bacela-Spychalska K (2014) The profile of a ‘perfect’ 
invader - the case of killer shrimp, Dikerogammarus villosus. Aquatic Invasions 9: 267–288, 
https://doi.org/10.3391/ai.2014.9.3.04 

Reynolds J, Souty-Grosset C (2011) Management of freshwater biodiversity: crayfish as 
bioindicators. Cambridge University Press, 384 pp, https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139031790 

Ricciardi A, MacIsaac HJ (2000) Recent mass invasion of the North American Great Lakes by 
Ponto-Caspian species. Trends in Ecology and Evolution 15: 62–65, https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
S0169-5347(99)01745-0 

Robertson PA, Mill A, Novoa A, Jeschke JM, Essl F, Gallardo B, Geist J, Jarić I, Lambin X, 
Musseau C, Pergl J (2020) A proposed unified framework to describe the management of 
biological invasions. Biological Invasions 22: 2633–2645, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-020-
02298-2 

Roqueplo C, Laurent PJ, Neveu A (1995) Procambarus clarkii Girard (écrevisse rouge des 
marais de Louisiana). Synthèse sur les problems poses par cette espèce et sur les essays 
pour controller ses populations. L’Astaciculteur de France 45: 2–17 

Roy HE, Hesketh H, Purse BV, Eilenberg J, Santini A, Scalera R, Stentiford GD, Adriaens T, 
Bacela‐Spychalska K, Bass D, Beckmann KM (2017) Alien pathogens on the horizon: 
Opportunities for predicting their threat to wildlife. Conservation Letters 10: 477–484, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12297 

Rudnick DA, Hieb K, Grimmer KF. Resh VH (2003) Patterns and processes of biological 
invasion: The Chinese mitten crab in San Francisco Bay. Basic and Applied Ecology 4: 
249–262, https://doi.org/10.1078/1439-1791-00152 

Rytwinski T, Taylor JJ, Donaldson LA, Britton JR, Browne DR, Gresswell RE, Lintermans M, 
Prior KA, Pellatt MG, Vis C, Cooke SJ (2019) The effectiveness of non-native fish removal 
techniques in freshwater ecosystems: a systematic review. Environmental Reviews 27: 71–94, 
https://doi.org/10.1139/er-2018-0049 

Sanchez-Bayo FP (2012) Insecticides mode of action in relation to their toxicity to non-target 
organisms. Journal of Environmental & Analytical Toxicology S4: 002, https://doi.org/10. 
4172/2161-0525.S4-002 

Sandodden R, Brazier M, Sandvik M, Moen A, Wist AN, Adolfsen P (2018) Eradication of 
Gyrodactylus salaris infested Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) in the Rauma River, Norway, 
using rotenone. Management of Biological Invasions 9: 67–77, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi. 
2018.9.1.07 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10
https://www.invasivesnet.org
https://doi.org/10.3390/d11030029
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.171558
https://doi.org/10.1674/0003-0031(2008)159%5b287:ATIORC%5d2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1674/0003-0031(2008)159%5b287:ATIORC%5d2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1080/00288330.2017.1330273
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184081
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184081
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2004.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-011-9969-y
http://www.nonnativespecies.org/factsheet/factsheet.cfm?speciesId=1219
http://www.nonnativespecies.org/factsheet/factsheet.cfm?speciesId=1219
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-012-1218-6
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-033009-095548
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-033009-095548
http://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.3391/ai.2014.9.3.04
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139031790
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(99)01745-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(99)01745-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-020-02298-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-020-02298-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12297
https://doi.org/10.1078/1439-1791-00152
https://doi.org/10.1139/er-2018-0049
https://doi.org/10.4172/2161-0525.S4-002
https://doi.org/10.4172/2161-0525.S4-002
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2018.9.1.07
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2018.9.1.07


 Invasive amphipod control 

 Wood et al. (2021), Management of Biological Invasions 12(3): 662–684, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10 684 

Saunders G, Cooke B, McColl K, Shine R, Peacock T (2010) Modern approaches for the 
biological control of vertebrate pests: an Australian perspective. Biological Control 52: 
288–295, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2009.06.014 

Sebire M, Rimmer G, Hicks R, Parker SJ, Stebbing PD (2018) A preliminary investigation into 
biosecurity treatments to manage the invasive killer shrimp (Dikerogammarus villosus). 
Management of Biological Invasions 9: 101–113, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2018.9.2.04 

Shackleton RT, Larson BMH, Novoa A, Richardson DM, Kull CA (2019) The human and 
social dimensions of invasion science and management. Journal of Environmental 
Management 229: 1–9, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2018.08.041 

Simberloff D (2020) Maintenance management and eradication of established aquatic invaders. 
Hydrobiologia, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-020-04352-5 

Simberloff D, Stiling P (1996) Risks of species introduced for biological control. Biological 
Conservation 78: 185–192, https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(96)00027-4 

Simberloff D, Martin JL, Genovesi P, Maris V, Wardle DA, Aronson J, Courchamp F, Galil B, 
García-Berthou E, Pascal M, Pyšek P (2013) Impacts of biological invasions: what’s what 
and the way forward. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 28: 58–66, https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.tree.2012.07.013 

Solomon K, Thompson D (2003) Ecological risk assessment for aquatic organisms from over-
water uses of glyphosate. Journal of Toxicology and Environmental Health, Part B 6: 289–324, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10937400306468 

Stadig ER (2016) Evaluating trap design for capture of amphipods in western Lake Erie. PhD 
Thesis, Purdue University, USA 

Stebbing P (2016) The management of invasive crayfish. In: Longshaw M, Stebbing P (eds) 
Biology and ecology of crayfish. CRC Press, pp 337–357, https://doi.org/10.1201/b20073-11 

Stebbing PD, Watson GJ, Bentley MG, Fraser D, Jennings R, Rushton SP, Sibley PJ (2003) 
Reducing the threat: the potential use of pheromones to control invasive signal crayfish. Bulletin 
Francais de la Peche et de la Pisciculture 370: 219–224, https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae:2003017 

Stebbing P, Irving S, Stentiford G, Mitchard N (2012) A review of potential methods to control 
and eradicate the invasive gammarid, Dikerogammarus villosus from UK waters. Cefas, 
Weymouth, UK, pp 4–47 

Stebbing P, Longshaw M, Scott A (2014a) Review of methods for the management of non-
indigenous crayfish, with particular reference to Great Britain. Ethology Ecology & 
Evolution 26: 204–231, https://doi.org/10.1080/03949370.2014.908326 

Stebbing P, Abu A, Van Beinum W, Benstead R, Charlton A, Hill T, Irving S, Morris S, Sinclair C 
(2014b) The chemical control of aquatic invertebrate pest species. Cefas contract report C6039 

Stubbington R, Greenwood AM, Wood PJ, Armitage PD, Gunn J, Robertson AL (2009) The 
response of perennial and temporary headwater stream invertebrate communities to 
hydrological extremes. Hydrobiologia 630: 299–312, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-9823-8 

Subramaniam K, Behringer DC, Bojko J, Yutin N, Clark AS, Bateman KS, van Aerle R, Bass 
D, Kerr RC, Koonin EV, Stentiford GD (2020) A new family of DNA viruses causing 
disease in crustaceans from diverse aquatic biomes. Mbio 11: e02938-19, https://doi.org/10. 
1128/mBio.02938-19 

Taylor NG, Dunn AM (2017) Size matters: predation of fish eggs and larvae by native and 
invasive amphipods. Biological Invasions 19: 89–107, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-016-1265-4 

van der Velde G, Nagelkerken I, Rajagopal S, de Vaate AB (2002) Invasions by alien species in 
inland freshwater bodies in Western Europe: the Rhine delta. In: Leppäkoski E, Gollasch S, 
Olenin S (eds) Invasive aquatic species of Europe. Distribution, impacts and management. 
Springer, Dordrecht, pp 360–372, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-015-9956-6_37 

van der Velde G, Leuven RS, Platvoet D, Bacela K, Huijbregts MA, Hendriks HW, Kruijt D 
(2009) Environmental and morphological factors influencing predatory behaviour by invasive 
non-indigenous gammaridean species. Biological Invasions 11: 2043–2054, https://doi.org/10. 
1007/s10530-009-9500-x 

Van Riel MC, van der Velde G, Rajagopal S, Marguiller S, Dehairs F, Bij de Vaate A (2006) 
Trophic relationships in the Rhine food web during invasion and after establishment of the 
Ponto-Caspian invader Dikerogammarus villosus. Hydrobiologia 565: 39–58, https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/s10750-005-1904-8 

Witzgall P, Kirsch P, Cork A (2010) Sex pheromones and their impact on pest management. 
Journal of Chemical Ecology 36: 80–100, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10886-009-9737-y 

Zhang H, Li HC, Miao XX (2013) Feasibility, limitation and possible solutions of RNAi‐based 
technology for insect pest control. Insect Science 20: 15–30, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
7917.2012.01513.x 

   
   

Supplementary material 

The following supplementary material is available for this article: 
Table S1. Invasive amphipod species, their habitat preference, tolerances and known predators and symbionts. 
This material is available as part of online article from: 
http://www.reabic.net/journals/mbi/2021/Supplements/MBI_2021_Wood_etal_SupplementaryMaterial.xlsx 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.10
https://www.invasivesnet.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2009.06.014
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2018.9.2.04
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2018.08.041
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-020-04352-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(96)00027-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2012.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2012.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/10937400306468
https://doi.org/10.1201/b20073-11
https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae:2003017
https://doi.org/10.1080/03949370.2014.908326
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-9823-8
https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.02938-19
https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.02938-19
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-016-1265-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-015-9956-6_37
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-009-9500-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-009-9500-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10886-009-9737-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7917.2012.01513.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7917.2012.01513.x
http://www.reabic.net/journals/mbi/2021/Supplements/MBI_2021_Wood_etal_SupplementaryMaterial.xlsx


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /RUS <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


