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Abstract 
The Invasive Alien Green Iguana (IAGI), Iguana iguana, has spread worldwide via 
the pet trade, as stowaways and via other means and has become a pest species of 
global concern. It also represents a major threat to the endemic Lesser Antillean Iguana, 
Iguana delicatissima, on St. Eustatius. Following the capture of an adult female IAGI 
on St. Eustatius in early 2016, we conducted a Rapid Response Removal Campaign 
(RC) from April 2016 to January 2017. Three sets of directed visual surveys totaling 
409.5 observer hours and covering a combined trajectory of 114.2 km realized only 
a single detection of a hybrid that was later removed. During the remainder of the 
campaign period, an additional four IAGI hybrids were opportunistically detected 
and removed thanks to park staff or community involvement. Since the end of the 
campaign, eight additional detections and removals have been realized, three of 
which were IAGIs caught while offloading freight in the harbour and five of which 
were hybrids caught in surrounding suburban areas. We suggest that at least four 
distinct IAGI introductions to St. Eustatius occurred between 2013 and 2020. Our 
results show the value of motivating and mobilizing stakeholders and the public at 
an early stage of an invasion. Since the program’s initiation, eight of the 13 iguanas 
detected for culling were thanks to public and key stakeholder support and involvement. 
Four years after our campaign, the number of IAGIs and their hybrids still appear 
to be limited and concentrated in and around inhabited areas. Additional removal 
campaigns should be initiated as soon as possible, firmly based in public outreach, 
motivation and engagement. New legislation is needed to prohibit the importation, 
possession and harbouring of IAGIs or hybrids and to provide a framework for 
long-term structural funding required for effective control and removal. Routine 
fumigation and rigorous inspection of arriving cargo to eliminate the risk of stowaway 
IAGIs are also recommended. Culling of IAGIs is recommended for the port of St. 
Maarten, which serves as a major point of dispersal of IAGIs to St. Eustatius and 
likely also other islands in the region. 

Key words: community engagement, invasive species, invasive reptile, hybridization, 
island 
   
Introduction 

Biological invasions are a major global concern and have significant 
consequences for biodiversity, the environment, agriculture, livelihoods, 
health and culture in affected regions (Pyšek et al. 2020). These effects tend 
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to be much stronger on islands than on continents (Russell et al. 2017). 
Worldwide, the most impactful invasive animals are generally mammals 
such as feral livestock, cats and rats for which many eradications have been 
undertaken (e.g. Campbell and Donlan 2005; Howald et al. 2007; Campbell 
et al. 2011). In recent years, however, the Invasive Alien Green Iguana 
(IAGI) has become a species of high worldwide concern as an invasive 
species. From its origins in South America, it has spread extensively 
throughout the Caribbean (Falcón et al. 2012) and is now rapidly 
spreading elsewhere throughout tropical and subtropical regions of the 
world, including Asia (Falcón et al. 2013, Van den Burg et al. 2020). 

The Lesser Antillean Iguana, Iguana delicatissima, is a highly endangered 
Lesser Antillean endemic species (Van den Burg et al. 2018a) native to the 
Dutch Caribbean island of St. Eustatius. The species is classified as 
Critically Endangered on the IUCN Red List and has already been lost 
from most Caribbean islands on which it naturally occurred (Van den 
Burg et al. 2018a). Today, the IAGI is a recognized principal cause for its 
endangerment throughout its remaining range due to displacement by and 
hybridization with the IAGI (Knapp et al. 2014). Since the extinction of the 
endemic rice rat, Pennatomys nivalis, during the European colonial era, either 
due to introduction of invasive rodents/mammals or habitat destruction 
(Brace et al. 2015), I. delicatissima has been and still is the largest surviving 
endemic land vertebrate of St. Eustatius. 

Awareness that the IAGI is a serious threat to I. delicatissima developed 
only gradually. For decades the IAGI was regarded as a merely compatible 
coexisting species. For instance, Wijffels (1976) opined that I. delicatissima 
was “absolutely not being supplaced by the IAGI advancing from South 
America as has been assumed for many decades”. Three decades later, in 
their review on the conservation state of reptiles of the Lesser Antilles, 
Powell and Henderson (2005) only indicated the possibility of hybridization 
as among the many threats to the species but gave it no further priority or 
urgency. In the Lesser Antillean Iguana Species Profile by Pasachnik et al. 
(2006) hybridization was mentioned, however, only in passing and was not 
highlighted as a principal threat. Likewise, in his review paper on the 
ecology and conservation of the Lesser Antillean Iguana, Knapp (2007) 
highlighted the threat of hybridization with the IAGI to the genetic 
integrity of the species, but offered little to prioritize it as a principal 
conservation concern. 

By the early 2010s, expert opinions shifted, as they began to view the 
IAGI as a threat to the conservation of I. delicatissima. For instance, in 
2012, the IAGI was described as a “potentially disastrous” future threat to 
the Lesser Antillean Iguana on St. Eustatius by Van Buurt and Debrot 
(2012) and later by Vuillaume et al. (2015). In 2013, Debrot and Boman 
(2013) and Debrot et al. (2013) listed the introduction of the IAGI as one 
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of the top four threats to the native iguana population on St. Eustatius. 
Finally, today, the most recent Species Action Plan for I. delicatissima 
recognizes “displacement through competition and hybridization with 
I. iguana” as a key factor in the loss of the Lesser Antillean Iguana from 
many islands (Knapp et al. 2014). 

In 1992, the I. delicatissima population on St. Eustatius was estimated at 
approximately 300 animals, in 1998 at less than 300 animals, and in 2004 at 
about 425 (275–650) individuals (Reichling 1999; Fogarty et al. 2004). The 
most recent population survey concluded that, notwithstanding protective 
measures, the status of the native iguana had not improved significantly in 
the eight years since the 2004 assessment (Debrot and Boman 2013). The 
long-term prospects for the species worsened dramatically when, on 22nd 
February 2016, St. Eustatius National Parks (STENAPA) reported the capture 
of a gravid adult female IAGI. Recognizing the magnitude of this threat to 
the native I. delicatissima population, we swiftly initiated a rapid response 
removal campaign (RC) in an attempt to rid the island of this emergent 
threat and by April 2016 we had initiated the first of three directed removal 
surveys. Here we report on the results of our RC, the objectives of which 
were to: a) provide an initial assessment of the state of the IAGI invasion; 
b) engage community support in addressing this threat; c) evaluate the 
effectiveness of directed removal surveys and; d) recommend further 
actions required to deal with this most vital risk to the critically 
endangered I. delicatissima population. 

Materials and methods 

The IAGI can be readily distinguished from I. delicatissima based on 
several morphological characteristics such as the presence of a large 
subtympanic scale, nasal horns, large nuchal tubercles, a flat instead of 
bumpy top of the head, the presence of black rings around the tail and the 
absence of the thick sub-labial scales that typify I. delicatissima (Breuil 
2013). F1 hybrids of the two species have a mix of these characteristics and 
are distinguished by a much smaller size and more forward placement of 
the subtympanic scale and dull-black rings around the tail (Figure 1). The 
most important signs for field detection of IAGIs and their hybrids at a 
distance are the black rings around the tail, a spiky dorsal crest and the 
presence of a large to very large subtympanic scale, most prominent on 
adult males. 

Green iguanas are generally shy and successfully use camouflage to 
avoid detection. Therefore, due to this low detection probability, two well-
experienced, iguana spotters (H. Madden and T. van Wagensveld) were 
assigned to conduct three sets of directed visual surveys spread out over the 
course of a year. The three sets of surveys were conducted in April 2016, 
August–September 2016 and January 2017, respectively. Our campaign period 
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Figure 1. Key distinguishing phenotypic characteristics of a) I. delicatissima with arrows pointing to thick sub-labial scales and 
stout triangular dorsal spines, b) a specimen of Invasive Alien Green Iguana (specimen 2) caught prior to our Rapid Response 
Removal Campaign with arrows pointing at the large subtympanic scale and nasal spikes and c) a presumed F1 hybrid (specimen 7) 
with arrows pointing at the tempered-black tail rings and the spiky dorsal crest (all photos: STENAPA). 

is defined as the whole period from April 2016 to January 2017. 
Opportunistic removals, however, continued after the campaign ended 
thanks to the continuing public awareness effort and broad community 
support. In this assessment we include information on IAGIs seen and culled 
both before and subsequent to our campaign, up through December 2020. 

Extensive genetic sampling in 2015 showed that, until that time, there 
was no evidence of hybridization of IAGI into the I. delicatissima population 
(Van den Burg et al. 2018b). Making use of the most up-to-date leads, all 
directed search effort using line transects was concentrated in an area of up 
to about 200 m around locations at which IAGIs had been caught, or 
suspected IAGIs or hybrids had been reported. This was done to maximize 
actual chances of detection and was based on the presumed early stage of 
the IAGI invasion in 2016, during which animals should not have yet 
spread extensively. Searches included the harbour area as a main suspected 
point of entry to the island for all three sets of directed surveys. This also 
meant that the exact search areas covered greatly overlapped but were 
adjusted each time depending on the most recent actual or likely sightings 
of IAGIs or their hybrids (Figure 2). The distances covered during these 
line transect surveys were recorded and mapped, as was the time and number 
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Figure 2. Map outlining the outer borders of the area envelope in which three sets of Rapid Response 
directed removal surveys (colored lines) were conducted; April 2016, August 2016 and January 
2017. The known locations of Invasive Alien Green Iguanas and hybrids captured and culled, 
shown as white rectangles (before April 2016), yellow rectangles (April 2016 to January 2017) 
and green rectangles (January 2017 to December 2020), where numbers shown correspond to 
the specimen numbers in Table 2. Location of capture of specimen 15 is unknown and therefore 
not included on the map. 

Table 1. Effort and results of the three directed surveys executed during 2016 and 2017 in an effort to find, capture and cull 
Invasive Alien Green Iguanas (IAGI) and hybrids on St. Eustatius. 

Survey # Time period Days with search 
activity (n) 

Average search 
team group size (n) 

Person-hours 
spent (hr) 

Distance 
covered (km) 

Surface 
surveyed (ha) 

IAGI or hybrids 
detected (n) 

1 Apr 2016 7 2.2 72.0 23.8 47.6 0 
2 Aug–Sept 2016 21 2.4 154.5 40.0 80.0 0 
3 Jan 2017 12 4.3 183.0 50.4 100.8 1 

 Totals: 40 3.2 409.5 114.2 228.4 1 

of persons searching. The effective total visual widths of the transects 
varied greatly depending on vegetation density or visual obstruction by 
buildings and differed from roughly 10 to 50 m. With more intensive 
searching than applied by us in earlier work (Debrot et al. 2013) and with 
the generally more open suburban terrain and greater range of sight, this 
time our searches averaged about 10 m in width to either side of the line 
transects. Transect surveys were (practically) always performed by two 
experienced iguana spotters walking side by side, each focusing on a 
separate side of the transect. The only exception was for eight search hours 
(out of the total of 154.5 August 2016 search hours) that involved an expert 
observer working alone. The core group of two expert spotters was often 
accompanied by additional volunteers (once as many as nine) of mixed 
experience, tagging along to learn, help detect and help catch. Table 1 
shows that the average search team size for the two first directed survey 
periods was only slightly above the core team size of two but that during 
the third period on average two or more volunteers additionally joined in 
the search. In total, 409.5 observer hours were spent during the three sets 
of directed surveys in and around areas where IAGIs or hybrids had been 
captured, seen or reported by the public. Searches were spread out over a 
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total of 40 days and covered a total trajectory of 114.2 km and an 
(overlapping) searched surface area of 228.4 ha (Table 1). 

Iguana activity differs during the course of the day. Individuals seek out 
customary vantage points for basking as early as a half hour after sunrise 
(Van Marken Lichtenbelt et al. 1993). After initial basking they disperse 
more widely during mid to late-morning feeding and then generally retreat 
to shade during the midday heat. Line transect surveys were conducted 
from 7:30 am to 1:00 pm and our search strategy was adjusted according to 
iguana activity. Table 1 provides information on the total time spent, the 
distance and surface areas covered, as well as the average number of 
participants during each of the three directed transect surveys. Total 
transect distances covered differed per day, varying between two and 3.4 km 
for a mean length of 2.6 km per survey day. Vegetation height was highly 
variable in the largely suburban habitat surveyed. The vegetation was 
maximally 8–10 m high and generally consisted of a mix of grassy fields, 
scattered bushes, fruit trees or fence-line trees. Iguanas were often detected 
in the first half of the morning basking in the sun on rooftops, wall tops, or 
the top branches of higher trees. During the periods between which the 
three sets of directed surveys were held, as well as in the four years since, all 
additional IAGI captures were based on opportunistic detections from 
park staff and personnel and from the public and stakeholders. 

The total number of inhabitants on St. Eustatius is less than 3,500, 
mainly concentrated in the capital Oranjestad. Public support for the RC 
was deemed essential (Vane and Runhaar 2016). In this small, tight-knit 
community, the nature conservation and agricultural sectors carry a high 
public profile and visibility, and thanks to extensive close personal contacts, 
the locals leading our effort were well-known. Also, all agencies involved in 
the nature and agriculture sectors are strongly embedded in the island 
community. Focused involvement of key institutional and community 
leading figures (who were well-connected, willing to communicate and whom 
the public respect and are willing to cooperate with) greatly facilitated 
broad support for the initiative. Hence, prior to starting the campaign, the 
agricultural, veterinary, customs services and general public were informed 
of the need for the RC. This was done using a combination of folders 
distributed to home-owners and the general public, a broadcasted radio 
interview, newspaper articles and social media presenting explanatory 
images for distinction of the two species and their hybrids, as well as a 
bumper sticker initiative (Figure 3). Bumper stickers and ‘how to spot the 
IAGI/hybrid Iguana’ handbooks were distributed to community members 
of all ages. Many vehicles sported the bumper sticker. The handbook 
(Powers 2016) and folders contained illustrations of both the native 
I. delicatissima and the IAGI, illustrating the key diagnostic phenotypic 
characteristics of the species. Numerous local radio shows, social media articles 
and in-school lessons were produced by STENAPA during the campaign 
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Figure 3. Selection of media headlines forming part of the campaign to engage the St. Eustatius public in the IAGI and hybrid 
removal campaign: A) The Daily Herald (TDH), September 23, 2016; B) TDH April 6, 2017; C) TDH, August 6, 2016; 
D) Bionews #12, 2018; E) TDH September 15, 2016; F) TDH, February 18, 2016; G) STENAPA Facebook post, May 6, 2020 ; 
H) TDH, April 19, 2016; I) Bes Reporter, February 2, 2017. 

period. The regional newspaper The Daily Herald (distributed throughout 
St. Maarten/St. Martin, Saba, St. Eustatius and Anguilla) published five 
articles on the removal effort in 2016: February 18, April 23, March 8, May 8, 
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August 6 and September 15. Because the problem with IAGIs and hybrids 
had clearly not been eliminated after the campaign ended in January 2017, 
STENAPA continued providing attention to the issue and additional 
newspaper articles appeared on March 27 and May 2, 2018 and December 
21, 2020. Other media attention for the IAGI removal campaign was given 
on March 23, 2016 (BioNews Newletter 23), October 17, 2016 (radio), 
February 2, 2017 (BES Reporter), April 17, 2017 (CaribischNetwerk), May 
2018 (BioNews 13), and October 11, 2018 (Twitter). A local “iguana hotline” 
and website link were established and publicized through STENAPA’s 
social media accounts to alert STENAPA to suspicious sightings and even 
encourage volunteers for “iguana patrols” (outreach@statiapark.org). Via 
these channels, the public was urged to help by calling the park and/or the 
coordinating staff member on her mobile phone to report any likely 
sightings of IAGIs. An invasive species workshop was hosted by the local 
Caribbean Netherlands Science Institute in November 2017. One of the 
goals of the workshop, attended by representatives of STENAPA, Public 
Health, the St. Eustatius Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries Service (LVV) 
and the port authorities, was to educate associated border staff how to 
recognize the IAGI and hybrids. 

All leads obtained for possible IAGIs, were followed up with a visit to 
each indicated location to conduct a search, generally within a day of the 
suspected sighting or more quickly if the animal happened to be in sight at 
the moment the lead came in. When an invasive iguana was not found, the 
site was revisited in the days thereafter to determine whether any IAGI or 
hybrids could be detected. All animals that could be captured by hand were 
humanely euthanized by the local vet; those that were out of reach were 
shot with an air rifle by a staff member of LVV. The specimens culled were 
stored in a freezer for further study. All subsequent directed surveys 
included these areas, as well as additional areas when new suspected 
sightings were reported by the public or actual captures were made. In 
general, the search areas were clustered around the inhabited portion of 
the island, starting from the harbour of Oranjestad, the suspected main 
point of entry of the IAGIs. Several locally-active, affiliated organizations 
(STENAPA, Wageningen University and Research, Caribbean Netherlands 
Science Institute and LVV) extensively conduct research and nature and 
livestock management activities in remote areas of the island and never 
noted anything to suggest IAGIs or their hybrids have (even up to our date 
of manuscript submission) spread outside Oranjestad or its immediate 
surroundings. Therefore, all RC directed survey effort was focused in areas 
most likely assumed to harbour the IAGA or its hybrids. 

Results 

At the start of our campaign, R. Hensen, former head of LVV, provided us 
photographs and information on a juvenile IAGI he had caught and euthanized 
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Figure 4. Juvenile Invasive Alien Green Iguana caught at the St. Eustatius harbour and euthanized 
by R. Hensen in 2013, exact date unknown. Photo taken at the office of the St. Eustatius 
Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries Service by R. Hensen. 

from the harbour area in 2013, thus documenting the first known 
introduction event (Figure 4). This specimen was not a direct result of our 
campaign but is still important to report as it provides a considerably 
earlier date for a first documentation of the IAGI on the island. Based on 
inquiries prior to our campaign, local accounts indicated that the IAGI we 
caught in 2016 (specimen 2) and based on which our campaign was 
coordinated, had been introduced as a pet but later escaped (Jesse et al. 
2016). However, curiously, the specimen showed no common external 
signs of damage due to captivity (e.g., deformed snout and/or broken toes 
or nails). 

During the campaign period, five hybrid iguanas were caught and culled. 
However, our three directed surveys yielded only a single detection of a 
hybrid (Table 1). The animal could initially not be retrieved despite several 
attempts to resight it. Nevertheless, it is believed to correspond to hybrid 
specimen 7 (Table 2) because of its similar size and identical capture 
location three months later, as based on a follow-up tip by the resident 
home owner. In contrast to the directed surveys, incidental detections by 
the public and park management staff and personnel, yielded four captures 
during the campaign. After the campaign ended and directed surveys were 
discontinued, eight more iguanas were opportunistically caught and culled, 
three of which were juvenile to young adult IAGIs intercepted in the harbour 
and five of which were hybrids caught in and around Oranjestad. Of these, 
six had been detected by the public and stakeholders while two had been 
detected by park staff and personnel. With two of the specimens 
documented in this study culled before our campaign, we here report on a 
total of 15 culled iguanas (Table 2). Most of these were young-adult hybrids, 
two of which were found gravid with eggs upon capture. During the whole 
study period, no IAGIs or hybrids were detected or reported from outside 
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Table 2. Overview of culled Invasive Alien Green Iguanas (IAGI) and hybrid iguanas in St. Eustatius. NA: not available; SVL: 
snout to vent length; VT: length of vent to tail-tip; TL: total length; U: unintentional; I: intentional; IS: incidental detection by park 
personnel or staff; IP: incidental detection by stakeholder or public. 

Specimen 
number 

Specimen type 
and order of 

capture 

Date of 
capture 

Year of likely 
separate 

introduction 
events 

Period in 
relation to 
removal 

campaign 

Type of 
detection 

Maturity 
stage/sex SVL (cm) VT (cm) Weight (kg) 

1 IAGI 1 ?/?/2013 2013 (U) before IP Juvenile/NA NA NA NA 
2 IAGI 2 2/17/2016 2016 (I) before IP Gravid/female 40.7 79.9 2.18 
3 Hybrid 1 7/27/2016  during IP Subadult/male 19.3 15.6* 0.33 
4 Hybrid 2 8/30/2016  during IS Adult/female 26.5 63.7 0.63 
5 Hybrid 3 10/10/2016  during IS Adult/female NA NA NA 
6 Hybrid 4 10/19/2016  during IP Adult/male 26.9 67.0 1.40 
7 Hybrid 5 1/24/2017  during DS Adult/female 32.5 79.6** 1.89 
8 Hybrid 6 3/23/2017  after IP Adult/male 33.1 68.8** 2.30 
9 IAGI 3 3/30/2017 2017 (U) after IP Juvenile/NA NA NA NA 

10 Hybrid 7 4/21/2017  after IP Adult/female 27.3 62.2 2.30 
11 Hybrid 8 4/18/2018  after IP Gravid/female 33.0 99.1 1.92 
12 Hybrid 9 3/31/2020  after IS Gravid/female 26.0 29.9* NA 
13 IAGI 4 10/28/2020 2020 (U) after IP Juvenile/male 17.0 40.5 NA 
14 IAGI 5 12/12/2020  after IP Adult/female 31.0 49.0 NA 
15 Hybrid 10 NA  after IS Subadult/NA 24.4 33.7 NA 

* half of tail missing 
** tip of tail missing 

Oranjestad or its immediate surroundings, despite our intensive field 
research activities in those areas. 

After our initial capture of an adult IAGI in 2016, all other incidents 
involving non-hybrid IAGIs concerned juveniles or young adults intercepted 
in the St. Eustatius harbour. In March 2017, one subadult IAGI was caught 
while attempting to escape from cargo being unpacked in the harbour. In 
October 2020, a juvenile IAGI jumped onto a forklift during the unloading 
of cargo and was caught. Another young adult IAGI was caught in the 
harbour area in December 2020 and, based on similarity in size and 
proximity in time of detection, is believed most likely to be associated with 
the October 2020 specimen (Table 2). In summary, our results indicate a 
total of one likely intentional and three almost certainly unintentional 
introductions spanning the eight-year period 2013–2020. Neither the local 
‘iguana hotline’ nor the website link for reporting suspected iguanas 
yielded any positive identifications of IAGIs. Most local residents and 
stakeholders contacted STENAPA rangers directly when they saw a 
potentially invasive iguana. Despite a disappointing attendance of customs 
officials to the invasive alien species workshop, some harbour staff were 
able to recognize IAGI and through this three (specimens 9, 13 and 14) 
were captured shortly after their presumed arrival in St. Eustatius. Since 
campaign initiation and up to the present, eight of the 13 iguanas detected 
for culling can be primarily ascribed to public and key stakeholder support 
and involvement. The fact that most IAGIs and hybrids were reported to 
STENAPA by the public and stakeholders and caught long after completion 
of the RC attests to the achievement of lasting community support. 
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Discussion and conclusions 

Rapid response campaigns can greatly lower the cost of invasive species 
removal (Alvarez and Solís 2018), and not surprisingly there is much 
recent literature available on decision models and governance frameworks 
for implementing such systems for early detection and rapid response (e.g. 
Kraus and Duffy 2010; Martinez et al. 2018; Burgos-Rodríguez and Burgiel 
2020; Reaser et al. 2020). Even so, while often called for (e.g. Rocha et al. 
2020), actual case studies of implemented RCs with which to inform future 
campaigns are relatively few (e.g. Genovesi 2005; Hodgkins et al. 2012; 
Caffrey et al. 2018). According to Genovesi (2005) and Caffrey et al. (2018), 
this is most likely because of the often limited ability to detect early 
invasions and rapidly react due to inadequate legal frameworks and 
scarcity of resources. Also for the IAGI, Knapp et al. (2020) recently 
emphasized the need for action, but pointed out that this has typically 
come very late, in which case all that remains feasible is culling and 
control. Examples of very late action include the case of Florida, where the 
IAGI was introduced around 1966 but the first legal measures were only 
(unsuccessfully) attempted in 2020 (Knapp et al. 2020) and Puerto Rico, 
where the species was introduced in the 1970s, but a management plan was 
only recommended in 2012 (Lopez-Torres et al. 2012). In the Dominican 
Republic, where the species was likely introduced in the early 1990s 
importation was only prohibited 20 years later, after the species had 
already invaded the whole island (Pasachnik et al. 2012). Finally, in the 
Cayman Islands where the species was likely introduced in the 1990s, the 
first island-wide culling only took place in 2018 (Rivera-Milán and 
Haakonsson 2020). In the case of the IAGI on St. Eustatius, a fortuitous 
early detection presented us with a unique opportunity for a potentially 
successful eradication/containment campaign. 

Based on our findings, and contrary to several recent reports and 
publications (Van Wagensveld and Van den Burg 2018; Van den Burg et 
al. 2018b), the first documented record of the IAGI on St. Eustatius dates 
from 2013, not 2016. The animal caught in the harbour and euthanized in 
2013 was evidently a juvenile. At the time of its capture, LVV was of the 
opinion that it was an isolated introduction event and that euthanizing it 
would eliminate the threat of invasion. Therefore, aside from a brief search 
in the harbour area, no further attention was given to the incident. The first 
IAGI caught in 2016, and around which our response was coordinated, was 
a large, gravid adult female IAGI with 29 eggs, caught approximately one 
km from the harbour on the outskirts of Oranjestad. Based on local 
inquiries, it was determined that the animal in question had likely been 
introduced as a pet (Jesse et al. 2016). According to Van den Burg et al. 
(2018a), the 2017 introduction event involved four IAGI, of which three 
managed to escape. Based on what is known about growth and maturation 
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in the IAGI (e.g., Van Marken Lichtenbelt and Albers 1993), none of our 
detections or removals could reasonably correspond to any of these 
escaped animals and their actual fate remains unknown. Three lines of 
evidence suggest that the IAGI invasion in St. Eustatius is still at a relatively 
early stage. Firstly, only a single adult IAGI (that had been purposefully 
introduced as a pet) has so far been found on the island (located close to its 
point of escape), secondly, all juvenile IAGIs have been recorded at their 
point of entry in the Oranjestad harbour and thirdly, a 2015 genetic 
assessment found no indication of hybridization in 289 I. delicatissima 
blood samples collected from the wild (Van den Burg et al. 2018b). This 
means that containment and/or eradication of the IAGI and hybrid iguanas 
on St. Eustatius should still be feasible. A factor likely to help limit the 
spread of IAGI out of Oranjestad towards the north is the grassy to barren 
central section of the island with largely unsuitable habitat (Debrot et al. 
2013) and the airport runway which practically cuts the island into two 
isolated halves. 

Pluess et al. (2012a, b) examined the effect of various factors typically 
considered critical to eradication success in 136 eradication campaigns and 
75 species. They found that factors such as reaction time, the level of 
knowledge and insularity were all unrelated to eradication success. Only 
the spatial extent of the infestation was significantly related to the 
eradication outcome (Pluess et al. 2012a, b). In the case of the St. Eustatius 
IAGI, our work suggests that the spatial extent of IAGI and hybrids 
distribution (if still present) is still quite limited. Even four years after the 
campaign, numbers of the IAGI and its hybrids were all found in and 
around inhabited areas, and their likely main point of entry is the island’s 
harbour. Therefore, we conclude that it may not be too late to fully quell 
the invasion. Preferably, additional RCs should be initiated as soon as 
possible as the F1 hybrids are fertile and can reproduce (e.g. Breuil 2013). 
When egg-laying is successful, F2 hybrids should also soon appear. This is 
a tremendous challenge to eradication, as F2 hybrids resulting from back-
crossing with I. delicatissima show a much wider range of intermediate and 
often less-pronounced distinguishing characteristics, making them much 
harder to distinguish from pure I. delicatissima (Breuil 2013). Once 
hybridization progresses beyond the F1 level, much more laborious and 
costly genetic testing of individual animals is required to reliably distinguish 
hybridized animals for culling. Therefore, immediate action must be taken 
to prevent any surviving F1 hybrids from successfully reproducing. 

IAGI encounter rates during our directed surveys were clearly extremely 
low, even though we carefully targeted these surveys to those areas of 
highest likelihood of detection. On the contrary, most detections were 
incidental and primarily based on tips received from the public and other 
community stakeholders. In addition, more animals were actually culled 
after than during the campaign period. Thus, a key message from our 
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assessment is that for species with low detection probability, a longer, 
broad-based community effort might be more (cost) effective than shorter 
intensive survey efforts. In their draft Joint Invasive Alien Species Strategy, 
Smith et al. (2014) stress the need to involve the public in Invasive Alien 
Species (IAS) campaigns at an early stage. As also discussed by Vane and 
Runhaar (2016), lack of support for IAS removal and eradication is 
typically the principal obstacle to success. Our RC, which was extensively 
publicized in various ways and through a variety of media, was successful 
in achieving broad and lasting community support and engagement. Our 
results further corroborate that motivating and mobilizing community 
support and engagement can clearly make a critical contribution towards a 
RC. This may especially be the case for species with low detection 
probability combined with low densities, which make directed surveys 
relatively costly and ineffective. We suggest that under such situations it 
may be wise not to spend limited resources on extensive surveying but 
instead on intensive public outreach and education campaigns. The small 
island setting, close-knit community, high public profile and leading-figure 
roles of the local campaign initiators also likely played an important role in 
achieving such broad community support and stakeholder engagement. 

IAGIs caught escaping from cargo or from the cargo platform in the 
harbour are assumed to have been accidental introductions and indicative 
of an introduction event taking place. Therefore, from 2013 to 2020, we 
believe to have documented four separate IAGI introduction events, three 
of which were accidental and due to stowaway animals in cargo arriving in 
port (2013, 2017, 2020) and one of which was likely intentional (2016). In 
order to safeguard the existence of I. delicatissima on St. Eustatius for 
posterity under such high and continuing threat levels, additional preventative 
and control measures will be required. Of utmost priority will be to 
implement (and enforce) local legislation, combined with training of 
border officials to prevent repeated entry of the IAGI from neighboring 
islands (Debrot and Boman 2013; Debrot et al. 2013; Debrot et al. 2018). 
However, institutions on St. Eustatius have been found to be grossly in 
need of additional financing, staffing and general capacity in order to be 
able to effectively address not only nature management in general (Van Beek 
et al. 2015) but also the IAS issue (Smith et al. 2014). Only a combination 
of legally mandated measures, structural funding and effective 
implementation can ultimately help keep St. Eustatius free of the IAGI. 

Unfortunately, according to the most recent national review of progress 
made towards biodiversity conservation goals, the authors concluded that 
since the Dutch Caribbean IAS action plan was drafted, “no action has 
been taken on any of the islands” (Sanders et al. 2019). Establishing a legal 
framework to prevent introduction and make it illegal to possess live IAGI 
or its hybrids is an urgent policy priority. Only then is a legal foundation for 
structural funding and intervention provided. The current draft St. Eustatius 
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Nature Ordinance being considered for ratification states (in Art. 1.9) that it 
should be “prohibited to release and/or import specimens of non-indigenous 
or genetically modified species of flora and fauna into the wild.” However, 
as the IAGI is notoriously prone to escape, difficult to retrieve, highly 
fecund and will readily hybridize with the native I. delicatissima, possession 
of live IAGI (including eggs), even in captivity, should also be fully 
prohibited. Supplementary ordinances will, therefore, clearly be needed. 

As soon as possible, follow-up RCs should be conducted to reengage 
local nature, agricultural and border agencies and the public by means of 
personal contacts, involvement of community leading figures and public 
outreach in this small island community. A key practical recommendation 
is to implement decontamination treatment of shipments using biocide 
applications (Wittenberg and Cock 2005) and provide periodic inspection 
training to border staff, especially since officials rotate between the different 
Caribbean Netherlands islands on a regular basis. The border staff need to 
be able to recognize the IAGI and its hybrids (as well as other invasive alien 
species as listed by Smith et al. 2014) followed by immediately reporting of 
sightings to STENAPA, and preferably euthanizing animals themselves to 
exclude any chances of later escape. All cases of escape prior to euthanization 
should be reported immediately STENAPA to allow prompt follow-up 
action and all euthanized iguanas should be provided to STENAPA for 
documentation and specimen-storage purposes. 

Not only do IAGI introductions pose a major danger to I. delicatissima 
on St. Eustatius and other islands of the Lesser Antilles, but also to other 
regional endemic iguana species and/or subspecies, three of which have 
only recently been described, namely Iguana melanoderma, from the 
nearby Caribbean Netherlands island of Saba, I. i. sanctaluciae from St. 
Lucia and I. i. insularis from St. Vincent and Grenada (Breuil et al. 2019, 
2020). In order to give these last few large endemic island vertebrates a 
chance of survival, it will be essential to keep their island refuges free of the 
IAGI. The largest and most persistent source of IAGI in the Lesser Antilles 
is likely to be the port of St. Maarten that, for decades has been the largest 
Lesser-Antillean tourism and container shipping hub (Kester 2002; Pérez-
Salas 2012; Ito et al. 2020). To reduce the threat of accidental stowaway or 
hitchhiking iguanas from the shipping hub of St. Maarten to nearby 
Anguilla and St. Barthèlemy where I. delicatissima have small populations 
surviving on the IAGI-free satellite islands of, respectively, Prickly Pear 
East and Île Fourchue (Van der Burg et al. 2018a), we recommend the port 
of St. Maarten carry out regular iguana culling within their grounds in 
order to reduce the risk of further spreading IAGI to the surrounding 
islands. IAGIs are being successfully culled on Grand Cayman island by the 
Cayman Islands Department of the Environment using a bounty system as 
incentive to hunters (Rivera-Milán and Haakonsson 2020 and J.F. Burton 
pers communication). As the iguana is an appreciated culinary delicacy 
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throughout the Caribbean, allowing harvest for consumption purposes, as 
is also being promoted regionwide in the case of the invasive Lionfish, Pterois 
volitans (e.g. Chapman et al. 2016; Blakeway et al. 2019), might also be a more 
sustainable incentive for the culling of this invasive species on St. Maarten. 

Acknowledgements 
We are grateful to Guus Schutjes and Paul Hoetjes for arranging rapid ministerial financial 
support for this work. Special thanks are due to Tim van Wagensveld and Thijs van den Burg 
for field assistance and to the public of St. Eustatius for providing tips and permitting 
unhindered access to their yards. Roberto Hensen is thanked for providing information on the 
IAGI he captured in 2013. Rupert Redan is especially thanked for his watchful eye in the 
harbour and the International Iguana Foundation is thanked for providing funding for the 
development and printing of our folders. We remain indebted to the MBI editor and three 
reviewers for providing critical reviews that allowed major improvements to the manuscript. 

Funding declaration 
This research was financed by the Ministry of Agriculture Nature and Food Quality (LNV) as 
part of their “BO” policy support research program with Wageningen University and Research 
under the project BO-11-019.02-057 and project number 4318100053. 

Authors’ contribution 
Debrot: funding acquisition, study design, coordination and writing, selection of journal and 
potential reviewers; Boman: data collection and review; Madden: design, field data collection, 
writing and review. 

Ethics and permits 
All work was carried out in accordance with St. Eustatius rules and regulations and took place 
under auspices of the local park management authority, STENAPA. 

References 
Alvarez S, Solís D (2018) Rapid response lowers eradication costs of invasive species. Choices 

33: 1–9, http://www.choicesmagazine.org/choices-magazine/submitted-articles/rapid-response-lowers-
eradication-costs-of-invasive-species-evidence-from-florida 

Blakeway RD, Jones GA, Boekhoudt B (2019) Controlling lionfishes (Pterois spp.) with 
consumption: survey data from Aruba demonstrate acceptance of non-native lionfishes on 
the menu and in seafood markets. Fisheries Management and Ecology 23: 227–230, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/fme.12404 

Brace S, Turvey ST, Weksler M, Hoogland ML, Barnes I (2015) Unexpected evolutionary 
diversity in a recently extinct Caribbean mammal radiation. Proceedings of the Royal 
Society B: Biological Sciences 282: 1807, https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2014.2371 

Breuil M (2013) Caractérisation morphologique de l’iguane commun Iguana iguana (Linnaeus, 
1758), de l’iguane des Petites Antilles Iguana delicatissima Laurenti, 1768 et de leurs 
hybrides. Bulletin de la Société herpétologique de France 147: 309–346 

Breuil M, Vuillaume B, Schikorski D, Krauss U, Morton MN, Haynes P, Daltry JC, Corry E, 
Gaymes G, Bech N, Mišel J, Grandjean F (2019) A story of nasal horns: Two new 
subspecies of Iguana Laurenti, 1768 (Squamata, Iguanidae) in Saint Lucia, St Vincent & 
the Grenadines, and Grenada (southern Lesser Antilles). Zootaxa 4608: 201–232, 
https://doi.org/10.11646/zootaxa.4608.2.1 

Breuil M, Schikorski D, Vuillaume B, Krauss U, Morton MN, Corry E, Bech N, Mišel J, 
Grandjean F (2020) Painted black: Iguana melanoderma (Reptilia, Squamata, Iguanidae) a 
new melanistic endemic species from Saba and Montserrat islands (Lesser Antilles). 
ZooKeys 926: 95–131, https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.926.48679 

Burgos-Rodríguez J, Burgiel SW (2020) Federal legal authorities for the early detection of and 
rapid response to invasive species. Biological Invasions 22: 129–146, https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s10530-019-02148-w 

Caffrey J, Gallagher K, Broughan D, Dick JT (2018) Rapid response achieves eradication-chub in 
Ireland. Management of Biological Invasions 9: 475–482, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2018.9.4.10 

Campbell K, Donlan CJ (2005) Feral goat eradications on islands. Conservation Biology 19: 
1362–1374, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2005.00228.x 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2022.13.2.11
https://www.invasivesnet.org
http://www.choicesmagazine.org/choices-magazine/submitted-articles/rapid-response-lowers-eradication-costs-of-invasive-species-evidence-from-florida
http://www.choicesmagazine.org/choices-magazine/submitted-articles/rapid-response-lowers-eradication-costs-of-invasive-species-evidence-from-florida
https://doi.org/10.1111/fme.12404
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2014.2371
https://doi.org/10.11646/zootaxa.4608.2.1
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.926.48679
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-02148-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-02148-w
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2018.9.4.10
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2005.00228.x


 Invasive alien green iguana rapid response 

 Debrot et al. (2022), Management of Biological Invasions 13(2): 449–465, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2022.13.2.11 464 

Campbell KJ, Harper G, Algar D, Hanson CC, Keitt BS, Robinson S (2011) Review of feral cat 
eradications on islands. In: Veitch CR, Clout MN, Towns DR (eds), Island invasives: 
eradication and management. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland, pp 37–46, https://doi.org/10.1111/j. 
1523-1739.2004.00442.x 

Chapman JK, Anderson LG, Gough CL, Harris AR (2016) Working up an appetite for lionfish: 
a market-based approach to manage the invasion of Pterois volitans in Belize. Marine 
Policy 73: 256–262, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.07.023 

Debrot AO, Boman E (2013) The Lesser Antillean Iguana on St. Eustatius: 2012 status update 
and review of limiting factors. IMARES Report C166/12, 45 pp, http://edepot.wur.nl/248624 

Debrot AO, Boman E, Madden H (2013) The Lesser Antillean Iguana on St. Eustatius: 
population status update and causes for concern. Reptiles & Amphibians (IRCS) 20: 44–52, 
https://doi.org/10.17161/randa.v20i2.13939 

Debrot AO, Madden H, Henkens RJHG, Buma C, Van Wagensveld T, Van den Burg MP 
(2018) Antillenleguaan. In: Debrot AO, Henkens RJGH, Verweij PJFM (eds), Staat van de 
natuur van Caribisch Nederland 2017. Wageningen Marine Research (University & 
Research Centre) Report C086/17, Wageningen, The Netherlands, pp 105–110, 
https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/fulltext/426340 

Falcón W, Ackerman JD, Daehler CC (2012) March of the green iguana: Non-native 
distribution and predicted geographic range of Iguana iguana in the Greater Caribbean 
Region. Reptiles & Amphibians 19: 150–160, https://doi.org/10.17161/randa.v19i3.14532 

Falcón W, Ackerman JD, Recart W, Daehler CC (2013) Biology and Impacts of Pacific Island 
Invasive Species. 10. Iguana iguana, the Green Iguana (Squamata: Iguanidae) 1. Pacific 
Science 67: 157–186, https://doi.org/10.2984/67.2.2 

Fogarty SP, Zero VH, Powell R (2004) Revisiting St. Eustatius: Estimating the Population Size 
of Lesser Antillean Iguanas, Iguana delicatissima. Iguana 11(3): 139–146 

Genovesi P (2005) Eradications of invasive alien species in Europe: a review. Biological 
Invasions 7: 127–133, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-004-9642-9 

Hodgkins J, Davis C, Foster J (2012) Successful rapid response to an accidental introduction of 
non-native lizards Podarcis siculus in Buckinghamshire, UK. Conservation Evidence 9: 63–66 

Howald G, Donlan CJ, Galvan JP, Russell JC, Parkes J, Samaniego A, Wang Y, Veitch D, 
Genovesi P, Pascal M, Saunders A, Tershy B (2007) Invasive rodent eradication on islands. 
Conservation Biology 21: 1258–1268, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2007.00755.x 

Ito H, Hanaoka S, Kawasaki T (2020) The cruise industry and the COVID-19 outbreak. 
Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives 5, 100136. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.trip.2020.100136 

Jesse WAM, Madden H, Molleman J, Van Wagensveld T (2016) First recorded introduction for 
the Saba anole (Anolis sabanus) and an overview of introduced amphibians and reptiles on 
St. Eustatius. Reptiles & Amphibians 23: 144–146, https://doi.org/10.17161/randa.v23i2.14120 

Kester GGC (2002) Cruise tourism. Tourism Economics 9: 337–350, https://doi.org/10.5367/ 
000000002101298160 

Knapp CR (2007) Ecology and Conservation of the Lesser Antillean Iguana (Iguana 
delicatissima). Iguana 14(4): 223–225 

Knapp C, Breuil M, Rodrigues C, Iverson J (eds) (2014) Lesser Antillean Iguana, Iguana 
delicatissima: Conservation Action Plan, 2014-2016. IUCN SSC Iguana Specialist Group, 
Gland, Switzerland, 43 pp. https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/2014-057.pdf 

Knapp CR, Grant TD, Pasachnik, SA, Angin B, Boman E, Brisbane J, Buckner SD, 
Haakonsson JE, Harlow PS, Mukhida F, Thomas-Moko N, Van den Burg MP, Wasilewski 
JA (2020) The global need to address threats from invasive alien iguanas. Animal 
Conservation 24: 717–719, https://doi.org/10.1111/acv.12660 

Kraus F, Duffy DC (2010) A successful model from Hawaii for rapid response to invasive species. 
Journal for Nature Conservation 18: 135–141, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2009.07.001 

Lopez-Torres AL, Claudio-Hernandez HJ, Rodrıguez-Gomez CA, Longo AV, Joglar RL (2012) 
Green Iguanas (Iguana iguana) in Puerto Rico: is it time for management? Biological 
Invasions 14: 35–45, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-011-0057-0 

Martinez B, Dehgan A, Zamft B, Baisch D, McCormick C, Giordano AJ, Aicher R, Selbe S, 
Hoffman C (2018) Advancing federal capacities for the early detection of and rapid 
response to invasive species through technology innovation. National Invasive Species 
Council Secretariat, Washington, DC, https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/uploads/federal_capacities_ 
for_edrr_through_technology_innovation_prepub_8.7.17.pdf 

Pasachnik SA, Breuil M, Powell R (2006) Iguana delicatissima. Catalogue of American 
Amphibians and Reptiles 811: 1–14, https://doi.org/10.15781/T2ZK55R5V 

Pasachnik SA, De León RC, Reynoso VH, Rupp E, León YM, Incháustegui SJ (2012) Green 
Iguana (Iguana iguana) in the Dominican Republic. Reptiles & Amphibians 19: 132–134, 
https://doi.org/10.17161/randa.v19i2.13895 

Pérez-Salas G (2012) Port container traffic in Latin America and the Caribbean 2011. FAL 
Bulletin 307(3): 1–8 

Pluess T, Cannon R, Jarošík V, Pergl J, Pyšek P, Bacher S (2012a) When are eradication 
campaigns successful? A test of common assumptions. Biological Invasions 14: 1365–1378, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-011-0160-2 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2022.13.2.11
https://www.invasivesnet.org
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2004.00442.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2004.00442.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.07.023
http://edepot.wur.nl/248624
https://doi.org/10.17161/randa.v20i2.13939
https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/fulltext/426340
https://doi.org/10.17161/randa.v19i3.14532
https://doi.org/10.2984/67.2.2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-004-9642-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2007.00755.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2020.100136
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2020.100136
https://doi.org/10.17161/randa.v23i2.14120
https://doi.org/10.5367/000000002101298160
https://doi.org/10.5367/000000002101298160
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/2014-057.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/acv.12660
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2009.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-011-0057-0
https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/uploads/federal_capacities_for_edrr_through_technology_innovation_prepub_8.7.17.pdf
https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/uploads/federal_capacities_for_edrr_through_technology_innovation_prepub_8.7.17.pdf
https://doi.org/10.15781/T2ZK55R5V
https://doi.org/10.17161/randa.v19i2.13895
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-011-0160-2


 Invasive alien green iguana rapid response 

 Debrot et al. (2022), Management of Biological Invasions 13(2): 449–465, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2022.13.2.11 465 

Pluess T, Jarošík V, Pyšek P, Cannon R, Pergl J, Breukers A, Bacher S (2012b) Which factors 
affect the success or failure of eradication campaigns against alien species? PLoS ONE 7: 
e48157, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0048157 

Powell R, Henderson RW (2005) Conservation status of Lesser Antillean reptiles. Iguana 12: 
62–77 

Powers EA (2016) How to tell the difference between Statia’s Iguana and the invasive Green 
Iguana. STENAPA, 12 pp, https://ircf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Statia_Booklet_25Jan2016_ 
Secure.pdf 

Pyšek P, Hulme PE, Simberlof D, Bacher S, Blackburn TM, Carlton JT, Dawson W, Essl F, 
Foxcroft LC, Genovesi P, Jeschke JM (2020) Scientists’ warning on invasive alien species. 
Biological Reviews 95: 1511–1534, https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12627 

Reaser JK, Burgiel SW, Kirkey J, Brantley KA, Veatch SD, Burgos-Rodríguez J (2020) The 
early detection of and rapid response (EDRR) to invasive species: a conceptual framework 
and federal capacities assessment. Biological Invasions 22: 1–19, https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s10530-019-02156-w 

Reichling S (1999) The status of the Lesser Antillean Iguana on Sint Eustatius. Iguana Times 
8(1): 3–6 

Rivera-Milán FF, Haakonsson JE (2020) Monitoring, modeling and harvest management of 
non-native invasive green iguanas on Grand Cayman, Cayman Islands. Biological Invasions 
22: 1879–1888, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-020-02233-5 

Rocha R, Reino L, Sepúlveda P, Ribeiro J (2020) Introduced population of ring-necked 
parakeets Psittacula krameri in Madeira Island, Portugal - Call for early action. 
Management of Biological Invasions 11: 576–587, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2020.11.3.15 

Russell JC, Meyer JY, Holmes ND, Pagad S (2017) Invasive alien species on islands: impacts, 
distribution, interactions and management. Environmental Conservation 44: 359–370, 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892917000297 

Sanders ME, Henkens RJHG, Slijkerman DME (2019) Convention on Biological Diversity: 
Sixth National Report of the Kingdom of the Netherlands. WOT-technical report 156, 140 pp, 
https://doi.org/10.18174/499170 

Smith SR, Van der Burg WJ, Debrot AO, Van Buurt G, De Freitas JA (2014) Key Elements 
Towards a Joint Invasive Alien Species Strategy for the Dutch Caribbean. IMARES Report 
C020/14, 104 pp, https://edepot.wur.nl/296484 

Vane M, Runhaar HA (2016) Public support for invasive alien species eradication programs: 
insights from the Netherlands. Restoration Ecology 24: 743–748, https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12379 

Van Beek IJM, Debrot AO, Röckmann C, Jak RG (2015) Structure and financing of nature 
management costs in Caribbean Netherlands. Wageningen Marine Research Report C033/15, 
76 pp, http://www.dcnanature.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/IMARES-Report-on-Sustainable-Finance.pdf 

Van Buurt G, Debrot AO (2012) Exotic and invasive terrestrial and freshwater animal species 
in the Dutch Caribbean. IMARES Report number C001/12, 37 pp, http://www.ciasnet.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/03/C001-12-invasive-animals-Dutch-Caribbean.pdf 

Van den Burg M, Breuil M, Knapp C (2018a) Iguana delicatissima. The IUCN Red List of 
Threatened Species 2018: e.T10800A122936983, http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/full/10800/0 

Van den Burg MP, Meirmans PG, Van Wagensveld TP, Kluskens B, Madden H, Welch ME, 
Breeuwer JA (2018b) The Lesser Antillean Iguana (Iguana delicatissima) on St. Eustatius: 
genetically depauperate and threatened by ongoing hybridization. Journal of Heredity 109: 
426–437, https://doi.org/10.1093/jhered/esy008 

Van den Burg MP, Van Belleghem SM, De Jesús Villanueva CN (2020) The continuing march 
of Common Green Iguanas: arrival on mainland Asia. Journal for Nature Conservation 57: 
125888, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2020.125888 

Van Marken Lichtenbelt WD, Albers KB (1993) Reproductive adaptations of the green iguana 
on a semiarid island. Copeia 1993: 790–798, https://doi.org/10.2307/1447244 

Van Marken Lichtenbelt WD, Wesselingh RA, Vogel JT, Albers KB (1993) Energy budgets in 
free‐living green iguanas in a seasonal environment. Ecology 74: 1157–1172, https://doi.org/ 
10.2307/1940486 

Van Wagensveld TP, Van den Burg M (2018) First record on fecundity of an Iguana hybrid and 
its implications for conservation: evidence for genetic swamping by non-native iguanas. 
Herpetology Notes 11: 1079–1082 

Vuillaume B, Valette V, Lepais O, Grandjean F, Breuil M (2015) Genetic evidence of 
hybridization between the endangered native species Iguana delicatissima and the invasive 
Iguana iguana (Reptilia, Iguanidae) in the Lesser Antilles: management implications. PLoS 
ONE 10: e0127575, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127575 

Wijffels LCM (1976) De Antillenleguaan. Lacerta 34(11): 135–136 
Wittenberg R, Cock MJW (2005) Best practices for the prevention and management of invasive 

alien species. In: Mooney HA, Mack RN, McNeeley JA, Neville LE, Schei PJ, Waage JK 
(eds), Invasive alien species: a new synthesis. Scientific Commission on Problems of the 
Environment (SCOPE). Island Press, Washington, pp 209–232 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2022.13.2.11
https://www.invasivesnet.org
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0048157
https://ircf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Statia_Booklet_25Jan2016_Secure.pdf
https://ircf.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Statia_Booklet_25Jan2016_Secure.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12627
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-02156-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-019-02156-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-020-02233-5
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2020.11.3.15
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892917000297
https://doi.org/10.18174/499170
https://edepot.wur.nl/296484
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12379
http://www.dcnanature.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/IMARES-Report-on-Sustainable-Finance.pdf
http://www.ciasnet.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/C001-12-invasive-animals-Dutch-Caribbean.pdf
http://www.ciasnet.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/C001-12-invasive-animals-Dutch-Caribbean.pdf
http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/full/10800/0
https://doi.org/10.1093/jhered/esy008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2020.125888
https://doi.org/10.2307/1447244
https://doi.org/10.2307/1940486
https://doi.org/10.2307/1940486
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127575


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /RUS <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


