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6.1  Introduction

Managing invasive species becomes increasingly difficult 
and expensive as populations of new pathogens, plants, 
insects, and other animals (i.e., pests) spread and reach 
high densities. Research over the past decade confirms the 
value of early intervention strategies intended to (1) pre-
vent invasive species from arriving within an endangered 
area or (2) detect and respond quickly to new species 
incursions (Baker et  al. 2009; Ewel et  al. 1999; Holden 
et al. 2016; Leung et al. 2014). The goal of such biosecu-

rity approaches is to keep or return the density of invasive 
species to zero so that damages from those pests might be 
prevented or to confine populations to localized areas so 
that damage from those species might be limited (Magarey 
et al. 2009). Prediction, prevention, early detection, eradi-
cation, and other rapid responses, all components of pro-
active management, are less costly and more effective 
than reactive tactics (Epanchin-Niell and Liebhold 2015; 
Leung et  al. 2002; Lodge et  al. 2006; Rout et  al. 2014) 
(Fig. 6.1). Prediction is achieved through risk assessment 
(a process to forecast the likelihood and consequence of 
an invasion) and pathway analysis (a process to evaluate 
the means by which invasive species might be brought 
into an area of concern). Prevention is achieved through a 
variety of measures including regulations and quarantine 
treatments. Indeed, pathway analyses and subsequent reg-
ulation of those pathways are considered “the frontline in 
the prevention of biological invasions” (Hulme 2009) and 
cost-effective approaches (Essl et  al. 2015; Keller et  al. 
2007; Leung et al. 2002; Tidbury et al. 2016). Surveillance 
is fundamental to early detection, and if a target species is 
detected, the primary rapid responses are eradication, 
containment, or suppression (reviewed in Beric and 
MacIsaac 2015). Early intervention strategies often oper-
ate at spatial scales that are much greater than the scale at 
which most land managers operate. Success thus requires 
effective coordination among researchers, regulators, and 
managers at international, national, sub-national, and 
local levels.

Early intervention strategies for invasive species share 
many elements with integrated pest management (IPM) 
approaches that are used against well-established pests 
(Venette and Koch 2009). In broad terms, IPM requires (1) 
clear articulation of a goal for the system; (2) background 
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knowledge of the complex of pestiferous species (species 
with ability to cause harm) that might affect a system (i.e., 
prior experience); (3) systems to monitor for the presence 
and abundance of those species (i.e., sampling tools and 
plans); (4) guidance on when management is worthwhile 
(e.g., economic thresholds); (5) a suite of complementary 
tools and tactics to affect the abundance or impact of 
unwanted species (e.g., resistant plants, pesticides, and bio-
logical control agents); and (6) follow-up methods to ensure 
that interventions are successful. Current IPM programs 
have evolved through years of intensive research on the biol-
ogy and management of single species in a range of systems 
and environments.

Early intervention strategies for invasive species expand 
on principles derived from IPM. For example, prior experi-
ence is supplemented with information about the suite of  
pestiferous species that affect similar ecosystems globally. 
Pest risk assessments attempt to help distinguish those non- 
native species with a high probability of causing harm from 
those that might not be harmful. Likewise, both general and 
specific tools and techniques are needed to find newly invad-
ing species and quickly and accurately identify them. Many 
responses to invasive species are similar to those for well- 
established pests, but early intervention strategies for inva-
sive species may also involve quarantines, regulations, or 
more intensive approaches to ensure pest elimination or 
containment. These measures may be imposed and paid for 
by governments and immediately affect producers and other 
stakeholders. Because early intervention efforts have the 
potential to conflict with other social values (e.g., limits to 
freedom of personal movement or trade), a reliable, scien-
tifically credible assessment of the likelihood that an alien 
species will cause harm is needed to determine whether the 
benefits of a preventative measure outweigh its costs. The 

design and implementation of early intervention strategies 
often do not have the benefit of years of research and must 
contend with significant uncertainties about the biology of 
threatening alien species, how those species might affect 
different ecosystems, and the effectiveness of management 
responses, especially under budget constraints. Research is 
underway to more accurately measure these uncertainties, 
reduce them, and provide tools to address uncertainty in 
decision-making (e.g., Koch et al. 2009; Yemshanov et al. 
2015).

This chapter summarizes major research accomplish-
ments on early intervention strategies, with a special empha-
sis on risk assessment, for invasive species. We emphasize 
results that apply to multiple alien taxa. References to par-
ticular invasive pathogens, plants, or other pests are provided 
to illustrate general concepts. The unique interplay between 
science and regulation needed to devise early intervention 
strategies may be unfamiliar to some researchers, so we pro-
vide overviews of regulatory procedures to illustrate how 
research results may inform regulatory decisions. Space con-
straints prevent us from addressing the diverse research proj-
ects that provide a basic understanding of the biology of 
threatening invasive species, even though such knowledge is 
imperative for conducting rigorous pest risk assessments and 
effective early intervention strategies.

6.2  Risk Assessment

6.2.1  Definitions of Risk

The word “risk” has many definitions across disciplines. 
“Risk” is used colloquially to describe an undesired conse-
quence of an event (e.g., cancer as a consequence of 
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 smoking), but is technically defined as the product of the 
probability that an undesired event will occur, sometimes 
described as ‘exposure,’ and the consequences of the event, 
sometimes described as ‘effect’ (Kaplan and Garrick 1981). 
This definition underpins the definition of pest risk assess-
ment for invasive species (IPPC 2016b). The unwanted event 
is typically the entry (i.e., introduction or arrival), establish-
ment, and spread of a particular alien species into an unin-
vaded area (all related to ‘exposure’ in broader risk 
assessment parlance), and the consequences are the eco-
nomic, ecological, or social impacts of invasion (all related 
to ‘effect’).

6.2.2  Introduction to Risk Assessment

Risk assessment is broadly defined as a process to determine 
the probability that a specified negative event will occur and 
the magnitude of its effect. While the process sounds simple 
and general guidance is available (e.g., Baker et  al. 2009; 
Venette 2015), no requisite standards or techniques exist to 
quantify risks for invasive species (Hulme 2003). Typical 
approaches for assessing risks associated with invasive spe-
cies often focus on identifying pathways and processes of 
introduction and movement, characterizing susceptible hosts 
and suitable environments, and evaluating the potential con-
sequences of spread and establishment in previously unin-
vaded areas (Andersen et  al. 2004; Pheloung et  al. 1999; 
Venette 2015). However, data on the behavior of alien spe-
cies and their biology in novel landscapes are often scarce or 
nonexistent, which leads to coarse representations of risk 
that are based extensively on expert judgment or simple ana-
lytical approaches (Andersen et al. 2004; Gray et al. 1998; 
Landis 2003; Landis and Wiegers 1997; Rafoss 2003). The 
results of such analyses are largely qualitative and usually 
are assigned an ordinal risk rating (e.g., high, moderate, or 
low risk). Qualitative assessments (Fig. 6.2) may be adequate 
to assist managers or policymakers in making decisions, 
such as whether to allow importation of certain commodities 
or to prioritize particular pests for survey. Baker et al. (2015) 
provide a decision-support system to determine when quali-
tative or quantitative analyses may be needed for 
decision-making.

Quantitative estimates of risk may help to focus discus-
sions on complex policy issues (Gray et  al. 1998). Such 
advanced models require numerical models capable of repre-
senting invasion processes in realistic environments and pro-
cessing large geographical data sets (Yemshanov et  al. 
2009b). In fact, Andersen et al. (2004) identified multiscale 
decision-support systems as one of the urgent research needs 
for better risk assessments of invasive species.

Ideally, risk assessment is conducted within a preventa-
tive approach to screen species before the species arrives in a 

new country or region (i.e., “pre-border”). Because a history 
of harmful invasion elsewhere is a consistently accurate pre-
dictor of invasion in a new region (e.g., Gordon et al. 2008), 
cost-effective risk management could start with this single 
question (as implemented for the USDA Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service Plant Protection and Quarantine 
(APHIS PPQ) Not Authorized Pending Pest Risk Analysis 
list; USDA 2015). However, as more species are moved with 
global trade (Bain et al. 2010; Kaluza et al. 2010; Yemshanov 
et al. 2012), a history of previous invasion may be unavail-
able to use as a guide. Therefore, risk assessment is also con-
ducted “post-border” after a damaging alien species has been 
detected within a country to prioritize management efforts. 
Frequently, assessments must be performed rapidly, incorpo-
rating any available information, especially in response to 
new pest incursions.

Methods for risk assessment depend on both the mode(s) 
of potential entry into the region of interest and the type of 
species involved. Unintentional introductions are most com-
mon among those species that are inadvertently moved with 
the transport of people, goods, or commodities (e.g., marine 
organisms in ballast water, forest insects in solid wood pack-
ing, or crop pests on imported plants) and often involve alien 
species that have caused harm elsewhere (i.e., proven to be 
invasive outside the area of concern). Conversely, plants, 
pets, livestock, and biological control agents are often delib-
erately introduced. These alien species may or may not have 
a history of causing harm and will generally have perceived 
benefits, for which they are being imported. While pre- 
border pathway analysis is required to assess the probability 
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that a species will unintentionally arrive, that probability can 
be assumed to be 1.0 for deliberate introductions. Though 
environmental variables (climate, substrate, etc.) may limit 
the potential for establishment and spread of many intro-
duced species (e.g., Kearney and Porter 2009), deliberate 
care, especially of intentionally introduced plants, may over-
come initial environmental constraints to establishment 
(Mack et  al. 2000). Assessments of entry, establishment, 
spread, and impact are required to support biosecurity deci-
sions for intentional and unintentional introductions.

Pest Risk Assessment and Commerce Entry potential is 
dynamic through time, so decision-makers need guidance 
from risk analysts and other researchers on the potential of 
an alien species of concern to invade locations of interest 
(Lodge et al. 2006; Muirhead et al. 2008). Recent research 
has demonstrated that the entry (and often the subsequent 
spread) of invasive organisms has been facilitated by humans 
and their various economic activities (Hulme 2009; Hulme 
et  al. 2008; Kaluza et  al. 2010; Lounibos 2002; Westphal 
et  al. 2008). The long-distance spread of alien species has 
been linked to patterns of historical settlement (Brawley 
et al. 2009), marine and terrestrial trade and transportation 
(Bain et al. 2010; Blakeslee et al. 2010; Kaluza et al. 2010; 
Yemshanov et al. 2013), and human population density, and 
national wealth benchmarks (Pyšek et al. 2010). Most mark-
edly, increases in the number of new invasive species that 
have invaded the United States have corresponded with the 
expansion of international trade, which now regularly fea-
tures long-distance, rapid transport of raw commodities and 
finished goods (Bain et al. 2010; Bradley et al. 2012; Pyšek 
et al. 2010).

In North America and elsewhere, the rate of growth of 
trade volumes is expected to exceed the rate of economic 
growth (UNCTAD 2007; WTO 2008). The transportation 
corridors that facilitate this trade also have become critical 
avenues for introducing alien species (Tatem et  al. 2006). 
The complexity of modern transportation networks and the 
range of socioeconomic factors that influence trade flows 
(and the potential spread of alien species) are also projected 
to increase (Pyšek et al. 2010). Under these circumstances, 
rapid assessments of the potential origins of new (or antici-
pated) species introductions are a critical starting point in 
identifying possible pest outbreaks and strategizing mea-
sures for immediate response and screening. General biose-
curity concerns are not grounds to impede trade, so the 
challenge becomes to identify specific threats and take 
appropriate actions to mitigate those threats based on the 
best available science following International Plant 
Protection Convention (IPPC) standards (Devorshak 2012). 
Research in this area has benefitted significantly from inter-
national cooperation (Chap. 13).

Assessments of the Potential Entry of Alien 
Species Assessments of entry potential can be undertaken 
with modeling tools that trace the movement pathways of an 
alien organism from its suspected region(s) of origin to loca-
tions of interest (e.g., Carey 1996; Muirhead et al. 2006; Pitt 
et al. 2009; Wang and Wang 2006; Yemshanov et al. 2013). 
In general, data on the gross trade volume may serve as a 
crude proxy to estimate the anticipated number of new pest 
incursions in a region of interest. Several studies have mod-
eled the entry potential of pests as a function of changing 
climate (e.g., Magarey et al. 2007), socio-political and eco-
nomic events (such as the recent global financial crisis; e.g., 
Koch et  al. 2011), or the impact of new trade rules (e.g., 
Costello et al. 2007). A dynamic representation of the pest 
entry process also provides a more reliable depiction of mul-
tiple reintroductions over time (Koch et  al. 2009; Rafoss 
2003; Yemshanov et  al. 2009a). However, determining the 
finer scale geographic distribution of these new incursions 
usually requires a more detailed analysis of the movement of 
specific commodities and cargoes that may have a high prob-
ability to carry invasive species through a region’s network 
of trade routes and transportation corridors (Hulme 2009; 
Hulme et al. 2008; Kenis et al. 2009). Where comprehensive 
data on commodity movement and species incursions are 
available, data-driven models of invasion risks can be pro-
duced. For example, Koch et al. (2011) outlined procedures 
to combine broad- and fine-scale data on trade and commod-
ity movement with historical pest records to estimate estab-
lishment rates for alien forest insect species in urban areas 
across the United States. Increasingly, direct-to-consumer 
import via internet sales overcomes earlier pathway con-
straints and poses an additional threat for purposeful imports 
(Humair et al. 2015).

Pathway analyses provide keen insights on propagule 
pressure, now recognized as a key determinant of invasion 
success (e.g., Lockwood et  al. 2005; Simberloff 2009; 
Wilson et al. 2009). Propagule pressure describes the com-
posite number of individuals of an alien species that are 
introduced to an area and is a reflection of the number of 
introduction events (i.e., propagule number) and the number 
of individuals introduced per event (i.e., propagule size). As 
propagule pressure increases, the probability of establish-
ment in otherwise suitable environments is likely to increase, 
but propagule size and number may affect the nature of this 
relationship differently (Lockwood et  al. 2005). Propagule 
number can affect the likelihood that a species arrives during 
climatically suitable periods while propagule size can affect 
the level of genetic diversity in a given introduction (Novak 
2007). Propagule size also affects the ability of the nascent 
population to overcome random demographic effects, like 
chance variation in the number of females born to a popula-
tion, or Allee effects, processes that disproportionately affect 
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small populations and can lead to negative population growth 
rates, such as the challenge of finding a mate (Drake and 
Lodge 2006; Leung et al. 2004). Policy analysts have sug-
gested that placing a greater emphasis on devising methods 
to reduce propagule pressure may provide substantial gains 
in efforts to prevent future invasions (Hulme et  al. 2008; 
Meyerson and Pyšek 2013; Reaser et al. 2008).

Assessment of Areas Suitable for Establishment of Alien 
Species Assessments of the potential for establishment 
typically focus on a single pest and require extensive infor-
mation about the threatening or invading species and the 
endangered area. Frequently, analyses begin with listing the 
environmental factors and resources (e.g., soils or hosts) 
that might support or limit a pest’s distribution. As the 
development of many pathogens, plants, arthropods, and 
some vertebrates is dictated by temperature and moisture, 
an evaluation of climate suitability can be particularly infor-
mative. Climate suitability for pest establishment can be 
assessed by analyzing the climatic conditions of regions 
where the species is known to exist and using the resulting 
models (alternatively known as ecological-niche, species-
distribution, or climate- envelope models) to forecast the 
quality of the environment for establishment in endangered 
areas (e.g., Jarvis and Baker 2001; Peterson et  al. 2011a; 
Venette et  al. 2010). Alternatively, data from properly 
designed experiments to ascertain how population growth or 
decline is governed by temperature or moisture can be used 
to develop mechanistic models of the suitability of climates 
for the persistence of an invading population through time 
(e.g., Pattison and Mack 2009).

Assessments of Potential Spread by Alien Species The 
study of the ecology and mathematics of spread by alien spe-
cies is a long-standing, rich, active area of research (e.g., 
Phillips 2015; Shigesada and Kawasaki 1997; Skellam 
1951). The potential for an invasive species to spread from 
points of introduction into climatically and ecologically suit-
able areas largely depends on that species’ biological capaci-
ties, specifically its population growth rate and dispersal 
ability, and other means by which the species may be moved. 
Spread can be facilitated by humans (such as by transporta-
tion or movement of goods and commodities), hence the 
assessment of spread risk often involves characterization of 
patterns and modes of human movement, but not always in 
the specific context of trade; for instance, Tatem (2009) 
investigated the spread of invasive species via airline pas-
senger travel. In any case, when knowledge about the factors 
that control the behavior and microevolution of a species in a 
novel environment is lacking, estimates of a species’ survival 
and spread are ambiguous. In this case, comparing historical 
spread records of the species in similar climatic regions, or in 

other areas where it is known to exist, can help to estimate an 
approximate range of spread rates in the area of concern.

Assessments of Potential Impacts from Alien Species Risk 
assessments also depend on forecasts of the potential extent 
of ecological (Chaps. 2 and 3), social (Chap. 12), or eco-
nomic impacts (Chap. 14). Alien organisms can damage eco-
nomically valuable host resources and negatively affect the 
state of economically important agricultural systems and 
native ecosystems (e.g., estuaries). Assessing economic risks 
implies a valuation of economic consequences and impacts 
from an introduction and spread of an alien organism. The 
potential extent of economic damages may justify enacting 
quarantines or other regulatory actions aimed to eradicate or 
contain the spreading populations or, if containment is no 
longer feasible, to slow the rate of its spread (Epanchin-Niell 
and Wilen 2012).

Pest risk assessments can also focus on indirect economic 
effects, such as impacts on trade (Arthur 2006; Breukers 
et  al. 2008; Surkov et  al. 2009), anticipated changes for 
exports and access to markets (Cook 2008; Elliston et  al. 
2005; Juliá et al. 2007), changes to the production costs in 
domestic markets (Macleod et al. 2003; Soliman et al. 2010), 
or large-scale impacts at the macroeconomic level (Wittwer 
et al. 2005). Some other harder-to-assess risks include poten-
tial impacts on ecosystem structure or function, social infra-
structure, recreational activities (e.g., fishing or use of 
firewood), and factors associated with human health (e.g., 
water quality or productivity of important agricultural crops). 
The estimation of non-market impacts caused by alien inva-
sive species requires application of special techniques, such 
as hedonic analysis (Holmes et al. 2010), contingent valua-
tion (Mohammed 2014), stated preference (Morse-Jones 
et  al. 2014), and benefit transfer methods (Loomis et  al. 
2014).

Impacts from invasion have proven difficult to forecast 
reliably, and methods to more accurately forecast impacts 
over space and time are an active area of research (Kumschick 
et  al. 2015; Venette et  al. 2010). The framework to assess 
impact as proposed by Parker et al. (1999) and reviewed in 
Chap. 2 is extremely useful conceptually. The framework 
asks (1) where an alien species is, now or in the future; (2) 
how abundant is it or might it be; and (3) what impact it is 
having or might have on a per capita basis. The ecological 
impact of each alien species is not expected to be constant in 
space or time but will depend on the response of interest 
(e.g., species losses or changed abundance), an outcome of 
complex interactions between the invading species and biotic 
and abiotic components of the recipient ecosystem. As a 
result, some previous efforts to measure impact have met 
with mixed results. For example, assessments of impacts 
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from wetland invasions by purple loosestrife (Lythrum sali-
caria) have ranged from no clear impact or insufficient evi-
dence (Farnsworth and Ellis 2001; Hager and McCoy 1998; 
Lavoie 2010) to clear negative effects (Blossey et al. 2001; 
Schooler et al. 2006).

6.2.3  Assessments for Intentional 
Introductions

Here, we focus on risk assessments for two types of inten-
tional introductions: alien plants for consumption or planting 
and classical biological control agents for alien plants or 
arthropods.

Assessments for the Intentional Introduction of Alien 
Plants The “Weed Risk Assessment” (WRA) system devel-
oped in Australia (Pheloung et  al. 1999) is widely used, 
either in its original form or with slight modifications, to 
assess intentional introductions of plants. Research has dem-
onstrated that this tool accurately identifies over 90% of 
harmful plant invaders, misidentifies fewer than 10% of non- 
invaders as invasive, and requires further evaluation (biased 
toward non-invaders) for fewer than 15% of species; this 
accuracy is consistent across temperate, tropical, island, and 
continental applications (Gordon et al. 2008). This primarily 
trait-based tool was originally designed for pre-border use. 
The weed risk assessment system used by the USDA APHIS 
PPQ Plant Epidemiology and Risk Analysis Laboratory, 
hereafter referred to as PPQ WRA (Box 6.1), is based on the 
Australian approach (Koop et  al. 2012). The PPQ WRA 
framework draws from international standards for phytosani-
tary measures (IPPC 2016a, 2016c).

Assessments for the Intentional Introduction of Classical 
Biological Control Agents for Invasive Plants or 
Arthropods The enemy release hypothesis contends that 
invasive species are problematic because they have escaped 
the effects of natural enemies (e.g., herbivores, predators, 
parasitoids, or pathogens) that kept the invader at a low den-
sity in its native range (reviewed in Liu and Stiling 2006). 
So, the premise of classical biological control is that reintro-
ducing those natural enemies to established invading pests 
should lower the densities of those invading pests, an 
approach that is more sustainable and less disruptive than 
many chemical or physical approaches to pest management. 
For classical biological control agents of plants, the chal-
lenge is to ensure that agents, typically pathogens or insect 
herbivores, only affect the targeted weed, not other valued 
plants such as crops, ecologically important plants, or feder-
ally listed threatened and endangered species (reviewed in 
Schaffner 2001). These efforts are meant to guard against 
unintended outcomes. For example, the weevil Rhinocyllus 

conicus was introduced from Europe into North America in 
1968 to control invasive thistles (primarily in the genus 
Carduus) but has now been recovered from at least four 
Cirsium spp., including Platte thistle (C. canescens), a close 
relative of the federally listed Pitcher’s thistle (C. pitcheri) 
(reviewed in Louda 2000). Similarly, assessments for classi-

Box 6.1: Overview of the Weed Risk Assessment (WRA) 
Framework Used by the US Department of Agriculture, 
Animal, and Plant Health Inspection Service, Plant 
Protection and Quarantine (USDA APHIS PPQ)

The USDA APHIS PPQ uses the WRA when an appli-
cant seeks a permit to import or export a new, as-yet- 
not-approved alien plant species for planting into the 
United States. The agency conducts its own analyses 
with the best scientific information available, some of 
which may be provided by the applicant, but typically 
it would not be conducting primary research in support 
of the application. The assessments are conducted to 
evaluate the likelihood of a plant taxon becoming 
weedy or invasive, and to determine where it might 
become established in the United States. Analyses are 
based on a logistic regression model that is used to 
quantify a plant taxon’s ability to escape, establish, and 
spread outside of intentional cultivation, and thereby 
cause harm to U.S. plant resources (Koop et al. 2012). 
The PPQ WRA relies on a series of questions to gener-
ate risk scores for the plant taxon’s entry, establish-
ment, spread, and impact potential. Decision or risk 
thresholds (1) maximize the model’s ability to cor-
rectly identify the likelihood that a plant taxon will 
become a non-, minor, or major invader; (2) minimize 
predictive errors; and (3) translate risk scores into final 
risk ratings: low, moderate, or high. Taxa rated as a 
moderate risk undergo further screening of life history 
and behavioral traits associated with invasiveness, as 
expressed throughout the taxon’s geographical distri-
bution. The global distribution of a plant taxon is used 
to infer which plant hardiness zones, Köppen-Geiger 
climate classes, and mean annual precipitation bands 
might be needed for establishment and to identify 
areas in the United States that meet those criteria. 
Entry potential is assessed only if the taxon is not 
already present in the United States and is based on the 
likelihood of intentional or accidental entry. Risk 
scores are generally higher for taxa valued by society 
or cultivated outside the United States. Uncertainty in 
the risk score is assessed by using Monte Carlo simula-
tions to generate 5000 simulated risk scores and ana-
lyzing the distribution of outcomes.
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cal biological control agents of invasive arthropods are 
intended to ensure that the proposed agent affects only the 
targeted species (reviewed in van Lenteren et al. 2006). The 
released tachinid fly Compsilura concinnata in 1906 to con-
trol the gypsy moth (Lymantria dispar) and browntail moth 
(Euproctis chrysorrhoea) causes significant mortality in the 
cecropia moth (Hyalophora cecropia) (Elkinton and Boettner 
2012) and exemplifies the undesired outcome. These exam-
ples of unintended consequences of biological control are 
relatively limited, and modern pre-release screening proce-
dures and safety reviews minimize potential impacts to non-
target species (Hajek et al. 2016).

In the United States, screening of alien natural enemies to 
assess their safety and suitability for environmental release 
as biological control agents of invasive plants or arthropods 
does not involve a formal quantitative risk assessment pro-
cess, and decision-making does not rely exclusively on data 
acquired, and analyses generated, by the APHIS PPQ. Instead, 
researchers (also known as ‘petitioners’) may submit peti-
tions to the APHIS PPQ, ultimately to gain approval to 
release classical biological control agents into the environ-
ment. Petitions summarize taxonomy, geographic distribu-
tion, life history, and ecology of the target species and 
candidate biological control agent(s). Frequently, the peti-
tion includes the results of pre-release host range tests to 
determine the suite of species upon which the agent might 
feed or infect. Host range testing often follows a centrifugal 
phylogenetic approach, with extensive testing of the target 
and closely related taxa and less emphasis on more distantly 
related taxa (e.g., Evans and Tomley 1994). The petition 
includes a description of experimental methodology, results, 
and analyses used to assess host specificity and impact of the 
candidate agent. Known and potential environmental impacts 
associated with the target plant and candidate biological con-
trol agent(s) are described. A general description of proce-
dures to obtain the approval to release a new biological 
control agent in the United States is given for invasive plants 
in Box 6.2 and for arthropods in Box 6.3.

6.2.4  Assessments for Unintentional 
Introductions of Alien Species

Assessments of unintentional introductions typically focus 
on alien species that are likely to cause harm, often with an 
emphasis on a single species or a suite of species associated 
with an imported good. A complete assessment would evalu-
ate both the likelihood that a species would invade and the 
consequences of that invasion (Venette et  al. 2010). Clear 

Box 6.2: Overview of Procedures to Obtain Approval to 
Release Classical Biological Control Agents for Weeds in 
the United States

All relevant information that must be included in a 
petition to release a new, non-native biological con-
trol agent of weeds is described in the USDA (2016). 
This guide is also used by the Technical Advisory 
Group for Biological Control Agents of Weeds (TAG-
BCAW, or TAG) to appropriately review petitions. 
TAG is a scientifically independent, voluntary com-
mittee comprising members appointed by Federal 
agencies, such as the USDA, U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Environmental Protection Agency, and U.S. 
Department of Defense, along with representatives of 
the National Plant Board, the Weed Science Society 
of America, and Canadian and Mexican governments. 
TAG advises petitioners and provides USDA Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service Plant Protection 
and Quarantine (APHIS PPQ) with recommendations 
about the safety of releasing candidate agents based 
on the completeness and robustness of information 
presented in petition documents. TAG serves in a 
purely advisory role.

If TAG recommends that the APHIS PPQ approve 
the release of a specific petitioned agent and APHIS 
PPQ concurs with that recommendation, then the ensu-
ing issuance of a permit by APHIS for the environmen-
tal release of the agent is considered a Federal action, 
requiring compliance with the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). To address NEPA requirements, the APHIS 
PPQ develops an environmental assessment (EA) pro-
viding a concise summary of the material presented in 
the petition and potential effects on the quality of the 
human environment that may be associated with the 
release of the candidate agent, and compares these to 
potential effects of alternative actions, including a no 
action option. Evidence and analysis provided by the 
EA determines if a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) can be reached; if not, then a more detailed 
environmental impact statement (EIS) must be pro-
duced. The EA’s 30-day public comment period is 
publicized in the Federal Register. The EA is one of 
the relevant reports included in the biological assess-
ment (BA) submitted to the U.S.  Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) for a so-called Sect. 7 consultation, 
to satisfy ESA compliance. The EA provides descrip-
tions of the action to be considered (i.e., release of the 
agent); specific areas that may be affected by that 
action; listed species (i.e., threatened, endangered, or 
species of interest), or their critical habitats that may 

(continued)
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standards govern the conduct of a risk assessment when the 
assessment will factor into decisions on international trade 
(IPPC 2016a, 2016c). In the United States, for example, 
those assessments are typically prepared by the APHIS PPQ 
when an importer/exporter makes a request to begin shipping 
a plant or plant product to this country that has not been 
approved previously. However, other organizations within 
the United States may conduct their own risk assessments to 
prioritize their own management activities or support local 
biosecurity needs. Those assessments would not necessarily 
follow international standards.

While pest risk assessment strives to assess the joint prob-
ability of introduction (or entry), establishment, spread, and 
impact, typically for an individual species or a suite of related 
taxa, pathway analysis focuses on introduction events, often 
for multiple alien species that might be moved into an area of 
concern on a common conveyance. Pathway analysis can be 
a component of pest risk assessment (Box 6.4), or it can be 
conducted on its own, for example, to identify introduction 
hotspots. Assessing the risk of introduction may require 
attention to multiple pathways of introduction, including the 
identification of potential vectors (such as wood packaging 
materials for wood-boring alien insects; IPPC 2016c) and 
regions from which the species is most likely to arrive.

Pathway analysis has several interpretations. Perhaps the 
most common interpretation is that it examines, in a broad 
sense, the kinds of species, their relative rates of arrival and, 
in some cases, their most prominent destinations associated 
with a commodity type or group (e.g., avocados, Hennessey 
2004; live plant imports, Liebhold et al. 2012). Alternatively, 
pathway analyses may target an industry that depends on a 
particular commodity (e.g., the horticulture industry, which 
relies on the global trade of live plants and seeds; Reichard 
and White 2001). This particular interpretation also extends 
to categories unrelated to trade (e.g., airline passenger bag-
gage; Liebhold et al. 2006). A somewhat different interpreta-
tion of “pathway” involves a more geographically explicit 
perspective, which focuses on the primary routes between 
origin and destination locations. This latter type of pathway 
analysis has been applied, for example, to examine the trade 
and transport of goods that may carry wood-boring insects 
(Colunga-Garcia et al. 2009; Koch et al. 2011; Yemshanov 
et al. 2012), and can have a domestic (e.g., recreational travel 
and firewood movement in the United States; Koch et  al. 
2012, 2014) or international focus. Such analyses also may 
include quantitative modeling of the links between origins 
and destinations using geospatially depicted networks (e.g., 
Koch et  al. 2014; Paini and Yemshanov 2012; Yemshanov 
et al. 2012, 2013). No matter the interpretation of the path-
way analysis concept, a potential outcome of such analyses 
is an assessment of the likelihood of pest introduction or 
spread that can feed into more comprehensive pest risk 
assessment efforts.

be affected by the action; the manner in which the 
action may affect listed species or critical habitats, and 
an analysis of any cumulative effects; relevant reports; 
and any other relevant information on the action, the 
affected species, or critical habitat. If the USFWS con-
curs with “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” 
determinations regarding listed species and critical 
habitats included in the BA, they then send the APHIS 
PPQ a concurrence letter, which completes the ESA 
consultation; the concurrence from the USFWS is then 
incorporated into the EA. Although many groups com-
ment on the safety and host specificity of candidate 
classical biological control agents, none of the stages 
in the review process leading to the issue of a permit 
involves a formal quantitative risk assessment.

Box 6.2 (continued)

Box 6.3: Overview of Procedures to Obtain Approval to 
Release Classical Biological Control Agents for 
Arthropod Pests in the United States
Petitions must be submitted to the USDA Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service Plant Protection and 
Quarantine (APHIS PPQ) in a format that follows 
North American Plant Protection Organization 
(NAPPO 2015). The APHIS PPQ issues permits 
required for interstate movement of non-native ento-
mophagous biocontrol organisms for the purpose of 
environmental release or for research or releases that 
will occur outside of containment facilities. Regardless 
of the number of scenarios requiring a permit, issuing 
a permit triggers the same requirements for the APHIS 
PPQ’s compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) as described in Box 6.2 for phytophagous bio-
control agents. Environmental assessments (EAs) are 
produced by the APHIS PPQ and then publicized in 
the Federal Register with notification of a 30-day pub-
lic comment period; if no additional, credible adverse 
effects stemming from the release of the agent are 
identified, then a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) is issued. The EAs for entomophagous bio-
logical control agents contain generic statements about 
the potential impact a candidate agent might have on 
threatened or endangered species. However, these 
statements likely have little bearing on the outcome of 
the actual Sect. 7 consultations with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service.

R. C. Venette et al.
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6.2.5  Assessments of Management Tactics

While pest risk assessments focus on biological invasions as 
the unwanted event, the same general risk assessment frame-
work can be used to prioritize management efforts and esti-

mate the risks posed by strategies and tactics used to manage 
the invasive species (Sing et al. 2005). The latter approach 
can help identify whether “the cure is worse than the dis-
ease.” In this context, the additional unwanted event is harm 
from efforts to manage invasive species. For example, the 
unwanted event could involve reduced density of native 
plants as a consequence of herbicide applications. The risk 
assessment framework here, termed “comparative risk 
assessment,” provides researchers and policymakers with 
guidance to estimate and compare risks from the invasive 
species and its potential management strategies.

The purpose of comparative risk assessment is to qualita-
tively and quantitatively compare different environmental 
risks for the purpose of improved decision-making. Despite 
the need to systematically compare risks to make more effec-
tive policy decisions, there are relatively few examples of 
this activity in the literature (Peterson 2010; Peterson and 
Shama 2005). In some cases, the necessary risk assessments 
have been conducted, but the outcomes have not been directly 
compared (Antwi et  al. 2008; Davis et  al. 2007; Peterson 
et al. 2006, 2011b; Schleier et al. 2008). Sing and Peterson 
(2011) argued that the decision to initiate control programs 
for invasive pests often occurs without first considering the 
ecological or economic evidence to support that decision. 
Frequently, risks from associated management tactics are not 
formally part of the decision matrix.

The comparative risk assessment approach often is lim-
ited by a lack of quantitative effect and exposure data (Drake 
et al. 2006; Drake and Lodge 2006). In addition, the data that 
are available may be highly uncertain, especially when the 
proposed management strategy is biological control (Schleier 
et al. 2008; Sing et al. 2005). However, effect and exposure 
data for other management tactics, such as pesticides, may 
be more certain and readily available. The problem then 
becomes one of comparing risks among stressors in which 
the accuracy and uncertainty of individual risk assessments 
vary appreciably.

When risks are difficult to compare quantitatively because 
of challenges in identifying common endpoints and the exis-
tence of large differences in uncertainties associated with 
estimating effect and exposure, the use of comparative quali-
tative or semi-quantitative risk assessments may be a solu-
tion. Although quantitative risk assessments are almost 
always preferred over qualitative risk assessments (Cox et al. 
2005; Schleier et al. 2008), employing comparative qualita-
tive assessments has been proposed to unify seemingly dis-
parate assessments and establish a common frame of 
reference for subsequent decisions (Gentile and Harwell 
2001; Landis and Wiegers 1997). For example, Sing et  al. 
(2005) retrospectively evaluated risks associated with insects 
that feed on invasive toadflax (Linaria spp.), and Sing and 
Peterson (2011) assessed risks for Dalmatian toadflax (L. 
dalmatica) and yellow toadflax (L. vulgaris) in North 

Box 6.4: Overview of Procedures for Pest Risk 
Assessment

General guidance for the preparation of pest risk 
assessments that may affect international trade is 
described in the International Standards for 
Phytosanitary Measures from the International Plant 
Protection Convention (IPPC). For many alien species, 
pest risk assessment starts with identifying the poten-
tial pest species of concern, the area for which infor-
mation is needed, possible locations of pest origin, and 
likely pathways by which the species could enter an 
uninvaded area (IPPC 2016a). At this stage, qualitative 
and descriptive information is collected to help under-
stand the species’ present distribution and to identify 
susceptible hosts and possible vectors of spread. Some 
of this qualitative and quantitative information is 
intended to provide insight on how the species might 
enter, spread, and establish viable populations in the 
uninvaded area.

The next stage of the assessment may include more 
sophisticated analyses of the likelihoods of the organ-
ism’s introduction and spread, as well as analyses of 
potential economic consequences and environmental 
impacts (IPPC 2016c). Key information collected for 
these later stages may include details on dispersal 
mechanisms (e.g., rates and patterns of movement), 
relative susceptibility of known host species, recon-
struction of the history and timing of the invasion, and 
identification of the critical vectors of entry that must 
be controlled to prevent new arrivals of the species. 
Other relevant information that may affect the likeli-
hood of establishment includes an invader’s life cycle, 
survival rates, and natural enemies in the uninvaded 
area. Such knowledge helps assessors to understand 
whether the organism under consideration can be 
expected to establish and cause recurring harm in a 
newly invaded area or might be present for a short time 
and have transient effects. Ultimately, the level of com-
plexity that is incorporated into the risk assessment 
may depend on decision-making goals (e.g., possible 
imposition of trade restrictions may necessitate a 
detailed assessment) or the nature of the species of 
concern (e.g., a well-known species that is expected to 
be low-impact may only require a basic assessment).
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America (Fig.  6.3). A third environmental risk assessment 
could be conducted on the herbicides used on the two toad-
flax species. Based on the three risk assessments, a unified 
comparative risk assessment could be conducted, possibly 
using simple yet quantitative risk metrics such as risk quo-
tients (Peterson 2006). This type of comprehensive assess-
ment would at least provide a starting point for evaluating 
multiple risks of the invasive species and the management 
tactics being proposed.

6.2.6  Key Findings for Risk Assessment

• Early intervention is the most cost-effective approach to 
manage invasive species. By keeping invasive species out 
of an area of concern through regulatory or technical 
approaches, the potential damages from those species are 
avoided.

• Global trade has provided several pathways for new pest 
introductions. The number of countries engaged in trade 
and the diversity and volume of products moved in trade 
create significant opportunities for the movement of a 
pest species outside its native range.

• Risk assessment provides a useful framework conceptu-
ally and analytically to evaluate the potential for future 
adverse impacts from unwanted events. The outcome of 
pest risk assessment typically provides a clear strategic 
direction for biosecurity decisions and a foundation for 
tactical actions. Pest risk assessments attempt to forecast 
the likelihood that individual species will invade and 
cause economic, ecological, or social harm. Pathway 
analyses, which may be part of pest risk assessments, 

attempt to characterize how suites of pests might be 
moved into areas of concern.

• Effective risk assessment requires close collaboration 
between scientists (i.e., risk assessors) and decision- 
makers (i.e., risk managers). The challenge for scientists 
is to balance rigor and timeliness to obtain an acceptable 
degree of accuracy in their assessments, while the chal-
lenge for risk managers is to clearly articulate information 
needs to support time-critical decision-making (Venette 
2015).

6.3  Prediction and Prevention

Risk assessments provide the backbone of prediction and 
prevention, often viewed as the first lines of defense in pro-
active, pre-border, biosecurity strategies (Venette 2015). 
Prediction is fundamentally the outcome of the pathway 
analysis or pest risk assessment. Prevention refers to the inte-
grated suite of tools and strategies that are intended to lower 
risks from those pathways or species to acceptable levels. 
Quarantine regulations (e.g., prohibiting species or items 
from entering an area of concern because they may harbor 
threatening species) are a prominent component of preven-
tion, as are quarantine treatments designed to disinfest path-
ways of threatening species. Several analyses have indicated 
that prevention is one of the most efficient strategies for 
managing invasions; by preventing propagules from arriv-
ing, all of the costs associated with impacts and management 
can be prevented (Leung et al. 2002; Lodge et al. 2006).

Fig. 6.3 Dalmatian toadflax 
(Linaria dalmatica) and two 
biological control agents, 
Rhinusa spp. (top right) and 
Mecinus janthinus (lower 
right)
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6.3.1  Prediction

Researchers have determined that the importance of different 
introduction pathways varies considerably among invasive 
species. For example, the dominant pathway responsible for 
the transport of most invasive plants has been intentional 
imports for ornamental, agricultural, soil-stabilization, or 
other uses (Hulme et al. 2008). Several species of plants had 
been introduced to arboreta or other cultivated settings where 
they subsequently spread into surrounding regions. 
Intentional introduction is also considered the most common 
pathway for invasions by birds, mammals, and fish. Some 
insect species that were introduced as biological control 
agents at a time when assessment standards were less rigor-
ous also have spread into unintended environments (e.g., 
Louda 2000).

In contrast to such intentional introductions for the above 
groups, most invasive insects and plant pathogens have 
entered either with plants, wood, or as “hitchhikers” on other 
material (Kenis et al. 2007; Kiritani and Yamamura 2003). 
Analysis of pest interception data from the APHIS PPQ 
revealed that the pathway responsible for the entry of most 
forest insects and diseases into North America has been 
importation of plants (Liebhold et al. 2012). Plants are the 
perfect medium for moving herbivorous pests because they 
provide food and shelter during transportation. Historically, 
large numbers of sap-feeding and foliage-feeding insects 
accidentally entered the United States when unregulated 
imports of plants allowed infested plants to freely enter the 
United States in large numbers (Liebhold and Griffin 2016). 
Enactment of the Plant Quarantine Act of 1912 led to quar-
antine restrictions on plant imports by the USDA and subse-
quently decreased the establishment rate of new plant pests.

However, following World War II, the movement toward 
free trade led to enormous increases in import rates. These 
trends plus the advent of more efficient trans-oceanic ship-
ping technologies (e.g., containerized cargo) led to massive 
movement of solid wood packing material (SWPM). Though 
not fully recognized until the last two decades, SWPM pro-
vides a very effective pathway to move pests, particularly 
bark- and wood-boring insects (Haack 2001, 2006). 
Examples of pests that have likely entered North America 
with SWPM include the emerald ash borer (Agrilus pla-
nipennis), the Asian longhorned beetle (Anoplophora gla-
bripennis), and laurel wilt disease (caused by the fungus 
Raffaelea lauricola and vectored by the beetle Xyleborus 
glabratus). Current increases in the online trade of plants 
(Humair et  al. 2015) have created new opportunities to 
import potentially problematic plants and pests (Keller and 
Lodge 2007).

6.3.2  Prevention

The search for quarantine treatments for goods and com-
modities is a broad and active area of research. For example, 
new solutions are being sought to disinfest ballast water of 
aquatic alien invasive species (e.g., Tsolaki and 
Diamadopoulos 2010) or commodities of pests that might 
affect forests or rangelands (e.g., compression of imported 
hay to control insects; Yokoyama 2011). Many approaches 
focus on specific technologies, while systems approaches 
rely on integrating several techniques to rid a commodity of 
invasive species when any one technique may be insufficient 
to achieve a desired biosecurity standard (Follett and Neven 
2006). The Forest Service is actively conducting research to 
identify quarantine treatments capable of eliminating inva-
sive pathogens or insects from wood or wood products.

In 2002, the IPPC, recognizing the potential for damage 
from invasive pests, adopted a harmonized international 
standard for phytosanitary measure (ISPM) for treating 
SWPM (IPPC 2016d). The standard, called ISPM 15, 
requires the treatment of SWPM with heat or methyl bro-
mide fumigation to eliminate wood- and bark-boring insects 
(Box 6.5). Specifications for these treatments were devel-
oped, in part, from investigations conducted by the Forest 
Service Research and Development scientists (Haack and 
Petrice 2009). The addition of a bark standard that requires 
nearly all bark to be removed from SWPM has contributed to 
a large reduction in risks (IPPC 2016d). The IPPC requires 
that exporting countries use a stamp on each piece of SWPM 
to certify that ISPM 15 treatments were conducted (Fig. 6.4).

A series of studies, organized by the National Center for 
Ecological Analysis and Synthesis, sought to quantify the 
potential economic benefit of ISPM 15. Part of this work 
included quantifying the rate at which wood-boring insects 
have entered the United States and their economic impacts 
(Aukema et  al. 2010, 2011). Other research quantified the 
effectiveness of ISPM 15  in reducing woodborer approach 
rates (Haack et al. 2014) and the costs of ISPM 15 to trade 
(Strutt et al. 2013). Finally, Leung et al. (2014) used all of 
this information in a cost/benefit analysis to show that, while 
ISPM 15 had a negative economic effect in the initial decade 

Fig. 6.4 Example of an approved stamp for solid wood packing mate-
rials. The stamp, denoting the country of origin, the treatment facility, 
and the treatment type, signifies that a piece of wood has been treated in 
compliance with International Standards for Phytosanitary Management 
(ISPM 15) from the International Plant Protection Convention
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after implementation, it ultimately had a positive net benefit 
via reduced rates of forest pest establishment.

6.3.3  Key Findings for Prediction 
and Prevention

• Pest risk assessments and related pathway analyses pro-
vide a clear, scientific basis to identify future invasive 
species (not yet present) that may affect forests, grass-
lands, wetlands, and water bodies. Those analyses sup-
port strategic biosecurity decisions (e.g., uses of 
quarantine treatments or other regulations) to prevent real 
threats from arriving into an area of concern.

• The use of risk assessment to support complex decision- 
making can reduce the likelihood of unintended conse-
quences of intentional introductions, such as with plants 
for planting or potential biological control agents. The 
goal is to prevent the introduction of seemingly beneficial 
species from causing unintended environmental, eco-
nomic, or social harm.

• A potentially daunting aspect of prediction and preven-
tion is the enormity of the number of species or pathways 
that could be evaluated. Pest risk assessment is not a pan-

Box 6.5: Preventing the Movement of Forest Pests in 
Wood Packing and Lumber: Research to Demonstrate 
the Value and Achieve the Goals of International 
Standards for Phytosanitary Measures No. 15 (ISPM 15)

Investigations into treatments for ISPM 15 have bene-
fitted from, and contributed to, research into develop-
ing quarantine treatments for export of lumber or 
whole logs. The most common treatment mandated for 
international movement of dried lumber or green lum-
ber is heat applied until the core temperature reaches 
56  °C for 30 min, often called the “56/30 standard.” 
The deleterious effects of methyl bromide on the envi-
ronment and stratosphere have led to global efforts to 
drastically reduce the production and use of this fumi-
gant. Concomitantly, research on promising alterna-
tives to methyl bromide has been ongoing since the 
early 1990s. Although log schedules have been devised 
and set between countries engaged in log trade, no 
comprehensive, international convention has been 
established for treatment of whole logs in international 
trade.

Past testing of heat treatment focused on insect and 
nematode pests, but this has recently shifted to evaluat-
ing the 56/30 standard for its utility to kill fungal 
pathogens in wood. Heat treatment is not suitable for 
wood or wood products where quality (e.g., color 
change or drying effects) is a concern; however, steam 
treatment was found to be effective in heating large 
timbers (Simpson 2001). Vacuum plus steam thermal 
treatment is currently being evaluated as an alternative 
to heat treatment and fumigation for eliminating inva-
sive insects and tree pathogens in logs. Log degrade 
was minor, and product (veneer) quality was unaf-
fected in a vacuum steam trial with logs from five 
hardwood species (Chen et  al. 2016). Time to reach 
56 °C for 30 min (to core) required 17–29 h of treat-
ment under 200 mm Hg vacuum.

Dielectric heating with microwaves or radio fre-
quencies simultaneously heats throughout the wood 
profile as compared with kiln and oven treatments that 
rely on thermal conduction from outer wood to the 
core. Industrial-sized wood blocks that were subjected 
to microwave energy to reach 56 °C for 1 min resulted 
in 100% mortality of high numbers of the pinewood 
nematode (Bursaphelenchus xylophilus) (Hoover et al. 
2010). Microwave treatment is more rapid and similar 
in efficacy to previously tested treatments for this pest. 
Further investigations are needed to ensure that mini-
mum lethal temperatures for target pests are reached 
and that the desired internal temperature is reached 
based on predictions from surface temperatures. Radio 

frequency heating was found to reach or exceed 56 °C 
for 1-min hold time in trials with large wood blocks 
infested with high numbers of pinewood nematodes 
(Uzunovic et al. 2013). One hundred-percent mortality 
of the nematodes was achieved. Evaluation of dielec-
tric heating for ability to deliver 56  °C throughout a 
commercial wood profile in industrial-scale operations 
is needed.

Whole-log fumigation with methyl bromide for 
export from the United States is currently one of the 
largest Quarantine and Pre-Shipment (QPS) use 
exemptions for that chemical. The best available fumi-
gant alternative options for quarantine-level disinfesta-
tion of logs and other wood products are sulfuryl 
fluoride and phosphine as their use at the commercial 
scale would require few or no changes to current indus-
try practices and infrastructure. Data on pest eradica-
tion efficacy and economic viability have been the 
focus of recent and ongoing research on these alterna-
tives (e.g., Barak et  al. 2006, 2010). Because high 
doses of methyl bromide over a significant time period 
are required to kill pinewood nematodes and the oak 
wilt fungus (Bretziella fagacearum), much of the 
ongoing fumigant research has been focused on these 
organisms (Schmidt et  al. 1997; Tubajika and Barak 
2011).
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acea and is unlikely to uncover all potential threats; how-
ever, the approach provides a clear, systematic, rational 
basis for making strategic decisions in light of the signifi-
cant number of pest threats that must be addressed.

• Development of phytosanitary measures to preclude the 
movement of pests in pathways (e.g., fumigation of wood 
containers and pallets) can cost-effectively reduce the risk 
of unintentional introductions.

6.4  Early Detection and Rapid Response

Early-detection (i.e., biosecurity surveillance) and rapid- 
response strategies for invasive species provide a biosecurity 
safety net should prevention efforts fail. These strategies 
hinge on effective surveillance of the landscape to locate and 
recognize new species incursions while those populations 
are localized (Venette et  al. 2010). Often the landscape is 
enormous relative to the resources that are available to con-
duct surveys. Research has addressed this problem in three 
general ways. Firstly, a variety of spatial analyses have been 
developed to support program planning and implementation. 
These analyses are useful to stratify the landscape into areas 
where invasions are more or less likely and determine the 
appropriate amount and allocation of resources in those areas 
to achieve programmatic goals (e.g., Koch et  al. 2011). 
Secondly, researchers have made technological advance-
ments to find invasive species, such as with environmental 
DNA (eDNA) (e.g., Jerde et  al. 2011) or remote sensing 
(e.g., Hestir et al. 2008), and improved our understanding of 
chemical and behavioral ecology to produce better attrac-
tants and traps (e.g., Allison et al. 2004). Thirdly, advance-
ments with computer-aided identification, genomic testing, 
and other molecular diagnostics support the rapid, reliable 
confirmation of species’ identity (McCartney et  al. 2003). 
Broad lines of research address the appropriate response to 
incursions. Eradication may be difficult, but achievable, par-
ticularly if populations can be driven to densities (i.e., Allee 
thresholds) that are too low for population growth, so that 
populations go extinct (Liebhold et al. 2016).

Program managers face a difficult challenge in imple-
menting surveillance and response strategies. Often, the 
overall budget is fixed, forcing a difficult tradeoff between 
surveillance and response (Bogich et al. 2008; Cacho et al. 
2007; Mehta et  al. 2007; Chap. 14). The response cannot 
occur until the pest is detected. The decision to allocate more 
funds to response potentially allows large populations to 
build and extensive damage to accrue before detection 
occurs. Depending on how budgets are allocated, more funds 
for surveillance may limit response options once the pest is 
found. Epanchin-Niell and Hastings (2010) note the com-
plexity of the allocation decision as being dependent on pro-
gram goals, attributes of the invading species, extent and 

timing of damages, and the effectiveness of the response. 
Adjusting surveillance efforts to account for spatial variation 
in the likelihood of pest establishment can substantially 
reduce overall management costs (Epanchin-Niell et  al. 
2012).

6.4.1  Spatial Analysis for Program Planning 
(aka Pest Risk Maps)

For some alien organisms, the amount of available informa-
tion enables risks to be assessed with a finer grain, spatially 
explicit approach (Koch and Smith 2008; Venette et al. 2010; 
Volin et al. 2004). Pest risk maps can integrate several mod-
els (i.e., pathway analyses, species distribution models, 
spread models, and/or impact models) to describe how the 
probabilities of invasion by a non-native species, and the 
magnitude of its impacts, might vary spatially within an area 
of concern (Venette 2015). Pest risk maps are based upon 
fundamental ecological concepts that address factors gov-
erning species’ distribution and abundance. The construction 
of these maps helps to reveal a species’ potential distribu-
tion, hotspots of entry and establishment, and those areas 
that are most vulnerable. Maps provide a powerful means to 
communicate spatial variation in the risk that species will 
establish and cause damage, and have therefore become a 
common decision-support tool for managing invasive spe-
cies outbreaks (Venette et al. 2010).

For decision-makers, risk maps essentially represent a 
prioritization surface that guides them in allocating tactics 
aimed to detect and control the spread of invasive species 
(e.g., Volin et al. 2004). Risk maps are extremely useful to 
determine whether quarantine restrictions might be war-
ranted if the alien species is not known to be present in the 
area of concern, to structure an early detection survey if the 
species might be present, or to describe the potential extent 
of impact if the species is not managed effectively. For exam-
ple, Fig.  6.5 describes the potential spread of the redbay 
ambrosia beetle (Xyleborus glabratus) through areas of the 
Southeastern United States with its preferred hosts: redbay 
(Persea borbonia) and sassafras (Sassafras albidium) (Koch 
and Smith 2008). The value of an individual risk map for 
decision-making is subject to the constraints of available 
knowledge about the biology of the species of interest and 
conditions within the area of concern, as well as the eco-
nomic and logistical constraints on map production.

6.4.2  Implementation of Early Detection

The extent of biosecurity surveillance depends on budgets 
and other technical support. Unfortunately, time, infrastruc-
ture, and funding constraints seldom if ever meet the con-
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tinuous demand for detection, identification, and response 
(Saccaggi et al. 2016). Westbrooks (2004) recommends six 
actions to improve early detections of, and rapid responses 
to, invasive plants species: (1) public and private partner-
ships for “early detection and reporting of suspected new 
plants to appropriate officials; (2) identification and voucher-
ing of submitted specimens by designated botanists; (3) veri-
fication of suspected new State, regional, and national plant 
records; (4) archival of new records in designated regional 
and plant databases; (5) rapid assessment of confirmed new 
records; and (6) rapid response to new records that are deter-
mined to be invasive.” Similar principles were embodied in a 
national program for early detection and rapid response to 
invasive bark and ambrosia beetles (Rabaglia et  al. 2008); 
identification of all submitted specimens led to the detection 
of several invasive species.

APHIS PPQ’s Cooperative Agricultural Pest Survey 
(CAPS) Program funds a network of cooperators to conduct 
surveys for the early detection of plant pests that are threats 
to U.S. agriculture or the environment. CAPS targets specific 
alien invasive pests, diseases, and plants that are not yet 
established in the conterminous United States. A science- 
based pest prioritization model is used to determine which 
pests will be included on annual CAPS Priority Pest lists. 
Subject matter experts in biology and economics evaluate 
pest species individually against a weighted set of criteria 
that address environmental and economic impacts. The 
Analytic Hierarchy Process (Golden et al. 2012) is used to 
produce a prioritized pest list.

Detecting invasions of alien species not previously or 
widely reported in the United States relies on surveillance 
and reporting by regulatory and research communities, with 

significant contributions from knowledgeable citizen scien-
tists. Environmental DNA (eDNA)-based detection has 
improved the accuracy, price, and efficiency for confirming 
the presence of non-native species, particularly for invasive 
fish at low population densities within large bodies of water 
(Handley 2015; Rees et al. 2014). The pivotal challenge for 
lay contributors to early detection and rapid response is the 
accurate identification of specimens; this has been somewhat 
offset by continually improving online identification 
resources. Currently, documentation of invasive plant and 
insect identification and distribution can be accessed and 
records of sightings can be added online through an early 
detection and distribution mapping system (EDDMapS) 
website (https://www.eddmaps.org/).

Sentinel sites for invaders can be established outside the 
known infested area to provide early warning of spread. One 
example of a collaborative, private–public partnership for 
early detection is for northward spread of Old World climb-
ing fern (Lygodium microphyllum) in central Florida. A simi-
lar approach has been used to detect incipient tree pathogens 
in Europe (Vettraino et  al. 2015). Surveillance for alien 
insects is typically semiochemically based, using strategi-
cally arranged traps baited with either pheromones or host 
attractants (Berec et al. 2015).

Methodologies for the detection of cryptic pathogens in 
plant tissues and on insect associates have greatly evolved 
over the past decade (see Chap. 7). Molecular tools are avail-
able for screening large numbers of samples collected during 
detection surveys using high-throughput methods. Detection 
of multiple invasive pathogens is possible using specific 
TaqMan® real-time PCR detection assays (Lamarche et al. 
2015). The same PCR conditions, utilizing the same thermo-

Fig. 6.5 Pest risk map for 
redbay ambrosia beetle 
(Xyleborus glabratus) spread 
through the Southeastern 
United States. (Reproduced 
from Koch and Smith 2008)
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cycling parameters and chemistry, allowed for high- 
throughput assay for 10 high-priority and unwanted alien 
pathogens of trees in Canada (Lamarche et al. 2015).

Other major scientific advances have been made in devel-
oping accurate, sensitive, species-specific, rapid, and “suit-
able for field use” technologies for invasive tree pathogens. 
For example, such an assay was recently developed for 
Phytophthora ramorum (sudden oak death pathogen) using 
recombinase polymerase amplification that does not require 
DNA extraction or extensive training to complete (Miles 
et al. 2015). Most recently, DNA hybridization assays utiliz-
ing specific capture probes and complementary DNA target 
sequences have been developed with hybridization signaled 
by fluorescent dyes, chemically induced color changes, 
radioactivity, or surface-enhanced Raman spectroscopy 
(SERS) consisting of silver nanoparticles (Yuksel et  al. 
2015).

6.4.3  Options for Rapid Response

Upon the detection of an incursion by an invasive species, 
managers generally have four options: (1) eradication, (2) 
containment, (3) continued monitoring, or (4) do nothing. 
Options (1) and (2) qualify as rapid responses. Eradication 
refers to the total elimination (i.e., intentionally driven to 
extinction) of a species from a specific area. While the con-
cept is not necessarily new, it is only in the last few decades 
that it has been widely applied to successfully prevent the 
establishment of invading species, with several hundreds of 
examples of successful eradication of insects (Liebhold et al. 
2016; Mack and Foster 2009; Simberloff 2009; Tobin et al. 
2013). Among pathogens, bacteria and viruses are more 
likely to be eradicated than fungi (Pluess et al. 2012). The 
most important determinant of a successful eradication is the 
availability of sensitive tools for detecting the target species, 
thus allowing for early detection and accurate spatial delimi-
tation. While eradication does not preclude reintroduction, it 
can reduce the extent of invasion and propagule pressure. 
Eradications are most successful when infestations are small, 
for plants, generally <1 ha (Rejmánek and Pitcairn 2002) to 
~5000 ha or within 4 years of first detection (Pluess et  al. 
2012). Simberloff (2009) identified sufficient funding, 
including for follow-up surveys and treatment, coordination, 
and enforcement, and an understanding of the biology and 
ecology of the target organism as components of effective 
eradication efforts. Additional components for successful 
eradication include a sustained effort, initial focus on outly-
ing infestations, prohibited reintroduction, and public coop-
eration (Mack and Foster 2009).

Many types of treatment are used in eradication. For 
plants, eradication is typically carried out either through 
physical removal or herbicide treatments. Methods used for 

eradicating insects include synthetic or microbial pesticides, 
mating disruption, male annihilation (e.g., trap-out), and the 
sterile male technique. For vertebrates, newly established, 
isolated populations may be eradicated with an intensive 
effort that combines multiple approaches; one example is the 
eradication of feral swine (Sus scrofa) from Santa Cruz 
Island in California (Parkes et  al. 2010). After fencing the 
island into five zones, pigs were systematically removed 
from each zone first by trapping, then aerial shooting, fol-
lowed by ground-based shooting, trailing with dogs, and 
finally the use of Judas pigs. Over 411 days, 5036 pigs were 
removed. Genetic engineering technologies are providing 
new tools such as gene drives, which have been proposed to 
eradicate alien insects like non-native mosquitoes carrying 
dengue and Zika virus (NAS 2016).

The effectiveness of an eradication treatment may depend 
on the extent to which the treatment creates or enhances an 
existing Allee effect (Liebhold et  al. 2016). Because low- 
density populations, such as those encountered during the 
early stages of invasion, are prone to extinction as a result of 
Allee effects, treatments that enhance Allee effects may be 
particularly efficient (Liebhold and Tobin 2008; Tobin et al. 
2011). For example, in sexually reproducing species, mate- 
location failure may cause a strong Allee effect, resulting in 
a threshold below which populations decline towards extinc-
tion. Tactics such as mating disruption may strengthen such 
an Allee effect and thus facilitate eradication. Bio-economic 
models can be used to identify the optimal allocation among 
multiple treatments, exploiting synergistic influences on 
Allee effects (Blackwood et al. 2012).

More invading species are likely to arrive in urban/subur-
ban areas (Colunga-Garcia et al. 2010) than in rural areas, 
suggesting that eradication projects will increasingly occur 
in residential areas. In these areas, some residents may object 
to aerial spraying of pesticides or other proposed treatments. 
This situation presents several challenges: treatment tech-
nologies are needed that are widely acceptable to the general 
public, and new approaches to public outreach and engage-
ment are needed to avoid conflict (Gamble et  al. 2010; 
Liebhold et al. 2016).

Containment is meant to prevent or slow the spread of an 
invading species and is usually attempted through treatments 
of delimited populations and imposition of quarantines and 
other regulations (Pasquali et al. 2015). Many of the same 
tools for eradication are used for containment, but for con-
tainment, the goal is to limit the extent of damages, not elim-
inate the target pest. Withrow et al. (2015) demonstrated the 
value of pre-emptive domestic quarantines as a component 
of rapid response plans, especially if the target species, like 
the emerald ash borer, is difficult to detect. Technologies for 
containment are often not specific, which can lead to 
“scorched-earth” responses (Britton et al. 2011).
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6.4.4  Key Findings for Early Detection 
and Rapid Response

• Risk assessments for unintentionally and deliberately 
introduced species can be used productively at the land-
scape scale to distinguish or prioritize species that are 
already present and require management from those that 
have naturalized but are unlikely to have significant nega-
tive impacts. Where species are already present, informa-
tion on field invasiveness and impacts should inform 
those prioritization efforts.

• Management may be warranted for any high-risk species 
that are: (1) not yet spreading but have been introduced 
recently; (2) present at low levels but not yet prioritized 
for management; or (3) not present in the area of interest 
but where a probable introduction pathway exists. “High- 
risk” status must be determined at a spatial and temporal 
scale that matches operational management decision- 
making. Assessments and risk mapping further can help 
identify and prioritize species of high invasion risk that 
should be the focus of early detection/rapid response 
programs.

• More research is needed to determine an appropriate bal-
ance of generalized prevention strategies that exclude 
many, but perhaps not all, alien species of concern versus 
specialized prevention strategies that are highly effective 
at excluding a specific species of concern but may miss an 
array of other alien pests.

6.5  Information Gaps and Future 
Directions

Ecological risk assessment emerged as a discipline in the 
1970s; however, formal applications of ecological risk 
assessments to invasive species did not begin until the 1990s 
and early 2000s (Yoe 2012). In the last two decades, the 
number of research ideas to improve pest risk assessments 
has expanded rapidly, especially with respect to species- 
distribution and spread models (Venette et  al. 2010). For 
example, incorporating effects of climate change (Chap. 4) 
and human behaviors into the assessments could provide 
valuable new insights (Venette et  al. 2010); few of those 
ideas to improve pest risk assessment as yet can be consid-
ered fully mature.

The greatest barrier to the development of pest risk assess-
ments has been the lack of information about pathways of 
pest introduction, the distribution and ecology of invading 
species, the biotic and abiotic conditions within geographic 
areas of concern, and resultant impacts of invasion. To be 
useful for many applications to invasive species, spatially 
explicit data must be collected globally, consistently, and 
repeatedly, similar to what has been done with the acquisi-

tion of meteorological data. Historical presence/absence 
records for species’ distributions are useful, but current 
information on the phenology and dynamics of a species at 
several locations may be much more valuable to risk 
assessment.

This lack of information fundamentally interferes with 
the development of pest risk assessment as a science. In 
essence, forecasts from pest risk assessment are hypotheses 
about the state of future conditions. Those forecasts are 
grounded in current knowledge but inherently require extrap-
olations beyond what it is known. How will a species behave 
if it arrives in an area where it has never occurred? Research, 
by its nature, cannot prove that a forecast is correct, only that 
it is wrong. The true test of a pest risk assessment occurs 
when an alien species begins to invade forecasted areas 
where it has historically never occurred, an event many orga-
nizations and individuals are actively seeking to prevent. 
Extensive empirical observations are needed of invasive spe-
cies in their native ranges and in areas where they are invad-
ing to rigorously test new theories and models and identify 
opportunities for substantive improvements.

Some have argued that pest risk assessments have limited 
value because they are so severely encumbered by associated 
uncertainties (e.g., Simberloff 2005). Future research is 
needed to provide ways to meaningfully characterize that 
uncertainty and formally incorporate it into risk management 
decisions (Koch et al. 2009; Yemshanov et al. 2013, 2015). 
This transition may require new thinking about the nature of 
risk itself.

One important, but sometimes overlooked, aspect of risk 
is that it can be described in many dimensions. This need 
should be addressed during future research on pest risk 
assessment. Although most definitions of risk follow a two- 
dimensional interpretation (i.e., risk as the product of prob-
ability and severity), Yellman (2000) presented a more 
complex, three-faceted view of risk which includes expected 
loss, variability of loss values, and uncertainty arising from 
how risk perception (i.e., the uncertainty of how risk is per-
ceived by decision-makers) is modeled. The best (i.e., the 
most rigorous) risk assessments extend beyond simple esti-
mates of risk values and attempt to narrow the bounds of 
uncertainty associated with the phenomenon of interest, so 
that the decision-making options for responding to risk can 
be reduced to a manageable size. For industrial applications, 
the International Organization for Standardization defines 
risk as an “effect of uncertainty on objectives,” where an 
effect is a positive or negative deviation from what is expect-
ed.1 This definition recognizes that a decision-maker oper-
ates in an uncertain environment, so there is always a chance 

1 ISO 31000 is a generic risk management standard that is not specific to 
any sector or industry and could be applied in a wide range of 
disciplines.
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that the decision-making objectives will not be achieved. 
Similarly, in engineering disciplines, technical risk denotes 
the odds that a project will fail to meet the performance cri-
teria (Pennock and Haimes 2002). For project management, 
risk is often defined as an undesirable situation that has both 
a likelihood of occurring and a potentially negative conse-
quence for the project (ESA 2000).

The common rationale behind the notion of risk in these 
diverse contexts is that decisions, and subsequent actions 
predicated on those decisions, must be undertaken under the 
assumption that the outcome of those actions is uncertain. 
Uncertainty is assumed to always be present as a component 
of risk. This uncertainty can stem from a lack of information 
about the process of interest or poor understanding of the 
consequences of decision-making actions based on incom-
plete information. With respect to invasive species, uncer-
tainty arises when knowledge about the biology, ecology, 
impact, or management of an alien organism is limited. This 
uncertainty is exacerbated by the unknown state of future 
conditions, such as climate, land use, nitrogen deposition, 
and species composition.

Protection of natural resources from the seeming 
onslaught of new invading species requires robust manage-
ment plans that emphasize early intervention strategies. 
Successful early intervention strategies will require close 
collaborations between biologists, modelers, resource man-
agers, and policymakers. Researchers will need to work dili-
gently to measure, describe, and reduce sources of uncertainty 
in their assessments. Policymakers are likely to need more 
sophisticated tools to understand how scientific uncertainties 
might affect their decisions. Success in reducing uncertainty 
will be aided by international collaborations and future inter-
actions with citizen scientists to provide useful real-time 
information on the extent and impact of invasions as they 
occur.

Disclaimer The findings and conclusions in this publication are those 
of the authors and should not be construed to represent any official 
USDA or U.S. Government determination or policy.

Literature Cited

Allison JD, Borden JH, Seybold SJ (2004) A review of the chemi-
cal ecology of the Cerambycidae (Coleoptera). Chemoecology 
14(3–4):123–150

Andersen MC, Adams H, Hope B, Powell M (2004) Risk analysis for 
invasive species: general framework and research needs. Risk Anal 
24(4):893–900

Antwi F, Shama LM, Peterson RKD (2008) Risk assessments for the 
insect repellents DEET and picaridin. Regul Toxicol Pharmacol 
51:31–36

Arthur M (2006) An economic analysis of quarantine: the economics of 
Australia’s ban on New Zealand apple imports. In: 2006 Conference 
of the New Zealand Agricultural and Resource Economics Society; 

August 24–25, 2006; Nelson, New Zealand. http://purl.umn.
edu/31959

Aukema JE, McCullough DG, Von Holle B et  al (2010) Historical 
accumulation of nonindigenous forest pests in the continental 
US. Bioscience 60:886–897

Aukema JE, Leung B, Kovacs K et  al (2011) Economic impacts of 
non-native forest insects in the continental United States. PLoS One 
6(9):e24587

Bain MB, Cornwell ER, Hope KM et al (2010) Distribution of an inva-
sive aquatic pathogen (viral hemorrhagic septicemia virus) in the 
Great Lakes and its relationship to shipping. PLoS One 5:e10156

Baker RHA, Battisti A, Bremmer J et al (2009) PRATIQUE: a research 
project to enhance pest risk analysis techniques in the European 
Union. EPPO Bull 39:87–93

Baker R, Eyre D, Brunel S et al (2015) Mapping endangered areas for 
pest risk analysis. In: Pest risk modelling and mapping for invasive 
alien species, vol 7, pp 18–34

Barak AV, Wang Y, Zhan G et  al (2006) Sulfuryl fluoride as a quar-
antine treatment for Anoplophora glabripennis (Coleoptera: 
Cerambycidae) in regulated wood packing material. J Econ Entomol 
99:1628–1635

Barak AV, Messenger M, Neese P et al (2010) Sulfuryl fluoride as a quar-
antine treatment for emerald ash borer (Coleoptera: Buprestidae) in 
ash logs. J Econ Entomol 103:603–611

Berec L, Kean JM, Epanchin-Niell R et al (2015) Designing efficient 
surveys: spatial arrangement of sample points for detection of inva-
sive species. Biol Invasions 17:445–459

Beric B, MacIsaac HJ (2015) Determinants of rapid response success 
for alien invasive species in aquatic ecosystems. Biol Invasions 
17(11):3327–3335

Blackwood J, Berec L, Yamanaka T et al (2012) Bioeconomic syner-
gism between tactics for insect eradication in the presence of Allee 
effects. Proc R Soc B 279:2807–2815

Blakeslee AMH, McKenzie CH, Darling JA et al (2010) A hitchhiker’s 
guide to the Maritimes: anthropogenic transport facilitates long- 
distance dispersal of an invasive marine crab to Newfoundland. 
Divers Distrib 16:879–891

Blossey B, Skinner LC, Taylor J (2001) Impact and management of 
purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria) in North America. Biodivers 
Conserv 10(10):1787–1807

Bogich TL, Liebhold AM, Shea K (2008) To sample or eradicate? A 
cost minimization model for monitoring and managing an invasive 
species. J Appl Ecol 45(4):1134–1142

Bradley BA, Blumenthal DM, Early R et  al (2012) Global change, 
global trade, and the next wave of plant invasions. Front Ecol 
Environ 10(1):20–28

Brawley SH, Coyer JA, Blakeslee AMH et al (2009) Historical inva-
sions of the intertidal zone of Atlantic North America associated 
with distinctive patterns of trade and emigration. Proc Natl Acad 
Sci 106:8239–8244

Breukers A, Mourits M, van der Werf W, Oude Lansink A (2008) Costs 
and benefits of controlling quarantine diseases: a bio-economic 
modeling approach. Agric Econ 38:137–149

Britton JR, Gozlan RE, Copp GH (2011) Managing non-native fish in 
the environment. Fish Fish 12(3):256–274

Cacho OJ, Hester S, Spring D (2007) Applying search theory to deter-
mine the feasibility of eradicating an invasive population in natural 
environments. Aust J Agric Resour Econ 51(4):425–443

Carey JR (1996) The future of the Mediterranean fruit fly Ceratitis cap-
itata invasion of California: a predictive framework. Biol Conserv 
78:35–50

Chen Z, White MS, Mack R (2016) Evaluating vacuum and steam process 
on hardwood veneer logs for export. Eur J Wood Wood Prod 75:1–8

Colunga-Garcia M, Haack RA, Adelaja AO (2009) Freight transporta-
tion and the potential for invasions of exotic insects in urban and peri-
urban forests of the United States. J Econ Entomol 102(1):237–246

6 Early Intervention Strategies for Invasive Species Management: Connections Between Risk Assessment, Prevention Efforts…

http://purl.umn.edu/31959
http://purl.umn.edu/31959


128

Colunga-Garcia M, Haack RA, Magarey RA, Margosian ML (2010) 
Modeling spatial establishment patterns of exotic forest insects in 
urban areas in relation to tree cover and propagule pressure. J Econ 
Entomol 103(1):108–118

Cook DC (2008) Benefit cost analysis of an import access request. Food 
Policy 33(3):277–285

Costello C, Springborn M, McAusland C, Solow A (2007) Unintended 
biological invasions: does risk vary by trading partner? J Environ 
Econ Manag 54:262–276

Cox LA, Babayev D, Huber W (2005) Some limitations of qualitative 
risk rating systems. Risk Anal 25:651–662

Davis RS, Peterson RKD, Macedo PA (2007) An ecological risk assess-
ment for insecticides used in adult mosquito management. Integr 
Environ Assess Manag 3:373–382

Devorshak C (2012) Plant pest risk analysis: concepts and applications. 
CAB International, Wallingford, 296 p

Drake JM, Lodge DM (2006) Allee effects, propagule pressure and the 
probability of establishment: risk analysis for biological invasions. 
Biol Invasions 8:365–375

Drake JM, Drury KLS, Lodge DM et  al (2006) Demographic sto-
chasticity, environmental variability, and windows of invasion risk 
for Bythotrephes longimanus in North America. Biol Invasions 
8:843–861

Elkinton JS, Boettner GH (2012) Benefits and harm caused by the 
introduced generalist tachinid, Compsilura concinnata, in North 
America. BioControl 57:277–288

Elliston L, Hinde R, Yainshet A (2005) Plant disease incursion manage-
ment. Lect Notes Comput Sci 3415:225–235

Epanchin-Niell RS, Hastings A (2010) Controlling established invad-
ers: integrating economics and spread dynamics to determine opti-
mal management. Ecol Lett 13(4):528–541

Epanchin-Niell RS, Liebhold AM (2015) Benefits of invasion preven-
tion: effect of time lags, spread rates, and damage persistence. Ecol 
Econ 116:146–153

Epanchin-Niell RS, Wilen JE (2012) Optimal spatial control of biologi-
cal invasions. J Environ Econ Manag 63(2):260–270

Epanchin-Niell RS, Haight RG, Berec L et al (2012) Optimal surveil-
lance and eradication of invasive species in heterogeneous land-
scapes. Ecol Lett 15(8):803–812

ESA, European Space Agency (2000) European Space Project 
Management: risk assessment (ECSS-M-00-03A). European 
Cooperation for Space Standardization, Noordwijk, p  40. 
http://everyspec.com/ESA/download.php?spec=ecss-m-00-
03a.002569.pdf

Essl F, Bacher S, Blackburn TM et  al (2015) Crossing fron-
tiers in tackling pathways of biological invasions. Bioscience 
65(8):769–782

Evans HC, Tomley AJ (1994) Studies on the rust, Maravalia 
cryptostegiae, a potential biological control agent of rub-
ber vine weed, Cryptostegia grandiflora (Asclepiadaceae, 
Periplocoideae), in Australia, III: Host range. Mycopathologia 
126(2):93–108

Ewel JJ, O’Dowd DJ, Bergelson J et al (1999) Deliberate introductions 
of species: research needs – benefits can be reaped, but risks are 
high. Bioscience 49:619–630

Farnsworth EJ, Ellis DR (2001) Is purple loosestrife (Lythrum sali-
caria) an invasive threat to freshwater wetlands? Conflicting evi-
dence from several ecological metrics. Wetlands 21(2):199–209

Follett PA, Neven LG (2006) Current trends in quarantine entomology. 
Annu Rev Entomol 51:359–385

Gamble JC, Payne T, Small B (2010) Interviews with New Zealand 
community stakeholders regarding acceptability of current or 
potential pest eradication technologies. N Z J Crop Hortic Sci 
38:57–68

Gentile JH, Harwell MA (2001) Strategies for assessing cumulative 
ecological risks. Hum Ecol Risk Assess 7:239–246

Golden BL, Wasil EA, Harker PT (2012) The analytic hierarchy pro-
cess: applications and studies. Springer, Berlin, 265 p

Gordon DR, Onderdonk DA, Fox AM, Stocker RK (2008) Consistent 
accuracy of the Australian weed risk assessment system across var-
ied geographies. Divers Distrib 14:234–242

Gray GM, Allen JC, Burmaster DE et  al (1998) Principles for con-
duct of pest risk analyses: report of an expert workshop. Risk Anal 
18(6):773–780

Haack RA (2001) Intercepted Scolytidae (Coleoptera) at US ports of 
entry: 1985–2000. Integr Pest Manag Rev 6(3–4):253–282

Haack RA (2006) Exotic bark-and wood-boring Coleoptera in the 
United States: recent establishments and interceptions. Can J For 
Res 36(2):269–288

Haack RA, Petrice TR (2009) Bark-and wood-borer colonization of 
logs and lumber after heat treatment to ISPM 15 specifications: the 
role of residual bark. J Econ Entomol 102(3):1075–1084

Haack RA, Britton KO, Brockerhoff EG et al (2014) Effectiveness of 
the International Phytosanitary Standard ISPM no. 15 on reducing 
wood borer infestation rates in wood packaging material entering 
the United States. PLoS One. 9(5):e96611

Hager HA, McCoy KD (1998) The implications of accepting untested 
hypotheses: a review of the effects of purple loosestrife (Lythrum 
salicaria) in North America. Biodivers Conserv 7(8):1069–1079

Hajek AE, Hurley BP, Kenis M et al (2016) Exotic biological con-
trol agents: a solution or contribution to arthropod invasions? Biol 
Invasions 18(4):953–969

Handley LL (2015) How will the ‘molecular revolution’ contribute to 
biological recording? Biol J Linn Soc 115:750–766

Hennessey MK (2004) Quarantine pathway pest risk analysis at the 
APHIS Plant epidemiology and risk analysis laboratory. Weed 
Technol 18(1):1484–1485

Hestir EL, Khanna S, Andrew ME et al (2008) Identification of inva-
sive vegetation using hyperspectral remote sensing in the California 
Delta ecosystem. Remote Sens Environ 112(11):4034–4047

Holden MH, Nyrop JP, Ellner SP (2016) The economic benefit of time- 
varying surveillance effort for invasive species management. J Appl 
Ecol 53(3):712–721

Holmes TP, Murphy EA, Bell KP, Royle DD (2010) Property value 
impacts of hemlock woolly adelgid in residential forests. For Sci 
56(6):529–540

Hoover K, Uzunovic A, Gething B et al (2010) Lethal temperature for 
pinewood nematode, Bursaphelenchus xylophilus, in infested wood 
using microwave energy. J Nematol 42:101–110

Hulme PE (2003) Biological invasions: winning the science battles but 
losing the conservation war? Oryx 37(2):178–193

Hulme PE (2009) Trade, transport and trouble: managing invasive spe-
cies pathways in an era of globalization. J Appl Ecol 46:10–18

Hulme PE, Bacher S, Kenis M et al (2008) Grasping at the routes of 
biological invasions: a framework for integrating pathways into 
policy. J Appl Ecol 45:403–414

Humair F, Humair L, Kuhn F, Kueffer C (2015) E-commerce trade in 
invasive plants. Conserv Biol 29:1658–1665

IPPC, International Plant Protection Convention (2016a) International 
Standards for Phytosanitary Management (ISPM) 2: framework for 
Pest risk analysis. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations, Rome, p 16. https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publi-
cation/en/2016/01/ISPM_02_2007_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_
InkAmReformatted.pdf

IPPC, International Plant Protection Convention (2016b) International 
Standards for Phytosanitary Management (ISPM) 5: Glossay of 
Phytosanitary terms. Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations, Rome, p  34. https://www.ippc.int/static/media/
files/publication/en/2016/05/ISPM_05_2016_En_2016-05-20.pdf

IPPC, International Plant Protection Convention (2016c) International 
Standards for Phytosanitary Management (ISPM) 11: Pest risk 
analysis for quarantine pests. Food and Agriculture Organization 

R. C. Venette et al.

http://everyspec.com/ESA/download.php?spec=ecss-m-00-03a.002569.pdf
http://everyspec.com/ESA/download.php?spec=ecss-m-00-03a.002569.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_02_2007_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_02_2007_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_02_2007_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/05/ISPM_05_2016_En_2016-05-20.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/05/ISPM_05_2016_En_2016-05-20.pdf


129

of the United Nations, Rome, p  39. https://www.ippc.int/static/
media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_11_2013_En_2015-12-
22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf

IPPC, International Plant Protection Convention (2016d) International 
Standards for Phytosanitary Management (ISPM) 15: regulation of 
wood packing material in international trade. Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations, Rome, p  19. https://www.
ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_15_2013_
En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf

Jarvis CH, Baker RHA (2001) Risk assessment for nonindigenous 
pests: 2. Accounting for interyear climate variability. Divers Distrib 
7:237–248

Jerde CL, Mahon AR, Chadderton WL, Lodge DM (2011) “Sight- 
unseen” detection of rare aquatic species using environmental 
DNA. Conserv Lett 4(2):150–157

Juliá R, Holland DW, Guenthner J (2007) Assessing the economic 
impact of invasive species: the case of yellow starthistle (Centaurea 
solsitialis L.) in the rangelands of Idaho, USA.  J Environ Manag 
85:876–882

Kaluza P, Kolzsch A, Gastner MT, Blasius B (2010) The com-
plex network of global cargo ship movements. J R Soc Interface 
7:1093–1103

Kaplan S, Garrick BJ (1981) On the quantitative definition of risk. Risk 
Anal 1:11–27

Kearney M, Porter W (2009) Mechanistic niche modelling: combining 
physiological and spatial data to predict species’ ranges. Ecol Lett 
12(4):334–350

Keller RP, Lodge DM (2007) Species invasions from commerce in live 
aquatic organisms: problems and possible solutions. Bioscience 
57:428–436

Keller RP, Lodge DM, Finnoff DC (2007) Risk assessment for invasive 
species produces net bioeconomic benefits. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S 
A 104(1):203–207

Kenis M, Rabitsch W, Auger-Rozenberg M-A, Roques A (2007) How 
can alien species inventories and interception data help us prevent 
insect invasions? Bull Entomol Res 97:489–502

Kenis M, Auger-Rozenberg M, Roques A et al (2009) Ecological effects 
of invasive alien insects. Biol Invasions 11:21–45

Kiritani K, Yamamura K (2003) Exotic insects and their pathways 
for invasion. In: Ruiz GM, Carlton JT (eds) Invasive species: 
vectors and management strategies. Island Press, Washington, 
pp 44–67

Koch FH, Smith WD (2008) Spatio-temporal analysis of Xyleborus gla-
bratus (Coleoptera : Circulionidae : Scolytinae) invasion in eastern 
US forests. Environ Entomol 37(2):442–452

Koch FH, Yemshanov D, McKenney DW, Smith WD (2009) Evaluating 
critical uncertainty thresholds in a spatial model of forest pest inva-
sion risk. Risk Anal 29(9):1227–1241

Koch FH, Yemshanov D, Colunga-Garcia M et al (2011) Establishment 
of alien-invasive forest insect species in the United States: where 
and how many? Biol Invasions 13:969–985

Koch FH, Yemshanov D, Magarey RD, Smith WD (2012) Dispersal 
of invasive forest insects via recreational firewood: a quantitative 
analysis. J Econ Entomol 105(2):438–450

Koch FH, Yemshanov D, Haack RA, Magarey RD (2014) Using a 
network model to assess risk of forest pest spread via recreational 
travel. PLoS One 9(7):e102105

Koop A, Fowler L, Newton L, Caton B (2012) Development and valida-
tion of a weed screening tool for the United States. Biol Invasions 
14:273–294

Kumschick S, Gaertner M, Vila M et al (2015) Ecological impacts of 
alien species: quantification, scope, caveats, and recommendations. 
Bioscience 65(1):55–63

Lamarche J, Potvin A, Pelletier G et al (2015) Molecular detection of 
10 of the most unwanted alien forest pathogens in Canada using 
real-time PCR. PLoS One 10(8):e0134265

Landis WG (2003) Ecological risk assessment conceptual model for-
mulation for nonindigenous species. Risk Anal 24(4):847–858

Landis WG, Wiegers JA (1997) Design considerations and a suggested 
approach for regional and comparative ecological risk assessment. 
Hum Ecol Risk Assess 3:287–297

Lavoie C (2010) Should we care about purple loosestrife? The history of 
an invasive plant in North America. Biol Invasions 12(7):1967–1999

Leung B, Lodge DM, Finnoff D et al (2002) An ounce of prevention or 
a pound of cure: bioeconomic risk analysis of invasive species. Proc 
R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 269(1508):2407–2413

Leung B, Drake JM, Lodge DM (2004) Predicting invasions: propagule 
pressure and the gravity of allee effects. Ecology 85(6):1651–1660

Leung B, Springborn MR, Turner JA, Brockerhoff EG (2014) Pathway- 
level risk analysis: the net present value of an invasive species pol-
icy in the US. Front Ecol Environ 12(5):273–279

Liebhold AM, Griffin R (2016) The legacy of Charles Marlatt and 
efforts to limit plant pest invasions. Am Entomol 62(4):218–227

Liebhold AM, Tobin PC (2008) Population ecology of insect invasions 
and their management. Annu Rev Entomol 53:387–408

Liebhold AM, Work TT, McCullough DG, Cavey JF (2006) Airline 
baggage as a pathway for alien insect species invading the United 
States. Am Entomol 52(1):48–54

Liebhold AM, Brockerhoff EG, Garrett LJ et  al (2012) Live plant 
imports: the major pathway for forest insect and pathogen invasions 
of the United States. Front Ecol Environ 10:135–143

Liebhold AM, Berec L, Brockeroff EG et al (2016) Eradication of 
invading insect populations: from concepts to applications. Annu 
Rev Entomol 61:335–352

Liu H, Stiling P (2006) Testing the enemy release hypothesis: a review 
and meta-analysis. Biol Invasions 8(7):1535–1545

Lockwood JL, Cassey P, Blackburn T (2005) The role of propa-
gule pressure in explaining species invasions. Trends Ecol Evol 
20(5):223–228

Lodge DM, Williams S, MacIsaac HJ et  al (2006) Biological inva-
sions: recommendations for US policy and management. Ecol Appl 
16(6):2035–2054

Loomis J, Richardson L, Kroeger T, Casey F (2014) Valuing ecosystem 
services using benefit transfer: separating credible and incredible 
approaches. In: Ninan KN (ed) Valuing ecosystem services: meth-
odological issues and case studies. Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, 
pp 78–89

Louda SM (2000) Negative ecological effets of the musk thistle bio-
logical control agent, Rhinocyllus conicus. In: Follett PA, Duan JJ 
(eds) Nontarget effects of biological control. Springer, New York, 
pp 215–243

Lounibos LP (2002) Invasions by insect vectors of human disease. 
Annu Rev Entomol 47:233–266

Mack RN, Foster SK (2009) Eradicating plant invaders: combining 
ecologically based tactics and broad-sense strategy. In: Inderjit 
(ed) Management of Invasive Weeds. Springer, Heidelberg, 
pp 35–60

Mack RN, Simberloff D, Lonsdale WM et al (2000) Biotic invasions: 
causes, epidemiology, global consequences, and control. Ecol Appl 
10(3):689–710

Macleod A, Head J, Gaunt A (2003) The assessment of the potential 
economic impact of Thrips palmi on horticulture in England and 
the significance of a successful eradication campaign. Crop Prot 
23:601–610

Magarey RD, Borchert DM, Fowler GL et al (2007) NAPPFAST, an 
internet system for the weather-based mapping of plant pathogens. 
Plant Dis 91:336–345

Magarey RD, Colunga-Garcia M, Fieselmann DA (2009) Plant bios-
ecurity in the United States: roles, responsibilities, and information 
needs. Bioscience 59(10):875–884

McCartney HA, Foster SJ, Fraaije BA, Ward E (2003) Molecular diag-
nostics for fungal plant pathogens. Pest Manag Sci 59(2):129–142

6 Early Intervention Strategies for Invasive Species Management: Connections Between Risk Assessment, Prevention Efforts…

https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_11_2013_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_11_2013_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_11_2013_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_15_2013_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_15_2013_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2016/01/ISPM_15_2013_En_2015-12-22_PostCPM10_InkAmReformatted.pdf


130

Mehta SV, Haight RG, Homans FR et  al (2007) Optimal detection 
and control strategies for invasive species management. Ecol Econ 
61(2–3):237–245

Meyerson LA, Pyšek P (2013) Manipulating alien plant species prop-
agule pressure as a prevention strategy for protected areas. In: 
Foxcroft LC, Pyšek P, Richardson DM, Genovesi P (eds) Plant 
invasions in protected areas: patterns, problems and challenges. 
Invading nature-springer series in invasion ecology, vol 7. Springer, 
Dordrecht, pp 473–486

Miles TD, Martin FN, Coffey MD (2015) Development of rapid iso-
thermal amplification assays for detection of Phytophthora spp. in 
plant tissue. Phytopathology 105(2):265–278

Mohammed EY (2014) Contingent valuation responses and hypo-
thetical bias. In: Ninan KN (ed) Valuing ecosystem services: meth-
odological issues and case studies. Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, 
pp 90–108

Morse-Jones S, Bateman IJ, Kontoleon A et  al (2014) Stated prefer-
ences for tropical wildlife conservation amongst distant beneficia-
ries: charisma, endemism, scope and substitution effects. In: Ninan 
KN (ed) Valuing ecosystem services: methodological issues and 
case studies. Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, pp 109–131

Muirhead JR, Leung B, van Overdijk C et al (2006) Modelling local and 
long-distance dispersal of invasive emerald ash borer Agrilus pla-
nipennis (Coleoptera) in North America. Divers Distrib 12:71–79

Muirhead JR, Gray DK, Kelly DW et al (2008) Identifying the source 
of species invasions: sampling intensity vs. genetic diversity. Mol 
Ecol 17:1020–1035

NAPPO, North American Plant Protection Organization (2015) 
Regional standards for Phytosanitary management 12: guidelines 
for petition for first release of non-indigenous Entomophagous bio-
logical control agents Ottawa. Secretariat of the North American 
Plant Protection Organization, Ontario, p 14. http://www.nappo.org/
files/1814/4065/2949/RSPM12_30-07-2015-e.pdf

NAS (2016) Gene drives on the horizon: advancing science, navigating 
uncertainty, and aligning research with public values. The National 
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. The National 
Academies Press, Washington, DC

Novak SJ (2007) The role of evolution in the invasion process. Proc 
Natl Acad Sci U S A 104(10):3671–3672

Paini DR, Yemshanov D (2012) Modeling the arrival of invasive organ-
isms via the international marine shipping network: a Khapra beetle 
study. PLoS One 7(9):e44589

Parker IM, Simberloff D, Lonsdale WM et al (1999) Impact: toward a 
framework for understanding the ecological effects of invaders. Biol 
Invasions 1:3–19

Parkes JP, Ramsey DSL, Macdonald N et al (2010) Rapid eradication 
of feral pigs (Sus scrofa) from Santa Cruz Island, California. Biol 
Conserv 143(3):634–641

Pasquali S, Gilioli G, Janssen D, Winter S (2015) Optimal strategies 
for interception, detection, and eradication in plant biosecurity. Risk 
Anal 35(9):1663–1673

Pattison RR, Mack RN (2009) Environmental constraints on the inva-
sion of Triadica sebifera in the eastern United States: an experimen-
tal field assessment. Oecologia 158(4):591–602

Pennock MJ, Haimes YY (2002) Principles and guidelines for project 
risk management. Syst Eng 5(2):98–108

Peterson RKD (2006) Comparing ecological risks of pesticides: the 
utility of a risk quotient ranking approach across refinements of 
exposure. Pest Manag Sci 62:46–56

Peterson RKD (2010) Mosquito management and risk. Wing Beats 
21:28–31

Peterson RKD, Shama LM (2005) Comparative risk assessment of 
genetically engineered, mutagenic, and conventional wheat produc-
tion systems. Transgenic Res 14:859–875

Peterson RKD, Macedo PA, Davis RS (2006) A human-health risk 
assessment for West Nile virus and insecticides used in mosquito 
management. Environ Health Perspect 114:366–372

Peterson AT, Soberon J, Pearson RG et  al (2011a) Ecological niches 
and geographic distributions. Monographs in population biology 
49. Princeton University Press, i–x, 1–314 p

Peterson RKD, Barber LM, Schleier JJ III (2011b) Net risk: a risk 
assessment of long-lasting insecticide bed nets used for malaria 
management. Am J Trop Med Hyg 84:951–956

Pheloung PC, Williams PA, Halloy SR (1999) A weed risk assessment 
model for use as a biosecurity tool evaluating plant introductions. J 
Environ Manag 57:239–251

Phillips BL (2015) Evolutionary processes make invasion speed dif-
ficult to predict. Biol Invasions 17(7):1949–1960

Pitt JPW, Worner SP, Suarez AV (2009) Predicting Argentine ant spread 
over the heterogeneous landscape using a spatially explicit stochas-
tic model. Ecol Appl 19:1176–1186

Pluess T, Jarošik V, Pyšek P et al (2012) Which factors affect the suc-
cess or failure of eradication campaigns against alien species? PLoS 
One 7(10):11

Pyšek P, Jarošik V, Hulme PE et  al (2010) Disentangling the role of 
environmental and human pressures on biological invasions across 
Europe. Proc Natl Acad Sci 107:12157–12162

Rabaglia R, Duerr D, Acciavatti R, Ragenovich I (2008) Early detec-
tion and rapid response for non-native bark and Ambrosia beetles. 
U.S.  Deptartment of Agriculture Forest Service, Forest Health 
Protection, Washington, DC, p  12. http://www.fs.fed.us/fores-
thealth/publications/EDRRProjectReport.pdf

Rafoss T (2003) Spatial stochastic simulation offers potential as a quan-
titative method for pest risk analysis. Risk Anal 23(4):651–661

Reaser JK, Meyerson LA, Von Holle B (2008) Saving camels 
from straws: how propagule pressure-based prevention poli-
cies can reduce the risk of biological invasion. Biol Invasions 
10(7):1085–1098

Rees HC, Maddison BC, Middleditch DJ et  al (2014) Review: the 
detection of aquatic animal species using environmental DNA – 
a review of eDNA as a survey tool in ecology. J Appl Ecol 
51:1450–1459

Reichard SH, White P (2001) Horticulture as a pathway of invasive 
plant introductions in the United States. Bioscience 51(2):103–113

Rejmánek M, Pitcairn MJ (2002) When is eradication of exotic pest 
plants a realistic goal? In: Veitch D, Clout M (eds) Turning the 
tide: the eradication of invasive species. Invasive Species Specialty 
Group of the World Conservation Union (IUCN), Auckland, 
pp 249–253

Rout TM, Moore JL, McCarthy MA (2014) Prevent, search or destroy? 
A partially observable model for invasive species management. J 
Appl Ecol 51(3):804–813

Saccaggi DL, Karsten M, Robertson MP et  al (2016) Methods and 
approaches for the management of arthropod border incursions. 
Biol Invasions 18:1057–1075

Schaffner U (2001) Host range testing of insects for biologi-
cal weed control: how can it be better interpreted? Bioscience 
51(11):951–959

Schleier JJ III, Sing SE, Peterson RKD (2008) Regional ecological 
risk assessment for the introduction of Gambusia affinis (west-
ern mosquitofish) into Montana watersheds. Biol Invasions 
10:1277–1287

Schmidt E, Juzwik J, Schneider B (1997) Sulfuryl fluoride fumigation 
of red oak logs eradicates the oak wilt fungus. Holz Roh Werkst 
55:315–318

Schooler SS, McEvoy PB, Coombs EM (2006) Negative per capita 
effects of purple loosestrife and reed canary grass on plant diversity 
of wetland communities. Divers Distrib 12(4):351–363

R. C. Venette et al.

http://www.nappo.org/files/1814/4065/2949/RSPM12_30-07-2015-e.pdf
http://www.nappo.org/files/1814/4065/2949/RSPM12_30-07-2015-e.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/publications/EDRRProjectReport.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/publications/EDRRProjectReport.pdf


131

Shigesada N, Kawasaki K (1997) Biological invasions: theory and prac-
tice. Oxford University Press, Oxford

Simberloff D (2005) The politics of assessing risk for biological inva-
sions: the USA as a case study. Trends Ecol Evol 20(5):216–222

Simberloff D (2009) We can eliminate invasions or live with them. 
Successful management projects. Biol Invasions 11:149–157

Simpson WT (2001) Heating times for round and rectangular cross 
sections of wood in steam. U.S. Deptartment of Agriculture Forest 
Service, Forest Products Laboratory, Madison, 103 p

Sing SE, Peterson RKD (2011) Assessing environmental risks for 
established invasive weeds: Dalmatian (Linaria dalmatica) and 
yellow (L. vulgaris) toadflax in North America. Int J Environ Res 
Public Health 8:2828–2853

Sing SE, Peterson RKD, Weaver DK et al (2005) A retrospective anal-
ysis of known and potential risks associated with exotic toadflax- 
feeding insects. Biol Control 35:276–287

Skellam JG (1951) Random dispersal in theoretical populations. 
Biometrika 38:196–218

Soliman T, Mourits MCM, Oude Lansink AGJM, van der Werf W 
(2010) Economic impact assessment in pest risk analysis. Crop Prot 
29:517–524

Strutt A, Turner JA, Haack RA, Olson LJ (2013) Evaluating the impacts 
of an international phytosanitary standard for wood packaging 
material: global and United States trade implications. Forest Policy 
Econ 27:54–64

Surkov IV, Oude Lansink AGJM, van der Werf W (2009) The optimal 
amount and allocation of sampling effort for plant health inspection. 
Eur Rev Agric Econ 36:295–320

Tatem AJ (2009) The worldwide airline network and the dispersal of 
exotic species: 2007–2010. Ecography 32(1):94–102

Tatem AJ, Rogers DJ, Hay SI (2006) Global transport networks and 
infectious disease spread. Adv Parasitol 62:293–343

Tidbury HJ, Taylor NGH, Copp GH et al (2016) Predicting and map-
ping the risk of introduction of marine non-indigenous species into 
Great Britain and Ireland. Biol Invasions 18(11):3277–3292

Tobin PC, Berec L, Liebhold AM (2011) Exploiting Allee effects for 
managing biological invasions. Ecol Lett 14:615–624

Tobin PC, Blackburn LM, Gray RH et al (2013) Using delimiting sur-
veys to characterize the spatiotemporal dynamics facilitates the man-
agement of an invasive non-native insect. Popul Ecol 55(4):545–555

Tsolaki E, Diamadopoulos E (2010) Technologies for ballast water 
treatment: a review. J Chem Technol Biotechnol 85(1):19–32

Tubajika KM, Barak AV (2011) Fungitoxicity of methiyl iodide, sulfu-
ryl fluoride, and methyl bromide to Ceratocystis fagacearum in red 
oak, maple, poplar, birch and pine wood. Am J Plant Sci 2:268–275

UNCTAD, United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 
(2007) Review of maritime transport 2007. United Nations, Geneva, 
p 153. http://unctad.org/en/docs/rmt2007_en.pdf

USDA, U.S.  Department of Agriculture (2016) Technical advisory 
Group for Biological Control Agents of weeds manual, Interim 
edn. USDA, Washington, DC, p 156. https://www.aphis.usda.gov/
import_export/plants/manuals/domestic/downloads/tag-bcaw_
manual.pdf

USDA, U.S.D.o.A (2015) Not Authorized Pending Pest Risk 
Analysis (NAPPRA). https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/
planthealth/import-information/permits/plants-and-plant-products- 
permits/plants-for-planting/ct_nappra

Uzunovic A, Gething B, Coelho A et al (2013) Lethal temperature for 
pinewood nematode, Bursaphelenchus xylophilus, in infested wood 
using radio frequency (RF) energy. J Wood Sci 59:160–170

van Lenteren JC, Bale J, Bigler E et al (2006) Assessing risks of releas-
ing exotic biological control agents of arthropod pests. Annu Rev 
Entomol 51:609–634

Venette RC (2015) Pest risk modelling and mapping for invasive alien 
species. CAB International, Wallingford, 268 p

Venette RC, Koch RL (2009) IPM for invasive species. In: Radcliffe 
EB, Hutchison WD, Cancelado RE (eds) Integrated Pest manage-
ment. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp 424–436

Venette RC, Kriticos DJ, Magarey R et  al (2010) Pest risk maps for 
invasive alien species: a roadmap for improvement. Bioscience 
60:349–362

Vettraino A, Roques A, Yart A et al (2015) Sentinel trees as a tool to fore-
cast invasions of alien plant pathogens. PLoS One 10(3):e0120571

Volin JC, Lott MS, Muss JD, Owen D (2004) Predicting rapid invasion 
of the Florida Everglades by Old World climbing fern (Lygodium 
microphyllum). Divers Distrib 10:439–446

Wang R, Wang YZ (2006) Invasion dynamics and potential spread of 
the invasive alien plant species Ageratina adenophora (Asteraceae) 
in China. Divers Distrib 12(4):397–408

Westbrooks RG (2004) New approaches for early detection and rapid 
response to invasive plants in the United States. Weed Technol 
18(1):1468–1471

Westphal MI, Browne M, MacKinnon K, Noble I (2008) The link 
between international trade and the global distribution of invasive 
alien species. Biol Invasions 10:391–398

Wilson JRU, Dormontt EE, Prentis PJ et  al (2009) Something in the 
way you move: dispersal pathways affect invasion success. Trends 
Ecol Evol 24(3):136–144

Withrow JR, Smith EL, Koch FH, Yemshanov D (2015) Managing out-
breaks of invasive species – a new method to prioritize preemptive 
quarantine efforts across large geographic regions. J Environ Manag 
150:367–377

Wittwer G, McKirdy S, Wilson R (2005) Regional economic impacts of 
a plant disease incursion using a general equilibrium approach. Aust 
J Agric Resour Econ 49:75–89

WTO, World Trade Organization (2008) World trade report 2008: 
trade in a globalizing world. WTO Secretariat, Geneva, p  178. 
http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/anrep_e/world_trade_
report08_e.pdf

Yellman T (2000) The three facets of risk. SAE Trans 109(1):1244–1257
Yemshanov D, Koch FH, McKenney DW et al (2009a) Mapping inva-

sive species risks with stochastic models: a cross-border United 
States-Canada application for Sirex noctilio Fabricius. Risk Anal 
29:868–884

Yemshanov D, McKenney DW, Pedlar JH et  al (2009b) Towards an 
integrated approach to modelling the risk and impacts of invasive 
forest species. Environ Rev 17:163–178

Yemshanov D, Koch FH, Ducey M, Koehler K (2012) Trade-associated 
pathways of alien forest insect entries in Canada. Biol Invasions 
14:797–812

Yemshanov D, Koch FH, Ducey MJ et al (2013) Exploring critical uncer-
tainties in pathway assessment of human-assisted introductions of 
alien forest species in Canada. J Environ Manag 129:173–182

Yemshanov D, Koch FH, Ducey M (2015) Making invasion models 
useful for decision makers: incorporating uncertainty, knowledge 
gaps and decision-making preferences. In: Pest risk modelling and 
mapping for invasive alien species, vol 7, pp 206–222

Yoe C (2012) Risk analysis: decision making under uncertainty. CRC 
Press, Boca Raton, 553 p

Yokoyama VY (2011) Approved quarantine treatment for hessian fly 
(Diptera: Cecidomyiidae) in large-size hay bales and hessian fly and 
cereal leaf beetle (Coleoptera: Chrysomelidae) control by bale com-
pression. J Econ Entomol 104(3):792–798

Yuksel S, Schwenkbier L, Pollok S et  al (2015) Label-free detection 
of Phytophthora ramorum using surface-enhanced Raman spectros-
copy. Analyst 140:7254–7262

6 Early Intervention Strategies for Invasive Species Management: Connections Between Risk Assessment, Prevention Efforts…

http://unctad.org/en/docs/rmt2007_en.pdf
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/import_export/plants/manuals/domestic/downloads/tag-bcaw_manual.pdf
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/import_export/plants/manuals/domestic/downloads/tag-bcaw_manual.pdf
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/import_export/plants/manuals/domestic/downloads/tag-bcaw_manual.pdf
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/planthealth/import-information/permits/plants-and-plant-products-permits/plants-for-planting/ct_nappra
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/planthealth/import-information/permits/plants-and-plant-products-permits/plants-for-planting/ct_nappra
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/planthealth/import-information/permits/plants-and-plant-products-permits/plants-for-planting/ct_nappra
http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/anrep_e/world_trade_report08_e.pdf
http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/anrep_e/world_trade_report08_e.pdf


132

Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropri-
ate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license and indicate if changes were made.

The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in 
a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the chapter’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by statu-
tory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder.

R. C. Venette et al.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	6: Early Intervention Strategies for Invasive Species Management: Connections Between Risk Assessment, Prevention Efforts, Eradication, and Other Rapid Responses
	6.1	 Introduction
	6.2	 Risk Assessment
	6.2.1	 Definitions of Risk
	6.2.2	 Introduction to Risk Assessment
	6.2.3	 Assessments for Intentional Introductions
	6.2.4	 Assessments for Unintentional Introductions of Alien Species
	6.2.5	 Assessments of Management Tactics
	6.2.6	 Key Findings for Risk Assessment

	6.3	 Prediction and Prevention
	6.3.1	 Prediction
	6.3.2	 Prevention
	6.3.3	 Key Findings for Prediction and Prevention

	6.4	 Early Detection and Rapid Response
	6.4.1	 Spatial Analysis for Program Planning (aka Pest Risk Maps)
	6.4.2	 Implementation of Early Detection
	6.4.3	 Options for Rapid Response
	6.4.4	 Key Findings for Early Detection and Rapid Response

	6.5	 Information Gaps and Future Directions
	Literature Cited


