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Abstract
We tested the accuracy of an invasive aquatic plant risk assessment system in the United States that we modified from a
system originally developed by New Zealand’s Biosecurity Program. The US system is comprised of 38 questions that
address biological, historical, and environmental tolerance traits. Values associated with each response are summed to
produce a total score for each species that indicates its risk of invasion. To calibrate and test this risk assessment, we
identified 39 aquatic plant species that are major invaders in the continental US, 31 species that have naturalized but have
no documented impacts (minor invaders), and 60 that have been introduced but have not established. These species
represent 55 families and span all aquatic plant growth forms. We found sufficient information to assess all but three of
these species. When the results are compared to the known invasiveness of the species, major invaders are distinguished
from minor and non-invaders with 91% accuracy. Using this approach, the US aquatic weed risk assessment correctly
identifies major invaders 85%, and non-invaders 98%, of the time. Model validation using an additional 10 non-invaders and
10 invaders resulted in 100% accuracy for the former, and 80% accuracy for the latter group. Accuracy was further improved
to an average of 91% for all groups when the 17% of species with scores of 31–39 required further evaluation prior to risk
classification. The high accuracy with which we can distinguish non-invaders from harmful invaders suggests that this tool
provides a feasible, pro-active system for pre-import screening of aquatic plants in the US, and may have additional utility
for prioritizing management efforts of established species.
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spends roughly $20 million annually to control just one species,
Hydrilla verticillata [7].
Although the proportion of introduced aquatic plants that cause
harmful impacts is small [8], both the number of species
introduced and the frequency of introductions have increased
rapidly as global markets have broadened [9], [10] and as interest
in water gardening has grown [11], [12]. In the US, for example,
the number of households with water gardens quadrupled between
1998 and 2003, reaching an estimated value of US$1.56 billion
[13], and the global trade in species for aquaria and water gardens
is growing by 14% per year [14]. Although some aquatic plant
species deemed to be high risk are regulated in some regions, most
remain available from stores, and increasingly from on-line
commercial and hobbyist sources [11].
The increased availability of aquatic plants merits particular
attention because freshwater aquatic and semi-aquatic plants have
a higher probability of becoming invasive than do species from
terrestrial plant families [15]. This higher risk means that in many

Introduction
Documented impacts of invasive non-native freshwater aquatic
plant species include alterations to water chemistry, hydrologic
regimes, temperature and sedimentation rates, and loss of native
biodiversity [1]. Additionally, invaders can be expensive for both
private and public sectors through the costs incurred by treatment
of infestations, increased disease transmission, and lost opportunities for navigation, fisheries, and hydroelectric generation [1–4].
As an example, the invasion of water hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes)
into Africa’s Lake Victoria hampered navigation by growing in
thick mats on the surface, which also provided extensive breeding
grounds for mosquitoes, resulting in increased transmission of
vector-borne diseases [5]. Although full costs are difficult to
quantify, invasive aquatic plant species are responsible for an
estimated $110 million in annual control costs and damage to
navigation, recreation, and agriculture in the US [6]. This number
may be a substantial underestimate; the state of Florida (US) alone
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regions most aquatic invaders are derived from intentional
imports. For example, 75% of the aquatic invasive plants in
New Zealand were imported for horticultural use [3], as were 76%
of all aquatic plants naturalized in the southern New England
region of the US [16], and 85% of aquatic plants naturalized in
Australia [17]. Risks of new invasions continue to increase with
increasing trade [12].
The role of intentional imports in producing damaging
invasions has motivated efforts to develop risk assessment tools
that would allow regulation of potentially harmful species prior to
their introduction [3], [18–21]. These tools are developed through
identification of consistent patterns in traits of species that have
previously become harmful invaders. Historical patterns are
assumed to hold into the future, so the tool can be used as a
predictive risk assessment for impacts of species not yet introduced
[22]. Risk assessment tools with high accuracy give regulators the
option to screen species prior to their arrival (‘‘pre-border’’) and
reduce costly future invasions. This approach has been demonstrated to be both environmentally and economically advantageous [23], [24].
The most widely tested risk assessment tool for plants is the
Australian Weed Risk Assessment (AWRA) [18], which is used for
regulatory purposes in Australia, New Zealand, Chile, and other
countries. When modified to reflect local environmental conditions, the tool has high accuracy in a range of global regions [25].
However, many of the AWRA questions are specific to terrestrial
plant species, and this tool is less accurate in discriminating
between aquatic invaders and non-invaders [26].
Recognizing that the AWRA might not discriminate well
among aquatic species, a separate risk assessment tool was
developed for New Zealand (NZAqWRA) [3], [27]. The tool
has subsequently been applied in Australia and Micronesia [17],
[28], [29], and recommended for adoption in Europe [30]. In New
Zealand, the NZAqWRA has been used both as a pre- and postborder tool, to identify potential problem species before their
introduction or naturalization, and also to prioritize established
species for management.
However, the NZAqWRA has not been fully validated in New
Zealand or other locations. The species tested in New Zealand
were primarily those with a history of prior invasion [27]. Our
goals in the work reported here were to conduct such testing,
refine the tool and provide guidance for more consistent
implementation in the US, and to determine whether this tool
can perform as well as the AWRA does for terrestrial plant species.
While we call this modified tool the US Aquatic Weed Risk
Assessment (hereafter USAqWRA), our hope is that it will be
similarly applicable for use across other geographies with only
minor modifications. An effective tool would facilitate pre-border
regulation and inform post-border management decisions useful
for rapid response to new infestations and resource allocation.

Developing the USAqWRA
We started with the original NZAqWRA modified only by
inclusion of three questions that were added to the tool when it
was applied in eastern Australia [28] and Micronesia [29] (Table
S1). We then modified several NZAqWRA questions so they
applied more directly to US conditions. We also developed default
responses for some questions, allowing their completion in the
absence of data when that lack of information could be considered
informative (Table S1).
Temperature tolerance (Q. 1.1) was assessed using the on-line
Climate Wizard model (http://www.climatewizardcustom.org/
Global_Historical) when no explicit information for a species was
found in the literature. Average 3-month low winter and high
summer temperatures in the native and naturalized range were
compared to temperatures in the US (http://www.
climatewizardcustom.org/US_Historical/). Air temperatures were
used because water temperatures were not available.
Further changes to the original NZAqWRA include the
addition of a question (USAqWRA Q. 1.6) on the range of pH
conditions tolerated by the species [32], and removal of a
competition question that can require experimental evidence to
answer (NZAqWRA Q. 3.1, [28], Table S1). We also removed a
question on the extent of a species’ potential range that is not yet
occupied (NZAqWRA Q. 11.1). This question is included in the
NZAqWRA as part of a ‘post-border’ screening, but omitted here
since the USAqWRA is primarily intended for use prior to species
introduction. The final USAqWRA has 38 questions in 12
categories, with a total species score that can range between 3 and
91 (Table S1).
Not all questions could be answered for all species because of
data limitations. If too few questions are answered the assessment
may not be reliable because the score for each species is the sum of
scores from each answered question. Based on total scores and the
contribution of each question, we determined that a maximum of
five questions can remain unanswered for an assessment to be
considered complete (Table S1).

Evaluating Accuracy of the USAqWRA
We evaluated the USAqWRA by assessing 130 introduced
aquatic plant species that have had the opportunity to become
established in the United States (Table S2). Species were included
only if we found evidence that they have been in the US (in the
trade and/or established) for at least 30 years [26] (i.e., we ceased
searching for introduction date if a date earlier than 1980 was
found). We found species by searching aquatic plant lists, local
floras, herbaria, encyclopedias of horticulture and water gardening
(e.g., [33–35]), online sources (e.g., Department of Natural
Resources websites), and contacting aquatic weed scientists and
horticulturalists specializing in aquarium and water garden plants
[26].
Aquatic plant species were categorized as attached-floating,
erect emergent, free-floating, sprawling emergent, or submerged
freshwater macrophytes [36]. Wetland and riparian species were
not included in this analysis. The final 130 species included all
non-native species identified that met the 30 year requirement.
These species have good distribution across plant families and
growth forms (Table S2). The numbers of temperate (USDA
Hardiness Zone #7) [37] and tropical (Zone .7) non-native
species were similar (28%–43%) in each invasion category (see
below).
We developed a three tier a priori scale of impacts [18] for the
130 species based on their invasion history in the US: noninvader (no evidence of establishment outside of cultivation;
n = 60), minor invader (established with no described ecological

Methods
The NZAqWRA is a questionnaire-style risk assessment (sensu
[31]) that includes 36 questions about each aquatic plant to be
assessed. Questions address ecology, competitive ability, dispersal
modes, reproductive capacity and mode, potential for different
types of impacts (e.g., to navigation, water quality), resistance to
management, and history of invasion elsewhere [3]. Answers to
each question are converted to a number, with high values
corresponding to qualities that make the species more likely to
become invasive. The final score for a species is the sum of the
values for each question.
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impacts; n = 31), and major invader (established with documented ecological impacts; n = 39). While some of the species
categorized as non-invaders may be naturalized somewhere in
the US, or minor invaders may in fact be increasing in
abundance or impact, we used the best information in published
literature and web-based searches to make the determination.
Twenty additional species (10 major invaders and 10 noninvaders) were selected to validate the USAqWRA (Table S3).
Species were selected as described above, except that we included
species that had been introduced to the US after 1980 within the
invader category. As species in this group are already spreading
into new habitats, the date of introduction clearly has not limited
their expression of invasiveness.
The USAqWRA was developed to be used as a screening tool
for species prior to their establishment in the US. For this reason,
the only acceptable field data to test the tool are from outside the
US except where data were from experiments in controlled
facilities (e.g., greenhouse experiments) or on basic morphological
traits (e.g., formation of floating leaves, rhizomes) that are
independent of location, consistent with guidance for application
of the AWRA [38]. For the validation assessment, where the goal
was to evaluate accuracy of the tool on a group of species with
known invasiveness, we used data on species from within the US
where it was available (e.g., Glossostigma cleistanthum, Glyceria
declinata, Table S5).

Results
Sufficient data were available to assess 127 of the 130 species
(Fig. 1; Table S4). The remaining three species (Ammannia
senegalensis, Ceratophyllum submersum, and Hygrophila corymbosa) could
not be assessed because each had $5 unanswered questions; these
species are not considered further. Scores for assessed species
ranged from 10 to 81, with an overall mean of 34.2 and median of
28. Non-invaders (n = 58; mean (S.D.) = 19.2 (7.2)) scored
significantly lower on average than minor invaders (n = 30; 32.6
(11.6)), which scored significantly lower than major invaders
(n = 39; 58.6 (15.1); F = 145.15, df = 2, p,0.0001).
One non-invader (Limnocharis flava, managed as a potential
major invader in some locations; http://www.dpi.qld.gov.au/
documents/Biosecurity_EnvironmentalPests/IPA-LimnocharisPP141.pdf), scored more than 20 points above the others in this
group (Table S4). Ninety-five percent (55/58) of the non-invaders
scored below 30. All species scoring 60 or higher were major
invaders (Table 1; Fig. 1). Eighty-five percent (33/39) of major
invaders had scores of 40 or higher, while the same proportion of
minor invaders (25/30) scored below 40 (Table 1; Fig. 1).
If only non-invaders and major invaders are considered, a
threshold score of 32 (scores .32 indicate high risk) differentiates
each group in this dataset from the other with 97% accuracy.
Given that the actual proportions of imported species in each
group are unknown, as are the true categorizations of minor
invaders (see above), our AUC analysis is a more conservative
approach. When minor invaders were grouped with non-invaders
(Fig. 2A) the USAqWRA distinguished between non-invaders and
invaders with 91% overall accuracy (AUC = 0.96). Species with
scores of 40 and above are predicted to be major invaders while
species with scores lower than 40 are predicted to be non-invaders.
Using this threshold, the USAqWRA correctly identifies major
invaders 85% of the time, and non-invaders (including minor
invaders) 93% of the time (Fig. 2B).
When minor invaders are grouped with major invaders, the
overall performance is slightly lower (88%, AUC = 0.93; Fig. 3A).
Under these conditions, the threshold is less well defined; scores of
24, 29, and 31 all distinguish between invaders (major and minor)
and non-invaders with equivalent overall accuracy (Fig. 3B). When
the threshold is 24 (species with scores $24 predicted to be
invasive), the accuracy for major and minor invaders is 93%
(100% of the major invaders), while that for non-invaders is 83%.
When the threshold is 31, those values are 83% and 95%,
respectively (Fig. 3B), although 97% of major invaders are
correctly classified. Regardless of how the minor invaders are
grouped, all AUC values are significantly different from 0.5
(p,0.001), indicating that the USAqWRA distinguishes among
species in different invasiveness categories.
The score range with greatest overlap between minor and major
invaders (Fig. 1) and AUC thresholds that maximize differentiation
of these groups depending on classification of the minor invaders is
31–39. If this range were used to identify species requiring further
evaluation, the average overall accuracy for low and high risk
outcomes is 91% (Table 1). Under these conditions, 21 (17%) of
the species would require further evaluation (Tables 1, S4).
The ten invasive validation species scored from 35–74, and the
ten non-invader validation species scored from 15–31 (Table S5).
If a threshold of 40 is used, 100% of the non-invaders, and 80% of
the invaders are correctly classified. Using any of the thresholds
when major and minor invaders were grouped as invaders, 100%
of the validation invaders are correctly identified, while 70%
(threshold of 24) or 90% (thresholds of 29 or 31) of non-invaders
are correctly identified. If scores of 31–39 require further

Data Analysis
One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to test for
differences in USAqWRA scores among the three categories of
species (non-invaders, minor invaders, and major invaders). We
determined the performance of the USAqWRA at different score
thresholds by systematically evaluating the accuracy (percent of
species correctly classified) resulting from all possible threshold
score values (3 to 91) that could be used to distinguish noninvaders from invaders. We identified the threshold that maximized the classification accuracy using this analysis.
The standard way to evaluate the performance of a risk
assessment tool is to report how accurately it categorizes species in
the test dataset relative to their true categories of impact [31].
Although useful for identifying thresholds for classification, this
approach can introduce a sampling issue because the representativeness of the test dataset to the true population of species that has
been introduced cannot be determined. Because we accepted all
invaders, established species, and non-invaders that met our
criteria (see above), estimates based on our test dataset of the
accuracy for each of these groups separately should be high.
However, because we don’t know that the proportion of species in
each class is the same as for the total population of species
introduced (the base-rates, sensu [39]), using only accuracy to
evaluate the performance of the risk assessment tool can be
misleading. Instead, we used Receiver Operating Characteristic
(ROC) curve analysis, and calculated the Area Under the Curve
(AUC) [40], which is independent of the proportion of invaders
and non-invaders included [41], as a metric of performance. An
AUC score of 1.0 would indicate that the tool perfectly
discriminates between invaders and non-invaders, while values
near 0.5 indicate no discrimination capability [42]. Because we
cannot predict whether minor invaders will become more invasive
over time, we compared the AUC when minor invaders were
classified with non-invaders with when they were classified with
major invaders.
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Figure 1. Scores for the 127 species tested using the US Aquatic Plants Weed risk assessment. See text for description of non-, minor and
major invader.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0040031.g001

threshold score of 24 (i.e., scores $24 indicate high invasiveness
risk), correctly identifying 93% of the invaders as high risk (100%
of major; 86% of minor), and 83% of the non-invaders as low risk.
An alternative and less precautionary approach classifies minor
invaders with non-invaders, resulting in an accuracy-maximizing
threshold of 40 (Fig. 2), classifying 85% of the major invaders as
high risk and 93% of non-invaders (including 84% of minor
invaders) as low risk. Setting the threshold at the intermediate
score of 31 results in .95% of both major and non-invaders
correctly classified, with 63% of minor invaders classed as high
risk. Selection of the threshold for implementation may vary
depending on the definition of acceptable risk associated with
minor invaders determined by the user (Figs. 2, 3).
The AWRA was developed with empirically determined score
thresholds that separated species with low risk of becoming
invasive from those with high risk; species with scores between
these thresholds require further evaluation [18]. This approach
reduces misclassification but delays the risk assessment decision for
some species. However, the USAqWRA appears to have sufficient

evaluation, three of the validation species would fall in this
category with the remainder predicted to have high or low risk
with 100% accuracy (Table S5).

Discussion
The USAqWRA distinguished between non-invaders and major
invaders among aquatic plant species with higher accuracy than
the AWRA does for terrestrial [25] or aquatic [26] species. This
result is strengthened because the accuracy assessment includes
minor invaders, which have traditionally been excluded from
accuracy calculations because of uncertainty in their long-term
impacts (see [25] and references therein). Additionally, the tool is
feasible: sufficient data were available to evaluate all but 2% of the
species included.
Overall accuracy of the USAqWRA was roughly 90% for this
dataset regardless of whether minor invaders were included with
the non-invaders or major invaders (Table 1). The most
precautionary approach to invader identification, while maintaining maximum overall accuracy (Fig. 3), would be to use a

Table 1. Accuracy of the USAqWRA when thresholds scores for species with low and high probability of becoming invasive are
developed and intermediate scores indicate species requiring further evaluation.

Low risk (score ,31)

Evaluate further
(score = 31–39)

High risk (score .39)

Total # Species

Major Invader

2% (1)

13% (5)

85% (33)

39

Minor Invader

37% (11)

47% (14)

16% (5)

30

Non-invader

95% (55)

3% (2)

2% (1)

58

17% (21/127)

127

Correctly

82–99%

85–97%

88–93%

predicted1

(55/67–66/67)

(33/39–38/39)

(93/106–99/106)

1
Correct prediction ranges, all averaging 91%, are calculated with minor invaders included as either non-invaders or major invaders without species requiring further
evaluation.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0040031.t001
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Figure 2. Accuracy of the USAqWRA model for the US for non-invaders and minor invaders combined, versus major invaders
(n = 127). A. Cumulative percent accuracy, maximized at 90.6% at a threshold score of 40 differentiating the two groups. B. Independent percent
accuracy for the non-invaders and minor invaders combined, versus major invaders.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0040031.g002

performance for policy application without referring species for
additional testing.
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Both using single or dual (i.e., referring species with intermediate scores for further testing) thresholds resulted in good
assessment of the 20 validation species (Table S5). High accuracy
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Figure 3. Accuracy of the USAqWRA model for the US for non-invaders versus minor and major invaders combined (n = 127). A.
Cumulative percent accuracy, maximized at 88.2% at threshold scores of 24, 29, and 31 equally differentiating the two groups. B. Independent
percent accuracy for the non-invaders and minor invaders combined, versus major invaders.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0040031.g003

was achieved when thresholds of either 29 or 31 were used: in that
case, all invaders and 90% of the non-invaders were correctly
assessed. All species were correctly classified when the two
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org

threshold system (scores 31–39 require further evaluation) was
used, although 20% (2) of the invaders and 10% (1) of the noninvaders would require additional evaluation.
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predictive purposes, we would not use that information and would
conclude that this species has a low probability of being invasive.
However, incorporating the data from Florida results in a score of
37 (Table S5), suggesting that precautionary management may be
prudent.
Species that scored 60 or above in our test were all classified as
major invaders. If scores are used to guide management decisions,
species in this score range should be prioritized for control unless
their distribution and potential for treatment suggest that
management is so costly that the resources would better be
allocated elsewhere. Additionally, management of species that are
currently minor invaders in the US but are highly invasive in other
countries should be considered, since invasiveness anywhere
outside the native range is a well-documented predictor of the
probability a species will become invasive (e.g., [48], [49]).
Climate tolerance coupled with current distribution may also
indicate species that require immediate management. If the native
or introduced range of a species includes multiple US Hardiness
Zones (e.g., 1–11), but the species only occupies a few of those
zones, control priority should be further evaluated. For example,
Cyperus serotinus occupies Zones 4–11 outside of the US, but is only
recorded in Zones 6–7 in the US [37]. The broad climate
tolerance of this species suggests the potential for a substantial
range increase in the US.
Overall, our results suggest that the USAqWRA is appropriate
for prevention decisions and may have additional utility for
prioritizing management efforts. Accuracy of current risk assessment systems used in the US and elsewhere should be compared
against the USAqWRA for aquatic plant species. Regardless of the
risk assessment system, the high accuracy with which we can
distinguish non-invaders from harmful invaders at the US scale
suggests that a more pro-active prevention system would both be
feasible and economically beneficial [23]. Further, like the AWRA
[25], this tool should be tested for accuracy in additional
geographies.

We used 30 years as the time-frame over which species are likely
to become naturalized based on earlier work that found no
correlation between year of introduction and prediction of
invasiveness in many of these same species [26]. However, a
precautionary approach suggests that species introduced more
recently that have scores near the thresholds (e.g., Hydrocotyle
vulgaris, score = 33) may be incipient invaders that warrant
management or close monitoring.
Identification of the true accuracy of this tool would require
data on the real population proportions of minor and major
invaders [39]. Ideally, it would also be calibrated to reduce overall
damage by including data about the costs of false positives (i.e.,
non-invader restricted from import) and false negatives (i.e.,
invader allowed for import) [23]. Although our dataset included
more non-invaders than invaders, the true proportion of noninvaders introduced to the US is likely higher [8]. However, the
high calculated AUC values, which are independent of the
proportion in either category [41], shows that the USAqWRA is a
high performance tool. While sufficient economic data are not
available for inclusion in the analysis, the cost of a false negative
(i.e., harmful invader allowed in) is likely to be higher than the cost
of a false positive (i.e., non-invader kept out of trade) [39]. This
difference suggests that a cost-sensitive approach would support
the more precautionary lower threshold identified here.
Our intent was to examine whether this tool would be useful for
pre-border preventative screening of species imports. As a result,
the conclusions presented here are based at the scale, and
incorporate the full range of environmental conditions, of the US.
Accuracy is unlikely to be maintained at regional or state scales if
species intolerant of growing conditions are assessed as if they
might become regionally invasive. For example, the US test
includes temperate to tropical climates. Use at the regional scale
would require implementation of a pre-screening system for
immediately excluding species from assessment if they are not
tolerant of environmental conditions within that geography.
Regional testing would be required to identify whether the
empirically derived thresholds identified here are appropriate for
different scales and environments.
The USAqWRA, like the NZAqWRA [27], may be useful for
prioritizing the management of established non-native aquatic
plant species. Risk assessment results would be combined with data
on the feasibility and cost of long-term control success, and the
vulnerability and irreplaceability (sensu [43]) of the biodiversity or
economic assets threatened by the existing invader. If a new
species were discovered in the US, however, the USAqWRA could
be used to assess whether the risk of spread and impact is
sufficiently high to justify a rapid response to eradicate the
infestation, or whether risk is low and management resources
would be better directed elsewhere [31].
Additionally, many species act as ‘sleeper weeds’ (sensu [44]),
perhaps remaining as minor invaders for decades before they
become serious invaders. For example, Hydrocleys nymphoides
(score = 46) has been present for over a century [33] and is
currently a minor invader in Texas and Florida [45]. The
USAqWRA score reflects the invasive behavior of this species in
New Zealand and Australia [46] and, without evidence of an
effective natural mechanism controlling populations in the US,
suggests that it might be prudent to implement management
efforts now, to avoid probable future impacts.
If the intended use of the tool is to inform management
decisions for established species, data from within the region of
interest should be included. For example, the only location in
which Luziola subintegra is known to naturalize and become the
dominant species is in Florida [47]. If assessed for the US for
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org

Supporting Information
Table S1 Comparison of questions and scoring between
the New Zealand Aquatic Weed Risk Assessment
[3,28,29] and the USAqWRA used for the analyses
described.
(DOC)
Table S2 Non-native species present in the US for over
30 years that were assessed in the development of the
USAqWRA system.
(DOC)
Table S3 Ten invasive and ten non-invasive species

assessed for USAqWRA system validation.
(DOC)
Table S4 A priori classification for test species based
upon their status in the US and predicted invasiveness
risk level using the USAqWRA system.
(DOC)
Table S5

USAqWRA system results for the 20 validation

species.
(DOC)

Acknowledgments
We appreciate the assistance of J. Gardina, J. Chase, and A. Baldridge with
literature review and the help with identification of aquatic plant species for
this test from D. Keller, E. Elgin, J. Chase, J. Schardt, D. Schmitz, and R.

7

July 2012 | Volume 7 | Issue 7 | e40031

Aquatic Plant Risk Assessment

Weaver. This work was partly motivated by a state of Indiana weed risk
assessment initiative facilitated by D. Keller, P. Charlebois and K. Te Pas.
Comments from S.J. Goldstien and the Lodge laboratory group have
improved this paper.

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: DRG CAG WLC RPK PDC.
Performed the experiments: CAG. Analyzed the data: DRG CLJ CAG.
Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: CLJ. Wrote the paper:
DRG CAG RPK CLJ.

References
24. Springborn M, Romagosa CM, Keller RP (2011) The value of nonindigenous
species risk assessment in international trade. Ecolog Econ 70: 2145–2153.
25. Gordon DR, Onderdonk DA, Fox AM, Stocker RK (2008) Accuracy of the
Australian Weed Risk Assessment system across varied geographies. Diversity
Distrib 14: 234–242.
26. Gordon DR, Gantz CA (2011) Risk assessment for invasiveness differs for
aquatic and terrestrial plant species. Biol Invasions 13: 1829–1842.
27. Champion PD, Clayton JS (2001) A weed risk assessment model for aquatic
weeds in New Zealand. In: Groves RH, Panetta FD, Virtue JG, editors. Weed
Risk Assessment. Victoria: CSIRO Publishing. 194–202.
28. Champion PD, Burnett DA, Petroeschevsky A (2008) Risk assessment of
tradable aquatic plant species in Australia. NIWA, Western Australia:
O’Connor.
29. Champion PD, Clayton JS (2010) Assessing the risk posed to Micronesia by
invasive aquatic weeds. NIWA Client Report, Hamilton. 60 pp.
30. Champion PD, Hofstra DE, Clayton JS (2010) Nipping aquatic plant invasions
in the bud – weed risk assessment and the trade. Hydrobiologia 656: 167–172.
31. Keller RP, Drake JM (2009) Trait-based risk assessment for invasive species. In:
Keller RP, Lodge DM, Lewis M, Shogren J, editors. Bioeconomics of Invasive
Species: Integrating Ecology, Economics, Policy and Management. New York:
Oxford University Press. 44–62.
32. Santamarı́a L (2002) Why are most aquatic plants widely distributed? Dispersal,
clonal growth and small-scale heterogeneity in a stressful environment. Acta
Oecol 23: 137–154.
33. Tricker W (1897) The Water Garden. New York: A.T. De La Mare Printing and
Pub. Co.
34. Bisset P (1905) The Book of Water Gardening. New York: A. T. De la Mare
Company, Inc. 199 pp.
35. Stodola J (1967) Encyclopedia of Water Plants. Neptune City: TFH Publications,
Inc. 368 pp.
36. Cook CDK, Gut BJ, Rix EM, Schneller J, Seitz M (1974) Water Plants of the
World. The Hague, Netherlands: Dr. W Junk b.b., Publishers. 561 pp.
37. NAPPFAST (2007) North Carolina State University Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service Plant Pest Forecasting System. Available: www.nappfast.org.
Accessed 13 Nov 2011.
38. Gordon DR, Mitterdorfer B, Pheloung PC, Ansari S, Buddenhagen C, et al.
(2010) Guidance for addressing the Australian Weed Risk Assessment questions.
Plant Protect Quart 25(2): 56–74.
39. Smith CS, Lonsdale WM, Fortune J (1999) When to ignore advice: invasion
predictions and decision theory. Biol Invasions 1: 89–96.
40. Fawcett T (2006) An introduction to ROC analysis. Pattern Recogn Lett 27:
861–874.
41. Caley P, Kuhnert PM (2006) Application and evaluation of classification trees
for screening unwanted plants. Austral Ecol 31: 647–655.
42. Hosmer DW, Lemeshow S (2000) Applied Logistic Regression, 2nd Edition. New
York: John Wiley & Sons. 375 p.
43. Margules C, Pressey R (2000) Systematic conservation planning. Nature 405:
243–253.
44. Groves RH (2006) Are some weeds sleeping? Some concepts and reasons.
Euphytica 148: 111–120.
45. Haynes RR (2000) Limnocharitaceae. Vol. 22. In: Flora of North America
Editorial Committee, editors. 1993+. New York and Oxford: Flora of North
America North of Mexico. 16+ vols. 5–6.
46. Environment Waikato. 2010. 5.4.21 Water Poppy (Hydrocleys nymphoides).
Regional Pest Management Strategy 2008–2013. Available: http://www.
waikatoregion.govt.nz/Council/Policy-and-plans/Rules-and-regulation/
Regional-Pest-Management-Strategy/Regional-Pest-Management-Strategy2008-2013/Part-2/5-Pest-plants/54-Potential-pest-plants/5421-Water-PoppyHydrocleys-nymphoides//. Accessed 27 Nov 2011.
47. Kunzer JM, Bodle MJ (2008) Luziola subintegra (Poaceae: Oryzeae), New to
Florida and the United States. J Botan Res Inst Texas 2: 633–638.
48. Scott JK, Panetta FD (1993) Predicting the Australian weed status of southern
African plants. J Biogeog 20: 87–93.
49. Reichard SH, Hamilton CW (1997) Predicting invasions of woody plants
introduced into North America. Conserv Biol 11: 193–203.

1. Schmitz DC, Schardt JD, Leslie AJ, Dray FA, Osborne JA, et al. (1993) The
ecological impact and management history of three invasive alien aquatic plant
species in Florida. In: McKnight BN, editor. Biological Pollution: The Control
and Impact of Invasive Exotic Species. Indianapolis: Indiana Academy of
Science. 173–194.
2. Van TK, Wheeler GS, Center TC (1999) Competition between Hydrilla
verticillata and Vallisneria americana as influenced by soil fertility. Aquat Bot 62:
225–233.
3. Champion PD, Clayton JS (2000) Border control for potential aquatic weeds.
Stage 1. Weed risk model. Science for Conservation 141. Wellington:
Department of Conservation.
4. Clayton JS, Champion PD (2006) Risk Assessment Method for Submerged
Weeds In New Zealand Hydroelectric Lakes. Hydrobiologia 570: 103–188.
5. Twongo T (1996) Growing impact of water hyacinth on near shore
environments on Lakes Victoria and Kyoga (East Africa). In: Johnson TC,
Odada E, editors.The Limnology, Climatology and Paleoclimatology of the East
African Lakes. Toronto: Gordon and Breach, Toronto. 633–642.
6. Pimentel D, Zuniga R, Morrison D (2005) Update on the environmental and
economic costs associated with alien-invasive species in the United States. Ecol
Econ 52: 273–288.
7. Koschnick T (2007) You thought milfoil was tough: options for and challenges
associated with Hydrilla control. In: Midwest Aquatic Plant Management
Society 27th Annual Conference, 2007 March 4; Milwaukee. 4–5.
8. Williamson M, Fitter A (1996) The varying success of invaders. Ecology 77:
1661–1665.
9. Levine JM, D ’ Antonio CM (2003) Forecasting biological invasions with
increasing international trade. Conserv Biol 17: 322–326.
10. Hulme PE (2009 ) Trade, transport and trouble: managing invasive species
pathways in an era of globalization. J Appl Ecol 46: 10–18.
11. Kay SH, Hoyle ST (2001) Mail order, the internet, and invasive aquatic weeds.
J Aquat Plant Manage 39: 88–91.
12. Maki K, Galatowitsch S (2004) Movement of invasive aquatic plants into
Minnesota (USA) through horticultural trade. Biol Conserv 118: 389–396.
13. Crosson H (2005) Keeping aquatic plants in their place: Common sense tips to
protect lakes and rivers. LandscapeOnline.com. Available: http://www.
plantright.org/pdfs/Crosson2005.pdf. Accessed 30 Nov 2011.
14. Padilla DK, Williams SL (2004) Beyond ballast water: aquarium and ornamental
trades as sources of invasive species in aquatic ecosystems. Front Ecol Environ 2:
131–138.
15. Daehler CC (1998) The taxonomic distribution of invasive angiosperm plants:
Ecological insights and comparison to agricultural weeds. Biol Conserv 84: 167–
180.
16. Les DH, Mehrhoff LJ (1999) Introduction of nonindigenous aquatic vascular
plants in southern New England: A historical perspective. Biol Invasions 1: 281–
300.
17. Petroeschvsky A, Champion PD (2008) Preventing further introduction and
spread of aquatic weeds through the ornamental plant trade. In: van Klinken
RD, Osten VA, Panetta FD, Scanlan JC, editors. Brisbane: 16th Australian
Weeds Conference, Queensland Weeds Society. 399–402.
18. Pheloung PC, Williams PA, Halloy SR (1999) A weed risk assessment model for
use as a biosecurity tool evaluating plant introductions. J Environ Manage 57:
239–251.
19. Kolar CS, Lodge DM (2002) Ecological predictions and risk assessment for alien
fishes in North America. Science 298: 1233–1236.
20. Reed RN, Rodda GH, editors (2009) Giant constrictors: biological and
management profiles and an establishment risk assessment for nine large species
of pythons, anacondas, and the boa constrictor. US Geological Survey OpenFile Report 2009-1202, Reston: US Geological Survey. 302 pp.
21. Koop AL, Fowler L, Newon LP, Caton BP (2011) Development and validation
of a weed screening tool for the United States. Biol Invasions DOI 10.1007/
s10530-011-0061-4.
22. Keller RP, Lodge DM (2006) Species invasions from commerce in live aquatic
organisms: problems and possible solutions. Bioscience 57: 429–436.
23. Keller RP, Lodge DM, Finnoff DC (2007) Risk assessment for invasive species
produces net bioeconomic benefits. PNAS 104: 203–207.

PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org

8

July 2012 | Volume 7 | Issue 7 | e40031

