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Abstract

Managing invasive species with prevention and early-detection strategies can

avert severe ecological and economic impacts. Horizon scanning, an

evidence-based process combining risk screening and consensus building to

identify threats, has become a valuable tool for prioritizing invasive species

management and prevention. We assembled a working group of experts from

academic, government, and nonprofit agencies and organizations, and

conducted a multi-taxa horizon scan for Florida, USA, the first of its kind in

North America. Our primary objectives were to identify high-risk species and

their introduction pathways, to detail the magnitude and mechanism of poten-

tial impacts, and, more broadly, to demonstrate the utility of horizon scanning.

As a means to facilitate future horizon scans, we document the process used to

generate the list of taxa for screening. We evaluated 460 taxa for their potential

to arrive, establish, and cause negative ecological and socioeconomic impacts,

and identified 40 potential invaders, including alewife, zebra mussel,

crab-eating macaque, and red swamp crayfish. Vertebrates and aquatic inver-

tebrates posed the greatest invasion threat, over half of the high-risk taxa were
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omnivores, and there was high confidence in the scoring of high-risk taxa.

Common arrival pathways were ballast water, biofouling of vessels, and escape

from the pet/aquarium/horticulture trade. Competition, predation, and dam-

age to agriculture/forestry/aquaculture were common impact mechanisms.

We recommend full risk analysis for the high-risk taxa; increased surveillance

at Florida’s ports, state borders, and high-risk pathways; and periodic review

and revision of the list. Few horizon scans detail the comprehensive methodol-

ogy (including list-building), certainty estimates for all scoring categories and

the final score, detailed pathways, and the magnitude and mechanism of

impact. Providing this information can further inform prevention efforts and

can be efficiently replicated in other regions. Moreover, harmonizing method-

ology can facilitate data sharing and enhance interpretation of results for

stakeholders and the general public.

KEYWORD S
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INTRODUCTION

Over the past 50 years, introductions of non-native
species have doubled, potentially driving biodiversity loss
and raising concerns about new invaders (Díaz et al.,
2019). Biological invasions have cost the North American
economy US $1.26 trillion over roughly the same period
of time (Crystal-Ornelas et al., 2021). Managing invasive
species with prevention and early-detection strategies can
avert severe ecological and socioeconomic impacts,
resulting in billions of dollars in economic savings
(Cuthbert et al., 2022; Lodge et al., 2016).

Horizon scanning is a process for identifying unknown
risks, emerging issues, and opportunities to inform
policy, decision-making, and research prioritization
(Sutherland & Woodroof, 2009). In the past decade, this
method has been applied to invasive species prevention by
convening scientists, practitioners, biosecurity staff, and
other stakeholders to identify potential invaders and their
introduction pathways. For example, 29 non-native taxa
were ranked as a high-invasion threat to Great Britain,
with quagga mussel (Dreissena rostriformis bugensis) pos-
ing the greatest predicted risk (Roy et al., 2014). Horizon
scanning has also been used in the European Union to pri-
oritize emerging invaders for full risk assessment, which
resulted in bans on transporting, possessing, breeding, or
releasing some high-risk species into the environment
(Genovesi et al., 2015; Roy et al., 2015) and to identify
10 areas of research and action to prevent spread of inva-
sive pathogens (Roy et al., 2017). Results from horizon
scans can guide efficient allocation of resources to invasive
species research (e.g., identifying data gaps), prevention

(e.g., risk analysis and biosecurity surveillance), and
eradication (e.g., prioritize targets), which is especially
important when dealing with finite biosecurity resources
(Gallardo et al., 2016; Kenis et al., 2022).

At a minimum, horizon scanning provides the ranked
list and results of rapid risk assessments, but additional
types of data can also be included to further inform policy
and management action: predominant arrival pathway(s),
type of impact (e.g., ecological, socioeconomic—including
human health), and the mechanism whereby impacts may
occur (hereafter impact mechanism). For example, know-
ing the arrival pathway can pinpoint surveillance and
effectively direct early warning systems toward high-risk
pathways (Hulme, 2015; Rainford et al., 2020) and under-
standing the type and magnitude of impacts can support
policy recommendations, provide a sense of urgency to
biosecurity action, and increase support from the public
for management, especially serious threats to human
health (Bacher et al., 2018; Kumschick et al., 2020).
Additionally, including confidence estimates for the over-
all risk determination can identify that there are gaps in
the data, but adding confidence estimates to the individual
scoring categories in a risk assessment can identify specific
areas where uncertainty arises and direct research to fill
those gaps (Roy et al., 2018).

Our primary objectives were to identify invasive spe-
cies threats and demonstrate the utility of a horizon scan
that includes these comprehensive details as a holistic
process for threat forecasting. We began with the
horizon-scanning method outlined by Roy et al. (2014),
coupling risk assessment and consensus building among
experts, and added detailed pathway and impact
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analyses, including comprehensive information on
arrival pathways, ecological and socioeconomic impacts,
and magnitude and mechanism of impact. We provide
certainty estimates for individual scoring categories in
rapid risk assessments and the final score. We also
describe our list-building process in full detail, including
how taxa were added and removed. Final rankings were
determined through consensus building, a collaborative
step where inter-assessor variability (differences in scor-
ing among individuals) is minimized and expertise is
maximized in the decision-making process (Sutherland &
Woodroof, 2009; Verbrugge et al., 2019). We focused on
Florida because it is one of the main “hotspots” for inva-
sion in the United States (Iannone et al., 2016; Stohlgren
et al., 2006) and globally (Dawson et al., 2017), and
because no horizon scans had been conducted for Florida
or any other US state.

METHODS

Study system

Florida’s 35 international ports receive substantial
imports of biota through economic trade and tourism
(Sinclair et al., 2021) receiving approximately $80B of
cargo (US Census Bureau, 2021) and an average 130 mil-
lion tourist visits annually over years 2019, 2021, and
2022 (2020 excluded because of COVID anomaly, https://
www.visitflorida.org/resources/research/). The peninsu-
lar geography, broad climate range (tropical, subtropical,
and temperate), and diverse ecosystems contribute to
Florida’s vulnerability to invasion. Currently, over half of
Florida’s land area is in development or used for agricul-
ture, and the quality of the remaining natural areas is
deteriorating, creating disturbances that can further facil-
itate invasion (Volk et al., 2017). Furthermore, invasive
species in Florida have a profound economic impact. For
example, in 2018, approximately $13.4M in crop produc-
tion was lost to invasive feral hogs (McKee et al., 2020),
weeds in Florida’s agricultural lands cost farmers at least
$110M annually (Gianessi & Reigner, 2007), and expendi-
tures for invasive plant management in Florida’s conser-
vation areas are approximately $45M per year (Hiatt
et al., 2019).

The framework

We used a modified version of the horizon-scanning
methodology described by Roy et al. (2014) including five
steps: (1) assemble a panel of experts, (2) develop a candi-
date list of taxa for assessment, (3) complete rapid risk

assessments and peer review, (4) build consensus among
experts on final rankings, and (5) collect additional data
after consensus to further detail the threat posed by
ranked species. Modifications from the original frame-
work included how the lists were built and filtered
(e.g., use of the CAB International [CABI] Horizon
Scanning Tool, list processing for global occurrences and
synonym corrections), the inclusion and reporting of cer-
tainty estimates for each scoring category, and use of the
Environmental Impact Classification for Alien Taxa
(EICAT) and Socioeconomic Impact Classification for
Alien Taxa (SEICAT) frameworks to evaluate potential
impacts.

Assembling an expert panel

We convened a workshop with 28 experts from academic,
government, and nonprofit agencies and organizations.
Participants were selected for their varied expertise in
invasion science, taxonomy, policy, and data analysis.
Participants were organized into five taxonomic teams:
freshwater invertebrates, terrestrial invertebrates, vascu-
lar plants (aquatic and terrestrial), vertebrates (aquatic
and terrestrial), and marine (algae, plants, invertebrates,
and vertebrates). Seven additional experts were added
during risk assessment and consensus building to fill
emerging knowledge gaps (e.g., expert in impacts to
marine systems and replacements for members of teams
who could not complete the project).

Develop a candidate list of taxa for assessment

We used the horizon scan tool developed by the Centre for
Agriculture and Biosciences International (CABI) to gener-
ate a preliminary list of 9629 potentially invasive taxa from
the Invasive Species Compendium and Crop Protection
Compendium datasheets (downloaded on 15 November
2019, https://www.cabi.org/HorizonScanningTool/). The
initial list was narrowed to 7177 taxa before separation by
taxonomic group (Table 1). In this step, bacteria, fungi, pro-
tozoa, viruses, diseases, taxa with no classification, and taxa
already present in Florida were removed. Microorganisms
were not included in this scan due to limited expertise and
time constraints. Within taxonomic groups, teams removed
roughly 6800 taxa based on the following criteria: harmo-
nizing taxonomy, taxa already present in Florida (e.g., new
arrivals, taxa with records in regional databases), climate
mismatch, lacking invasion or naturalization history, or
other criteria specific to each group (e.g., present on noxious
weed list-plants and lack of information-freshwater inverte-
brates). The freshwater invertebrate team and vertebrate
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teams added 115 and 25 taxa respectively using databases
such as the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Law
Enforcement Management Information System (LEMIS)
organisms in trade data and the US Geological Survey
Nonindigenous Aquatic Species (NAS) information
resource (Table 1). Taxa native elsewhere in the
United States (including Hawaii), but not native to Florida,
were retained on the list. In total, 461 taxa were identified
for further assessment: 129 freshwater invertebrates, 100 vas-
cular plants, 72 terrestrial invertebrates, 100 vertebrates,
and 60 marine taxa. One plant taxon (Solidago canadensis)
was not fully assessed because its naturalization status in
Florida was unclear (Kendig et al., 2022).

Rapid risk assessment and peer review

Taxa were evaluated by experts using a rapid risk assess-
ment tool that scores the likelihood of arrival within the
next 10 years (A), establishment (E), and negative impacts
(I) (Roy et al., 2014). Each category is scored on a scale of
1 (unlikely to occur/minimal impacts) to 5 (very likely to
occur/massive impacts). The 10-year time frame allowed
experts to rank species within current climate conditions
and establish a minimum frequency to reevaluate the list
to incorporate new data, adjust rankings, and add or sub-
tract taxa. The overall score for each taxon was calculated
by multiplying category scores (A × E × I = SCORE),
making 125 the highest possible outcome. To standardize
scoring, participants were provided guidelines and an
assessment template. Arrival was scored based on invasion
history in other regions, presence of a plausible introduc-
tion pathway, and qualitative consideration of the fre-
quency of trade and travel between its existing range and
Florida. Establishment scores were based on the probabil-
ity a species would establish a self-sustaining population
in Florida. Establishment success depends on the biology
of the species (e.g., fecundity and environmental tolerance)
and suitability of potential habitats (e.g., climate and
resource availability). Impact scores were based on the
extent and severity of documented negative impacts to bio-
diversity, ecosystems, economies, and human health fol-
lowing EICAT and SEICAT criteria (Bacher et al., 2018;
Hawkins et al., 2015). Unlike other horizon scans, ecologi-
cal and socioeconomic impacts were scored based on the
severity of impact regardless of the type of impact
(e.g., impact type scored separately, Gallardo et al., 2016;
human health impacts documented but not scored, Peyton
et al., 2019). While we did use these schemes in the rapid
risk assessments, experts did not conduct full EICAT/
SEICAT analysis.

Experts estimated certainty for each likelihood score
and the final score (high, medium, low, and very low).

High certainty meant evidence supported elimination of
all other possible scores. Very low certainty meant there
was weak or no supporting evidence (data-deficient), and
the assessor determined all scores were equally likely.
Certainty estimates were not quantified but were later
used to aid consensus building. Finally, experts identified
and categorized primary arrival pathways based on
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) standardized
classification and terminology (Harrower et al., 2018).
Completed assessments were peer-reviewed by experts
from each team and again by team leaders. A final review
of ranked taxa was conducted when details on pathway
subcategories and impacts were compiled (see Additional
data collection after consensus). This resulted in the low-
ering of impact scores for two taxa when new data were
included. Assessments were combined and ordered by
scores for consensus building.

Building consensus among experts

The combined list was disseminated to participants to
allow time to identify taxa requiring further discussion
and consideration of the level of certainty in the rapid
risk assessments. A meeting was then held to build con-
sensus. Thresholds for very high, high, moderate, and
low risk were determined, and experts discussed taxa of
concern. There were no changes in the scoring of taxa
during consensus building, and risk designations were
defined as very high-risk scoring at least a 4 in each like-
lihood category, high-risk scoring in any combination of
3 × 5 × 5, 5 × 5 × 3, 5 × 3 × 5 = 75, moderate-risk scor-
ing between 27 and 63, and low-risk scoring less than 27.
The distinction between very high- and high-risk taxa
was based on the score of 75 having one of the categories
scoring 3. A score of 27, or 3 × 3 × 3 was determined to
be the bottom threshold for taxa having a moderate
threat. The assigned thresholds used in this horizon scan
were in alignment with Lucy et al. (2020).

Additional data collection after consensus

When scoring arrival, experts considered which arrival
pathways were identified for the taxa evaluated together
with other considerations (e.g., frequency of trade and
travel to Florida and presence of a plausible introduction
pathway). This meant that the subcategories were not
always explicitly identified in the template. For this rea-
son, we added pathway subcategories where necessary
using the 44 described in Harrower et al. (2018) including
pet/aquarium/terrarium release, ship/boat fouling, and
interconnected waterways. Next, occurrence records in
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the United States, Southeastern United States (Alabama,
Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee), and the
Caribbean were compared with the very high- and
high-risk taxa to further characterize the likelihood of
arrival from source regions within the United States and
islands in close proximity to Florida. The following
websites were accessed to collect this information;
EDDmapS (http://www.eddmaps.org), Global
Biodiversity Information Facility (https://www.gbif.org),
and the NAS information resource (http://nas.er.usgs.
gov) (all databases accessed February 2022 and April
2023). Finally, to fully inform precautionary actions,
information on the impact category (ecological and socio-
economic) and impact mechanism was compiled for the
very high- and high-risk taxa. We used the 12 impact
mechanisms (e.g., predation, competition, and transmis-
sion of disease) outlined in the EICAT protocol (Hawkins
et al., 2015; Volery et al., 2020). The SEICAT protocol
does not define impact mechanisms, and as a result, we
assigned the following socioeconomic impact mecha-
nisms based on Allmert et al. (2022): human health,
damage to agriculture/forestry/aquaculture, damage to
public facilities, economic cost of management, impact
to recreational activities, public nuisance, safety, and
social/spiritual/cultural.

RESULTS

From the 460 taxa evaluated, we identified 33 very
high-risk and 7 high-risk non-native taxa with high poten-
tial to arrive, establish, and cause negative impacts to the
environment, economy, or human health within the next
decade (Figure 1). We ranked 123 and 297 taxa as
moderate- and low-risk, respectively. Four taxa had the
maximum score of 125: alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus),
zebra mussel (Dreissena polymorpha), crab-eating
macaque (Macaca fascicularis), and red swamp crayfish
(Procambarus clarkia; Figure 2). Overall, vertebrates were
the most represented group of the 40 very high- and
high-risk taxa (35%, n = 14), followed by freshwater inver-
tebrates (25%, n = 10) and marine taxa (18%, n = 7;
Figure 1). When taxa were divided by functional group,
52.5% of very high- and high-risk taxa were omnivores
(n = 21), 22.5% were primary producers (n = 9), 17.5%
were predators (n = 7), and 7.5% were herbivores (n = 3).
Assessment information including scores, justifications,
and certainty estimates for all 460 taxa is provided at osf.
io/x9n52 (Lieurance et al., 2022).

Of the 460 taxa assessed, 22% had a high, 53% had
medium, 19% had low, and 2% had very low (data-deficient)
degrees of certainty for the total score. The very high- or

high-risk taxa had high or medium overall certainty
estimates and only the village weaver bird
(Ploceus cucullatus) had low overall certainty based on a
lack of recent distribution data (very low certainty for
arrival [A]). Moderate-risk taxa had 19% high and 69%
medium degrees of certainty for the final score. Only 10% of
low-risk taxa had a high degree of certainty for the final
score. When focusing on certainty estimates for category
scores, very high- and high-risk taxa had high certainty
for over 50% of category scores and medium certainty for
44% of category scores (A, E, I; Figure 1).

Most of the taxa evaluated (n = 460) had more than
one primary arrival pathway (1.54 ± 0.05 mean ± SE).
The most common pathways were “escape from confine-
ment” (26%), “transport-stowaway” (20%), and
“transport-contaminant” (17%; Figure 3). Overall, 6% of
the pathways were listed as “unknown” across taxa.
However, 51% of the pathways for terrestrial inverte-
brates were listed as “unknown.” “Transport-stowaway”
and “escape from confinement” were the most common
arrival pathways for freshwater invertebrates,
“transport-contaminant” for terrestrial invertebrates, and
“transport-stowaway” for marine taxa. Vascular plants
and vertebrates shared “escape from confinement” as the
most common pathway for arrival.

Of the very high- and high-risk taxa, 45% (n = 18)
were associated with pet/aquarium trade or horticulture
escapes, 20% (n = 8) were associated with releases from
live food/bait, 20% (n = 8) were stowaways in ballast
water or biofouling vessels, and 28% (n = 12) were associ-
ated with secondary pathways (e.g., natural dispersal
after introduction) (Figure 4; Appendix S1: Table S1).
Based on occurrence records, 66% of taxa ranked as very
high and high risk are currently present in the
United States, 40% of those present are in
the Southeastern United States, and 23% are present in
the Caribbean with a close proximity to Florida
(e.g., Puerto Rico and Dominican Republic).

Overall, 95% (n = 38) of very high- and high-risk taxa
had evidence of ecological impacts and 53% (n = 22) had
evidence of socioeconomic impacts with two terrestrial
invertebrates (cotton bollworm [Helicoverpa armigera] and
cabbage moth [Mamestra brassicae]), having only socio-
economic impacts to agriculture (Figure 5). The prominent
ecological impact mechanisms were competition, preda-
tion, and chemical impact on ecosystems (Appendix S1:
Table S1). Damage to agriculture/forestry/aquaculture was
the most common socioeconomic impact mechanism. We
found evidence of human health impacts for five taxa
related to allergens produced by plants and transmission
of disease (some potentially fatal) to humans from two ver-
tebrates, the crab-eating macaque (M. fascicularis) and
Tanezumi rat (Rattus tanezumi).
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F I GURE 1 Ranked taxa. Taxa that are designated as very high- and high-risk threats to Florida in the next 10 years as determined by

their likelihood of arrival, establishment (estab), and negative impacts (impact). Scores (1–5, increasing with greater likelihood) and

certainty (increasing with color saturation) are presented in the circles. Ranked taxa are organized by taxonomic grouping (freshwater

invertebrate [Fw Invert], blue; marine, green; plant, gray; terrestrial invertebrate [Ter Invert], red; and vertebrate [Vert], yellow), and total

scores are included in the parentheses.
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DISCUSSION

Horizon scanning is rising in popularity internationally
as a method for identifying invasive species threats and
their pathways for arrival and is recognized as an impor-
tant part of invasive species management (e.g., Gallardo
et al., 2016; Kenis et al., 2022; Lucy et al., 2020;
Oficialdegui et al., 2023; Roy et al., 2015). These efforts
produce evidence-based lists of potential invaders to
inform development of precautionary measures and man-
agement before an invader is introduced (Roy et al.,
2014). Here, we present the results of a horizon scan to
improve biosecurity and other precautionary measures

for Florida, USA, and to serve as a model that showcases
a holistic process to predict and communicate invasive
species threats. Previous horizon scans have included dif-
ferent combinations of data presented in this scan, such
as the primary and subcategories of CBD pathways, eco-
logical and socioeconomic impacts, overall certainty, cer-
tainty for impacts, and impact mechanisms. Here, we
incorporate all of these components, report certainty esti-
mates for each scoring category to identify threats, pro-
vide detailed information to target management, identify
research gaps/opportunities, and provide details to
invested stakeholders. Furthermore, the most difficult
part of starting a process to “identify the unknown” is to

F I GURE 2 Maximum scoring taxa. Taxa that received the maximum score of 125 and were designated as 4 of the 34 very high-risk for

invasion in Florida within the next 10 years. The primary pathways are provided in the white circles where (A, C) “RIN” = “release in
nature,” (B) “TC” = “transport-contaminant,” and (D) “EFC” = “escape from confinement.” “Fw” = “freshwater.” Photo credits:

(A) Smithsonian Environmental Research Center, https://www.flickr.com/photos/serc_biodiversity/50734791571/, CC BY 2.0, https://

commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=108069833; (B) Smithsonian Environmental Research Center, CC BY 2.0, https://commons.

wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=76839795; (C) Eric Bajart, CC BY-SA 3.0, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=5841779;

(D) I. Duloup, CC BY-SA 3.0, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=2255402).
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develop a candidate list of potential threats, and here we
detail this list-building to provide a starting point for
future scans.

Introduction pathways

Identifying and managing pathways is the frontline of
invasive species prevention informing targeted
biosecurity measures such as pre- and post-border inspec-
tions, decontamination, and other early-detection strate-
gies to potentially eliminate many threats at once
(Hulme, 2009). We identified two pathway categories
associated with global trade, “transport-contaminant”
and “transport-stowaway,” as prominent pathways for
arrival across taxa. Stowaways were commonly reported
as taxa fouling vessels and those introduced via ballast
water, and contaminants included those coming in on
plants, food, bait, and seed stock. Focused biosecurity can
identify, contain, and eradicate potential invaders at ports

and harbors (Coutts & Forrest, 2007). For example,
inspection, fumigation, and/or quarantine of imported
plants and nursery materials can prevent introduction of
contaminants post entry (Liebhold et al., 2012).
Furthermore, focusing management on common path-
ways can be used to intercept multiple recognized and
unknown invasion threats arriving through shared
pathways.

Horizon scanning can further assist with
pathway-specific management by identifying patterns
within taxonomic groups. For example, “escape from
confinement,” most frequently via the pet/aquarium
industry, was common for most vertebrates and many
freshwater invertebrates. Taxa released or escaping con-
finement from the pet/aquarium trade are very
concerning as many of the most detrimental invaders
impacting Florida’s ecosystem health and biodiversity
were introduced via this pathway, including Burmese
python (Python bivittatus) and red lionfish (Pterois
volitans) (Lockwood et al., 2019; Whitfield et al., 2002).

F I GURE 3 Primary pathways of all taxa. Total number of taxa and the number of taxa divided into taxonomic groups that are

predicted to arrive through primary pathways (Convention on Biological Diversity level 1) for introduction. Numbers in circles indicate the

number of taxa associated with the pathway. Pathway hierarchy is based on categories outlined by the Convention on Biological Diversity

(2014) and Harrower et al. (2018). Fw invert, freshwater invertebrate; Ter Invert, terrestrial invertebrates; Vert, vertebrate.
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Overall, there was a low percentage of taxa with
“unknown” pathways but, consistent with other horizon
scans, the pathways for approximately half of terrestrial
invertebrates were listed as “unknown,” raising concern
that these taxa might be harder to intercept (Kenis et al.,
2022; Roy et al., 2014).

Ecological and socioeconomic impacts

Using the information gathered on ecological and socio-
economic impacts (and their impact mechanisms), agen-
cies could prioritize biosecurity measures for high-risk
taxa with high impact scores. In this scan, the taxa

F I GURE 4 Subcategory pathways of the very high and high-risk taxa. The number of taxa classified very high and high risk for arrival

through pathway subcategories (Convention on Biological Diversity level 2) for introduction. Numbers in boxes indicate the number of taxa

associated with the pathway. Numbers in circles indicate the number of taxa associated with the pathway. Pathway hierarchy is based on

categories outlined by the Convention on Biological Diversity (2014) and Harrower et al. (2018). Fw Invert, freshwater invertebrates; Ter

Invert, terrestrial invertebrates; Vert, vertebrates.
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identified as threats of particular concern include those
with a history of causing detrimental impacts to ecosys-
tem function, biodiversity, agroecosystems, and human
health. For example, zebra mussel reduces phytoplank-
ton, zooplankton, other benthic invertebrates and alters
physical conditions (e.g., reducing phosphorus and
increasing water column transparency), resulting in neg-
ative impacts to complex food webs (Higgins & Vander
Zanden, 2010; Lovejoy et al., 2023; Ward & Ricciardi,
2007). Zebra mussel also inflicts economic damage
through biofouling of boats and water-intake pipes.
Estimates suggest that an infestation in Lake
Okeechobee, Florida’s largest freshwater body, would
cost $244M over 20 years based on loss of wetland func-
tion, maintenance expenditures, and decreased fishing
revenue (Lee et al., 2007). Some taxa identified in this
scan present serious threats to human health. Tanezumi
rats can carry many of the same diseases as black rats
(Rattus rattus), including Hantavirus, leptospirosis, and
bubonic plague (Centers for Disease Control, 2023).
Crab-eating macaque is closely related to rhesus macaque
(Macaca mulatta), a species already established in
Florida and known to carry serious human diseases,
including a deadly strain of herpes (Wisely et al., 2018).

Currently, Florida has comprehensive rapid-
response policies for invasive taxa affecting agriculture,
forestry, and human health such as Mediterranean
fruit fly (Ceratitis capitata), emerald ash borer
(Agrilus planipennis), and giant African land snail
(Lissachatina fulica) that include extensive trapping
(early detection), quarantines, and targeted manage-
ment (rapid response) (Florida Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services, 2022). For example,
the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Services has eradicated giant African land snail using
quarantine and pesticide treatments two separate times
and is currently quarantining two counties to contain
and eradicate a population that was first detected in
2022 (Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Services, 2022). In another example, the new world
screwworm (Cochliomyia hominivorax), a species that
attacks livestock, pets, and wildlife, was successfully
eradicated from the Florida Keys after it was observed
in a population of the federally endangered Key deer
(Odocoileus virginianus clavium) (Skoda et al., 2018).
Results from this horizon scan could help prioritize
future rapid-response actions such as these for state and
federal biosecurity action.

F I GURE 5 Frequency of impact mechanisms for very high and high-risk taxa. Impacts mechanisms were categorized using guidelines

for Environmental Impact Classification for Alien Taxa (EICAT) (Hawkins et al., 2015) and Socioeconomic Impact Classification for Alien

Taxa (SEICAT) (Bacher et al., 2018). Numbers indicate the number of taxa with evidence of impacts divided by taxonomic groups. Because

this illustrates the results of a rapid risk assessment, this is not the equivalent of a full EICAT or SEICAT evaluation. Fw Invert, freshwater

invertebrates; Ter Invert, terrestrial invertebrates; Vert, vertebrates.
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Biosecurity and management prioritization

We recommend full risk analysis (including comprehen-
sive risk assessment, pathway analysis, and risk manage-
ment) for very high- and high-risk taxa, with a specific
urgency for the four taxa receiving the maximum score
and those with plausible introduction pathways. Taxa
ranked as moderate risk with medium to high certainty
estimates could be considered for watch lists, and taxa
with very low certainty (data-deficient) could be consid-
ered for further research. Taxa ranked as low risk should
not be considered for “whitelisting” as many of these taxa
had low or very low certainty and require more research,
pre- and post-border invasion risk assessment, and indus-
try compliance (Hulme et al., 2018). Certainty estimates
for individual likelihood scores can further pinpoint data
gaps requiring more investigation such as the very low
confidence attributed to the arrival score for the village
weaver bird.

Horizon scanning could also provide information
required to add species to noxious weed, injurious wild-
life, and early eradication lists. There is evidence that
these lists are highly effective for preventing invasion at
the earliest stages (Reaser et al., 2020; Simberloff, 2021).
For example, injurious listing under 18 U.S.C. 42 of the
Lacey Act prohibits importation and shipment between
the continental United States and the other jurisdictions
in the shipment clause but does not include any other
prohibitions, such as sale, possession, or intrastate trans-
port and to date; 100% of species preemptively listed have
not established populations in the United States
(Jewell & Fuller, 2021). While the United States has
maintained and enforced regulatory lists for decades,
horizon scanning has not yet been implemented to
add taxa.

Generally, many invaders present in the United States
pose a high risk to spread and establish in new states but
are less likely to be intercepted by state-level biosecurity
(Paini et al., 2010). As illustrated in this process, 44.4% of
very high- and high-risk taxa associated with secondary
pathways (interconnected waterways and unaided) are
already in the Southeastern United States, which suggests
biosecurity should not solely focus on international bor-
ders. State agencies provide a mechanism to conduct
inspections and enforce invasive species regulation
throughout the state (Hardin, 2007). Lists, such as the
one developed here, can be used to increase prevention
efforts at the state level by including species that were
previously not a focus for detection.

This ranked list of 40 very high- and high-risk poten-
tial invaders is a resource for preventive measures such
as comprehensive risk assessment or target analysis for
early detection and rapid response (Morisette et al., 2020;

Roy et al., 2018). For example, full risk assessments for
the six plant species have been completed by the
University of Florida/IFAS Assessment of Non-native
Plants, a program that provides recommendations for the
use of nonnative plants in the state (https://assessment.
ifas.ufl.edu). Additionally, high-risk taxa with a climate
match to south Florida including halophila seagrass
(Halophila stipulacea), mangrove monitor (Varanus
indicus), and golden mussel (Limnoperna fortunei) were
used to establish a priority prevention list as a part of a
multiagency Everglades restoration effort. Further, a
small population of red swamp crayfish was identified
and eradicated in Clay County, FL, in 2022 (http://nas.er.
usgs.gov, accessed April 2023). Clearly, the value of this
list is being realized by invasive species research and
management practitioners in the state.

Because horizon scanning aims to “identify the
unknown,” there is no guarantee all threats have been
identified. Uncertainty arises through incomplete list
compilation, potential bias in data sources, and data limi-
tations for understudied or underreported emerging
invaders. For example, 66% of taxa from the CABI
Horizon Scanning Tool were classified as pests and only
40% were classified as invasive; 21% of taxa assessed had
low or very low certainty indicating a deficiency in avail-
able data. Therefore, we recommend this process be
repeated at regular intervals to add new threats, fill
knowledge gaps for taxa with lower confidence, and con-
sider new information to ensure continued focus on
timely and significant threats.

CONCLUSION

This comprehensive horizon-scanning approach provides
a framework for future efforts that target international
transport and trade hubs, areas with vulnerable habitats
and species, and specific high-risk introduction pathways
such as organisms in trade and biofouling of vessels.
Harmonizing methodologies to complete these horizon
scans can facilitate data sharing across horizon scans
with comparable results and promote interpretation and
communication of results to invested stakeholders
and the general public.

Based on these results we recommend (1) comprehen-
sive species-specific and pathway-specific risk analysis of
the 40 very high- and high-risk taxa, (2) increased surveil-
lance targeting very high- and high-risk taxa and promi-
nent pathways at Florida’s ports of entry and state
borders, (3) periodic review (3–5 years) of the scan to
revise the list by adding/removing species, filling in
knowledge gaps, and determining the effectiveness of
taxa rankings, and (4) use of this framework for horizon
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scans in other parts of the United States, especially bor-
der states with international ports and vulnerable habi-
tats and taxa. Moreover, it is well established that
investments in prevention yield much higher returns
than expenditures on postentry management, prevent
economic losses incurred from negative impacts, and pro-
vide the greatest long-term net benefits (Cuthbert et al.,
2022; Lodge et al., 2016). Therefore, dedicated funding is
critical to continue invasive species prevention in Florida
and the United States.
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P. Pyšek, P. Weigelt, et al. 2017. “Global Hotspots and
Correlates of Alien Species Richness across Taxonomic
Groups.” Nature Ecology & Evolution 1(7): 0186. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41559-017-0186.

Díaz, S. M., J. Settele, E. Brondízio, H. Ngo, M. Guèze, J. Agard,
A. Arneth, et al. 2019. “The Global Assessment Report on
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services: Summary for Policy
Makers.” Bonn: IPBES Secretariat. https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.3553579.

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services. 2022.
“Giant African Land Snail Fact Sheet.” https://www.fdacs.gov/
Agriculture-Industry/Pests-and-Diseases/Plant-Pests-and-Disea
ses/Invasive-Mollusks/Giant-African-Land-Snail.

Gallardo, B., A. Zieritz, T. Adriaens, C. Bellard, P. Boets, J. R.
Britton, J. R. Newman, J. L. C. H. van Valkenburg, and D. C.
Aldridge. 2016. “Trans-National Horizon Scanning for
Invasive Non-Native Species: A Case Study in Western
Europe.” Biological Invasions 18: 17–30. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10530-015-0986-0.

Genovesi, P., C. Carboneras, M. Vilà, and P. Walton. 2015. “EU
Adopts Innovative Legislation on Invasive Species: A Step

towards a Global Response to Biological Invasions?” Biological
Invasions 17: 1307–11. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-014-0817-8.

Gianessi, L. P., and N. P. Reigner. 2007. “The Value of Herbicides
in US Crop Production.” Weed Technology 21(2): 559–566.
https://doi.org/10.1614/WT-06-130.1.

Hardin, S. 2007. “Managing Non-Native Wildlife in Florida: State
Perspective, Policy and Practice.” In Managing Vertebrate
Invasive Species: Proceedings of an International Symposium,
edited by G. W. Witmer, W. C. Pitt, and K. A. Fagerstone,
43–52. Fort Collins, CO: USDA/APHIS/WS, National Wildlife
Research Center.

Harrower, C. A., R. Scalera, S. Pagad, K. Schonrogge, and H. E.
Roy. 2018. “Guidance for Interpretation of CBD Categories on
Introduction Pathways.” Technical Note Prepared by the
IUCN for the European Commission. CEH Project
No. C06225. 1–100. https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/9d85/3bc5/
d640f059d03acd717602cd76/sbstta-22-inf-09-en.pdf.

Hawkins, C. L., S. Bacher, F. Essl, P. E. Hulme, J. M. Jeschke,
I. Kühn, S. Kumschick, et al. 2015. “Framework and
Guidelines for Implementing the Proposed IUCN
Environmental Impact Classification for Alien Taxa (EICAT).”
Diversity and Distributions 21(11): 1360–63. https://doi.org/10.
1111/ddi.12379.

Hiatt, D., K. Serbesoff-King, D. Lieurance, D. R. Gordon, and S. L.
Flory. 2019. “Allocation of Invasive Plant Management
Expenditures for Conservation: Lessons from Florida, USA.”
Conservation Science and Practice 1(7): e51. https://doi.org/10.
1111/csp2.51.

Higgins, S. N., and M. J. Vander Zanden. 2010. “What a Difference
a Species Makes: A Meta-Analysis of Dreissenid Mussel
Impacts on Freshwater Ecosystems.” Ecological Monographs
80(2): 179–196. https://doi.org/10.1890/09-1249.1.

Hulme, P. E. 2009. “Trade, Transport and Trouble: Managing
Invasive Species Pathways in an Era of Globalization.” Journal
of Applied Ecology 46(1): 10–18. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2664.2008.01600.x.

Hulme, P. E. 2015. “Resolving whether Botanic Gardens Are on the
Road to Conservation or a Pathway for Plant Invasions.”
Conservation Biology 29(3): 816–824. https://doi.org/10.1111/
cobi.12426.

Hulme, P. E., G. Brundu, M. Carboni, K. Dehnen-Schmutz,
S. Dullinger, R. Early, F. Essl, et al. 2018. “Integrating Invasive
Species Policies across Ornamental Horticulture Supply
Chains to Prevent Plant Invasions.” Journal of Applied Ecology
55(1): 92–98. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12953.

Iannone, B. V., III, K. M. Potter, Q. Guo, A. M. Liebhold, B. C.
Pijanowski, C. M. Oswalt, and S. Fei. 2016. “Biological
Invasion Hotspots: A Trait-Based Perspective Reveals New
Sub-Continental Patterns.” Ecography 39(10): 961–69. https://
doi.org/10.1111/ecog.01973.

Jewell, S. D., and P. L. Fuller. 2021. “The Unsung Success of
Injurious Wildlife Listing under the Lacey Act.” Management
of Biological Invasions 12(3): 527–545. https://doi.org/10.3391/
mbi.2021.12.3.03.

Kendig, A. E., S. Canavan, P. J. Anderson, S. L. Flory, L. A. Gettys,
D. R. Gordon, B. V. Iannone, III, et al. 2022. “Scanning the
Horizon for Invasive Plant Threats Using a Data-Driven
Approach.” NeoBiota 74: 129–154. https://doi.org/10.3897/
neobiota.74.83312.

14 of 16 LIEURANCE ET AL.

 21508925, 2023, 12, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ecs2.4711 by T

eesside U
niversity L

ibrary &
 Inform

ation Services, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [06/02/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5728-3916
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5728-3916
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5728-3916
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-021-01642-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-021-01642-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12844
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12844
https://www.cdc.gov/rodents/diseases/direct.html
https://www.cdc.gov/rodents/diseases/direct.html
https://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/sbstta/sbstta-18/official/sbstta-18-09-add1-en.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/sbstta/sbstta-18/official/sbstta-18-09-add1-en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2006.10.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2006.10.042
https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.67.58038
https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.67.58038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2022.153404
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-017-0186
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-017-0186
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3553579
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3553579
https://www.fdacs.gov/Agriculture-Industry/Pests-and-Diseases/Plant-Pests-and-Diseases/Invasive-Mollusks/Giant-African-Land-Snail
https://www.fdacs.gov/Agriculture-Industry/Pests-and-Diseases/Plant-Pests-and-Diseases/Invasive-Mollusks/Giant-African-Land-Snail
https://www.fdacs.gov/Agriculture-Industry/Pests-and-Diseases/Plant-Pests-and-Diseases/Invasive-Mollusks/Giant-African-Land-Snail
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-015-0986-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-015-0986-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-014-0817-8
https://doi.org/10.1614/WT-06-130.1
https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/9d85/3bc5/d640f059d03acd717602cd76/sbstta-22-inf-09-en.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/9d85/3bc5/d640f059d03acd717602cd76/sbstta-22-inf-09-en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12379
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12379
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.51
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.51
https://doi.org/10.1890/09-1249.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2008.01600.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2008.01600.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12426
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12426
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12953
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.01973
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.01973
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.03
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.3.03
https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.74.83312
https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.74.83312


Kenis, M., L. K. Agboyi, R. Adu-Acheampong, M. Ansong,
S. Arthur, P. T. Attipoe, A. S. M. Baba, et al. 2022. “Horizon
Scanning for Prioritising Invasive Alien Species with Potential
to Threaten Agriculture and Biodiversity in Ghana.” NeoBiota
71: 129–148. https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.71.72577.

Kraus, F. 2009. Alien Reptiles and Amphibians: A Scientific
Compendium and Analysis. Invading Nature-Springer Series in
Invasion Ecology, Vol. 4, 1–563. Dordrecht: Springer
Netherlands.

Kumschick, S., S. Bacher, S. Bertolino, T. M. Blackburn, T. Evans,
H. E. Roy, and K. Smith. 2020. “Appropriate Uses of EICAT
Protocol, Data and Classifications.” NeoBiota 62: 193–212.
https://doi.org/10.17169/refubium-29041.

Lee, D. J., D. C. Adams, and F. Rossi. 2007. “Optimal Management
of a Potential Invader: The Case of Zebra Mussels in Florida.”
Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics 39(s1): 69–81.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1074070800028959.

Liebhold, A. M., E. G. Brockerhoff, L. J. Garrett, J. L. Parke, and
K. O. Britton. 2012. “Live Plant Imports: The Major Pathway
for Forest Insect and Pathogen Invasions of the US.” Frontiers
in Ecology and the Environment 10(3): 135–143. https://doi.
org/10.1890/110198.

Lieurance, D., S. Canavan, D. C. Behringer, A. E. Kendig, C. R.
Minteer, L. S. Reisinger, C. M. Romagosa, et al. 2022. “Data for
the Florida Horizon Scan All Taxa.” Open Science
Framework. https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/X9N52.

Lockwood, J. L., D. J. Welbourne, C. M. Romagosa, P. Cassey, N. E.
Mandrak, A. Strecker, B. Leung, et al. 2019. “When Pets
Become Pests: The Role of the Exotic Pet Trade in Producing
Invasive Vertebrate Animals.” Frontiers in Ecology and the
Environment 17(6): 323–330. https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.2059.

Lodge, D. M., P. W. Simonin, S. W. Burgiel, R. P. Keller, J. M.
Bossenbroek, C. L. Jerde, A. M. Kramer, et al. 2016. “Risk
Analysis and Bioeconomics of Invasive Species to Inform
Policy and Management.” Annual Review of Environment and
Resources 41: 453–488. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
environ-110615-085532.

Lovejoy, R. T., A. N. Kandow, and J. G. Howeth. 2023. “Zebra
Mussels (Dreissena polymorpha) Influence Reservoir
Ecosystem Attributes along Southern Invasion Front
Metaecosystems in North America.” Hydrobiologia. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10750-022-05112-3.

Lucy, F. E., E. Davis, R. Anderson, O. Booy, K. Bradley, J. R.
Britton, C. Byrne, et al. 2020. “Horizon Scan of Invasive Alien
Species for the Island of Ireland.” Management of Biological
Invasions 11(2): 155–177. https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2020.11.
2.01.

McKee, S., A. Anderson, K. Carlisle, and S. A. Shwiff. 2020.
“Economic Estimates of Invasive Wild Pig Damage to Crops in
12 US States.” Crop Protection 132: 105105. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.cropro.2020.105105.

Morisette, J. T., J. K. Reaser, G. L. Cook, K. M. Irvine, and H. E.
Roy. 2020. “Right Place. Right Time. Right Tool: Guidance for
Using Target Analysis to Increase the Likelihood of Invasive
Species Detection.” Biological Invasions 22(1): 67–74. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-02145-z.

Oficialdegui, F. J., J. M. Zamora-Marín, S. Guareschi, P. M.
Anast�acio, P. García-Murillo, F. Ribeiro, R. Miranda, et al.
2023. “A Horizon Scan Exercise for Aquatic Invasive Alien

Species in Iberian Inland Waters.” Science of the Total
Environment 869: 161798. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.
2023.161798.

Paini, D. R., S. P. Worner, D. C. Cook, P. J. De Barro, and M. B.
Thomas. 2010. “Threat of Invasive Pests from within National
Borders.” Nature Communications 1(115): 1–6. https://doi.org/
10.1038/ncomms1118.

Peyton, J., A. F. Martinou, O. L. Pescott, M. Demetriou, T.
Adriaens, M. Arianoutsou, I. Bazos, et al. 2019. “Horizon
Scanning for Invasive Alien Species with the Potential to
Threaten Biodiversity and Human Health on a Mediterranean
Island.” Biological Invasions 21: 2107–25. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10530-019-01961-7.

Rainford, J., A. Crowe, G. Jones, and F. van den Berg. 2020. “Early
Warning Systems in Biosecurity; Translating Risk into Action
in Predictive Systems for Invasive Alien Species.” Emerging
Topics in Life Sciences 4(5): 453–462. https://doi.org/10.1042/
ETLS20200056.

Reaser, J. K., M. Frey, and N. M. Meyers. 2020. “Invasive Species
Watch Lists: Guidance for Development, Communication, and
Application.” Biological Invasions 22(1): 47–51. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10530-019-02176-6.

Roy, H. E., T. Adriaens, D. C. Aldridge, S. Bacher, J. D. D. Bishop,
T. M. Blackburn, E. Branquart, et al. 2015. “Invasive Alien
Species-Prioritising Prevention Efforts through Horizon
Scanning.” European Commission. Report No. ENV.
B.2/ETU/2014/0016.

Roy, H. E., H. Hesketh, B. V. Purse, J. Eilenberg, A. Santini, R.
Scalera, G. D. Stentiford, et al. 2017. “Alien Pathogens on the
Horizon: Opportunities for Predicting Their Threat to
Wildlife.” Conservation Letters 10(4): 477–484. https://doi.org/
10.1111/conl.12297.

Roy, H. E., J. Peyton, D. C. Aldridge, T. Bantock, T. M. Blackburn,
R. Britton, P. Clark, et al. 2014. “Horizon Scanning for
Invasive Alien Species with the Potential to Threaten
Biodiversity in Great Britain.” Global Change Biology 20(12):
3859–71. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12603.

Roy, H. E., W. Rabitsch, R. Scalera, A. Stewart, B. Gallardo, P.
Genovesi, F. Essl, et al. 2018. “Developing a Framework of
Minimum Standards for the Risk Assessment of Alien
Species.” Journal of Applied Ecology 55(2): 526–538. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13025.

Simberloff, D. 2021. “Maintenance Management and Eradication of
Established Aquatic Invaders.” Hydrobiologia 848: 2399–2420.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-020-04352-5.

Sinclair, J. S., O. C. Stringham, B. Udell, N. E. Mandrak, B. Leung,
C. M. Romagosa, and J. L. Lockwood. 2021. “The International
Vertebrate Pet Trade Network and Insights from US Imports
of Exotic Pets.” Bioscience 71(9): 977–990. https://doi.org/10.
1093/biosci/biab056.

Skoda, S. R., P. L. Phillips, and J. B. Welch. 2018. “Screwworm (Diptera:
Calliphoridae) in the United States: Response to and Elimination
of the 2016–2017 Outbreak in Florida.” Journal of Medical
Entomology 55(4): 777–786. https://doi.org/10.1093/jme/tjy049.

Stohlgren, T. J., D. Barnett, C. Flather, P. Fuller, B. Peterjohn,
J. Kartesz, and L. L. Master. 2006. “Species Richness and
Patterns of Invasion in Plants, Birds, and Fishes in the
United States.” Biological Invasions 8: 427–447. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10530-005-6422-0.

ECOSPHERE 15 of 16

 21508925, 2023, 12, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ecs2.4711 by T

eesside U
niversity L

ibrary &
 Inform

ation Services, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [06/02/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.71.72577
https://doi.org/10.17169/refubium-29041
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1074070800028959
https://doi.org/10.1890/110198
https://doi.org/10.1890/110198
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/X9N52
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.2059
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-085532
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-085532
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-022-05112-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-022-05112-3
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2020.11.2.01
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2020.11.2.01
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2020.105105
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2020.105105
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-02145-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-02145-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2023.161798
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2023.161798
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1118
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1118
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-01961-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-01961-7
https://doi.org/10.1042/ETLS20200056
https://doi.org/10.1042/ETLS20200056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-02176-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-02176-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12297
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12297
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12603
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13025
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-020-04352-5
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biab056
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biab056
https://doi.org/10.1093/jme/tjy049
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-005-6422-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-005-6422-0


Sutherland, W. J., and H. J. Woodroof. 2009. “The Need for
Environmental Horizon Scanning.” Trends in Ecology & Evolution
24(10): 523–27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.04.008.

United States Census Bureau. 2021. “Foreign Trade Import
Data.” https://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/statistics/state/
destination_state/exh2as_1912.pdf.

Verbrugge, L. N., L. de Hoop, R. Aukema, R. Beringen, R. C.
Creemers, G. A. Van Duinen, H. Hollander, et al. 2019.
“Lessons Learned from Rapid Environmental Risk
Assessments for Prioritization of Alien Species Using Expert
Panels.” Journal of Environmental Management 249: 109405.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109405.

Volery, L., T. M. Blackburn, S. Bertolino, T. Evans, P. Genovesi, S.
Kumschick, H. E. Roy, K. G. Smith, and S. Bacher. 2020.
“Improving the Environmental Impact Classification for Alien
Taxa (EICAT): A Summary of Revisions to the Framework
and Guidelines.” NeoBiota 62: 547–567. https://doi.org/10.
3897/neobiota.62.52723.

Volk, M. I., T. S. Hoctor, B. B. Nettles, R. Hilsenbeck, F. E. Putz,
and J. Oetting. 2017. “Florida Land Use and Land Cover
Change in the Past 100 Years.” In Florida’s Climate: Changes,
Variations, and Impacts, edited by E. P. Chassignet, J. W.
Jones, V. Misra, and J. Obeysekera, 51–82. Gainesville, FL:
Florida Climate Institute.

Ward, J. M., and A. Ricciardi. 2007. “Impacts of Dreissena Invasions
on Benthic Macroinvertebrate Communities: A Meta-
Analysis.” Diversity and Distributions 13(2): 155–165. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2007.00336.x.

Whitfield, P. E., T. Gardner, S. P. Vives, M. R. Gilligan, W. R.
Courtenay, Jr., G. C. Ray, and J. A. Hare. 2002. “Biological
Invasion of the Indo-Pacific Lionfish Pterois volitans along the
Atlantic Coast of North America.” Marine Ecology Progress
Series 235: 289–297. https://doi.org/10.3354/meps235289.

Wisely, S. M., K. A. Sayler, C. J. Anderson, C. L. Boyce, A. R.
Klegarth, and S. A. Johnson. 2018. “Macacine Herpesvirus
1 Antibody Prevalence and DNA Shedding among Invasive
Rhesus Macaques, Silver Springs State Park, Florida, USA.”
Emerging Infectious Diseases 24(2): 345–351. https://doi.org/10.
3201/eid2402.171439.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online
in the Supporting Information section at the end of this
article.

How to cite this article: Lieurance, Deah,
Susan Canavan, Donald C. Behringer, Amy
E. Kendig, Carey R. Minteer, Lindsey S. Reisinger,
Christina M. Romagosa, et al. 2023. “Identifying
Invasive Species Threats, Pathways, and Impacts to
Improve Biosecurity.” Ecosphere 14(12): e4711.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.4711

16 of 16 LIEURANCE ET AL.

 21508925, 2023, 12, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ecs2.4711 by T

eesside U
niversity L

ibrary &
 Inform

ation Services, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [06/02/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.04.008
https://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/statistics/state/destination_state/exh2as_1912.pdf
https://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/statistics/state/destination_state/exh2as_1912.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109405
https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.62.52723
https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.62.52723
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2007.00336.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2007.00336.x
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps235289
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid2402.171439
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid2402.171439
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.4711

	Identifying invasive species threats, pathways, and impacts to improve biosecurity
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	Study system
	The framework
	Assembling an expert panel
	Develop a candidate list of taxa for assessment

	Rapid risk assessment and peer review
	Building consensus among experts
	Additional data collection after consensus

	RESULTS
	DISCUSSION
	Introduction pathways
	Ecological and socioeconomic impacts
	Biosecurity and management prioritization

	CONCLUSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


