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The Mediterranean house gecko (Hemidactylus turcicus) was first observed in the
United States in Key West, Florida as early as 1915 (Stejneger, 1922). At least two
other independent introductions of H. turcicus are believed to have occurred, one
in New Orleans, Louisiana in the late 1940’s (Etheridge, 1952), and the other near
the border of Mexico in Brownsville, Texas, in the early 1950’s (Conant, 1955).
They have since been found in Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Georgia,
Kansas, Maryland, Mississippi, Nevada, New Mexico, South Carolina, Utah, and
Virginia (Hare, 2006; NatureServe, 2006; Reed et al., 2006). In the southern states,
only North Carolina and Tennessee have no records. H. turcicus is nocturnal and
in its introduced range associated with urban and suburban habitats, feeds on
insects attracted to outdoor lights (Davis, 1974). Its success as a colonizer has
been attributed to quick maturation, limited interspecific competition, low predation
pressure, and multiple clutches per reproductive season (Selcer, 1986).

In Texas, Davis (1974) showed that H. furcicus had expanded its range north,
using highways as corridors to human domiciles, but remaining below a line
from Del Rio through San Antonio to Austin and Houston. With few barriers and
increasing transportation of this species to new localities, H. turcicus is becoming
common throughout urban areas of the southern United States (Meshaka et al.,
2006). In Texas it is currently documented in more than 70 counties (Dixon,
2000). Although no studies have documented negative impacts on native species,
its expanding distribution and abundance should be documented. Currently, 28
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counties in the corner of northeast Texas do not have published records of this
species. Here we report new county records from 27 of them. Geckos were
encountered with minimal search effort between dusk, approximately 2100 h, and
just after midnight. Most buildings examined were made of brick, concrete, or
stucco and had a high probability of gecko residence. On one night, geckos were
caught in seven adjacent and undocumented counties in less than 5.5 h, with most
time allocated to driving. We surveyed the only gecko-free county left, Camp
County, on five separate occasions, approximately 2 h each time, and were unable
to document any geckos.

Hemidactylus turcicus is well established in northeastern Texas, with numerous
breeding colonies in even the smallest towns. These colonies are potential origins for
future colonies in Oklahoma and Arkansas, and may already have spread across the
Red river. Meshaka et al. (2006) noted that the northern limit of this species would
be dictated by cold weather, restricting time available for foraging and reproduction.
This being the case, colonies such as those in Virginia (Kloepfer et al., 2006) provide
evidence that as H. furcicus expands northward it may be able to seek shelter
in and around buildings that yield adequate protection from the cold, ultimately
providing suitable environmental conditions for H. turcicus to over-winter. The ease
with which this species colonizes northeastern Texas and its consequent ubiquity in
southern localities underscores the importance of populations such as these as a
source of individuals for geographic expansion into less hospitable regions further
north.
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