Citing the IFAS Assessment – April 2009


Instructions for IFAS Extension Faculty: 
Citing Conclusions and Results from the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas

1. General citations for the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas: results, conclusions, counties in zones, and background information
2. Citing conclusions in text that are the same for all three zones
3. Citing conclusions in text where there are differences between the zones
4. Citing conclusions using tables and/or footnotes (e.g., lists, posters, etc.)
5. Citing conclusions if document only addresses one county or zone
6. Specific citations for the Status Assessment, the Predictive Tool (WRA), and the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol
7. Specifically citing conclusions from the Predictive Tool (WRA) 
8. Specifically citing conclusions from the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol
9. Citing results in text
10. Citing detailed results with scores in text
11. Specifically citing results from the Predictive Tool (WRA)
12. Specifically citing results from the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol
13. Incomplete results and conclusions
14. Species currently listed within the conclusions table that have received a conclusion of not yet assessed (species have either not yet been assessed with the Status Assessment, or have been assessed and directed to a predictive tool prior to the induction of the Predictive Tool (WRA))
1. General citations for the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Assessment): results, conclusions, counties in zones, and background information

General citation for use of the IFAS Assessment

In text:

Syzygium cumini (Java plum) has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008).

In Literature Cited:
IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group (2008) IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas. Cited from the Internet (insert current date here), http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/.
Citation for results, conclusions, counties in zones, or background information on the Status Assessment

Details of the current results of the IFAS Assessment for Syzygium cumini are provided in the Results Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/results.pdf. 
In the south zone, Eugenia uniflora is invasive and not recommended (to see if any exceptions for specified and limited use have been approved since publication, check the Conclusions Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html). 
Syzygium cumini is invasive and not recommended in the south zone (counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf). 
Further information concerning the purpose and development of the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas can be found in the document “The Story Behind the IFAS Assessment” at: http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/AG100. 

2. Citing conclusions in text that are the same for all three zones

Example 2.1

According to the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008), Albizia julibrissin (mimosa, silk tree) is invasive and not recommended in Florida.
Example 2.2

Abutilon hirtum (Indian mallow) has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008). This species is not documented in any undisturbed natural areas in Florida. Thus, it is not considered a problem species and may be recommended in Florida.
3. Citing conclusions in text where there are differences between the zones

Example 3.1
According to the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008), Syzygium cumini (Java plum) is invasive and not recommended in the south zone in Florida and is not considered a problem species and may be recommended in the central and north zones in Florida (counties listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf).
Example 3.2

According to the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008), Eugenia uniflora (Surinam cherry) is not documented in undisturbed natural areas in the north zone and so is not considered a problem species and may be recommended the north zone of Florida.  In the central zone of Florida1 it has been found in natural areas in the central zone and should be treated with caution, may be recommended but managed to prevent escape. In the south zone, this species is invasive and not recommended (to see if any exceptions for specified and limited use have been approved since publication, check the Conclusions Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html). 
Footnote:

1Florida counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf.
4. Citing conclusions using tables and/or footnotes (e.g., lists, posters, etc.)
Example 4.1
	
	IFAS Assessment conclusions

	Species
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Acacia auriculiformis
	
	
	C, S#
	
	N

	Albiza julibrissin
	N, C, S
	
	
	
	

	Ardisia crenata
	
	N, C
	
	S
	


Foot notes
*
Conclusions for the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008) are indicated for each zone by a number where:
1 = Invasive: not recommended 

2 = Invasive: not recommended but may be eligible for specified and limited uses if approved by the IFAS Invasive Plants Working Group (to see if any exceptions for specified and limited use have been approved since publication, check the Conclusions Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html) 
3 = Caution: may be recommended but manage to prevent escape
4 = Not considered a problem species at this time; may be recommended
5 = Not considered a problem species at this time; may be recommended (not documented in undisturbed natural areas) 
# 
N = north; C = central; S = south climate zones in Florida (counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf) 
Example 4.2 (Conclusions 4 and 5 from example 4.1 have been combined in this example into Conclusion 4)

Acacia auriculiformis N-4, C-3, S-3*

Albizia julibrissin N-1, C-1, S-1

Ardisia crenata N-2, C-2, S-4

Footnotes 
∗
After each species, the north (N), central (C), and south (S) climate zones of Florida are listed (counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf) and the conclusions for the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008) are indicated for each zone by a number where:
1 
Invasive: not recommended 
2 
Invasive: not recommended but may be eligible for specified and limited uses if approved by the IFAS Invasive Plants Working Group (to see if any exceptions for 
specified and limited use have been approved since publication, check the Conclusions Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html)
3 
Caution: may be recommended but manage to prevent escape
4 
Not considered a problem species at this time; may be recommended

For example, C-4 = in the central zone this species is not considered a problem species at this time; may be recommended
Example 4.3 (where few of the species listed have been assessed)

Plants native to Florida are indicated in parentheses after the scientific and common names. Non-native plants found in Florida’s natural areas are indicated with footnotes stating their status as established by the “IFAS Assessment of Non-native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas” (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008). Non-native plants without footnotes have not been reported in Florida’s natural areas and/or have not yet been assessed using the Status Assessment.
Acer saccharum var. floridana (Florida maple: native)…

Albizia julibrissin1 (mimosa, silk tree)…

Araucaria bidwillii (Bunya-Bunya; False monkey puzzle tree) – unusual evergreen conifer from Australia…

Footnote:
1This species is considered invasive and not recommended in north, central and south zones of Florida by UF/IFAS (counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf). 
5. Citing conclusions if a document only addresses one county or zone

Example 5.1

Sansevieria hyacinthoides (bowstring hemp) has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008) and in Alachua County this species received caution may be recommended  but managed to prevent escape (other conclusions may apply in other counties; check the Conclusions Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html).
6. Specific citations for the Status Assessment, the Predictive Tool (WRA), and the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol

Status Assessment in text:

The initial component of the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008) is the Status Assessment (Fox et al. 2008) in which evidence is reviewed concerning ecological impacts, potential for expansion, difficulty of management, and economic value of non-native species.

Status Assessment in Literature Cited:

Fox, A.M., D.R. Gordon, J.A. Dusky, L. Tyson, and R.K. Stocker (2008) IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas: Status Assessment. Cited from the Internet (insert current date here), http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/status_assessment.pdf. 
Predictive Tool in text:

For species that have not escaped into Florida’s natural areas but are either recent arrivals to the state, known to cause problems in areas with similar habitats and climate to Florida, or proposed for a new use that would result in higher acreage of cultivation and propagule pressure in Florida, the Status Assessment directs the use of the Predictive Tool. The Australian Weed Risk Assessment (Pheloung et al. 1999) system has been adapted for use in Florida to complete the assessment of such species (Gordon et al. 2008)

Predictive Tool in Literature Cited:

Gordon, D. R., A. M. Fox, D.A. Onderdonk, and C. Gantz (2008) IFAS Assessment – Predictive Tool. Cited from the Internet (insert current date here), http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/predictive_tool.pdf. 
Infraspecific Taxon Protocol in text:

The Status Assessment is generally applied at the species level. It is only applied independently to infraspecific taxa (e.g., cultivars, varieties, or sub-species) if these taxa can be clearly distinguished in the field and are not likely to revert. Other infraspecific taxa may be proposed for assessment using the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol (Fox et al. 2007)

Infraspecific Taxon Protocol in Literature Cited:

Fox, A, M., D. R. Gordon, C. Gantz, G.W. Knox, and S.B. Wilson (2007) IFAS Assessment: Infraspecific Taxon Protocol. Cited from the Internet (insert current date here), http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/infraspecific_taxon_protocol.html. 
7. Specifically citing conclusions from the Predictive Tool (WRA)
Example 7.1

Brugmansia candida has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008) and although it is not currently found in any undisturbed natural areas in Florida, it was recently introduced to the state. Thus, it was evaluated using the Predictive Tool http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/predictive_tool.pdf.  Because this species is likely to be able to survive and reproduce throughout Florida, the statewide conclusion for this species based on its total point score of 5 points is caution, may be recommended but manage to prevent escape.

Example 7.2

Cortaderia selloana has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008). Although it is not currently found in any undisturbed natural areas in Florida, it is known to be an invasive species in areas with similar climates and habitats to Florida. Thus, it was evaluated using the Predictive Tool (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/predictive_tool.pdf) and received a total point score of 26 points.  This total point score of 26 represents the conclusion reject:  predicted to be invasive; recommend only under specific management practices that have been approved by the IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group (see insert url for any approved management practices; if none exist, this species is not recommended for use).
Example 7.3

Eucalytpus grandis has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008).  This woody species has been in Florida for more than two decades and is not currently found in any undisturbed natural areas. However, potential use as a biofuel species would significantly increase the acreage under cultivation and the Status Assessment directed the use of the Predictive Tool (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/predictive_tool.pdf). The species received a score of 7 for all zones in Florida, resulting in the conclusion reject:  predicted to be invasive; recommend only under specific management practices that have been approved by the IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group. The Working Group has approved specific management practices for 4 specified cultivars of E. grandis (see insert url). No other uses, other cultivars, or the full species are recommended for use as of June 2009). 
Example 7.4
The tree, Bauhinia natalensis, has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008) (Gordon and Gantz 2008).  Since this species is not currently found in any undisturbed natural areas in Florida but has been introduced within the last 20 years, the Status Assessment directed the use of the Predictive Tool (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/predictive_tool.pdf).  The species received a total point score of 1. The Predictive Tool conclusion is accept; not a problem species, may be recommended.  
8. Specifically citing conclusions from the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol

Example 8.1

The cultivar of Nandina domestica cv. Firepower was evaluated using the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/infraspecific_taxon_protocol.html), a component of the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008).  The cultivar received a conclusion of not a problem infraspecific taxon, may be recommended because there is evidence that the combined characteristics of this taxon will result in such decreased dispersal and spread compared to the resident species that it would be unlikely to become abundant in natural areas (the evidence must be provided).     
Example 8.2

The (hypothetical) cultivar of Kalanchoe pinnata cv. Square-leaves has been evaluated using the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/infraspecific_taxon_protocol.html) a component of the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008). Based on the evaluation, the conclusion for this cultivar is the same as for the species K. pinnata.  Thus, this cultivar is considered to be invasive and not recommended in south and central Florida1, and in north Florida it received a conclusion of caution, may be recommended but managed to prevent escape.
Footnote:

1Florida counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf. 

Example 8.3

The (hypothetical) cultivar of Schefflera actinophylla cv. Few fruit (Australian umbrella tree – few fruit) has been evaluated using the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/infraspecific_taxon_protocol.html  a component of the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant 
Working Group 2008).  Based on the evaluation, the conclusions for this cultivar are the same as for the species S. actinophylla. Thus, this cultivar is considered invasive and not recommended in south and central Florida1. This cultivar is considered unlikely to survive and reproduce in north Florida so it is not considered a problem and may be recommended.  Compared to the species S. actinophylla, this cultivar has traits (e.g., fewer seeds produced) that with further selection/breeding have the potential to result in a non-invasive cultivar of this species.

The last sentence of example 8.3 is only relevant when footnote K is indicated in the Conclusions Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html.  Note that the conclusions are not different for this cultivar compared to the species but, if desired, there is an opportunity to provide the information that the cultivar has a reduction in some traits that likely contribute to the invasive characteristics of the species. It is not appropriate to recommend this cultivar because it is “less invasive” than the species.

Footnote:

1Florida counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf.

9. Citing results in text

Example 9.1

Ardisia crenata (coral ardisia) has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008). In the north and central zones of Florida (counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf), this species has caused medium ecological impacts and has a high potential for further expansion in its distribution. Ardisia crenata is considered difficult to manage and has high economic value. The conclusion for the north and central zones is that this species is invasive and not recommended (to see if any exceptions for specified and limited use have been approved since publication, check the Conclusions Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html).  In the south zone, A. crenata has low ecological impacts and potential for expansion, and therefore is not considered a problem species and may be recommended.

Example 9.2

According to the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008), Psidium cattleianum (strawberry guava) is considered invasive and is not recommended in the south zone of Florida (counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf ). In the central zone of Florida, P. cattleianum was found to be a species that should be treated with caution, may be recommended but managed to prevent escape. In the north zone, this species is not considered a problem and may be recommended.  Psidium cattleianum causes very high ecological impacts in south Florida but low impacts in central Florida. It has a high potential for expanding its distribution in these zones, it is difficult to manage, and has high economic value. This species does not occur in undisturbed natural areas in north Florida, and it is considered unlikely that it could grow and reproduce there.

10.   Citing detailed results with scores in text

Ranges of points for scoring ecological impacts and difficulty of management

Low ecological impacts < 12 points

Medium ecological impacts 12 – 26.4 points

High ecological impacts 26.5 – 41 points

Very high ecological impacts 41 – 64.5 points

Difficult to manage ≥ 15 points

Example 10.1

According to the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008), Psidium cattleianum (strawberry guava) is considered invasive and not recommended in the south zone of Florida (counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf) . In the central zone of Florida, P. cattleianum was found to be a species that should be treated with caution, may be recommended but managed to prevent escape.  In the north zone, this species is not considered a problem and may be recommended. Psidium cattleianum causes very high ecological impacts in south Florida scoring 46.5 points (the range for very high impacts is 41.5 – 64.5 points). In central Florida, it causes low ecological impacts scoring 0.75 points (the range for low impacts is <12 points). It has a high potential for expanding its distribution in these zones, it is difficult to manage, scoring 21.5 points (the threshold for “difficult to manage” is 15 points), and has high economic value. This species does not occur in undisturbed natural areas in north Florida and it is considered unlikely that it could grow and reproduce there.

11.   Specifically citing results from the Predictive Tool (WRA)
While Jatropha curcas may not currently be invasive in Florida’s natural areas, the Predictive Tool of the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008) concludes that the species is predicted to be invasive in all zones in Florida. As no specific management practices for cultivation of this species have been approved by the IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group, this species is not recommended for use. 
When a species has been directed to the Predictive Tool (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/predictive_tool.pdf) from the Status Assessment, refer to the citation examples in Section 6. Also, refer to the Results Table (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/results.pdf) and the Detailed Data for the species under the Predictive Tool heading (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/detailed_data.html) on the IFAS Assessment web site where the most significant results (e.g., questions for which positive points were awarded) can be summarized.

12.   Specifically citing results from the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol

When an infraspecific taxon (e.g., cultivar, variety, sub-species) has been directed to the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol 
(http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/infraspecific_taxon_protocol.html) by the Status Assessment, refer to the citation examples in Section 7. Also, refer to the Results Table (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/results.pdf) and the Detailed Data for infraspecific taxa under the Infraspecific Taxon Protocol heading (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/detailed_data.html) on the IFAS Assessment web site where the most significant results (e.g., differences in reproductive potential of the infraspecific taxon) can be summarized.  
13.   Incomplete results and conclusions

Example 13.1

Cinnamomum camphora (camphor-tree) has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008). In the north and central zones1 of Florida, it is invasive and not recommended (to see if any exceptions for specified and limited use have been approved since publication, check the Conclusions Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html). Although C. camphora occurs in south Florida, insufficient evidence has been found to complete the assessment there. Therefore, the incomplete conclusion for the south zone is not a problem species at this time and may be recommended in this zone (to see if these assessments have been completed since the time of this publication, please refer to the Conclusions Tables at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html).

Footnote:

1Florida counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf 
Example 13.2

Epipremnum pinnatum cv. Aureum (pothos) is a cultivar that can be clearly distinguished in the field and has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008). This cultivar is invasive and not recommended in the south zone1 of Florida (to see if any exceptions for specified and limited use have been approved since publication, check the Conclusions Table at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html).  In the south zone, E. pinnatum cv. Aureum causes medium ecological impacts, has high potential to expand its distribution, is difficult to manage, and has high economic value. This cultivar is not documented in undisturbed natural areas in north Florida. Although it occurs in natural areas in central Florida, only partial evidence is available concerning its ecological impacts. For central and north zones of Florida, this cultivar is considered to have a high potential for expanding its distribution. Therefore, the expansion potential combined with a high difficulty of management leads to the incomplete conclusion for both north and central zones that this species may be recommended with caution but should be managed to 
prevent escape (to see if these assessments have been completed since the time of this publication, please refer to the Conclusions Tables at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html).

Footnote:

1Florida counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf 
Example 13.3

Eleusine indica (Indian goosegrass) has been found in the south zone of Florida1 and has high potential for expansion. However, there is insufficient evidence that it has ecological impacts there. It is considered that this species could survive and reproduce in north and central zones of Florida, indicating that the potential for expansion is also high in these zones. Thus, the conclusion for all zones is that this species may be recommended with caution but should be managed to prevent its escape. However, in the central and south zones this conclusion is incomplete because of the insufficient evidence on ecological impacts in the south (to see if these assessments have been completed since the time of this publication, please refer to the Conclusions Tables at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html).
Footnote:

1Florida counties are listed by zone at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/assess_counties.pdf 
14.  Species currently listed within the conclusions table that have received a conclusion of not yet assessed (species have either not yet been assessed with the Status Assessment, or have been assessed and directed to a predictive tool prior to the induction of the Predictive Tool (WRA))
It is not necessary to mention the IFAS Assessment for any species that is not included in the Conclusions Tables (http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html).  However, the following examples would apply if an author wants to cite the IFAS Assessment for a species that has received a conclusion of not yet assessed in the Conclusions Table.

Example 14.1

Species unknownus (hypothetical species) has not yet been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008). Without this assessment, the temporary conclusion is that S. unknownus is not a problem species at this time and may be recommended. However, this conclusion may change once an assessment has been completed (to see if the assessment has been completed since the time of this publication, please refer to the Conclusions Tables at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html). 

Example 14.2

Agave vivipara (century plant) has been evaluated using the IFAS Assessment of Non-Native Plants in Florida’s Natural Areas (IFAS Invasive Plant Working Group 2008) and the use of a 
predictive tool was directed by the Status Assessment because this species has recently been introduced to the state. At the time of the assessment, the Predictive Tool 
(http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/pdfs/predictive_tool.pdf) had not yet been completed and adopted for use by the Invasive Plant Working Group. Without this assessment, the temporary conclusion is that A. vivipara is not yet assessed, and therefore, not a problem species at this time and may be recommended. However, this conclusion may change once the species has been evaluated with the Predictive Tool (to see if this assessment has been completed since the time of this publication, please refer to the Conclusions Tables at: http://plants.ifas.ufl.edu/assessment/conclusions.html).
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