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The Poultry Red Mite (PRM), Dermanyssus gallinae, is a major threat to the poultry
industry worldwide, causing serious problems to animal health and welfare, and huge
economic losses. Controlling PRM infestations is very challenging. Conventionally, D.
gallinae is treated with synthetic acaricides, but the particular lifestyle of the mite (most of
the time spent off the host) makes the efficacy of acaracide sprays often unsatisfactory,
as sprays reach only a small part of the population. Moreover, many acaricides have
been unlicensed due to human consumer and safety regulations and mites have become
resistant to them. A promising course of action is Integrated Pest Management (IPM),
which is sustainable for animals, humans and the environment. It combines eight different
steps, in which prevention of introduction and monitoring of the pest are key. Further, it
focusses on non-chemical treatments, with chemicals only being used as a last resort.
Whereas IPM is already widely applied in horticulture, its application is still in its infancy to
control D. gallinae in layer houses. This review presents the currently-available possibilities
for control of D. gallinae in layer houses for each of the eight IPM steps, including
monitoring techniques, established and emerging non-chemical treatments, and the
strategic use of chemicals. As such, it provides a needed baseline for future development
of specific IPM strategies, which will allow efficient and sustainable control of D. gallinae
in poultry farms.
Keywords: Dermanyssus gallinae, integrated pest management, poultry red mite, sustainable control, prevention,
non-chemical, monitoring, layer houses

INTRODUCTION
The Poultry Red Mite (PRM), Dermanyssus gallinae (De Geer, 1778) (Figure 1), is the most
common ectoparasite belonging to the order of Mesostigmata and class of Arachnida (1) in poultry
farming. A taxonomic key and high-resolution micrographs are available for a correct identification
of the species (2, 3). It is a blood-sucking ectoparasite of laying hens, living off the host and mainly
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hiding in cracks and crevices near the hen’s nightly resting place,
therefore out of reach of the hens (4, 5). However, as it is a strictly
hematophagous mite, it needs to find a hen from time to time to
obtain a fast blood meal, which it does during the dark hours (6).

Dermanyssus gallinae is the most damaging ectoparasite
of laying hens worldwide, particularly in Europe where the
infestation rate of premises is well over 80% and in some
countries even reaching 94% (7). Due to relatively high

FIGURE 1 | Photograph of an in situ mite (Dermanyssus galllinae) aggregate, composed of different stages of D. gallinae more or less freshly fed. The mite droppings
(black and white marks surrounding the aggregate) form fairly persistent marks on structural elements in the farms, lasting long after an infestation. Photo credit:
Rumsais Blatrix (CEFE/CNRS).
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temperature and humidity, environmental conditions in a layer
house are in general very favorable for D. gallinae. In such
favorable conditions, the reproduction cycle of D. gallinae, can
be completed in only 7 days, which often leads to a rapid
exponential accumulation to very high numbers in a short period
of time (8, 9). Infestations of D. gallinae pose serious threats
to the welfare of the hens. They may cause restlessness, lack
of sleep, stress, severe feather pecking, aggression, anemia and
sometimes even death (1, 5, 10–13). Further, D. gallinae also
poses a threat to human health, as it can act a reservoir and
possibly as a vector of several zoonotic diseases like Salmonella
enteritidis, Pasteurella multocida, and Borrelia burgdorferi (8, 11).
The ectoparasite also increasingly causes human dermatological
lesions in poultry handlers and urban citizens, which is currently
still largely underdiagnosed (7, 12, 14). Infestations of D. gallinae
also lead to huge economic losses. First of all, there is an increased
mortality. Further, infested flocks have a higher feed and water
conversion due to poor feathering and loss of blood. Despite
the increased feed intake, hens will be lighter and less energy
will go to the eggs, leading to lower production and lower
egg weight. In addition, the percentage of second quality eggs
increases due to a.o. blood spots (15, 16). Based on literature
and field experience, Van Emous (2005) estimated the economic
damage of D. gallinae infestations. He adapted these figures in
2017 (Table 1), as the situation changed mainly due to alternative
housing systems, extended production cycles, and ban on beaktrimming in several countries (leading to more severe pecking
impact). Including treatment costs, he estimated an economic
damage of 31 million euros per year associated with D. gallinae
in Europe.

TABLE 1 | Estimation of economic impact at different levels of infestations of D.
gallinae: medium (mites not visible); severe (mites visible); and very severe (many
clusters visible on the system), according to (17), and updated for a severe
infestation by Van Emous (15).
None

Severe

Very severe

Feed intake (g/day/hen)

108

+0

+2

+2

Egg weight (g)

62

−0.2

−1

−1

Hen weight (g)

1,800

−25

−100

−100

Second q. egg (%)

6

+2

+6

+14

Mortality (%)

7

+0

+2

+5

345

−0

−3

−10

Number of eggs (per hen housed)

INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) is a strategy to control
pest species, which is sustainable for animals, humans, and the
environment. IPM consists of eight steps, in which prevention
of introduction, and monitoring of the pest are key for
sustainable control (24). For successful IPM, all ecological and
biological knowledge, including biotic and abiotic factors, of
the pest species should be integrated. Monitoring is crucial to
identify the best moment for applying treatments. Principally,
environmentally-safe, non-chemical methods and measures are
used for prevention and control of the pest species. Only when
non-chemical measures have failed and an action threshold is
exceeded is a chemical treatment deployed as a last resort.
Preferably, a selective acaricide should be used in order to avoid
killing non-target species, and the use of chemicals should be in
an as limited way as possible (e.g., hot-spot treatments). Actions
to avoid resistance against products should be implemented, and
finally, thorough evaluation of the IPM strategy is needed to
optimize it.
In horticulture, IPM is currently well-advanced and widely
applied. Already since 1959, the International Organization
for Biological and Integrated Control (IOBC) has formed
international, multidisciplinary teams, to examine methods for
biological controls, each team focusing on a particular pest.
Through the work of the IOBC, specific IPM strategies for all
major crops have been developed. Currently, all EU countries
need to have an IPM action plan for these crops (25).
At present, IPM is primarily used to control plant pests, and
the practical implementation of IPM in animal husbandry is in its
infancy compared to horticulture. Monitoring is only applied in
a minority of farms and, in the use of non-chemical alternatives,
livestock farming is lagging far behind. Indeed, the definition of
biocontrol on governmental or academic webpages often only
address plant protection [e.g., (26)].
The potential of IPM in livestock production has already been
discussed in 1981 by Axtell. Control of flies, ticks and worms
via IPM in dairy farming and pig production is suggested and
discussed in several studies (27, 28). Axtell (29) also suggested
IPM to control poultry pests, and specifically for the control of
D. gallinae, IPM has been suggested in several works (5, 8, 19).
However, practical implementation is limited to only combining
certain treatments (30).

CURRENT CONTROL STRATEGIES
Conventional treatment of D. gallinae is dominated by the
use of synthetic acaricides. However, there is currently a
very limited amount of chemical acaricides available for use,
as many have been withdrawn from the European market
due to human consumer and user safety regulations (8).
Further, increasing levels of resistance to commonly applied
acaricides has been found in D. gallinae, causing lower efficacy
of these products (18). The solitary use of chemicals is
thus an end-of pipeline solution which is not regarded as
sustainable (19). Much research has been done, and is still
being done on the use of alternative non-chemical treatments,
like plant-based products, natural predators and vaccines (see
below Non-chemical Treatment Methods). However, none of
these seem to be efficient enough to serve as a standalone treatment against D. gallinae (16). The only sustainable
solution to control D. gallinae infestation is to use multi-tactic
Integrated Pest Management programmes, as already suggested
by several authors (5, 20–23). However, in practice, use of
this approach in the poultry industry is still very limited and
merely restricted to a combination of biosecurity measures,
chemical acaricides and physical treatments in-between flocks
(9, 23).
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A lot of synergies exist between the arthropod pest control
in horticulture and the control of D. gallinae in layer farms,
so we believe that the principles of IPM can also be applied in
the poultry industry. In horticulture, multiple pests are generally
tackled simultaneously with IPM strategies. In European layer
houses, however, D. gallinae seems to be the only problematic
ectoparasite, and other targeted pests are mainly flies and lesser
mealworm (5). In the US, another problematic ectoparasite in
layer houses is the Northern Fowl Mite Ornithonyssus sylviarum
(Canestrini and Fanzago, 1877), but this pest does not seem
to occur in European layer houses (31). Therefore, in contrast
to the multiple species targeted in horticulture, the current
review focusses on the control of D. gallinae solely. In the
following sections, we provide an overview and discussion
of the currently-available possibilities for each of the eight
IPM steps for controlling D. gallinae in layer houses, and
the still existing deficiencies that limit the delineation and
implementation of IPM plans. As such, it provides a needed
baseline for researchers to develop valuable research programs
for advancing implementation of IPM strategies for control of
D. gallinae.

TABLE 2 | Cleaning actions to be executed during the empty period for optimal
control of D. gallinae infestations in a layer house according to Mul et al. (41).
Actions (preferable executed in this order)
Remove manure

2

Remove all clustered manure residues (scraping)

3

Dry clean house (e.g., broom and remove all detritus and dirt)

4

Clean with compressor (also in pvc tubes and cable ties)

5

Clean air mixing box

6

Dry clean hen house second time

7

Clean ventilation duct (preferably with steam cleaner)

8

Clean aeration tubes (possibly by sewer cleaning company)

9

Clean manure belts

10

Clean central manure belts

11

Clean egg belts with high water pressure

12

Remove all dirt from the house

13

Clean whole house with steam cleaner

14

Let everything dry

15

Clean manure container/pit

16

Disinfect after drying

suppressive measures. The most important measures [based on
(41)], are further discussed in the following paragraphs.

PREVENTION AND POPULATION
SUPPRESSION (STEP 1)

Preventing D. Gallinae From Entering and
Spreading in Laying Hen Facilities

Infestations of D. gallinae do not only occur in layer farms but
also in the breeder flocks and rearing farms, and D. gallinae can
survive and spread through pullet, egg and manure transport
(19, 32).
In layer houses, the very first step in the IPM approach is
thus preventing new populations of D. gallinae from entering
and spreading in the layer houses. Good biosecurity measures
are considered highly beneficial for pest control, including D.
gallinae (33–35).
In 2009, the Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points
(HACCP) method was used as a method for assessing risks
in introduction and spread of D. gallinae in poultry farms
(36). A total of 41 possible hazards for D. gallinae infection
and spread have been identified by experts, 31 of them being
identified as Critical Control Points (CPPs), i.e., points, steps
or procedures with a high risk of mite infection and/or spread
[(36), Table 2 therein]. These CCPs should be monitored
carefully, and possible corrective actions should be undertaken
when necessary. The influence of wild birds as a reservoir, as
mentioned in this checklist, is, however, currently obsolete, and
transmission of D. gallinae most probably occurs through the
exchange of contaminated material or birds between farms or
facilities (37, 38).
Although little information is to be found in the scientific
literature, some practical guidelines [brochures and checklists,
e.g., (39, 40), MSD Animal Health] for good hygiene and
other biosecurity measures are available to poultry farmers
for preventing infestation of D. gallinae and suppressing its
population growth. In a recent project (41) on the control of
D. gallinae, much attention is payed to these preventive and
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It has been demonstrated that commercial exchanges of
contaminated birds and material are strongly involved in the
spread of D. gallinae in layer farms (37, 38). There are
several ways through which D. gallinae can enter and disperse
throughout the facilities (also between layer houses if there are
multiple at the farm). Good biosecurity measures can, however,
considerably reduce these chances. Further, existing populations
should be prevented to grow to substantial numbers. Preventive
measures need to be taken into account during the production as
well as between laying rounds, but also when building/installing
new facilities.

Between Laying Rounds
When layer houses are empty, hiding places for D. gallinae, which
cannot be reached easily in the presence of hens, can be cleaned
thoroughly. Cleaning with hot water and soap is strongly advised
over only dry-cleaning the facilities. Table 2 illustrates all the
steps that should ideally be undertaken, preferably in that order.
Other preventive treatments between flocks can be heat
treatment alone or used in combination with inert substances
(see further). Heat treatment cannot be used during production
as it affects the hens, and thus can only be applied in-between
flocks. A temperature of over 45◦ C is lethal for D. gallinae
(19, 42). With the Thermokill method, layer houses are gradually
heated up to over 45◦ C for at least 2 days (43). By heating
up the layer house gradually, mites are also lured out of their
hiding places. This way they are also more reachable with
contact treatments (44). Preliminary findings from a field trial
showed a good efficacy of applying heat treatment followed

4
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by a silica treatment, with strongly reduced infestation in the
next flock (41). A downside of heat treatment seems to be
that not all housing systems can resist the high temperatures,
resulting in damaged structures. In addition, heat treatment is
rather expensive, certainly for larger infrastructures with outdoor
facilities for the hens, where heating evenly is difficult (19).
Acaricidal chemicals can also be sprayed during the empty
period, but in the framework of IPM, chemical/synthetic
treatments should not be used preventively; they should only be
used when non-chemical preventive and curative treatments do
not act sufficiently.
A project where in 20 commercial layer farms D. gallinae
was monitored for 10 months (45) showed that the point at
which D. gallinae is noticed for the first time during a flock
is highly influenced by the cleaning and treatments during the
empty period. In farms where a combination of dry cleaning,
wet cleaning and some form of treatment (silica, plant-based oils,
heat treatment or chemical treatments) was applied, a later reinfestation of D. gallinae was found compared to the other farms
with less stringent regimes.

During the production cycle, several actions or treatments can be
applied to prevent the present mite population from growing to
significant numbers. Good hygiene measures have been shown to
have such suppressive effects on the mite populations (33, 47).
One of the most important actions in housing systems with
manure belts (enriched cages and multi-tier aviary systems) is the
regular removal of manure. A test at 20 commercial layer houses
(41) showed that removing manure more frequently (six times
a week instead of 1–2 times a week) resulted in a significantly
reduced relative growth rate of the D. gallinae population per
house, with a higher reduction seen with higher number of
mites (−79% reduced growth) of the initial population when
compared to the reduction of a lower number of mites of the
initial population (−53%). Cleaning the manure belts could also
help, certainly if the same manure belt goes through multiple
houses. Some other management actions applicable in all housing
systems and enabling control of D. gallinae are removing dust,
manure, and egg debris accumulations regularly.
Control means that can be used proactively to suppress the
population growth during a production cycle are: an electrified
perch (Q-perch R , to be installed before the arrival of the flock),
predatory mites, and repeated treatments with inert substances
(e.g., silica). Plant-based feed additives can be administered to
sustain the health of the hens. Other treatments are still in
development and might also be used as preventive measures in
the future: vaccines and entomopathogenic fungi. All possible
treatments, established or in development, are discussed more in
detail in further sections.

During Production
Mites are primarily dispersed into the facilities through the
actions of people. In a poultry farm, several different people
often need to enter the facilities (care-takers, farm managers,
veterinarians, etc.). A first measure is to keep the number of
external visitors limited and to apply strict hygiene regulations
(e.g., wearing company clothing and hair nets, using hygiene
barriers, wear separate boots in separate houses) for staff
members and visitors. It is also important that delivered pullets
and the crates in which they are delivered are mite-free. It is
strongly advised that pullet breeders also monitor infestations
in their facilities and share their monitoring data with the egg
producer. It is also important that egg-trays and egg-containers,
which are regularly brought in and out the facilities, are free
of mites. Using disposable cardboard egg-trays is preferred.
Dermanyssus gallinae can also disperse via vertebrates other than
hens. A good pest-control strategy (against e.g., mice and rats)
is therefore essential. Pets should not be allowed in and in the
vicinity of the layer houses. Dermanyssus gallinae can also survive
on cadavers (46), so these should be removed as fast as possible,
at least daily, and preferably transported in sealed bags or clean
buckets. A cadaver storage room in the vicinity of the layer houses
or against the outside wall of the laying hen facility should be
avoided and it should be regularly cleaned and disinfected after
removal of the cadavers from the premises.
The infrastructure and nearby environment of the poultry
farm are factors which may contribute to reinfection of D.
gallinae and increased population growth. As storage of manure
is also a source of (re)infection, it is best to have it far from the
layer houses. Dermanyssus gallinae thrives in environments with
a lot of crevices so it is therefore important to have all cracks and
crevices tightly sealed and open tubes are to be avoided. Smooth
materials and environments do not favor mite proliferation.
In multiple housing systems, separate tools in different houses
should be used to prevent dispersion. All infrastructure that is
not easy to clean should be avoided.
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MONITORING POPULATION (STEP 2)
Monitoring Tools
An essential step in IPM strategies against D. gallinae is adequate
monitoring of the population. As D. gallinae is an ectoparasite
which does not live on its host, the size of the population is not
easily estimated. Furthermore, D. gallinae hides in cracks and
crevices, thus the major part of the population is mostly hidden
(23). Monitoring of D. gallinae is, to date, not often implemented
in commercial layer farms. However, without proper monitoring
tools, mite infestations are only noted when aggregations are
visible, when there are blood spots on the eggs and/or when
workers perceive irritation or bites. When these signs appear,
the infestation is already rather heavy, and it is usually too
late for a successful control (19, 48). Monitoring techniques
should be able to determine population dynamics and spatial
distribution; detect low numbers of D. gallinae; determine the
effect of treatments; provide knowledge about the population onfarm; detect when a critical threshold for treatment has been
reached; and should be species-specific (49, 50). Various different
tools have been developed to monitor populations of D. gallinae
in layer houses (Table 3). The most popular, commonly used, or
promising methods are discussed in detail below.
In the Mite Monitoring Score (MMS) (57), no mite traps
are used. Here, a visual perception of the mite infestation is
performed on different points at different levels in the layer
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entomopathogenic fungi (see further) to use them as a control
mechanism instead of solely as a monitoring tool [(67–69)].
Schulz (60) developed a monitoring trap consisting of a blood
test tube filled with corrugated cardboard and compared her trap
with the visual MMS method at 16 houses. With the method
of Schulz (60), the presence of D. gallinae in the layer house
was detected earlier than with the MMS method. Moreover, only
one of the three mite-free houses according to the MMS method
was also mite-free according to the method of Schulz (60). No
correlation was found between the MMS score and the number
mites per trap.
Mites can communicate with each other (70), signaling others
that they have found a suitable hiding space, i.e., the cardboard
trap. Therefore, the number of mites in those traps does not
correspond accurately with the number of mites effectively
present at the place of the trap. This issue is resolved in the use
of Semi Attractive Traps (SAT) (48), where mites are attracted to
traps with water. Here, small plastic jars with perforated lids and
filled with water containing 0.01% surfactant are placed in the
layer houses. When the mites enter the jar they are drowned by
the water and surfactant and thus cannot communicate with each
other. The number of mites in those traps are more representative
of the mites actually occurring at that place.
Most monitoring methods or tools are not validated, only
tested under practical circumstances. Recently, the AviVet
trap, which uses the principle of corrugated cardboard within
a barcode-labeled Tylene tube (for identification), has been
validated (50). The process of collecting mites is similar to that
described above for the regular cardboard traps, but the mites
are weighed instead of counted. The validation process indicated
that the weight correlates for 99.6% with the counted number of
all stages, under the following regression line: Y = 58.8 + 9.56x,
where Y = total number of mites in the AviVet trap and x = the
weight of all mites in the AviVet trap. In addition, the trap was
proven to be D. gallinae- specific (50).
As all of the above mentioned monitoring techniques are
quite labor intensive, an ‘automated mite counter’ has been
developed and validated (23, 49). This counter is placed under
the perch. Mites enter the counter through a hole in the lid (again
mimicking a hiding space), and are detected and counted by
a sensor device. When detected, the mites are removed by air
suction into a filter. The mites stay in this filter until removal,
which should be done weekly to prevent blockage of the system
(23). Validation confirmed the efficacy of the automated mite
counter, providing a good estimate of the number of mites,
even at low infestation levels. Moreover, the counter seems to
be species specific, only counting D. gallinae and no other mite
species (23). The device is currently commercialized for use in
laying facilities as MiteAlert R (49). In this commercial counter
the mites are not collected in the filter but blown out by the pump
back into the hen house.
Not all of the monitoring methods mentioned above are
suitable for routinely sampling by the farmers themselves. Some
studies have revealed that farmers favor methods that are not
too labor intensive, like the Rickstick method (54), the Simplified
Passive Tape (SPT) trap (61), the AviVet trap (50) and the Velcro
trap (58) in which a section of Velcro wrapped around the perch

TABLE 3 | List of main techniques for monitoring poultry red mites [adapted from
(23) and (50)].
Monitoring method

References

ADAS© Mite Monitor

(ADAS Ltd, Oxon, UK)

Perch trap

(51)

PVC pipe with 13 holes and towel sheet inside

(52)

Tube containing fabric or cloth

(33)

Corrugated cardboard trap

(53)

Tube trap with a wooden stick (Rick Stick) or corrugated
cardboard (Avivet)

(54)

Detecting PRM in dust feathers and impurities

(55)

Examining dried droppings for PRM presence

(56)

Folded paper

(56)

Visual Mite Monitoring Score (MMS)

(57)

Velcro band mite trap (MTT)

(58)

Lohmann Trap

(59)

Modified trap after Safrit and Arends

(60)

Semi-Attractive Trap (SAT)

(48)

Simplified Passive Trap (SPT)

(61)

Scout box app

Cropwatch BV

Automated Mite Counter

(23)

Q perch counter (spinn-off from the Q-perch)

(62)

Paper tube trap

(63)

Plastic containers with heating pads

(64)

AviVet trap

(50)

houses. At each point, an area of 1 m² is observed and a score
of 0–4 is given to estimate the infestation rate.
In other techniques, mites are also assessed visually but tools
are used to trap the mites and score the mites in/on these traps.
With the Rickstick method (54), a 12 cm long wooden stick is
placed into a 10 cm long PVC tube which is attached under the
perch. For scoring the infestation, the wooden stick is pulled out
of the tube and the number of mites is visually assessed with
reference images, also with a score of 0–4. With the semi-passive
trap (SPT) (48, 61), mites are scored visually after trapping them
with a piece of adhesive tape. A 4-state rating (Score 0–3) and two
2-state ratings (mites absent/present or <10 mites/>10 mites)
have been proposed.
In some other monitoring techniques mite numbers are
assessed quantitatively, mostly also with the use of traps.
Corrugated cardboard traps, as developed by Nordenfors and
Chirico (65), are one of the most popular. Here, corrugated
cardboard is put inside plastic/PVC tubes that are attached in
the housing system (50, 54). Before counting, the traps are
usually collected in sealed plastic bags and frozen at −18 to
−20◦ C for at least 2 days to kill the mites. To count the mites,
they are all collected from the plastic bag, trap, and dismantled
cardboard in a Petri dish (50, 65). After collection, the mites can
be counted either manually or with computer-based estimations
[e.g., using the program ImageJ, (66)] after taking a photograph
(50). Cardboard traps can also be impregnated with acaricides
or non-chemical control means like plant-based products or
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(23) is a method that works with population growth instead of
actual numbers.
Actually, the use of simple binary traps might be promising
to get relevant information. Chiron et al. (48) already illustrated
a very high correlation between a more exhaustive notation
of mite aggregates (e.g., four-state scoring) and SPT binary
scores. Binary scores are much less labor intensive than multiplestate scoring, and certainly than counting the actual number
of mites. Therefore, it would in practice allow the assessment
of more traps. As population growth is more relevant to assess
the problem (48), and is also used in studies to determine a
threshold (see below), the use of a relatively high number of easyassessable binary methods might the appropriate methodology
for use within an IPM strategy.

provides a hiding place for mites (41, 71). The automated mite
counter (23) is also one of the preferred methods of farmers as it
is a practical tool for monitoring with minimal workload.

Location, Frequency, and Duration
The location of the mite traps in the layer houses is crucial for
correct monitoring. They should not be placed in mite aggregates,
but in passages frequently used by the mites. Near the perches
or at cross-points are well-suited localities (50). Traps in nest
boxes are less accurate, probably because hens spend less time
there, certainly not at night when the mites become active (56).
To follow-up the mite population over time in the same poultry
house, traps should be placed at exactly the same site on each
occasion. Therefore, a detailed map of the trap locations in the
layer houses is very useful (50). The number of mites counted
with the traps may not be representative of the actual number
of mites in the layer houses, but they allow actions to be taken
following a change in population size.
A recent project (41) analyzed a large dataset of mite
monitoring data to identify the ideal number of traps and trap
distribution for obtaining a good insight of the true infestation
level. The results revealed that the more traps are placed, the
better the insight into the actual infestation level and a minimum
of 12 traps per house should be placed. Further, the distribution
of mites between and within houses and between different flocks
proved to be very variable and thus unpredictable. Therefore, an
even distribution of traps over the houses should be applied.
Concerning the frequency of monitoring, again the more
frequently monitoring is performed, the better insight is
acquired into the population dynamics (72). However, in
practice, a compromise should be found with the workload
of the monitoring for the farmer. Recommendations by the
COST action “COREMI” (FA1404), advise routinely 2-weekly
monitoring during commercial production, and weekly in the
framework of an experimental design. Although monitoring
weekly or 2-weekly, all traps using corrugated cardboard should
only be placed in the layer house for about 3 days before removal,
as those traps reach a peak of collecting capacity on day 2, and
traps that are placed for a longer period are often more damaged
by the hens ((65)). Some traps like the Semi Attractive Traps
(SAT) (48) and the Rick Stick method (54), can remain for 2
weeks in the layer houses.
The monitoring of mites in layer houses can still be finetuned. Quantitative monitoring methods seem more informative
than scoring techniques (i.e., no mites- very many mites)
(73). However, mites are spread heterogeneously and often
unpredictably in a layer house, making it virtually impossible
with currently available methods to assess the actual infestation
at time “t” with traps. A very high number of traps would be
needed to approximate the general infestation level in the house.
Also, as mites attract each other to the traps, the number of mites
in most traps do not correspond accurately with the number
of mites effectively present at the place of the trap (see above).
Moreover, comparing actual numbers of mites between houses
is difficult as they depend on a large range of different factors
(23). Temporal evolution of the population growth within a layer
house is thus more relevant (23, 48). The automated mite counter
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TREATMENT DECISION BASED ON
MONITORING AND THRESHOLDS (STEP 3)
Preventive actions alone are often not sufficient to fully
control the pest, and curative means often need to be
implemented. Even then, complete eradication of D. gallinae
is virtually impossible, and control measures should instead
be aimed to keep the infestation under a so-called economic
threshold, to avoid negative effects on the hens, humans and
production. A critical point in an IPM strategy is timing actions
(e.g., altering preventative measures or adding treatments) to
prevent the increasing pest population from causing damage.
By using this “action threshold,” treatment/action is not
performed too soon and too much, avoiding negative effects
on the environment, redundant costs, and resistance emergence.
Treatment is also not performed too late so efficient control is
still possible.
Unfortunately, such general thresholds are not yet
available for controlling D. gallinae. This lack of thresholds
largely hampers the development of generally applicable
IPM strategies for layer houses, and further research
is urgently needed. Several monitoring techniques or
treatments (see further) provide their own thresholds where
they advise treatment is necessary, though these are not
scientifically proven.
The difficulty in determining thresholds lies partly in the
complexity of determining the actual population size and the
multitude of influencing variables (see above). In addition,
although production losses due to D. gallinae infestations have
been evidenced (16), the exact relationships between infestations
and bird health/economic impact are insufficiently known. Also
here, the many influencing factors hamper the determination of
economic thresholds.
A first promising study toward a general critical action
threshold was based on concomitant SAT and SPT trapping
(48), and working with the temporal evolution of the trapped
D. gallinae population size. This method is based on Verhulst’s
mathematical model, which describes the temporal dynamics
of populations of living organisms in three successive phases
(latency phase, exponential growth phase, equilibrium phase).
To allow farmers to treat before the population growth phase,
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they proposed (1◦ ) characterize the temporal dynamics of
mites by monitoring from the beginning of the flock over
several months in order to capture the latency phase and the
growth phase by trapping both with a fairly accurate tool and
with an any easy-to-use tool in parallel (here SAT and SPT
resp.); (2◦ ) identify the moment of maximum acceleration by
fitting the Verhulst model to the most accurate data (using
a solver tool); (3◦ ) position this key moment on the data
obtained concomitantly with the easy-to-use tool and see
whether there’s a recurring change before he does. Chiron
et al. (48) observed in three commercial farms that when
for three successive monitoring moments >20% of the placed
SPT contained mites, this key moment was approached. Such
an SPT-based threshold can easily be applied by the farmer
himself. This opens up interesting perspectives for defining a
critical threshold that can be associated with monitoring by
any means (SPT, Ricksticks, Velcro traps, automated counter,
Avivet...). Research on this threshold is still ongoing and it
needs further refinement before it can be used with confidence.
Although the SPT-based threshold prevents the mite population
to start growing exponentially, implicitly avoiding the point
of economic damage, it does not explicitly take this economic
impact into account.
Another prospect toward treatment advice is the dynamic
adaptive model (DAP) (72). The DAP model can predict
the population dynamics of D. gallinae in a layer house
based on monitoring data of the current flock population,
temperature data and treatment dates. The model deals with
variation in population dynamics by including flock-specific
parameters. The model could, however, still be improved by
e.g., including more parameters like flock age or husbandry
measures. Further research on the DAP model (41, 72) was
executed at three different laying hen houses: organic aviary,
aviary with winter garden and aviary without winter garden.
This research resulted in a practical applicable model forecasting
the mite population growth. At the same time, an economic
model and an advice algorithm was tested at these farms
in order to determine the optimum interval between two
treatments in order to keep the population under a certain
growth level and to determine if an extra treatment is costeffective by getting lower numbers of mites and therefore
better feed conversion. The threshold and moment when
exceeding the threshold was different for all layer houses as
e.g., cost price of the eggs, treatment costs and treatment
efficacy was different for all layer houses. This illustrates
the difficulty of determining general applicable action and
economic thresholds.

to investigating alternative control measures. The current stateof-the art of alternative control mechanisms against D. gallinae is
listed below and summarized in Table 4.
Although the non-chemical treatments are here listed under
step 4, meaning curatively after the mite population has
exceeded a threshold, they can within IPM strategies, also be
used preventively (step 1) to suppress the growth of the red
mite population.

Plant-Derived Products
Plant-derived products have promising potential as alternative
non-chemical methods against D. gallinae. They can have
acaricidal, toxic activity, but also repellent or attractive effects
on D. gallinae (75, 86, 87). The repellent and attractive effects
have much potential in combination with other treatments
and are therefore discussed in detail in the section ‘treatment
combinations’. As plant-based products mostly have low toxic
effects on mammals, and are said to have a short environmental
persistence, they could have a rather low impact on the
environment (74, 75, 77). To act as a repellent, even lower
dosages are required then to act as a toxicant (88). These
characteristics make plant-derived products very suitable for use
in IPM strategies.
Several studies demonstrated that the efficacy of essential oils
against D. gallinae is mainly attributed to effects of their volatile
components (75, 89–91), indicating that they probably have a
neurotoxic effect rather than a mechanical one, which indeed has
been demonstrated by López and Pascual-Villalobos (92).
The fact that essential oils mainly act through their vapor
phase is on the one hand an advantage, as in that way the mites in
hiding places can also be reached. On the other hand, the volatile
nature probably is the cause of the rather short effect of many oils
(88). Another major limitation of the use of plant essential oils is
the lack of standardization in formulation, with different batches
having differences in chemical composition, which can result in
inconsistencies in acaricidal efficacy (75, 88). This problem might
be overcome by isolating the active compound of the essential
oils, of which eugenol currently seems to be promising, showing
the highest toxic effect against D. gallinae in several studies (91,
93). In the latter, eugenol also showed to have a repellent effect,
changing to an attractive effect over time. Additional research on
these active compounds is still necessary.
Further, the efficacy of the majority of these plant-based
products has only been demonstrated at lab scale, while in the
field, efficacy might be affected by environmental factors like
humidity, dust and other pesticides used (91, 94). Also, although
some essential oils do not show any negative effect on hens
(e.g., thyme), others (e.g., pennyroyal) appear to have an impact
on chicken health and egg production (76). Finally, given their
short residual toxic effect, plant products may not be suitable
as a stand-alone treatment against D. gallinae. As such, it has
been suggested to combine plant-derived acaricides with other
treatments with longer-term effects for a more efficient control
of D. gallinae (94). Plant-based acaricides are meant to be used
curatively, thus ideally after passing an action threshold.
Some plant-based acaricides are commercially available
(although not allowed in all countries) for use in layer houses.

NON-CHEMICAL TREATMENT- METHODS
(STEP 4)
In IPM, the use of chemical (synthetic) control strategies is as
much as possible avoided in order to reduce negative effects on
human and animal health and on the environment. During the
last decades, a lot of effort has been, and is still being, devoted
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TABLE 4 | Overview of main non-chemical treatments.
Treatment

Mode of action

+

–

P/C

Comm. References

Plant-derived products

Acaricidal, toxic

Short environmental
persistence

Short effect

C

X

(74–76)

Repellent

Potential in
attract-and-kill

Lack of
standardization

P

X

(77)

Boost immunity

-Low risk for resistance Further research
-No workload during
needed for
production
commercialization

P

(78)

Predatory mites

Prey on PRM

No negative effect on
environment (natural
enemies)

Also affected by other
treatments (silica,
acaricides,..)

P(/C) X

(79, 80)

Entomopathogenic fungi

Penetrate host

Potential in traps

Suboptimal conditions C
in layer houses

Vaccines

Biological control

X

Much research still
needed

Nematodes + endosymbionts

(81)
(82, 83)

Physical control
Inert dusts (on system)

Dessication of PRM

-Resistance less likely
(mainly physical mode
of action)

-Health hazards
(esp. crystalline)
-Variability
in effectiveness

P/C

X

(84, 85)

Q perch

Electrify PRM

-No harm to hens
-Resistance less likely

Expensive, change in
infrastructure

P

X

(62)

Treatments non-allowed in EU (light regime, oils) are not included. Main advantages (+) and disadvantages (–) are listed, as well as their use (P, preventively; C, curatively) and whether
they are commercially available (Comm.). For each treatment, main references are given. For further details and other references: see text.

An example is MiteStop R (Alpha-Biocare GmbH), a product
based on neem seed extract (Azadirachta indica), which has
proven its efficacy against D. gallinae in vitro as well as in field
conditions (95–97).

against the cattle tick Rhipicephalus microplus based on the BM86
protein (98).
For D. gallinae the development of vaccines, including the
search for candidate antigens, is still an ongoing process, which
has gained momentum since the upsurge of genomics and
the recent publication of transcriptomes and the genome of
D. gallinae (101, 102). Several studies have demonstrated the
potential of both native (autogenous) and recombinant antigens
for vaccination against D. gallinae (78, 98, 99, 103). In an
autogenous vaccine, mites for antigen extraction are used from
the same premises for which the vaccine will be used. Although
authorization for the production and use of these kinds of
vaccines may be more easily obtained than for defined vaccines
produced on a commercial scale, producing autogenous vaccines
is very labor intensive, as mites from every premises that will
be treated need to be sampled to make a farm-specific vaccine.
Furthermore, in autogenous vaccines, the effective antigen(s) are
not well-defined and, as such, poorly quantifiable. Therefore,
the efficacy of autogenous vaccines cannot be quantified and
may vary between batches. In spite of these difficulties, in a
recent field evaluation of both an autogenous vaccine and a
prototype recombinant vaccine (78), the autogenous vaccine
led to a reduction of 78% of the mite population, while the
recombinant vaccine did not show a significant difference in mite
numbers compared to the control group. While an autogenous
vaccine is therefore currently a possibility for use against D.
gallinae on a small scale, developing an optimal, standardized
recombinant sub-unit vaccine with prolonged efficacy to avoid
the need for boosting is the long-term goal (78).

Vaccines
With vaccination of hens, there is a low risk of environmental
contamination, and the risk for resistance emergence in mites
is highly unlikely (98). As such, vaccines have much potential
to be incorporated in IPM for D. gallinae, principally as a
method of prophylaxis as mass administration by injection
is not possible once the hens have entered the layer house.
Nevertheless, once suitable vaccine antigens have been identified,
methods to boost immunity or to administer therapeutic vaccines
through e.g., the drinking water during the laying cycle should
be explored.
During an infestation, some antigens of the parasite are
continuously exposed to the host. These are known as “exposed
antigens.” In the case of D. gallinae, however, the natural immune
reaction of the hens against these “exposed antigens” does not
seem to be effective for controlling the mites (98, 99). Therefore,
the focus for developing vaccines against D. gallinae lies on the
use of “concealed antigens,” i.e., antigens that are not exposed
to the host during blood-sucking, like some proteins associated
with the midgut of D. gallinae (100). This strategy, of using
a concealed midgut-related antigen, has previously led to the
development of an effective vaccine, marketed as TickGARD,
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Biological Control

Entomopathogenic Fungi, Nematodes, and Bacterial
Endosymbionts

The use of natural enemies against D. gallinae is well-framed
within IPM strategies, and already commonly applied in
horticulture. By using biological control measures, the impact on
the environment is minimal and the risk of resistance emergence
is avoided.

There is potential for entomopathogenic fungi, nematodes
and bacterial endosymbionts as non-chemical control measures
against D. gallinae. However, studies on their use against D.
gallinae in poultry houses are not advanced enough yet, there
are still too many hurdles for them to be effectively used in
practice, and they are not yet commercially available for use
against D. gallinae.
Entomopathogenic fungi are frequently used, worldwide but
mainly in Latin America, to control pests in crops (21, 81).
Fungi infect insects and mites with their spores that adhere to
the hosts’ cuticle, germinate, and penetrate and spread into the
hosts’ body (81). Studies under lab-scale conditions have shown
that D. gallinae is specifically susceptible to Beauveria bassiana,
Metarhizium anisopliae, Trichoderma album, and Paecilomyces
fumosoroseas (107–112). However, some experiments in semicommercial conditions show these fungi are unsatisfactory as
a control mechanism against D. gallinae (113). In addition,
humidity levels in poultry houses are too low to ensure fungal
transmission (21); and the effectiveness of these fungi also highly
depend on the fungal strain (110). Further, as these fungi are
not selective for D. gallinae only, they may negatively affect
the environment, leading to an environmental disequilibrium
(100). However, they are harmless for poultry, eggs and humans
(112). These fungi seem to have most potential for being used
within traps placed in the poultry house (81), for example
within an attract-and-kill strategy (see below). Indeed, a recent
study of Nascimento et al. (68), demonstrated the successful
use of Beauveria bassania in autoinoculation devices (traps
with corrugated cardboard or loofah sponge) to control D.
gallinae in both lab conditions and poultry houses. With this
mode of application, problems with non-optimal environmental
conditions in poultry houses for the fungi are overcome.
For nematodes, no field experiments on their efficacy against
D. gallinae have been carried out yet, but using them for
controlling flies and beetles in poultry houses has been ineffective,
despite positive results in lab-conditions (82). Both fungi and
nematodes require particular environmental conditions, such as
high humidity levels and free water, making it very hard to use
them in practice in poultry houses (8, 21).
Targeting endosymbionts that are vital for mite reproduction
and growth is another pathway that is being investigated for
control of D. gallinae. Although some endosymbionts have been
identified in D. gallinae with DNA sequencing (83), further
research is certainly necessary before it can be used in practice
as a treatment.

Predatory Mites
Naturally-occurring enemies can be of great benefit to control
pest species. For D. gallinae, being an ectoparasite, using enemies
that share his living environment is promising (80, 104). The
natural communities of enemies of D. gallinae occurring in the
layer house should be valued, as these already can (partly) control
the poultry red mites. Some natural enemies are also artificially
reared and commercialized, to mass release them for controlling
pest species. This methodology is certainly effective in enclosed
systems where the natural enemies are confined to the release
site (21). As such, this strategy is already widely applied in
greenhouses (105). Candidate predators for commercialization
(mass releases) to control D. gallinae have been identified by
searching for natural occurring predator mites in poultry houses
and wild bird nests. Androlaelaps casalis, Cheyletus eruditus,
Hypoaspis aculeifer, and Stratiolaelaps scimitus (previously H.
miles) are identified as genuine predators of D. gallinae (79).
As these species naturally occur in layer houses, the risk of a
substantial impact on non-target biodiversity is limited, although
it remains to be tested. These predators are not D. gallinaespecific, also predating on other arthropods and even among
predators (80).
Hypoapsis species have a very high predation capacity against
D. gallinae, higher than that of A. casalis, but they appear to be
less mobile (106). In addition, for Hypoapsis spp., it seems to be
impossible to obtain an established population in poultry houses,
as specimens were never retrieved a week after release (Koppert
Biological Systems).
At least in Europe, currently mainly A. casalis and C.
eruditus are introduced as predators in commercial layer houses,
under their respective commercial names ANDROLIS R and
TAURRUS R (Koppert Biological Systems, the Netherlands).
ANDROLIS R and TAURRUS R can be used complementarily.
ANDROLIS mainly feeds on juvenile stages of D. gallinae and is
a highly mobile and active hunter, while TAURRUS preys on all
stages of D. gallinae and is a wait-and-sit predator, with a rather
slow dispersion. ANDROLIS prefers more humid microhabitats,
while TAURRUS prefers drier places (nests, perches,..). Predatory
mites are usually released preventively, with the protocol of
numbers, frequency and locations of releases depending on the
number of hens and housing system. When the populations of
D. gallinae become too high nevertheless, extra releases of both
species can also be done curatively.
The use of predatory mites are promising as a part of a
combination of treatments within the IPM strategy, although
it should be taken into account that other treatments for D.
gallinae, like synthetic chemical, plant-based acaricides, or inert
substances, also can have deleterious effects on the (natural)
predators of D. gallinae (80).
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Physical Control Mechanisms
Hygiene measures, cleaning and disinfection can also be regarded
as physical control and these have been discussed in the
“prevention” section. Also heat treatment, which can only be
applied during the empty period, is discussed in that section.

Light Regime
Studies have shown that mite populations can be affected by
disrupting light-dark cycles. Host-searching activity of D. gallinae
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silica (72). The latter could be avoided by mechanical cleaning of
the surfaces prior to silica application, which has indeed proven
to increase the efficacy of silica (120).

starts during the dark period, with the highest activity 5–11 h
after darkness, so when this dark period is interrupted, their
host-seeking activity will decrease and their natural feeding cycle
will be disrupted (114, 115). Indeed, the reduction of numbers
of D. gallinae by short-cycle intermittent light/dark periods has
been illustrated by Zoons (116) and Stafford et al. (117), and
prolonged darkness compared to standard light regimes resulted
in increased number of mites (115). However, disturbing the
dark-light rhythm will also largely affect hens, and EU legislation
requires a statutory dark period of 8 h (1999/74/EC), so this
technique cannot be applied as such in Europe.

Oils
in vitro studies illustrated the effective use of the spraying of
mineral oils, diesel oil, petroleum, and plant oils (rapeseed and
concentrated orange oil) for poultry red mite control (30). These
oils have mainly a physical action by obscuring the stigmata,
preventing normal breathing of the mite (106). With diesel oil,
there is an associated risk of egg contamination (30). A large
disadvantage of oils, is that the greasy substance can stain the
eggs, affect the functioning of parts of the system like the egg
belt, and they are also rather difficult to remove by cleaning.
Further, if not applied everywhere, mites can just avoid the oil
spots. Different oils have been used by farmers for years, often
successfully controlling mite infestations. However, these oils are
not currently permitted for use as a treatment against D. gallinae,
as there is no biocide registration for any of such products.

Inert Dusts
Inert dusts, or silica-based products, contain silicon dioxide
as the active biocidal substance, which is, at the time of
writing, one of the few permitted biocidal products allowed
for treatment of D. gallinae. Both synthetic and natural silicas
exist. Synthetic products contain only amorphous silicon dioxide;
natural products are mainly based on diatomaceous earth and
contain a small amount (<1%) of crystalline silicon dioxide.
In several regions, only natural silicas are allowed for use at
organic farms. However, the amorphous form is considered
relatively healthy, while the crystalline form in natural silicas is
more harmful to environmental, animal and human health (85,
118). Synthetic silicas are thus actually not truly non-chemical
treatments. However, their mode of action against D. gallinae is
said to be completely mechanical (not poisonous), drying out the
epicuticle of the exoskeleton of the poultry red mites through
the absorbent character of the silicon dioxide particles, leading
to desiccation of the mites (84, 119). Furthermore, resistance
against this physical mode of action is less likely to develop than
to single-target molecules ((85)).
Many of these silica-based products are commercially
available and widely used in Europe. Since dusts consist of
fine particles, they can pose hazardous effects to the respiratory
tracts of humans. Therefore, a shift is noticeable toward the
use of liquid silica-based products, to reduce the deleterious
effects of airborne silica (30). However, these effects are not
completely eliminated with the liquid application of silica, as
some particles become airborne when the fluid has dried, and
are further dispersed by hens. In vitro, diatomaceous earth seems
more effective than synthetic silica (30), though the latter seems
to have a longer effect in the field in its liquid form compared
to diatomaceous earth (85, 120). The effectiveness against D.
gallinae has been proven to vary between different silica-based
products (especially amorphous silicas) due to variation in
absorption capacity of particles, chemical composition, particle
size, and specific surface (85). In addition, the effectiveness of
inert dusts greatly diminishes at humidity levels of >85% (which
can easily be reached in layer houses) (30, 84). Inert dusts
are often used preventively in-between flocks, though repeated
applications during production are often necessary (84). Even
with repeated treatments, silica is often not sufficient as a standalone product to control infestations of D. gallinae. It is observed
that the effect of silica declines after repeated treatments, which
could be related to flock age or to the accumulation of dust and
debris in laying hen houses over time, hampering the efficacy of
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Q Perch
The Q perch R (Vencomatic, Netherlands) is a perch where two
electric wires and insulators are installed under the cap of the
mushroom-shaped perch. Due to the design, the hens cannot
be harmed. A small electrical current runs through the wires,
killing the mites on their way from their hiding place to the
hens nightly resting place (62). The efficacy of the Q-perch is not
demonstrated in scientific literature, and installing a Q-perch is
rather expensive and a pervasive change of the infrastructure.
As it needs to be installed in the layer house, it is used as a
preventive measure to control mite population growth, not as a
curative measure.

Treatment Combinations
As researchers are becoming more aware that current control
mechanisms on their own are not sufficient for controlling D.
gallinae in layer houses, studies are being performed examining
the added value of combining multiple treatments as some
can work additively or even synergistically. Sparagano et al.
(22) proposed a predicted compatibility matrix of existing and
emerging control strategies (their Table 1). However, as only few
combinations have actually been scientifically tested, that matrix
should be mainly seen as a prediction of compatibilities based on
the mode of actions of each treatment separately.
One of the few combinations that has been scientifically
demonstrated to have beneficial effects is the combination of
the fungus Beauveria bassania and inert substances (desiccant
dusts) (121). Although this study only comprised laboratory
experiments, and the combination still needs to be tested
on the field, it illustrates the potential added value of
combining treatments.
Two consecutive projects demonstrated the potential of
combining predatory mites (A. casalis and C. eruditis) with
two acaricides (milbemectin and amitraz) using impregnated
cardboard traps. The test in actual layer houses (cage and aviary
systems) illustrated that the combinations had a better efficacy
than all the treatments separately. However, the combinations
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resulting in D. gallinae becoming more reachable with (preferably
non-chemical) contact products.
Certain plant-based food or drinking water supplements
exist for increasing or sustaining the hens health and natural
resistance, which also have an effect on the odor of the hen,
rendering it less attractive for the mites, and as such working
as a repellent (123). This can be beneficial as mites will feed
less, and starved mites seem to be more susceptible to acaricides
and possibly also to desiccants (128). The potential of combining
these supplements with other treatments, i.e., predatory mites
and acaricide-impregnated traps, has been demonstrated in field
conditions [(45, 69)].
Not all treatments can be used in combination, and some
probably have antagonistic effects. Broad-spectrum approaches
like silica or heat treatment, e.g., might have adverse effect on
the use of natural enemies. Besides combining actual treatments,
treatments can easily be combined with simple management
actions like cleaning places where hotspots are found with water
and soap, to keep the infestation under control, which has proven
to be effective (8, 19, 41). The influence of different housing
systems and of parameters like temperature and humidity on
the efficacy of any treatment (combination) has also been
illustrated [e.g., (45)]. Using (or building) systems that are less
beneficial for poultry red mites, and limiting the number of
potential mite refugia could also help controlling infestations
(22). All this illustrates that a holistic approach; integrating
biosecurity and prevention measures; appropriate monitoring;
attention to different conditions in different housing systems; and
interactions with environmental conditions, will be indispensable
for effectively controlling poultry red mites in layer houses.

were still not sufficient to control high D. gallinae infestations.
“Triple” treatments, where plant-based products were also added,
had higher efficacy [(45, 69, 106)].
Like some plant insect pests, D. gallinae must find its host
at a distance since it does not live on it. Dermanyssus gallinae
is known to be attracted to temperature gradients and to CO2
puffs, which are features of homeothermal vertebrates that can
be detected at a distance, but are not host-specific. Interestingly,
CO2 is attractive in the dark but induces the mite to freeze
in the light, a behavior which apparently allows D. gallinae to
avoid being eaten by its host (122). Dermanyssus gallinae is
also attracted by host-specific pheromones, emitted by the hens
(123). A cocktail of five volatile compounds among the dozens
of compounds naturally emitted by hens has been patented for
its attraction demonstrated under controlled conditions in the
laboratory (124). Besides host-related attractants, D. gallinae is
also attracted by aggregation pheromones of congeners, causing
clustering together (70, 125). Though the pheromone has not
been fully characterized chemically, a series of compounds
isolated from the odor of freshly fed D. gallinae has been patented
as attractants (126).
Interfering in the sensory interactions between D. gallinae
and its host or between mites among each other are promising
avenues to progress IPM, and such approaches may also have
minimal environmental impact. The automated mite counter
(23) was designed to attract mites as it provides a heat source.
Some plant-derived products also act on the sensors of D. gallinae
as they have a repellent or attractive effect on D. gallinae (see
above). Attractants and repellents have much potential for use in
certain combinations.
The so-called “attract-and-kill” and/or “push-pull” techniques
have an interesting potential for a mite that does not live on
the host. The principle of the attract-and-kill (or lure-and-kill)
technique, widely deployed in crops [e.g., (127)], consists in
diverting the pest from its target (host/congeners) by competing
odors to specific sites equipped to kill it by various means like
acaricides or entomopathogenic fungi. In the case of D. gallinae,
mite traps (as used for monitoring) impregnated with eradicating
treatments are used [e.g., (67)]. Within an IPM strategy, nonchemical killing agents are preferred (24). By using pesticides
only on traps, the total amount of pesticide used is also reduced,
resulting in less impact on the environment. Further, resistance
emergence is slowed down with this methodology as the parasites
are exposed to effective doses in a contained environment (70).
However, the effective implementation of an attractive substance
in such a method has many impediments. The attractant must
overrule the natural attractants (host/congeners) interacting
with sensory system of D. gallinae; an efficient slow-release
system for the attractant must thus be developed; and the
olfactory attraction must be important in the behavioral choices
of D. gallinae. The push-pull method combines a repellent
activity to push the pest away from its target and attract it
to another element. This way the attract-and-kill strategy is
actually enhanced by adding a repellent into the process. To
our knowledge, however, it has never been used to combat
D. gallinae to date. Repellents alone can also be used, e.g., by
preventing D. gallinae to hide into the cracks and crevices,
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USE OF SELECTIVE/SPECIFIC SYNTHETIC
PESTICIDES (STEP 5)
In IPM, the use of synthetic chemical treatments is not
completely ruled out. The idea is to only use chemical synthetic
products as a last resort, when non-chemical synthetic treatments
proved not to be sufficient to control the pest species (24).
It is important to thoughtfully select the acaricide and to
minimize the total quantity of chemical product that is applied,
though respecting the advised dosages to avoid resistance
emergence in the pest and optimize the chances of success of
the treatment. Preferably, selective products that only affect the
target species (D. gallinae in our case) should be applied. This
way, side effects on non-target species are avoided and the
impact on animals, humans and the environment in general
is reduced. Unfortunately, at the time of writing, none of the
chemical synthetic products available are absolutely selective
for D. gallinae, as they also have toxic effects on other insects
and arachnids.
It is very difficult to obtain information on which synthetic
chemical acaricide is currently allowed for use against D. gallinae,
and different regulations exist for products classified as biocides
or veterinary medicines. The products allowed in Europe can
be found on the database of the European Medicine Agency
database (www.ema.europa.eu) for veterinary medicines, and on
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to reduce the amount of chemical acaricides used in the control
of D. gallinae.
As the fluralaner-based product Exzolt R is administered
through the drinking water, the amount of product that
accumulates in the immediate environment is limited (133),
though there is concern about the environmental impact of
residues in the poultry manure if it is to be used as a
fertilizer. Another strategy to restrict acaricide exposure to
the environment is to use cardboard traps impregnated with
acaricides instead of spraying the whole layer house (65, 67).
Hanging sufficient mite traps can, however, be labor intensive,
certainly in larger houses, making farmers likely to prefer
spraying instead. Another alternative to spraying the whole layer
house is only treating hotspots. This is successfully applied in
horticulture within IPM strategies (41), and can also easily be
applied in D. gallinae control. Hotspots with higher infestation
levels, where biological treatments thus cannot control the
pests, are identified with monitoring. At these restricted places,
acaricides are applied with special spray devices to eradicate
these populations and to avoid them spreading over the
whole area. By treating locally, the total amount of pesticides
used is reduced and negative impacts on natural enemies are
limited (41).

the European Chemical Agency database (www.echa.europa.eu)
for biocides. These lists are, however, rather user unfriendly,
and farmers request more transparency. Furthermore, they are
dynamic and can change daily, making it necessary to regularly
check for allowed products. Currently, every EU country has its
own national admissions, which makes it even more confusing
which product is licensed in a specific country. At the time of
writing (2020), only the organophasphase phoxim (ByeMite R ),
spinosad (Elector R ), fluralaner (Exzolt R ) and some products
of silica/diatomaceous earth are allowed in most European
countries (although national regulations should be checked). All
these products are allowed during production, although with
some restrictions.
The organophosphate phoxim (ByeMite R ) is licensed as a
veterinary medicine against ectoparasites for livestock (including
layer hens), but is not allowed for organic farming. Although
some studies report high efficacy of ByeMite R in multiple
systems after repeated application (129, 130), others report
variable results among different regions and different contact
duration (96). In addition, resistance emergence against phoxim
is already reported in several countries (see below).
Spinosad (Elector R ) is a biological acaricide, and acts upon
the nervous system of the mite. Spinosad is licensed as a
biocide, and is also allowed for organic farming. Tests in actual
layer houses, however, illustrated that the effect of Elector R
does not last long and that it is not sufficient as stand-alone
treatment (106).
Recently, a fluralaner-based product called Exzolt R has been
marketed, which is the first systemic acaricide against D. gallinae
that is administered orally through the drinking water. It is
classified and licensed as a veterinary medicine. It is also allowed
in organic farming, though with an extended withdrawal period.
Fluralaner is an isoxazoline and inhibits the ligand-gated chloride
channels, with a high selectivity for the nervous system of mites,
thicks and insects (131). Exzolt R has been proven to kill mites
very fast, within 4 h in lab conditions (132). Also in field studies,
mite reduction almost occurred immediately, and reductions of
up to 100% were observed in all tested units (16, 133). The
duration of efficacy (of >90%), however, varied greatly among
the tested layer farms, ranging from 56 to 238 days (133).

ANTI-RESISTANCE STRATEGIES (STEP 7)
Resistance against certain controlling treatments is the
inheritable ability of an individual to survive this treatment.
When an individual is resistant, it will not or only be little
affected by the treatment. Resistant individuals will have a
competitive advantage over non-resistant individuals, and
will thus more likely reproduce. This way, the frequency of
their genotype will augment from generation to generation
in the treated population. As such, there will be natural
selection for these resistant traits. After several generations
of selection for resistant genotypes, there will be an evolution
towards a general field resistance, and thus a large decrease
in the effectiveness of that specific treatment (136). Different
underlying mechanisms of resistance exist, and understanding
them is crucial to optimally apply anti-resistance strategies
(137, 138). For D. gallinae, resistance against the formerly
widely applied pyrethroids is being studied, with Katsavou
et al. (139) showing a high frequency and wide geographical
distribution of several non-silent mutations in the voltage-gated
sodium channel (the target protein of pyrethroids) associated
with resistant phenotypes, though further research is needed.
Bartley et al. (140) found that a glutathione S-transferase
may have important roles in the detoxification of pesticides
and thus in metabolic resistance. Roy et al. (141) detected
variations in the enzymatic activity of acetylcholinesterase, the
target of organophosphates, among PRM populations sampled
in 2008–2009, perhaps foreshadowing some of the current
treatment failures.
Resistance of D. gallinae against currently and formerly
frequently-used chemical acaricides like carbamates,
pyrethroids, and the organophosphate phoxim (in

REDUCTION OF PESTICIDE USE (STEP 6)
Most chemical acaricides are applied in the form of a spray or
dust, by which not all hiding mites can be properly reached.
Further, spraying can cause stress in the hens; leads to an
exposure of the hens and workers to the acaricide; can lead
to environmental contamination through e.g., the manure used
as fertilizer; and increases the risk of residues in hens and the
eggs (18, 133). Indeed, studies on European farms revealed
the presence of acaricide residues, even of currently unlicensed
substances in tissues and organs of hens and in eggs (18, 134,
135). However, current legal limits (MRL), or MRLs in force at
the time the product was allowed, were virtually never exceeded.
To reduce the impact on the hens and humans, it is thus essential
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ByeMite R ), have been widely reported (8, 18, 142).
The likelihood of resistance emergence is increased
when products are applied in incorrect dosages, or too
frequently, which is reinforced by the limited number of
allowed chemicals.
Reducing the use of synthetic chemical acaricides maybe
reduces the risk of resistance emergence, but does not
avoid it, all the more that resistances to non-chemical
treatments are generally far less studied (143). When
natural products are commonly implemented in the future,
D. gallinae population may become resistant against these
products too. To date, further research on the underlying
mechanisms of resistance against non-chemical treatments is
certainly necessary.
To warrant the success of IPM for controlling D. gallinae,
actions to avoid resistance emergence against these natural
as well as chemical treatments should be taken into account.
First of all, to decrease the risk of resistance emergence, it
is vital not to under-dose nor to exceed the recommended
frequency of application of a product. Resistance emergence
can be delayed by implementing certain treatments only in
traps instead of in the whole system (see above). Resistance is
also avoided by combining and/or rotating different products
with different modes of action (138). Combining different
products with different modes of action is one of the
main ideas of IPM and has already been discussed in
the section “Non-chemical treatments.” Also well-applying
preventive management actions could highly reduce the needed
amount of other or curative treatments, thus avoiding resistance
emergence for those treatments.

specific situations. A continuous evaluation of a strategy at a
certain farm at a certain time is thus essential.

CONCLUSION AND FUTURE
DEVELOPMENTS
The presented overview shows that for every IPM step, elements
are available for control of D. gallinae in layer houses. This opens
new horizons for researchers in the field to develop practical IPM
strategies. However, there are still some important shortcomings
and knowledge gaps that hamper the delineation of practical IPM
strategies for the control of D. gallinae in commercial layer farms.
A major knowledge gap lies in the determination of the action
and economic threshold to decide at which point additional
action is required. A main confounding factor is the large range of
varying factors influencing population dynamics and economic
consequences (see above).
In essence, most knowledge gaps lead back to an insufficient
fundamental knowledge of the biology and behavior of D.
gallinae, though some literature exists [e.g., (53, 100)]. As
mentioned, improved insights into the population dynamics
are essential for the thresholds determinations. Also further
research on the actual effects of non-chemical treatments on
D. gallinae is necessary. Few studies have been performed to
examine antagonistic or synergistic effects when two or more
treatments are combined, and more scientific research is also
necessary for assessing the efficacy of preventive measures, and
the potential of an attract-and-kill strategy. Further research on
the effect of treatments under field conditions is also necessary as
very different results are often obtained in the field compared to
a laboratory environment.
In addition, IPM focusses on non-chemical treatments, but
EU legislation highly limits the development and the registration
of green products and feed additives. With the growing concern
of the society related to the negative effects of synthetic pesticides,
the EU legislation should search for opportunities for an
increased introduction of registered green and safe products on
the market.
More knowledge on resistance emergence against chemical
and biological tactics and behavioral adaptations to certain
treatments and conditions is also indispensable for further
development of efficient and sustainable IPM strategies.
Finally, chemical pesticides can be part of an IPM strategy
though D. gallinae-specific (chemical) pesticides are currently not
available and should be developed.
Ideally, some clearly-defined schedules of IPM strategies
would be developed that farmers simply need to follow and
implement. An attempt was made by Dutch farmers, farm
advisers and researchers, making a so-called “Farm plan for
control of PRM at layers” based on all IPM steps (41). As
these farmers found out, and as explained above, a single
optimal strategy does not exist as various parameters within
poultry houses can affect the efficacy of treatments and the
population dynamics of D. gallinae. Mul et al. (72) set
the basis for a house-specific treatment advice algorithm,
indicating the most cost effective point in time for a treatment.

EVALUATION (STEP 8)
To assess the efficacy of an applied IPM strategy, and
to determine whether adaptations are necessary, a good
evaluation of the strategy is needed throughout the whole
process. This is primarily done by monitoring the D. gallinae
population continuously to evaluate the effect of the different
treatments (preventive or curative, and non-chemical or
chemical), and the IPM strategy as a whole. Besides info
on the effectiveness of a treatment, frequent monitoring
also provides insight into the duration of the effect. The
latter is useful information to determine the cost-benefit
of a certain strategy At the stage that IPM strategies will
be implemented, the balance between efficacy and (time)
costs for a strategy needs to be evaluated, also including
economic benefits.
It will be virtually impossible to develop general applicable
IPM strategies for every farm. Indeed, a large range of
varying factors like house temperature (which is also seasonally
influenced), humidity levels, husbandry systems and hen breed,
between and even within farms can influence the life cycle of the
mites and/or the effectiveness of the treatments applied (72). As
such, even the economic and thus also action threshold may vary
over farms (see above). Therefore, the aim should be to develop
dynamic IPM strategies, with different options depending on
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for efficient control, the whole egg production chain needs to
be taken into account (19). Further, the current review focusses
on the control of D. gallinae in European layer houses, but the
information can similarly be used for farms outside the EU.
Ultimately, control of other pest species in layer houses could be
integrated in the strategies.

This algorithm is based on a house-specific mite population
forecasting model (72) and a house-specific economic model.
The models and algorithm were tested at three commercial
layer houses and were here able to indicate the point in time
for a cost effective treatment to return the mite population
to a certain level in the layer house. Further fine-tuning
and testing of these models would provide useful tools for
IPM implementation on farms. The reasons why some farms
only have minor problems with D. gallinae, while others
suffer from large infestations, even despite several control
actions are often unclear. Identifying the reason(s) why some
layer houses have lower population growths would provide
valuable information.
The aim should thus be to develop dynamic IPM strategies,
with different options under different circumstances (see
“Evaluation”). Also in horticulture, IPM strategies are composed
in such a way, with farmers often hiring IPM advisors for a
continuous follow-up and counsel regarding the IPM measures
and strategy. The current review highlights which options are
available within each IPM step for the control of D. gallinae in
layer houses, and which important knowledge gaps still need
to be tackled to develop practical and efficient IPM strategies,
with guidance of advisors. Although this review focusses on layer
houses, similar approaches can and should be used in breeder and
rearing farms where D. gallinae infestations also occur and from
which infestations can be brought into a layer house. Indeed,
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