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Biocontrol of Water Hyacinth: Insights into Neochetina eichhorniae Warner and N. bruchi Hustache





ABSTRACT
Eichhornia crassipes (water hyacinth) is one of the world’s most invasive aquatic weeds, causing severe ecological, economic, and social impacts in infested regions. Among the biological control agents released against this weed, the curculionid weevils Neochetina eichhorniae Warner and N. bruchi Hustache have been the most widely established and successful. This review synthesizes available literature on the distribution, biology, taxonomy, host specificity, damage potential, natural enemies, and integration of these two weevils with other management strategies. Studies across multiple countries demonstrate their strict host specificity, complementary feeding and oviposition behavior, and adaptability to diverse ecological conditions. Adult feeding and larval tunneling reduce plant vigor, increase susceptibility to pathogens, and eventually lead to plant collapse. Although natural enemies such as nematodes, fungi, and microsporidia may occasionally suppress populations, large-scale field releases have consistently resulted in substantial reductions of water hyacinth biomass. Integration with fungal pathogens, herbicides, and manual removal has further enhanced control efficiency. Simulation models have also been developed to predict population dynamics and guide release strategies. Overall, Neochetina spp. remain cornerstone biological control agents of water hyacinth, offering an environmentally safe, cost-effective, and sustainable alternative to chemical and mechanical methods. Future research should focus on integration with microbial agents, long-term monitoring under climate change, and the use of molecular and remote sensing tools to strengthen management programs.
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1. INTRODUCTION	Comment by Devyan Nitharwal: Not properly placed in alignment 
	Eichhornia crassipes (water hyacinth) is one of the most serious aquatic weeds worldwide, causing major problems in navigation, flood control, irrigation, drainage, fisheries, and overall water resource management (Gangstad, 1978). The curculionid weevils, Neochetina eichhorniae Warner and N. bruchiHustache, have been recognized as highly effective biological control agents of this invasive weed. Over the past decades, extensive research has been conducted on their taxonomy, distribution, biology, host specificity, nature of damage, and integration with other management strategies. This review synthesizes available literature and critically evaluates the role of these insects in the biological control of water hyacinth.	Comment by Devyan Nitharwal: Describe the history and status of weed in India. Also describe the nuisance caused by this weed. Need of its management.  	Comment by Devyan Nitharwal: About their classification, characters of identification and some history of it using as weed control agent

2.1 DISTRIBUTION OF NEOCHETINA SPP.
	The introduction and dispersal of N. eichhorniae and N. bruchi have been extensively documented across different countries (Table 1).Center et al. (1975) reported the release of both species in Florida in 1973–74, along with studies on other natural enemies such as Arzamadensa and Orthogalumnaterebrantis. Nagarkatti (1982) tested exotic natural enemies in India, showing moderate feeding of N. eichhorniae on Canna during host-specificity studies. In Malaysia, Seng et al. (1982) suggested that Neochetina spp. and Sameodesalbiguttalis could be considered for importation as potential biocontrol agents.In India, Pawar et al. (1984) outlined the procedures for importing, rearing, and monitoring Neochetina spp., reporting early establishment at Bangalore. Mishra et al. (1989) later confirmed successful release at Gorakhpur, where both species spread across a 1700-acre lake. Approximately 44.92 weevils per plant caused complete defoliation, with a species ratio of N. eichhorniae to N. bruchi of 5:1.In Australia, Harley et al. (1996) highlighted severe water hyacinth problems in equatorial zones, noting the use of N. eichhorniae, N. bruchi, and S. albiguttalis. Holtkamp (1996) reported introductions of N. eichhorniae and S. albiguttalis in 1975–77, followed by N. bruchi in 1990. Similarly, Chikwenhere (1994) demonstrated promising results in Zimbabwe, where both species effectively suppressed water hyacinth following field releases.	Comment by Devyan Nitharwal: Check it, how to write in manuscript in italic or not 

2.2 BIOLOGY AND TAXONOMY
	Biological studies have revealed key insights into the life cycle, fecundity, and ecological adaptability of Neochetina spp.DeLoach et al. (1976) studied populations in Argentina and found three generations annually, with adults peaking in September, January, and April–May. Both species overwintered in multiple life stages, with maximum oviposition in October–November. N. bruchi dominated in spring and summer, while N. eichhorniae was more abundant in autumn and winter. Adults produced an average of 130 feeding scars per leaf, while larvae caused 30% petiole damage through tunneling. Importantly, their complementary oviposition behavior supported coexistence in introduced regions.Further laboratory studies showed egg incubation of 7–8 days, larval development of 30–32 days, and pupation under water attached to roots (DeLoach et al., 1976). Females of N. bruchi preferred older leaves, while N. eichhorniae favored young central leaves. Optimal feeding and oviposition occurred at 30°C, with females consuming significantly more than males. Intrinsic population growth rates were higher for N. bruchi, explaining its faster impact on host plants.Fosse (1977) suggested the presence of kairomones in young tissues that stimulated aggregation and oviposition. Jayanth (1987) reported fecundity ranging from 150 to 1254 eggs for N. eichhorniae and 303–918 eggs for N. bruchi. Center (1987) highlighted that oviposition was influenced by leaf age, with older leaves receiving more eggs.Patnaik et al. (1988) reported a life cycle duration of 63.9 days for N. bruchi. Jayanth et al. (1990) demonstrated drought tolerance, showing survival for 28–82 days under limited food or water, suggesting potential for persistence in seasonal habitats. Mishra et al. (1995) noted temperature dependence of feeding rates, with optimal suppression at 30–35°C.Visalakshy et al. (1996) observed successful control in free-floating infestations, though suppression in silted tanks was delayed due to poor pupation on silted roots. Heard et al. (2000) further emphasized the influence of nutrient levels, reporting greater performance of N. bruchi under high-nutrient conditions.Subsequent studies, including those by Ghassan and Kadam (2001) and Ding et al. (2002), provided detailed accounts of egg laying, larval development, and adult longevity, reinforcing the adaptability of both species. O’Brien (1976) contributed to taxonomic clarification, describing new Neochetina species and confirming the role of N. bruchi and N. eichhorniae in control programs.

2.3 HOST SPECIFICITY AND DAMAGE
	Host specificity has been critical in ensuring ecological safety. Perkins et al. (1977) reviewed the effectiveness of N. eichhorniae in Florida and proposed integration with other control measures. Sutton et al. (1977) confirmed establishment of both species in Florida by 1975.Jayanth (1987) demonstrated the potential of N. eichhorniae to reopen water bodies for economic uses. Center (1992) showed higher reproductive activity on healthy plants, though stressed plants led to increased flight muscle development, indicating dispersal potential.Sreekumar (1996) estimated populations using feeding scar counts. Kasno et al. (1996) in Indonesia found temporary feeding on edible canna, but no completion of the life cycle, confirming host specificity. Mishra et al. (1997) linked feeding rates to macronutrient levels, while Ghassan and Kadam (2002) observed plant collapse 20 weeks after releases, with damage proportional to weevil density.

2.4 NATURAL ENEMIES OF NEOCHETINA SPP.
Natural enemies influence population dynamics and impact biocontrol success.
Harris et al. (1975) ranked potential agents, placing N. bruchi and N. eichhorniae below certain lepidopteran species. Nagarkatti et al. (1984) confirmed host specificity of Neochetina spp. on 76 test plants in India.DeLoach et al. (1982) documented nematode, microsporidian, and mite infestations affecting up to 60% of N. eichhorniae populations. Ghode et al. (1987) reported pupal mortality due to Limnomermis nematodes, while Visalakshy (1995) observed Beauveria bassiana-induced mortality up to 30%. Chen (1996) and Hill et al. (1999) emphasized additional enemies including Cercosporarodmanii and Eccritotarsuscatarinensis.Aguilar et al. (2003) described large-scale releases in Mexico, where disease-free colonies of Neochetina spp. reduced water hyacinth coverage dramatically across reservoirs, demonstrating effective control despite pathogen risks.

2.5 INTEGRATED APPROACHES AND COMPATIBILITY
Integrated strategies are essential for long-term success. Harley et al. (1984) described protocols for importing, establishing, and monitoring multiple agents. Charudattan (1986) reported synergistic effects of C. rodmanii with Neochetina spp.Harley (1990) and Wright et al. (1990) emphasized combining insects with herbicides, noting that 2,4-D altered plant quality and enhanced insect feeding. Visalakshy et al. (1993) tested insecticide safety, identifying temephos and phenthoate as relatively safe, whereas chlorpyriphos and fenthion were highly toxic.Caunter (1996) discussed fungal pathogens in Malaysia, while Woomwer (1997) highlighted practical integration of herbicides and manual removal in Kenya. Ding et al. (1998, 1999) in China found no significant larval mortality from glyphosate or paraquat, though adult oviposition was reduced. Kasno et al. (1999) confirmed combined effects of N. bruchi and Alternaria eichhorniae.	Comment by Devyan Nitharwal: Very old literature 

2.6 COMPUTER SIMULATION
Simulation models have been used to predict population dynamics and control efficiency.Akbay et al. (1991) developed the INSECT model to simulate water hyacinth control by Neochetina spp. Results generally matched field observations, though discrepancies occurred in seasonal predictions. Akbay (1991) later applied mathematical programming to refine estimates of required weevil densities for effective control, confirming the utility of simulation tools in planning biological control interventions.
3. BIOLOGICAL CONTROL OF WATER HYACINTH IN ASSAM: INSIGHTS FROM STUDIES ON NEOCHETINA WEEVILS
The studies conducted in Assam have significantly contributed to understanding the biology, ecology, and management potential of the two classical biological control agents of water hyacinth, Neochetina eichhorniae Warner and Neochetina bruchi (Hustache). Detailed investigations into their bionomics revealed critical information on life cycle parameters, host specificity, and feeding behavior under local agro-climatic conditions (Table 2 )(Borkakati, Basit, & Hazarika, 2008; Borkakati, Basit, & Hazarika, 2007a). Such studies are important as the performance of biological control agents often varies depending on regional environmental factors, which necessitates location-specific assessments before large-scale implementation.In Assam, N. eichhorniae exhibited strong establishment and adaptability to the aquatic weed ecosystem, with adults and larvae causing extensive damage through feeding and tunneling on the petioles and leaves. Similarly, N. bruchi showed promise in reducing plant vigor by sustained feeding, thereby complementing the activity of N. eichhorniae (Borkakati, Basit, & Hazarika, 2007b). The combined action of the two species was found to weaken water hyacinth mats, increase susceptibility to secondary pathogens, and enhance natural decomposition.Environmental factors, particularly temperature and relative humidity, were shown to have a profound influence on the seasonal abundance and activity of the weevils. The population density of both species peaked during periods of favorable temperature-humidity regimes, aligning with the seasonal growth patterns of water hyacinth in the region (Borkakati, Basit, & Hazarika, 2007c). These findings underscore the necessity of considering climatic suitability when evaluating the effectiveness of biological control agents, especially in tropical and subtropical ecosystems.Beyond the biological observations, an applied perspective was also provided by highlighting the dual nature of water hyacinth—as both a potential resource and a menace. While the plant has limited utility, its explosive growth in aquatic habitats of Assam poses severe ecological and socio-economic challenges, particularly by clogging water bodies, hampering navigation, reducing biodiversity, and serving as a breeding ground for disease vectors. Biological management, therefore, emerged as a sustainable, cost-effective, and environmentally friendly strategy compared to mechanical or chemical measures (Borkakati&Gogoi, 2008).The collective outcome of these works emphasizes that the establishment of N. eichhorniae and N. bruchi in Assam holds promise for the long-term suppression of water hyacinth, provided that environmental conditions remain favorable. Moreover, the insights into their biology and ecological interactions form a valuable basis for developing integrated management packages, possibly in combination with cultural practices and exploitation of pathogens, to achieve more effective weed suppression.



4. RECENT ADVANCES IN WATER HYACINTH MANAGEMENT
In recent years, significant progress has been made in understanding the ecological dynamics and management strategies of water hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes). Experimental studies in Ethiopia demonstrated that nutrient levels strongly influence the performance of the biological control agents Neochetina eichhorniae and N. bruchi. Under high- and medium-nutrient conditions, both larval populations and adult emergence increased substantially, leading to enhanced feeding damage in terms of leaf scarring and petiole tunneling, suggesting that nutrient management alongside weevil releases could improve control efficacy (Kassu et al., 2022). Environmental factors such as water turbidity have also been shown to regulate the establishment of weevils; research in Rwanda revealed that adult emergence and larval feeding of N. eichhorniae declined drastically with increasing turbidity, with no emergence observed at extreme levels, highlighting turbidity as a limiting factor for successful biological control (Mukarugwiro et al., 2023). Recent field surveys in the Central Rift Valley of Ethiopia further confirmed that natural densities of N. bruchi and N. eichhorniae remain low, and alone cannot provide sufficient suppression of water hyacinth, indicating the necessity of augmentative releases to achieve meaningful impact (Kassu et al., 2025).Beyond Africa, noteworthy developments have also been reported in Asia. In the Philippines, both N. eichhorniae and N. bruchi were recently confirmed to have established for the first time in multiple water bodies, providing new opportunities for long-term biocontrol in the region (Day et al., 2023). Meanwhile, remote sensing-based assessments in Ethiopia demonstrated how the spatial distribution of water hyacinth fluctuates seasonally, with infestations in Lake Koka expanding from 3.87% during the dry season to 12.44% during the wet season, underscoring the value of geospatial monitoring for targeted management (Tolera et al., 2025). Complementing these ecological findings, recent global reviews have drawn attention to the socio-economic consequences of water hyacinth invasions, particularly in rural communities, while emphasizing integrated mitigation strategies that combine biological control, mechanical removal, and resource utilization. In India, participatory research has further shown that integrating local knowledge with sustainable approaches such as biofertilizer production from harvested biomass can strengthen both ecological resilience and community livelihoods (Abba et al., 2025).Together, these studies demonstrate that while Neochetina weevils remain central to the biological suppression of water hyacinth, their success is highly context-dependent, influenced by environmental conditions, ecological constraints, and socio-economic factors. Emerging evidence thus supports a multifaceted management framework that couples biological control with environmental monitoring, nutrient and turbidity management, and locally adapted livelihood-oriented solutions.	Comment by Devyan Nitharwal: We have to damp fertilizers in water bodies ???	Comment by Devyan Nitharwal: These are not the advance management tactics, these are the constraints 



5. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE PROSPECTS
The introduction and establishment of Neochetina eichhorniae and N. bruchi have significantly advanced the biological control of Eichhornia crassipes worldwide. Their success lies in their host specificity, high fecundity, and ability to complement each other in different seasons and ecological conditions. Despite challenges posed by natural enemies, nutrient availability, and environmental variability, their impact has been profound in reducing water hyacinth biomass and restoring aquatic ecosystems.
Future research should focus on:
· Strengthening integration with pathogens such as C. rodmanii and Alternaria eichhorniae.
· Assessing long-term population dynamics under climate change.
· Exploring genetic and molecular tools for deeper understanding of host specificity.
· Using remote sensing, GIS, and AI-driven models to monitor weevil populations and predict control outcomes.
Overall, Neochetina spp. remain cornerstone agents in sustainable water hyacinth management, offering environmentally safe and cost-effective alternatives to chemical and mechanical methods.
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Table 1. Biological characteristics of Neochetinaeichhorniae and N. bruchi
	Trait
	Neochetinaeichhorniae
	Neochetinabruchi
	References

	Native range
	Amazon basin (Argentina, Brazil)
	Amazon basin (Argentina, Brazil)
	DeLoach et al., 1976; O’Brien, 1976

	Adult size
	Slightly larger, darker body
	Smaller, brown with distinctive markings
	O’Brien, 1976

	Feeding preference
	Young central leaves
	Older peripheral leaves
	DeLoach et al., 1976; Center, 1987

	Egg laying
	150–1254 eggs/female
	303–918 eggs/female
	Jayanth, 1987

	Incubation period
	7–8 days
	6–8 days
	DeLoach et al., 1976

	Larval development
	30–32 days, tunnels in petioles
	30–35 days, tunnels in petioles
	Patnaik et al., 1988

	Pupal site
	Attached to roots under water
	Attached to roots under water
	DeLoach et al., 1976

	Adult longevity
	6–9 months
	6–8 months
	Jayanth et al., 1987

	Feeding scars
	~130 per leaf (adult)
	Slightly fewer scars, but deeper feeding
	DeLoach et al., 1976

	Optimal temperature
	30–35°C
	30–35°C
	Mishra et al., 1995

	Survival under drought
	Up to 82 days without food/water
	Up to 70 days
	Jayanth et al., 1990

	Field impact
	Slower but longer persistence
	Faster impact, rapid suppression
	Heard et al., 2000; Mishra et al., 1989













Table 2. Morphometric measurements and duration of different life stages of Neochetinaeichhorniae in Assam condition
	Stage / Parameter
	Range (mm)
	Mean ± SE (mm)
	Duration (Days) Summer (June–Sept. 2004)
	Mean ± SE (Days)
	Duration (Days) Winter (Nov.–Feb. 2004–05)
	Mean ± SE (Days)

	Egg Length
	0.81 – 0.94
	0.90 ± 0.013
	7 – 11
	9.00 ± 0.423
	7 – 13
	10.00 ± 0.577

	Egg Breadth
	0.50 – 0.63
	0.56 ± 0.011
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Grub (1st instar) Body length
	1.80 – 2.00
	1.89 ± 0.028
	12 – 17
	14.60 ± 0.542
	14 – 18
	16.00 ± 0.471

	Grub (1st instar) Head width
	0.20 – 0.31
	0.25 ± 0.013
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Grub (2nd instar) Body length
	3.50 – 4.10
	3.85 ± 0.062
	13 – 18
	15.50 ± 0.500
	16 – 20
	18.00 ± 0.422

	Grub (2nd instar) Head width
	0.40 – 0.55
	0.47 ± 0.017
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Grub (3rd instar) Body length
	5.60 – 8.10
	7.03 ± 0.314
	14 – 18
	15.90 ± 0.379
	18 – 24
	20.80 ± 0.611

	Grub (3rd instar) Head width
	0.61 – 0.75
	0.68 ± 0.016
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Pre-pupa
	–
	–
	10 – 14
	12.00 ± 0.471
	10 – 16
	13.40 ± 0.704

	Pupa Length
	5.00 – 6.50
	5.70 ± 0.153
	30 – 35
	32.70 ± 0.559
	33 – 37
	35.00 ± 0.422

	Pupa Breadth
	3.50 – 4.20
	3.90 ± 0.775
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Adult (Male) Length
	3.11 – 3.55
	3.34 ± 0.059
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Adult (Male) Breadth
	1.90 – 2.40
	2.08 ± 0.053
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Adult (Female) Length
	4.00 – 4.60
	4.37 ± 0.057
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Adult (Female) Breadth
	2.10 – 2.50
	2.27 ± 0.042
	–
	–
	–
	–


(N = 10) (Source: Borkakati et al., 2007

