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ABSTRACT. Invasive mosquito species play an important role in transmitting pathogens that cause diseases in
humans and animals around the world. In the last decade, arboviral pathogens transmitted by invasive mosquito
species have increased substantially in the southeastern region of the USA (“the Southeast”). Early detection of
invasive mosquitoes is an important component of an integrated mosquito management (IMM) plan. To determine
the capacity of the southern region of the USA to conduct invasive mosquito surveillance, the Mosquito Biodiver-
sity Enhancement and Control of Non-native Species (BEACONS) working group conducted a survey in 2021 in
seven US southern states: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.
A total of 348 mosquito control agencies were contacted, and of those, 90 agencies (26%) responded. Here we
report the results about the status of an IMM program and the techniques used for mosquito and pathogen surveil-
lance in the Southeast. Results reveal several gaps in surveillance for invasive mosquito species, compromising the
ability for early detection and rapid response. Further, we identified a lack of arbovirus testing, which could result
in inadequate arboviral risk assessment and may increase the risk of human and livestock to acquire arboviral
infections. This survey data can assist decision makers at the county, regional, and state levels to ameliorate gaps
in surveillance capacity in the Southeast.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the number of invasive mosquito
species that vector human and animal pathogens in
the southeastern region of the USA (hereafter the
Southeast) has increased (Zohdy et al. 2018, Wilke
et al. 2020). The presence and range expansion of

these invasive species increases the risk of arbovirus
transmission to humans and livestock (Kendrick
et al. 2014, Hinojosa et al. 2020) and places an addi-
tional burden on the response capacity of state and
local mosquito and arbovirus programs. For example,
the presence of 2 invasive species, Aedes aegypti (L.)
and Ae. albopictus (Skuse), in the US southern region
(hereafter the South) has resulted in autochthonous
transmission of chikungunya (Kendrick et al. 2014),
dengue (Jones et al. 2024), and Zika virusses (Likos
et al. 2016). Eight southern states and 1 territory,
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, and Puerto
Rico, have been burdened by an average of 47.4% of
the total dengue cases (travel related and local trans-
mission) in the USA between 2014 and 2024 (CDC
2024). Since 2022, the situation has worsened, with
these regions bearing over 60% of the nation’s den-
gue cases (CDC 2024). Aedes japonicus (Theobald)
and Culex coronator (Dyar and Knab) are competent
vectors of West Nile virus (Sardelis et al. 2001, Alto
et al. 2014) and have extended their range into the
southern states (Sames et al. 2019, Kelly et al. 2023).
Range expansions of Mansonia titillans (Walker) and
Ae. scapularis (Rondani), which are medically
important to human and veterinary health, have also
been reported in the South (Moulis et al. 2015, Cart-
ner et al. 2018, Reeves et al. 2021). In some foci
within the South, Ae. albopictus and Ae. japonicus
serve as secondary vectors of the La Crosse encepha-
litis virus, the most prevalent cause of pediatric neu-
roinvasive arboviral disease in the USA (Westby
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et al. 2015, Tamini et al. 2021, Vahey et al. 2021).
With ongoing global environmental change and greater
connectivity through travel and commerce, a thorough
and multifaceted approach is needed to effectively
monitor and detect new species in an area.

Some mosquito species have expanded their range
and invaded new locations due to an increase in the
transportation of goods and international travel, as
well as climate change and urbanization (Kolimena-
kis et al. 2021, Lahondère and Bonizzoni 2022,
Semenza et al. 2022, Salkeld et al. 2023).

Adaptation of invasive mosquitoes to urban envi-
ronments may be a selective advantage due to limited
natural predators, greater availability of artificial con-
tainers, and a higher density of humans for blood
feeding (Wilke et al. 2020). Consequently, the arbo-
viral pathogens they transmit are also more abundant
in urban areas than in rural habitats (Smith et al.
2009, Rose et al. 2020, Wilke et al. 2020). Arbovirus
surveillance can provide early detection of invasive
mosquito species and the pathogens they carry. These
findings can lead to the suppression of vector popula-
tions through control interventions, thus reducing bit-
ing pressures and consequently the transmission of
arboviruses (Roiz et al. 2018). For example, the use of
an integrated mosquito management (IMM) approach
including the treatment and removal of larval habitats,
adulticide applications, routine property inspections,
and public education, allowed Delta Vector Control
District in Exeter, CA, to detect an early invasion of
Ae. aegypti in 2014 and to eliminate the newly found
population (Kelly et al. 2021). Similarly, the South
Walton County Mosquito Control District in Florida
detected and eliminated a newly established popula-
tion of invasive Ae. aegypti by responding to citizens’
service requests (T. Ratliff, personal communication).
They deployed surveillance traps more densely to
identify the extent of introduction and conducted prop-
erty inspections to dump any containers holding water
and wash containers with soap to reduce any eggs that
could be hatched later in combination with spraying
insecticides for adult control.

However, there are limitations and challenges in
monitoring for and controlling invasive and non-
native mosquito species. Collections can become
laborious due to the need of specialized surveillance
tools for the different stages and behaviors of mos-
quitoes (Reiter and Gubler 1997). Implementing the
use of multiple surveillance tools can be costly, and it
requires specialized staff training. In addition, increased
effort is required to coordinate deployment, identify
mosquito collection specimens, tabulate the results,
and evaluate decision making. Depending on budget
and staff allocations, a multitrap surveillance approach
may not be feasible for many control programs. In
addition, without the appropriate surveillance tools for
the invasive species known, monitoring the impact of
control efforts can be a challenge. Resource limitations
often result in gaps in the ability to detect and identify

the presence of invasive species when they first arrive
in a new geographic area.
To determine the capacity for non-native and invasive

mosquito surveillance and control in the Southeast, the
Mosquito Biodiversity Enhancement and Control of
Non-native Species (BEACONS) working group con-
ducted a survey in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina in 2021.
The BEACONS working group is a multistate commit-
tee group created in 2020 to increase the capacity for
non-native and invasive mosquitoes in the South with
members in these 7 states (Giordano 2021). In 2023, por-
tions of this survey were published and included results
revealing training and resource needs (Nguyen et al.
2023). This study presents data focused on the technical
aspects of the survey related to non-native and invasive
mosquito surveillance capacity and provides insights
into future work needed to improve surveillance and
control capacity in the Southeast.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Analysis of survey results was conducted as previ-
ously reported (Nguyen et al. 2023). Briefly, an anon-
ymous survey created using Qualtrics software
version 05.2021 (Provo, UT) was distributed from
August to December 2021 to 348 mosquito surveil-
lance and control programs across 7 states: Alabama,
Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Caro-
lina, and South Carolina. The survey was determined
to have minimal risk and was exempt from review by
the University of Florida Institutional Review Board on
June 22, 2021 (IRB202101286). Survey responses were
compiled using Microsoft Excel (Microsoft Corp.,
Redmond, WA) and organized using Excel pivot table
functions. The 95% confidence intervals (CI95) were
determined using the Wald formula (LaPlace 1812).
Qualitative comments from open-ended questions were
grouped according to conceptual similarities.
The mean monthly low and high temperature in

degrees Celsius was obtained from timeanddate.com
(1998). The mean monthly low and high temperature
was aggregated from weather reports collected during
1992–2021 around the county where each mosquito
control program is located. The weather reports used for
the mean monthly temperature calculations are from
CustomWeather, which uses the airport weather stations
in addition to the World Meteorological Association and
Meteorological Assimilation Data Ingest System weather
stations. Figures were generated in R version 4.1.2 (R
Core Team 2021) and Python version 3.10.2 using Mat-
plotlib version 3.5.1 (Hunter 2007), numpy version
1.22.3 (Harris et al. 2020), and Pandas version 1.4.1
libraries (Pandas Development Team 2020).

RESULTS

This survey was provided to 348 mosquito control
agencies in 7 southeastern states (Alabama, Florida,
Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and
South Carolina. Of these, 90 agencies (26%) responded.
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Most of the survey participants were from Florida
(42/90). Since other states had low numbers of par-
ticipants per state (2–14), for analysis purposes, we
aggregated those to the “Other States (OS)” group
(see Fig. 1 in Nguyen 2023).
Traps and lures commonly used for invasive mosquito

surveillance: Mosquito collection traps are essential
surveillance tools. Among 90 agencies, 78% (CI95 ¼
69.4–86.6%) reported conducting mosquito surveil-
lance and/or mosquito control. Most agencies (77%,
CI95 ¼ 68.3–85.7%) agreed that using specific trap-
ping methods is important for invasive mosquito sur-
veillance. However, only 59% (CI95 ¼ 48.8–69.2%)
indicated having access to mosquito traps required to
monitor invasive mosquito species. Among the agencies
that have access to mosquito traps, suction light traps
(typically called “Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention [CDC] light traps”) were the most commonly
used surveillance tool (94%, CI95 ¼ 88.4–99.6%) in the
South (Fig. 1). The second most commonly used sur-
veillance tool was larval surveillance (89%, CI95 ¼
81.5–96.5%), followed by the BioGentsw (BG)-Sen-
tinel trap (78%, CI95 ¼ 67.8–88.2%), oviposition
traps (64%, 51.3–76.7%), gravid traps (62%, 49.5–

74.5%), and BG-Counter traps (38%, 13.1–24.9%).
Only 23% (CI95 ¼ 11.1–34.9%) of the agencies used
resting shelter traps and aquatic emergence traps. The
sentinel chicken exit trap, a specialized trap attached to
the top of sentinel chicken coops (Kobilinsky 2006),
was the least utilized tool (11%, CI95 ¼ 2.0–20.0%),
used only by Florida agencies that also had the highest
count of tools used in every type of trap except for
gravid traps (Fig. 1). Most of the agencies (86%) that
have access to traps use 3 or more types of traps, 9%
used 2 types of traps, and 5% used only 1 type of trap.

Lures can be used in combination with traps to
increase the efficacy and diversity of mosquito col-
lection, and Table 1 shows the lures utilized with the
most common traps reported by the participants.
Since CO2 was the most utilized lure, agencies were
asked if their facilities have access to pressurized gas
cylinders or dry ice. Forty-six percent (CI95 ¼ 35.7–
56.3%) responded that they had access to dry ice,
28% (CI95 ¼ 18.7–37.3%) had access to a CO2 tank,
16% (CI95 ¼ 8.4–23.6%) had access to both, and
11% (CI95 ¼ 4.5–17.5%) had no access to either one
(Fig. 2). Respondents were not asked to report CO2
flow rate from compressed gas tanks.

Fig. 1. The utilization proportion of various surveillance tools in the Southeast according to Florida (FL), other states
(OS), and overall states (OVR) in 2021. Other states include Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina,
and South Carolina. The numbers in parentheses indicate the number of agencies.
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A critical part of invasive taxa surveillance is the iden-
tification of mosquitoes, which can be completed utiliz-
ing specific morphological features and/or molecular
tools (Yssouf et al. 2016). Sixty-one percent (CI95 ¼
50.9–71.1%) of the agencies identified their collected
mosquitoes internally. Of these, 18% (CI95 ¼ 7.8–
28.2%) of the agencies only identified their mosquitoes
to genus (11% from Florida agencies and 7% from OS
agencies), 73% (CI95¼ 61.3–84.7%) identified their col-
lected mosquitoes to species using only morphology
(44% from Florida and 29% from OS), 2% (CI95 ¼ 1.7–
5.7%) identify their mosquitoes to species using only
molecular tools (2% from Florida and 0% from OS),
and 7% (CI95 ¼ 0.3–13.7%) identified their mosquitoes
to species using both morphology and molecular tools
(0% from Florida and 7% from OS; Fig. 3).

Viral testing of the collected invasive mosquitoes
is an important tool to determine if mosquitoes carry
arboviruses that threaten human and/or veterinary
health. Participants were asked whether they perform
viral testing on their collected mosquitoes, and if
they do, if the test was done on site or if they submit
samples to a state or federal laboratory for testing.
They were not asked to specify if they tested for
invasive pathogens and whether they tested invasive
mosquito species. Only 29% (CI95 ¼ 19.6–38.4%) of
the responding agencies conducted viral testing,
including 1% of agencies conducting mosquito viral
testing on site, 20% sending mosquitoes to a state or
a federal laboratory for mosquito viral testing, 2%
conducting both mosquito viral testing on site and
sending mosquito samples to either a state or a fed-
eral laboratory, and 6% determining seroconversion
in sentinel chicken flocks. Table 2 shows the number
of agencies that conduct mosquito viral testing.
Mosquito surveillance frequency in the South: Sixty-

nine percent (CI95 ¼ 59.4–78.6%) of the agencies
reported the frequency of their surveillance program.
The typical mosquito surveillance occurred between
March and November (21%, CI95 ¼ 12.6–29.4%).

Twenty percent (CI95 ¼ 11.7–28.3%) of the agencies
had year-round surveillance (Fig. 4A). Of these, 79%
were in Florida. Consistent with this practice, 82.4%
of Florida agencies expressed that year-round surveil-
lance is either important or very important, while
63.3% of OS value year-round surveillance. Agencies
that considered year-round surveillance very important
or important have a higher rate of year-round surveil-
lance, whereas those that answered surveillance is not
important or had no opinion did not conduct year-
round surveillance, regardless of the mean of monthly
low temperature (Fig. 4B).

DISCUSSION

Invasive mosquito species vectors of arboviral dis-
eases have increased substantially in the last decade
in the South. The presence and range of expansion of
these invasive and non-native species raises the risk
of arbovirus diseases impacting public and veterinary
health (Kendrick et al. 2014, Hinojosa et al. 2020).
Early detection of invasive mosquitoes using specific
surveillance methods and providing comprehensive
training is essential for prompt and effective responses.
The mosquito BEACONS working group conducted
the first survey of mosquito control agencies in the
Southeast to determine the capacity of seven states in
this region to perform invasive mosquito surveillance.
Our results have the limitation of low participation in
this survey. Nevertheless, they revealed important gaps
in the monitoring of invasive mosquitoes that are
worth considering.
Mosquito collection traps provide valuable informa-

tion about mosquito abundance, diversity, distribution,
and infection rates, and more importantly, they can
detect the presence of new introductions and range
limits of invasive species at the early stages of
encroachment. Our results show that most of the South
utilizes CO2 as the most commonly used lure and suc-
tion light traps for detecting important invasive Aedes
species. However, this type of trap is less effective for

Table 1. Percent lure usage with the most common traps
reported in this survey in the Southeast in 2021. The top
section shows lures utilized with suction light traps and
BG-Counter/BG-Sentinel traps. The lower section shows
lures utilized with gravid traps and oviposition traps. The
numbers in parentheses indicate the number of agencies.

Lure type
Suction
light traps

BG-Counter/
BG-Sentinel

CO2 71% (41) 52% (38)
Light 19% (11)
BG-Lure 2% (1) 30% (22)
Octenol 8% (5) 7% (5)

Lure type Gravid traps Oviposition traps

Infusion 78 (22) 56% (13)
Water 7% (2) 35% (8)
Fish base lure 11% (3) 9% (2)
Other traps 4% (1)

Fig. 2. The percentage of CO2 availability in their
facility in the Southeast from either dry ice, a CO2 tank or
both in 2021. The numbers in parentheses indicate the
number of agencies.
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the collection of important invasive Aedes species such
as Ae. aegypti and Ae. albopictus than the BG-Traps in
combination with BG-Lure or CO2, which are consid-
ered the most effective traps for container inhabiting
Aedes species surveillance to date (Hardwood et al.
2015, Ngape et al. 2021).
The use of less effective surveillance methods may

hinder the detection of rare or new invasive species,
further contributing to increased transmission risks
(Cornel et al. 2016). Since all traps create a bias for
mosquito species collection, increasing expenditures
for multiple trap types may not be perceived as
cost-effective. In addition, the implementation of
multiple traps also requires increased labor, trained
staff to identify mosquito collections, and other
daily expenditures that add to the total cost of an
effective surveillance program. Therefore, a multi-
trap approach may not be feasible for low-budget
agencies. It should also be considered that some
agencies do not have any mosquito surveillance or
control programs, most likely due to economic
restraints. As reported previously in Nguyen et al.
(2023), agencies with more resources to conduct
surveillance had more diverse trapping methodolo-
gies and usage compared to agencies with fewer
resources.

In accordance, our results showed that Florida
agencies reported the greatest diversity of surveil-
lance tools compared to agencies in OS (Fig. 1) while
also reporting the highest budget for mosquito sur-
veillance (Nguyen et al. 2023). Developing alterna-
tive, more affordable, and accessible surveillance
tools may facilitate broader adaptation of these tools
among mosquito control programs in the Southeast.
Some studies have been conducted to test different
traps and lures. For example, Li et al. (2016) reported
that the use of a black light trap with either octenol
or BG-Lure collected similar numbers of mosquitoes
compared to the CDC light trap but with fewer non-
target insects. Eastwood et al. (2020) reported that the
use of 2 lures made of different concentrations of octe-
nol and ammonium bicarbonate with BG-Sentinel traps
was more efficient, collecting higher numbers and
higher diversity of key Aedes arbovirus vectors than the
BG-Sentinel trap with the BG-Lure. Another alternative
is the modification of the already widely used suction
light traps with different lures that could attract more
diverse species of invasive mosquitoes, which may
facilitate a change in surveillance methods without sub-
stantial changes in operational infrastructure. Moreover,
academic programs or citizen programs could also be
leveraged to enhance the detection of invasive mos-
quito species (Uelmen et al. 2023).

Most agencies rely only on morphological identi-
fication rather than on molecular techniques. How-
ever, mosquito samples that become weathered or
damaged during collection or storage and species that
are morphologically similar are difficult to identify cor-
rectly based on morphological characteristics alone.
For these collections, molecular tools may be required
for the correct taxonomic determination of unknown
mosquitoes. However, we found that only 9% of agen-
cies use molecular tools for species identification, dem-
onstrating a need for access to these approaches when
species taxonomic identification is difficult to deter-
mine and may represent a species new to the region.

Fig. 3. Use of morphology and/or molecular tools to identify mosquitoes to genus or to genus and species used by all
state respondent agencies in 2021. The numbers in parentheses indicate the number of agencies.

Table 2. Number of agencies that conduct mosquito viral
and chicken sentinel seroconversion testing in the South-
east in 2021. FL ¼ Florida; OS ¼ other states participating
in this survey, which included Alabama, Georgia, Louisi-
ana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.

State
group

Mosquito viral testing

No viral
testing

On
site

At state or
federal

laboratories

Chicken
sentinel

seroconversion

FL 1 8 5 29
OS 2 12 0 35
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Testing for pathogenic viruses in mosquito collec-
tions is an important step to determine if mosquitoes
are infected with arboviruses that threaten human
and/or veterinary health. If a virus is detected, opera-
tors can initiate prompt and proactive IMM responses
to control mosquito populations, as well as inform
public health programs to help reduce risk. Viral
testing determines the presence of viral antigens
and/or viral nucleic acids (Lequime and Lambrechts
2014). Viral antigens can be detected using immu-
nological assays testing mosquitoes directly (Tsai
et al. 1987) and/or in blood samples from sentinel
chicken flocks (Riles et al. 2022). In our survey,
only 29% of the agencies conduct viral testing for
mosquito collections, which may result in an incom-
plete risk assessment for pathogen transmission. The
lack of molecular identification to species and viral test-
ing may be due to economic reasons because training
and methods involved for processing identifications

using molecular tools as well as viral testing are expen-
sive (Ajamma et al. 2016, Ramírez et al. 2018). Lack
of personnel trained in taxonomic identification and/or
molecular approaches may be an additional barrier for
agencies to conduct molecular identification and virus
testing. Understaffing and budget constraints have been
a persistent issue for mosquito control organizations
and may lead to suboptimal performance (Moise et al.
2020, Nguyen et al. 2023). Greater cooperation across
mosquito control programs promoting arbovirus sur-
veillance can help to improve timely and effective arbo-
virus surveillance.
Climate is an important driver of the spatial and

temporal distribution of mosquito species in different
locations. A seasonal distribution study conducted in
Florida reported that some vector species showed
peak abundance even during the dry winter season,
suggesting the need for year-round surveillance in
southern areas of our study region (Giordano et al.

Fig. 4. (A) Months of mosquito surveillance reported by participating agencies in Florida (FL), other states (OS),
and overall states (OVR). The lines indicate the moving average of the percent of programs conducting surveillance over
a 2-mo period. (B) The relationship between mean low temperature each month in a county where a mosquito control
program is located and the decision to conduct surveillance that month categorized by the expressed importance of con-
ducting year-round collections by the program.
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2020). Invasive species introductions can be missed
if mosquito surveillance is not conducted at the
appropriate frequency for a given site. However, we
found only 20% of the agencies participating in our
survey reported conducting mosquito surveillance
year-round. Mosquito control programs appear to
begin and end collections on specific calendar dates,
even if conditions may be suitable for mosquito
activity. This is evident by the lack of strong correla-
tion between mean monthly low temperature of any
particular month and whether a mosquito control pro-
gram conducts surveillance or not (Fig. 4B). This
suggests that there appears to have other factors in
play when a program decides when to conduct mos-
quito surveillance. The survey results show that per-
ception of the importance of year-round surveillance
is one of the factors. Their experience and results of
year-round surveillance may have led to the percep-
tion that year-round surveillance is needed.
In summary, our survey results show that some

southeastern states require increased resources, train-
ing, and education for an effective early detection
surveillance program to reduce the public health
threat that invasive mosquito species pose. This analy-
sis should be used to appropriately identify deficiencies
and create a dialogue to address them at the regional
and state levels. Our results highlight resource gaps
between current methods used for mosquito surveil-
lance and what is required to adequately detect inva-
sive mosquito species. Low-cost traps that can collect
a greater diversity of mosquito species as well as
greater access to molecular identification and virus test-
ing is needed to improve early detection of invasive
species and potential pathogen threats. Further research
and development will be needed to reduce the time and
cost of surveillance to improve detection and control.
Overall, reducing the barriers for invasive mosquito
surveillance will improve IMM approaches and have a
positive impact on public health and well-being.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank R. C. McDowell for his initial work on
the survey and Sebastian Galindo at the University of
Florida (UF) for his guidance in the UF Institutional
Review Board submission process. We thank anonymous
survey participants who took their time to share their
knowledge and thoughts through this survey. We
acknowledge funding support of the Southern Integrated
Pest Management Center (Project S21-002, S22-027,
S23-039, and S24-050) as part of United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Institute of
Food and Agriculture (NIFA) Crop Protection and Pest
Management (CPPM) Regional Coordination Program
(Agreement No. 2022-70006-38002), the USDA
NIFA Hatch project 1025565 and 7007941, the USDA
NIFA CPPM Applied Research and Development
Program (agreement No. 2023-70006-40598), University
of Florida (UF) Institute of Food and Agricultural
Sciences College of Agricultural Life Science Dean’s
Award to VTN and AB, and a UF Florida Medical

Entomology Laboratory Assistantship to SS and
ORM. The findings and conclusions in this article are
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent
the views of the funding agencies. The findings and
conclusions in this article are those of the authors and
do not necessarily represent the official position of the
US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the
Southern Integrated Pest Management Center, and US
Department of Agriculture.

REFERENCES CITED

Alto BW, Connelly CR, O’Meara GF, Hickman D, Karr N.
2014. Reproductive biology and susceptibility of Florida
Culex coronator to infection with West Nile virus. Vector
Borne Zoonotic Dis 14:606–614.

Ajamma YU, Mararo E, Omondi D, Onchuru T, Muigai AW,
Masiga D, Villinger J. 2016. Rapid and high throughput
molecular identification of diverse mosquito species by
high resolution melting analysis. F1000Res 5:1949.

Cartner RL, Evans CL, Harrison BA, Hager EJ. 2018. New
county records demonstrating a northern expansion of
Mansonia titillans in South Carolina, USA. J Am Mosq
Control Assoc 34:134–137.

Cornel AJ, Holeman J, Nieman CC, Lee Y, Smith C,
Amorino M, Brisco KK, Barrera R, Lanzaro GC, Mulligan
FS III. 2016. Surveillance, insecticide resistance and control
of an invasive Aedes aegypti (Diptera: Culicidae) population
in California. F1000Res 5:194.

CDC [Centers for Disease Control and Prevention]. 2024.
Increased risk of dengue virus infections in the United
States [accessed September 15, 2024]. Available from:
https://emergency.cdc.gov/han/2024/han00511.asp

Eastwood G, Donnellycolt AK, Shepard JJ, Misencik MJ,
Bedoukian R, Cole L, Armstrong PM, Andreadis TG.
2020. Evaluation of novel trapping lures for monitoring
exotic and native container-inhabiting Aedes spp. (Dip-
tera: Culicidae) mosquitoes. J Med Entomol 57:534–541.

Giordano BV. 2021. New working group established by UF/
IFAS researchers. UF IFAS Blogs [accessed August 31,
2022]. Available from: https://blogs.ifas.ufl.edu/entnemdept/
2021/12/22/new-working-group-uf-ifas-researchers/

Giordano BV, Bartlett SK, Falcon DA, Lucas RP, Tressler
MJ, Campbell LP. 2020. Mosquito community composi-
tion, seasonal distributions, and trap bias in northeastern
Florida. J Med Entomol 57:1501–1509.

Harris CR, Millman KJ, van der Walt SJ, Gommers R,
Virtanen P, Cournapeau D, Wieser E, Taylor J, Berg S,
Smith NJ, Kern R, Picus M, Hoyer S, van Kerkwijk MH,
Brett M, Haldane A, Del Río JF, Wiebe M, Peterson P,
Gérard-Marchant P, Sheppard K, Reddy T, Weckesser W,
Abbasi H, Gohlke C, Oliphant TE. 2020. Array program-
ming with NumPy. Nature 585:357–362.

Harwood JF, Arimoto H, Nunn P, Richardson AG,
Obenauer PJ. 2015. Assessing carbon dioxide and syn-
thetic lure-baited traps for dengue and chikungunya vec-
tor surveillance. J Am Mosq Control Assoc 31:242–247.

Hinojosa S, Alquiza A, Guerrero C, Vanegas D, Tapangan
N, Cano N, Olivarez E. 2020. Detection of a locally-
acquired Zika virus outbreak in Hidalgo County, Texas
through increased antenatal testing in a high-risk area.
Trop Med Infect Dis 5:128.

Hunter JD. 2007. Matplotlib: a 2D graphics environment.
Computer Sci Eng 9:90–95.

Jones FK, Morrison AM, Santiago GA, Rysava K, Zimler
RA, Heberlein LA, Kopp E, Florida Department of
Health Bureau of Public Health Laboratory Team 2,

JUNE 2025 INVASIVE MOSQUITO SURVEILLANCE NEEDS IN SOUTHEASTERN USA 83

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://prim

e-pdf-w
aterm

ark.prim
e-prod.pubfactory.com

/ at 2025-07-01 via free access

https://emergency.cdc.gov/han/2024/han00511.asp
https://blogs.ifas.ufl.edu/entnemdept/2021/12/22/new-working-group-uf-ifas-researchers/
https://blogs.ifas.ufl.edu/entnemdept/2021/12/22/new-working-group-uf-ifas-researchers/


Saunders KE, Baudin S, Rico E, Mejía-Echeverri Á, Taylor-
Salmon E, Hill V, Breban MI, Vogels CBF, Grubaugh ND,
Paul LM, Michael SF, Johansson MA, Adams LE, Munoz-
Jordan J, Paz-Bailey G, Stanek DR. 2024. Introduction and
spread of dengue virus 3, Florida, USA, May 2022–April
2023. Emerg Infect Dis 30:376–379.

Kelly ET, Mack LK, Campos M, Grippin C, Chen TY,
Romero-Weaver AL, Kosinski KJ, Brisco KK, Collier
TC, Buckner EA, Campbell LP, Cornel AJ, Lanzaro GC,
Rosario-Cruz R, Smith K, Attardo GM, Lee Y. 2021.
Evidence of local extinction and reintroduction of Aedes
aegypti in Exeter, California. Front Trop Dis 2:1–8.

Kelly R, Nguyen TVT, McKanna M, Sames WJ. 2023.
County Records for Aedes japonicus in Georgia. J Am
Mosq Control Assoc 39:129–133.

Kendrick K, Stanek D, Blackmore C, Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC). 2014. Notes from the
field: transmission of chikungunya virus in the continen-
tal United States—Florida, 2014. MMWR Morb Mortal
Wkly Rep 63:1137.

Kobilinsky KC. 2006. Mosquito and sentinel chicken interac-
tions with assessment of experimental cage design and flight
activity of mosquitoes in Orange County, Florida: 2005–
2006 [M.S. thesis]. University of Florida, Gainesville, FL.

Kolimenakis A, Heinz S, Wilson ML, Winkler V, Yakob L,
Michaelakis A, Papachristos D, Richardson C, Horstick
O. 2021. The role of urbanization in the spread of Aedes
mosquitoes and the diseases they transmit—a systematic
review. PLoS Negl Trop Dis 15:e0009631.

Lahondère C, Bonizzoni M. 2022. Thermal biology of inva-
sive Aedes mosquitoes in the context of climate change.
Curr Opin Insect Sci 51:100920.

LaPlace PS. 1812. Théorie analytique des probabilités.
Paris, France: Ve. Courcier [accessed September 10,
2024]. Available from: https://archive.org/details/
thorieanalytiqu01laplgoog/page/494/mode/2up

Lequime S, Lambrechts L. 2014. Vertical transmission of
arboviruses in mosquitoes: a historical perspective. Infect
Genet Evol 28:681–690.

Li Y, Su X, Zhou G, Zhang H, Puthiyakunnon S, Shuai S,
Cai S, Gu J, Zhou X, Yan G, Chen XG. 2016. Compara-
tive evaluation of the efficiency of the BG-Sentinel trap,
CDC light trap and mosquito-oviposition trap for the sur-
veillance of vector mosquitoes. Parasit Vectors 9:446.

Likos A, Griffin I, Bingham AM, Stanek D, Fischer M,
White S, Hamilton J, Eisenstein L, Atrubin D, Mulay P,
Scott B, Jenkins P, Fernandez D, Rico E, Gillis L, Jean
R, Cone M, Blackmore C, McAllister J, Vasquez C,
Rivera L, Philip C. 2016. Local mosquito-borne trans-
mission of Zika virus—Miami-Dade and Broward Coun-
ties, Florida, June–August 2016. MMWR Morb Mortal
Wkly Rep 65:1032–1038.

Moise IK, Xue RD, Zulu LC, Beier JC. 2020. A survey of
program capacity and skills of Florida mosquito control
districts to conduct arbovirus surveillance and control.
J Am Mosq Control Assoc 36:99–106.

Moulis RA, Peaty LF, Heusel JL, Lewandowski HB Jr,
Harrison BA, Kelly R, Hager EJ. 2015. Mansonia titillans:
New resident species or infrequent visitor in Chatham
County, Georgia, and Beaufort County, South Carolina,
USA. J Am Mosq Control Assoc 31:167–171.

Ngape D, Steele CH, McDermott EG. 2021. A comparison
of BG Sentinel and CDC trap attractants for mosquito
surveillance in urban and suburban areas of Montgomery
and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland, U.S.A. J Vec-
tor Ecol 46:186–199.

Nguyen V, Weaver-Romero AL, Wang X, Tavares Y, Bauer
A, McDowell RC, Dorsainvil C, Eason MD, Malcolm
AN, Raz CD, Byrd BD, Riegel C, Clark M, Ber J,
Harrison RL, Evans CL, Zohdy S, Allen B, Campbell LP,
Killingsworth D, Grey EW, Riles MT, Lee Y, Giordano
BV. 2023. Survey of invasive mosquito surveillance and
control capacity in southeastern USA reveals training and
resource needs. J Am Mosq Control Assoc 39:108–121.

Pandas Development Team. 2020. Pandas–Python data
analysis library [accessed September 1, 2024]. Available
from: https://pandas.pydata.org/

Ramírez AL, van den Hurk AF, Meyer DB, Ritchie SA.
2018. Searching for the proverbial needle in a haystack:
advances in mosquito-borne arbovirus surveillance. Par-
asit Vectors 11:320.

R Core Team. 2021. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statisti-
cal Computing [accessed July 2023]. Available from: https://
www.r-project.org/

Reeves LE, Medina J, Miqueli E, Sloyer KE, Petrie W,
Vasquez C, Burkett-Cadena ND. 2021. Establishment of
Aedes (Ochlerotatus) scapularis (Diptera: Culicidae) in
mainland Florida, with notes on the Ochlerotatus group
in the United States. J Med Entomol 58:717–729.

Reiter P, Gubler DG. 1997. Surveillance and control of
urban dengue vectors. In: Reiter P, Gubler DG, eds. Den-
gue and dengue hemorrhagic fever. Wallingford, Oxon,
United Kingdom, and New York, NY: CAB International.
pp. 425–462.

Riles MT, Martin D, Mulla C, Summers E, Duke L,
Clauson J, Campbell LP, Giordano BV. 2022. West Nile
virus surveillance in sentinel chickens and mosquitoes in
Panama City Beach, Florida, from 2014 to 2020. J Am
Mosq Control Assoc 38:148–158.

Roiz D, Wilson AL, Scott TW, Fonseca DM, Jourdain F,
M€uller P, Velayudhan R, Corbel V. 2018. Integrated
Aedes management for the control of Aedes-borne dis-
eases. PLoS Negl Trop Dis 12:e0006845.

Rose NH, Sylla M, Badolo A, Lutomiah J, Ayala D,
Aribodor OB, Ibe N, Akorli J, Otoo S, Mutebi JP, Kriete
AL, Ewing EG, Sang R, Gloria-Soria A, Powell JR,
Baker RE, White BJ, Crawford JE, McBride CS. 2020.
Climate and urbanization drive mosquito preference for
humans. Curr Biol 30:3570–3579.e6.

Salkeld D, Hopkings S, Hayman D. 2023. Emerging infec-
tious diseases and globalization—travel, trade, and invasive
species. In: Emerging zoonotic and wildlife pathogens: dis-
ease ecology, epidemiology, and conservation. Oxford,
United Kingdom: Oxford University Press. pp. 175–198.

Sames WJ, Dacko NM, Bolling BG, Bosworth AB, Swiger
SL, Duhrkopf RE, Burton RG. 2019. Distribution of Culex
coronator in Texas. J Am Mos. Control Assoc 35:55–64.

Sardelis MR, Turell MJ, Dohm DJ, O’Guinn ML. 2001.
Vector competence of selected North American Culex
and Coquillettidia mosquitoes for West Nile virus.
Emerg Infect Dis 7:1018–1022.

Semenza JC, Rocklöv J, Ebi KL. 2022. Climate change and
cascading risks from infectious disease. Infect Dis Ther
11:1371–1390.

Smith J, Amador M, Barrera R. 2009. Seasonal and habitat
effects on dengue and West Nile virus vectors in San
Juan, Puerto Rico. J Am Mosq Control Assoc 25:38–46.

Tamini TT, Byrd BD, Goggins JA, Sither CB, White L,
Wasserberg G. 2021. Peridomestic conditions affect La
Crosse virus entomological risk by modifying the habitat
use patterns of its mosquito vectors. J Vector Ecol 46:34–47.

Timeanddate.com. 1998. Accessed March 20, 2025.

84 JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN MOSQUITO CONTROL ASSOCIATION VOL. 41, NO. 2

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://prim

e-pdf-w
aterm

ark.prim
e-prod.pubfactory.com

/ at 2025-07-01 via free access

https://archive.org/details/thorieanalytiqu01laplgoog/page/494/mode/2up
https://archive.org/details/thorieanalytiqu01laplgoog/page/494/mode/2up
https://pandas.pydata.org/
https://www.r-project.org/
https://www.r-project.org/


Tsai TF, Bolin RA, Montoya M, Bailey RE, Francy DB, Jozan
M, Roehrig JT. 1987. Detection of St. Louis encephalitis
virus antigen in mosquitoes by capture enzyme immunoas-
say. J Clin Microbiol 25:370–376.

Uelmen JA Jr, Clark A, Palmer J, Kohler J, Van Dyke LC,
Low R, Mapes CD, Carney RM. 2023. Global mosquito
observations dashboard (GMOD): creating a user-friendly
web interface fueled by citizen science to monitor inva-
sive and vector mosquitoes. Int J Health Geog 22:28.

Vahey GM, Lindsey NP, Staples JE, Hills SL. 2021. La
Crosse virus disease in the United States, 2003–2019.
Am J Trop Med Hyg 105:807–812.

Westby KM, Fritzen C, Paulsen D, Poindexter S, Moncayo
AC. 2015. La Crosse encephalitis virus infection in

field-collected Aedes albopictus, Aedes japonicus, and
Aedes triseriatus in Tennessee. J Am Mosq Control Assoc
31:233–241.

Wilke ABB, Benelli G, Beier JC. 2020. Beyond frontiers:
on invasive alien mosquito species in America and
Europe. PLoS Negl Trop Dis 14:e0007864.

Yssouf A, Almeras L, Raoult D, Parola P. 2016. Emerging
tools for identification of arthropod vectors. Future Micro-
biol 11:549–566.

Zohdy S, Morse W, Mathias D, Ashby V, Lessard S. 2018.
Detection of Aedes (Stegomyia) aegypti (Diptera: Culici-
dae) populations in southern Alabama following a 26-yr
absence and public perceptions of the threat of Zika
virus. J Med Entomol 55:1319–1324.

JUNE 2025 INVASIVE MOSQUITO SURVEILLANCE NEEDS IN SOUTHEASTERN USA 85

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://prim

e-pdf-w
aterm

ark.prim
e-prod.pubfactory.com

/ at 2025-07-01 via free access


