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L ou ann e  Chr is t ian

From : J eann e  Ostnes
Sent: Monday , March 10, 2008 11:14 AM
To: S u za nn e  C u nn in g ham ; R ep . Les Gara
Cc : Louanne  Chr is t ian
S u b je c t :  FW: F irew eed  and  Lup ine  (draft)

F rom : Wright, Stoney J (DNR) [ma ilto :s toney .w r igh t@a laska .gov]
S e n t :  Monday, March 10, 2008 11:07 AM 
T o :J e a n n e  Ostnes
Cc: Havemeister, Franci A (DNR); Lesh, Me lan ie  G (DNR)
S u b je c t :  F ireweed and Lup ine (draft)

Jeanne ,
Both tall f ireweed and  lup ine h a v e  b een  h a v e  b een  stud ied by the Plant Mater ia ls Center . W h i le  w e  havo been 
successfu l in m echan ic a l ly  co l lect ing tall f ireweed from wild stands e h a v e  not b een  success fu l in either 
p lant ing product ion fields or us ing it in revegetat ion projects as a se- ed  com ponen t .  The re  are s om e  germ inat ion 
issues that n eed  to be reso lved before it is a v iab le  spec ies  for reve--station. It is a lso an  extremely small seed  
that most commerc ia l growers are not yet ready to work with in a p r ,  jct ion held. W e  have  had  more success  
with dwarf f ireweed with regard to estab l ishment . But on the other hand  it is m ore  difficult to harvest. O n ly  two 
growers (we are aware of) in the state have  attempted to harvest w i ld  stands. T h ey  h a ve  co l lec ted  in the range of 
2-4 pounds of c le a n  seed . Th is  has not b e en  marketed to the broader s e ed  market a nd  has b een  so ld by nackets 
or use in spec ia lty packets of wild flowers. Until these difficulties are o v e rc om e  in product ion and  c le a n in g  neither 
tall or dwarf wil l b e  v iab le  cho ice s  for s e ed  production . T h e  possib il ity of us ing  f ireweed in con junc t ion  with seeded  
grasses hasn't e v e n  b e en  e x am in ed  to our know ledge . There  will b e  s om e  likely compet it ion  issues to get it 
es tab l ished with the grasses n e eded  to contro l eros ion a long roadways .

Lup ine is more ava i lab le , how eve r  most of the s e ed  w e  see  in A laska c om e s  from Ice land . It is ol A lasxan origin 
but grown in Ice land . T h e  Ice la nd ic  governm en t has m ade  a concre ted  effort to grow this s pec ies  lor restoration of 
overgrazed land and  restoration of vo lca n ic  ash lands wh ich  covers vast tracts of land in Ice land  T h e  spec ies  is 
falling out ol favor in s om e  quarters of Ice land , s in ce  it is cons ide red  as an in va s iv e  spec ies . N ow  the excess  
s eed  is be ing  marketed in Alaska. T h e  spe c ie s  grows we l l on  the pure vo lca n ic  so i ls in Ice land  but is m u ch  more 
difficult to commerc ia l ly  p roduce in Alaska where  the soils aro not puro vo lca n ic  ash . T o  date wo h a v e  b e en  
unsuccessfu l in getting e ither lup ine  or f ireweed in comm erc ia l product ion in A laska.

Both aro tall s pec ies  a nd  cou ld  create s ight ing d is tance prob lems if u sed  on h ighways . Intentiona lly p lant ing those 
spec ies  on h ighway rights-of-way will create added  m a in ten a nce  costs assoc ia ted  with m ow ing  to m a in ten a nc e  of 
s ight ing d istances . Th is  will bo 1 1 umntondod nega t ive  c o n soquon co  of us ing  e ither spe c ie s  on h ighway  right ol 
ways.

In c los ing  both spec ies  aro of interest to the PM C  but a ll the product ion a nd  uso  prob lem s havo  not yet boon 
resolved. Both will evontua l ly  enter the commerc ia l s e ed  industry in A laska but wo aro not thoro yet.

S toney Wright

4/10/2008
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J a m i e  N ie l s e n ,  UAF Cooperative Extension Service 
Telephone: (907) 786-6315 
Email: ffimn@uaf.edu

G in o  G r a z i a n o ,  Alaska Association of Conservation Districts
Telephone: (907) 354-1227
Email: ginoqraziano@alaskaswcds.org
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• A g r ic u l t u r e
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• Wildlife
• F is h e r ie s

S u b s is t e n c e  R e s o u r c e s
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N o rm a n  E . R e e s ,  U S D A  A g r ic u ltu ra l R e s e a r c h  S e r v ic e ,  B u g w o o d .o r g

Spotted  knapw eed
• Costs the state of M ontana 14 million per year in direct 

econom ic impacts. Now  spread over nearly 6 million acres.
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efforts cost U S  econom y $ 4 f
Clogs wetlands, blocks fish passage



in the Dakotas, 
Montana, and Wyoming $144 million per year.
Caustic latex (sap) causes blisters, blindness



W e e d  Invasion C u r v e

Explosive 
Growth Phase
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Laying the groundwork for 

successful invasive plants 

prevention a n d  m a n a g e m e n t
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Resources



Appoint a State Weed Coordinator for 
the program and provide 
administrative support



agencies
Develop a

Seek outside funding for state weed 
prevention and management efforts



• Coordination Imperative- weeds don’t respect 
boundaries

• Groundwork has been laid, now we need an 
overarching system of support from the state

• Don’t need to reinvent the wheel- other states provide 
lessons, templates, and examples

• Act now to safeguard AK resources and economy- 
never cheaper than TODAY



Citizens are 
working 
in their 

communities, 
but...
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fIt  ta k e s  a  S ta t e  to  s to p  a  w e e c f1
-Anchorage residents Troy and Lori Zaumseil

^ . ^ < y  \  * ~ --------------------
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The Alaska Committee for 
Noxious & Invasive Plants 
Management

Jamie Nielsen, UAF Cooperative Extension Service 
Telephone: (907) 786-6315 
Email: ffjmn@uaf.edu

Gino Graziano, Alaska Association of Conservation Districts 
Telephone: (907) 354-1227
Email: qinoqraziano@alaskaswcds.org

mailto:ffjmn@uaf.edu
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C h a n t ie s  f rom  M B  330 to C S  fo r  H B  330

O rig in a l  H B  3 3 0  fo rm ed  A rtic le  2 in A S  4 1 .1 0 .  T h is  w o u ld  be  in 

C h a p te r  10, Soil a n d  W a te r  C o n se rv a t io n  o f  T i t le  41 , P ub lic  R eso u rces .

T h e  o r ig ina l bill fo rm ed  a b o a rd  and  id e n tif ied  the p o w e rs  a n d  the 

du ties  o f  the  board , ft de l inea ted  a d v iso ry  g ro u p s  o f  the board , a g e n c y  

c o o p e ra t io n  and  jo in t  opera tions . T h e  o r ig ina l H B  3 3 0  a lso  fo rm ed  a n o x io u s  

w e e d  a n d  inv as iv e  p la n t  m a n a g e m e n t  fund.

T h e  C S  for H B  3 30  re in c a rn a te s  as a s ta te  c o o rd in a to r  e m p lo y e d  or 

a p p o in t  by  the  C o m m is s io n e r  o f  N a tu ra l  R eso u rces .  It is n o w  in T it le  3, 

A g r ic u l tu re  and  A n im a ls ,  C h a p te r  5, P o w e rs  an d  D u tie s  o f  C o m m is s io n e r s  

o f  N a tu ra l  R eso u rces  an d  E n v iro n m en ta l  C o n se rv a t io n .  It fo rm s  a n e w  

sec tion , 027 .

T h is  bill w ill a l lo w  the C o m m is s io n e r  o f  N a tu ra l  R e s o u rc e s  to e m p lo y  

o r  a p p o in t  a s ta te  c o o rd in a to r  for n o x io u s  w eed ,  in v a s iv e  p lan t ,  an d  

a g r ic u ltu ra l  p e s t  m a n a g e m e n t  an d  ed u ca tio n .  T h is  c o o rd in a to r  w ill w o rk  

th rough  the  D iv is ion  o f  A g ricu ltu re  a lo n g  w ith  s ta te  d e p a r tm e n ts ,  a g e n c ie s  

and  in s t i tu tions .  T h is  p e rso n  will b r in g  to g e th e r  the  a fo re  m e n t io n e d  en t it ie s  

in ad d i t io n  to the  U n iv e rs i ty  o f  A la sk a  C o o p e ra t iv e  E x ' .s ion  S e rv ic e  a n d  

the A la sk a  A sso c ia t io n  o f  C o n se rv a tio n  D is tric ts .  T h ro u g h  th is c o o rd in a t io n  

the S ta te  o f  A la sk a  will d ev e lo p  a s tra teg ic  p lan . M o re  im p o r ta n t ly ,  a  s tart 

tow ard  l im it in g  e c o n o m ic  loss an d  a d v e rse  e f fec ts  to the s t a t e ’s ag r icu ltu ra l ,  

natu ra l,  a n d  h u m a n  re so u rces  beca u se  o f  the p re se n c e  and  sp re a d  o f  n o x io u s  

w eeds ,  ag r ic u l tu ra l  pes ts ,  invasive  te rrestr ia l and  a q u a t ic  p la n ts  in the  state.



A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e  

H o u s e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e

C a r] G n tto , C o - C h a ir
Slate Capitol UiiiMinj!. Room 108

Jtllic.ill, A K  W 8 0 I- I182 
I’ lionc ) 4ii5-374.1 

I a x (0071405-238!

C r a i g  J o h n s o n ,  C o - C h a i r
Stale Capitol Umlriinp. Room 12A

Juneau, A K  00801-11X2 
I’lione (0()7)-J05-JO03 

l ax (O07|4fi5-.V8'2 

Hep t'l.up Joliiii.ui ,i lepis.stale ak.iix

S p o n so r  S ta tem en t 
A n  A c t  re la t in g  to N o x io u s  W ee d , In v as iv e  Plant and  A g ricu l tu ra l  Pest 

M a n a g e m e n t  an d  E d u ca tio n

In recent years, well established and expanding populations o f  h ighly invasive plants have been 
documented in Alaska. These species pose a serious threat to A laska’s agriculture, tourism, 
w ild life , fisheries, land values, and subsistence resources. Alaska is in a unique position to avoid 
the scope o f  problems now impacting all 48 contiguous states and Hawaii.

qu ick ly  and more cheaply by taking action now. Alaska needs an updated state noxious weed list, 
updated state regulations, and a designated state agency w ith  the resources to adequately address 
this emerging issue. A  need exists to build  upon the strength o l \  visting programs, to improve 
areas that are weaker, and integrate efforts into an effic ient unified state response to the threat.

Private, local, state, and federal organizations and citizens' gtoups are w orking together to raise 
awareness about invasive plants and keep our communities invasive weeds-free. Representatives 
o f  public and private organizations w ith  an interest in contro lling  and preventing the spread o f  
noxious weeds and invasive plant continue to need a mechanism for cooperation, collaboration, 
and development o f  statewide plans o f  action to meet this threat.

I his b ill w ill a llow  the Commissioner o f Natural Resources to employ or appoint a state 
coordinator fo r noxious weed, invasive plant, and agricultural pest management and education 
This coordinator w ill w o ik  through the D iv is ion  o f  Agricu lture  state departments, agency and 
institutions. This person w ill bring together the afore mentioned entities w ith  the U niversity o f  
Alaska Cooperative Extension Service and the Alaska Association o f  Conservation D istricts 
Through this coordination the State o f  Alaska w ill develop a strategic plan. More im portantly, a 
start toward lim itin g  economic loss and adverse effects to the state’s agricultural, natural, and 
human resources because o| the presence and spread o f  noxious weeds, invasive te irestria l and 
aquatic plants in the state.

C S for H B  330



L E G A L  S E R V I C E S

(9 0 7 )  ‘165-3067 or .165-2450 

F A X  (9 0 7 ) 4 6 5 -2 0 2 9  

M ail Stop  3101

D IV IS IO N  O F  L E G A L  A N D  R E S E A R C H  S E R V IC E S  

L E G IS L A T IV E  A F F A IR S  A G E N C Y  
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A Stato  Capitol 

Ju n e a u , A la sk a  99801-1182  
D e liv e rie s  to: 129  6th S t ., R m . 329

M E M O R A N  D U INI February 4, 2008

SUBJECT: Sectional Summary (HB 330) (Work Order No. 25-LSI062\E)
TO: Representative Craig Johnson 

Attn: Jeanne Ostnes
FRO M : Alpheus Bullard

Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary of the abovc-dcscribed bill.
As a preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary of a bill should not be considered 
an authoritative interpretation of the bill and the bill itself is the best statement o f its 
contents. If you would like an interpretation of the bill as it may apply to a particular set 
o f circumstances, please advise.
Section 1. Adds a new article to AS 41.10 (Soil and water conservation) entitled: 
"Article 2. Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plants."

41.10.200. Stales that it is the purpose of the article to limit economic loss and 
adverse effects to the state resulting from noxious weeds and invasive plants.

4 1.10.210. Establishes a Noxious Weed and Invasive Plant Board.
4 1 10.220. Provides for board membership.
41.10.230. Establishes that board members are not entitled to compensation other 

than per diem and travel expenses.
41.10.240 Provides for board meetings.
41.10.250. Provides that the board will choose a presiding officer from its 

members.
41 10.260. Allows the board to employ staff and contract for services relating to 

mailers within its authority
4J 10.270. Establishes the powers anil duties of the board.



41.10.290. Provides that state efforts shall be in cooperation with federal noxious 
weed and invasive plant laws and initiatives.

41.10.300. Establishes that state departments, agencies, and institutions shall 
cooperate with the board.

41.10.310. Provides that the board may engage in joint operations related to 
noxious weeds and invasive plants with other persons, political subdivisions of the state, 
Native villages or regional corporations, the federal government, or Canada.

41.10.320. Creates a noxious weed and invasive plant management fund as an 
account witlun the general fund.

41.10.330. Directs the commissioner o f  natural resources, the commissioner of 
iish and game, the commissioner o f  environmental conservation, and the commissioner 
o f  transportation and public facilities to adopt regulations to implement the article.

41.10.399. Defines terms.

Section 2. Provides for the initial terms o f  board members,

* Section 3. Establishes a deadline for the board's first meeting

Section 4. Instructs the Revisor to amend AS 4 1 .10 to conform with the Act's creation of 
a new article,

If you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Representative Craig Johnson
February 4, 2008
Page 2

(f
4 1 ,10.2S0. Provides that the board may establish advisory groups.

TLAB.ined 
08-079.med
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3132 Channel Drive 
Post Office Box 112500 .
Juneau. Alaska 99811 
Phone: 907-465-3305 
Fax: 907-465-3900

S A R A H  P A L I N ,  G O V E R N O R

February 13, 2008

Tbc Honorable Ralph Samuels, Chairman 
Alaska Climate Impact Assessment Commission 
State Capitol, Room 204 
Juneau, AK 99801*1182

Dear Representative Samuels:

This is in response to your December 14, 2007 letter requesting department input regarding budgetary 
impacts and engineering and construction considerations from perceived climate changes involving 
flooding, erosion, and permafrost degradation.

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) manages the State's 
transportation infrastructure in a very challenging environment with many of the State transportation 
facilities in the Alaska’s ulterior, northern, and southwest region’s underlain by ice-rich permafrost.
The department has been battling the effects of warming/melting permafrost for decades. Our 
Maintenance and Operations Divisions spend an average of S10 million annually to combat melting 
permafrost on our highway system. The S10 million annual figure realistically represents only a 
fraction of the actual need and therefore this cost may need to increase, perhaps dramatically, if the 
recent warming trend continues. However, at this point, the department docs not have or collect the 
data necessary to accurately account for permafrost mitigation costs for our entire transportation 
infrastructure or predict supplemental costs associated with the future impacts of climate change.
Doing so would require changing the department’s current practices and a significant investment in 
additional resources. Damages to the public infrastructure could be large, but there is little reliable 
information detailing the degree and location of impacts.

As part of our mission to manage the State's transportation infrastructure, we have assessed the potential 
future effects of climate warming trends. Provided below is a list of potential impacts to department’s 
transportation infrastructure and our operations if the climate warming trend continues.

• A longer seasonal transition period from Fall to Winter and Winter to Spring may require a 
different and potentially more costly approach to snow and ice control.

• The longer seasonal transition may lead to changes in weight restriction policies - both in terms 
of weights allowed and the length of time the restrictions will be in place.

D E P T .  O F  T R A N S P O R T A T IO N  A N D  
P U B L IC  F A C I L I T I E S
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  C O M M IS S IO N E R
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• An increase in the rate of degrading permafrost is likely to increase highway and airport 
surface distress requiring an increase in both maintenance and capital expenditures to address 
the resulting safety problems. In some cases this may require the reevaluation of current 
design, construction and maintenance practices.

• The majority of roads in the interior, particularly around Fairbanks and north of Fairbanks, 
traverse areas underlain by icc-rich permafrost and will likely require substantial 
rehabilitation/ reconstruction and/or relocation if the wanning trend continues.

• Iucrcased Active Layer Detachments (slope sloughing and failures) on slopes adjacent to the 
highway system that result from the thawing of ice-rich surface layers. The thawing o f  these 
ice-rich slopes leads to a form of mass wasting. The potential for damage to the highway 
infrastructure is high and will require a pro-active geotcchnical approach to prevent impacts 
to the transportation system. Even in less extreme instances, the mud-flow sloughing of cut 
banks fills ditches and plugs culverts, which will result in higher maintenance costs.

« A significant percentage of our airports in northern, western and interior Alaska are built over 
permafrost drat will require significant rehabilitation/reconstruction and/or relocation if  their 
fo nidations thaw.

• A number of our public buildings in noithem, western and interior Alaska are built over 
permafrost that will require significant rehabilitation/reconstruction and/or relocation if their 
foundations thaw. These facilities include the majority of M&O maintenance stations.

• Embankments built over permafrost will nAcd to be thicker to prevent the underlying ground 
from thawing. This will add to the cost of rehabilitation and reconstruction as more fill 
materials will be required.

• T V  continued wanning trend will likely result in the increase in erosion o f  shorelines and 
rivcibanks which will impact any facility constructed adjacent to the waterbody.

• Aufcis problems will likely increase as melt water flows out of wanning zones o f  permafrost, 
requiring additional maintenance.

• Glacial fed rivers and streams will likely experience increased flows with the potential for 
Hooding and the cutting of new, unanticipated stream charnels. Highways such as the 
Copper River Highway and segments of die Richardson Highway may experience increased 
flooding requiring larger culverts and/or larger bridges,

• An increase in the frequency and severity of hot days could result in more highway and 
airport problems related to asphalt softening and traffic-related pavement damage .uni rutting.

• Milder winters, with more freeze-thaw cycles, would accelerate road deterioration ;uid 
increase maintenance costs.

' Providing for ii:c tafc lnoi nnmi >>; r .  .’Ji-u/ii/ i■.■ i  .m.tihr i/Wu vi*) of j/tur n-M Jcc;
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Tf tlie timing, frequency, form and/or intensity of precipitation change in the future, then 
related natural processes, including debris flows, avalanches and floods, would likely 
increase with the resulting effect of increased repair costs.
Coastal communities and their infrastructure are vulnerable to accelerated coastal erosion due 
to storm activity and wave action eroding shorelines once proteci d by shore-fast sea ice. As 
die climate continues to warm, coastal erosion will increase as sea ice retreats and coastal 
storms become more frequent.
Coastal communities and their infrastructure are vulnerable to a rise in the sea level. A rise 
in the sea level could result in the required relocation on many public facilities as well as 
entire communities.
As the Geophysical Institute has determined, wanning temperatures are altering die blend of 
vegetative growth on the North Slope of Alaska. Extending this affect to all of Alaska leads 
to die conclusion that we may well face increased vegetation throughout our more northern 
areas, and face increasing demands for vegetation management that have never cropped up 
before.
The slowly increasing temperatures being forecast by s<-: mtists will allow a variety of 
invasive plants to prosper in Alaska, which will pos* new challenges and demands on our 
maintenance forces.
The climatic warming trend, combined with an increase in transportation energy costs, will 
probably lead to alterations in the current vehicle "mix' (i.e., personal automobiles versus 
mass transit; buses and trains). Our transportation system is not well adapted to a 
dramatically diiferent vehicle mix than has been experienced over die previous 50 years.
Tire maintenance and operations fleet is totally dependent on the combustion of diesel • now 
shifting to ultra-low sulphur diesel. When viewing dicse vehicles in the sense of their carbon 
footprint, we are considering what tomorrow’s fleet will be comprised of.

The department is currently assisting several communities dial have already been affected by 
changing climate conditions. The department is actively involved in planning for designing 
and/or constructing shoreline protection, facility relocation, drainage improvements, and 
permafrost protection measures. Wc have active pro ccts in Kivalina, Ncwtok, Kotzebue, Nome, 
Unalakleet, Shishmaref, Noatak, Allakaket, and Alakanuk.
To date, the department has not systematically studied the need lor or implemented specific 
changes, policies or regulations to address the potential effects of climate change. At this point 
in tunc, we do not have the available data to accurately assess and determine required policy or 
procedural changes. As stated above, chmatc change can potentially impact the transportation 
infrastructure in a multitude of wavs -  melting/wanning permafrost, sea level rise, increased 
river and shore erosion, increased scour of bridge foundations, increased storm frequency ar.d

/'• i idtngjb' the Silk inoinnr'ir ofpwple e. nd goods and the deliver)- of shtie n'n n..; "
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intensity, and increasing temperatures. We need to increase the collection and density of data 
ranging to m  stream flow records, precipitation and other weather related data records, 
geotechnical and foundation information, hazards mapping, and other hydrologic data. Our 
engineering staff needs the appropriate level of data to predict and determine mere effective 
approaches for adapting to changes in climate. As an example, increased precipitation and 
runoff, storm intensities, and sea-icc conditions will potentially require new and/or revised 
hydrologic calculations for sizing culverts, designing bridges and their foundations, and erosion 
control structures. However, at this stage, we are lacking sufficient meteorological information 
to recommend changes in our planning and engineering processes.

The department will continue to address the impacts of climate change as they occur and will 
continue to investigate alternative design, constiuction, and maintenance techniques to address 
the changing environment that we work in. Right now we need accurate data to be able to design 
for future impacts to our transportation assets. By partnering with the University o f  Alaska and 
other State and Federal agencies wc are addressing the most immediate needs for communities 
already being impacted and identifying the critical information we need to gather to be able to 
address futur e impacts of climate change.

cc: Lurry Hartig, Commissioner, Department of Environmental Conservation
Frank T. Richards, P. E., Deputy Commissioner of Highways & Public Facilities, DOTcvPF 
Mary Siroky, Legislative Liaison, DOT&PF

Sincerely,

Leo von S rheben, P.E., L.S., M B A 
Commissioner
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S T A T E  8t P R I V A T E  F O R E S T R Y USDA
A  C h a n c e  t o  C a t c h  

t h e  P r o b l e m  E a r l y

N o x io u s  a n d  in v a s iv e  p la n t s  

a r c  a  p r o b le m  in  A la s k a ,  h u t  

la n d  m a n a g e m e n t  a g e n c i e s  

a r e  w o r k in g  t o g e t h e r  to  k e e p  it  

fr o m  g r o w in g  in to  a n  

u n m a n a g e a b le  o n e .

Bird vctcti (Vida crjcca) crawling up 
and ovor p lanted sp ruce a long ‘.ho 
Seward highway in Anchorage (Photo 
by Michael Rasy)

B iologists and land managers 
thought Alaska’s remoteness 
offered protection from the 

in troduc t io n  o f  nox ious and inva­
sive plants. However, the state now  
has well-established infestations o f  
several invasivcs, in c lud ing  Canada 
th istle ( C i r s i u m  a r v e n s e ) ,  W h ite  
sweetclovcr (M c l i l o t u s  a l b a ) ,  Japa­

nese knotweed 
( P o  l y g  u  11 u i h  
c u s p i d a t u m ) ,  
and bird vetch 
( V i c i a  c r a c c a ). 
T h e s e ,  a lo n g  
with other inva­
s ive  sp e c ie s ,  
now  threaten to 
invade Alaska’s 
forests, riparian 
areas, and  its 
n o n f o r e s t e d  
wetlands.

Invasive plants are aggressive non- 
native plants that have been in tro­
duced w ithout the insect predators 
and plant pathogens that he lp keep 
th em  in  check in their native hab i­
tats. N ox iou s  weeds arc a subset 
o f  invasive plants legally defined 
by each state or province.

Cooperative Effort
Alaska is in a untrue pos it ion tu 

keep its invasive p lant p rob lem  
from grow ing in to an ecological 
quagm ire . T h e  costs can be low  if  
we quickJy identify, contro l and/ 
or eradicate infestations.

In  2000, six state agencies, eight 
federal agencies and many n o n ­

g o v e r nm e n ta l  o rga n iz a t io n s  in 
Alaska began work ing together to 
address the in troduct io n  o f  inva­
sive a nd  n o x io u s  p la n t  species. 
U nde r  a m em o randum  o f  under­
standing, the agencies developed a 
p lan and la id the groundwork for 
cooperative surveys, education, pre­
ven t ion , con tro l, and eradication 
o f  invasive p lant species. T he For­
est H ea l th  Protect ion Program o f  
State and Private Forestry has a new 
emphasis to h e lp  address invasive 
plants. T h e  program has provided 
$100,000 to accelerate the excellent 
cooperat ive efforts already under­
way. T h e  program focuses on  the 
fo l low ing  f ive areas:

Inventory and Monitoring
The  cooperat ing agencies are first 

focus ing o n  inventory , using u n i­
form f ie ld  sutvey protocols and re­
port ing . W c are also determ in ing 
h ow  best to merge existing data­
bases in to  a statewide Geograph ic 
In fo rm a t io n  System (CIS) invasive 
plant layer that w i l l  ho ld  existing 
and future weed survey in forma­
t ion . State and Private Forestry is 
p r o v id in g  seed m o n e y  for the 
p ro je c t .  H ie  A laska Gcospa t i . i l  
Data C lear inghouse , operated by 
the US  Geo log ica l Survey, is also 
cooperat ing  in  the efiott.

State and Private Forestry is also 
prov id ing  fund ing  to the Integrated 
Pest Management Program, a p u t  
o f  the Alaska Cooperat ive  Kxlen- 
s ion Service, lo r  invasive species — 
surveys. S

im
. Avjk.
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T h e  M iven to ry  e ffort in  
2002 w i l l  be near Anchorage 
in  sou th- cen t ra l A la ska . 
Anchorage is the state’s m a ­
jo r  p o p u la t io n  center and 
one o f  the pr imary locations 
for invasive plant in troduc­
tions. In v en to ry  work w i l l  
also con t inue  in  the Delta 
Junct ion and Fairbanks areas, 
and w ith in  Alaska’s nat iona l 
parks. Data f iom  these new 
and co n t in u in g  surveys w i l l  
be a d d e d  to  th e  n ew  
“invasivcs” G IS  layer. These 
inventories w i l l  he lp  direct 
i n v e n t o r y  d o l la r s ,  g u id e  
e ra d ic a t io n  efforts 
and w i l l  serve as a 
pr inc ip le  mon ito r ing  
tool.

Education
Web-based a n d  

p r i n t e d  i n f o r m a ­
t i o n a l  m a t e r ia ls  
about specific in va ­
sive plants in Ai«.ska 
arc be ing developed.
Th is in format ion w il l 
he lp  landowners rec­
ogn ize and work on  
contro ll ing and eradi­
ca t ing  invasive spe­
cies. A web-based f ie ld  gu ide to 
nox ious and other weeds o f  Alaska 
w i l l  be created to assist the general 
p u b l ic  as well as those d o in g  the 
inventories.

Coordination
State &: l ’r iv jtc  Forestry funds arc 

be ing  used in support o l  an inva­
sive plant species cnon l in n to r  who 
w il l facilitate in format ion exchange 
between agencies. A statewide stcer- 
ing  c ommittee mav be set u p  to 
streamline decis ion mak ing  across 
agencies.

Research
O n c e  the p re l im in a ry  invasive 

p la n t  in ven to ry  wo rk  has been

Loft: Japanese knotweod 
(Polygunum cuspldatum) 
founain  an estuary on 
iho Tongass National 
Forest in S E  A laska. 
Photo by Brad 
Yieckhaus)

t r ic t  ( C h u g a c h  N a ­
t iona l Forest) to co n ­
t r o l  a n d  e r a d ic a t e  
invasivcs before they 
reach the  re cen t ly  
deglaciatcd moraines 
o f  Ex it G lac ier
4) a roadside dande­
l io n  p u l l in g  project in  
Dena l i Nat io na l Park

Further in fo rmat ion  
o n  the Alaska invasive 
p la n t  n e tw o rk  is 
ava i lab le  o n l i n e  at 
www.im-.ivivespccies.gov/ 
geog/state/ak.shtml

Above: Canada thistle 
(Cirsium arwnso) in a 
Anchorago city pork, 
most likely brought in 
with t/eo p lanlings 
(Photo by Corlono Rose)

Above: F low e r o f P 'rd  
velch (Vicia cracca) the 
plant shown in the photo 
on the front o f this story.

completed, literature searches and 
research w il l begin to determine the 
best treatment op t ions for these 
invasive plant species in  Alaska.

Eradication and Control
Several eradication projects arc 

already underway, inc lud ing:
1) a Japanese knot weed eradica­

t ion project on  Baranof Island
2) a white swcctclover trial c o n ­

trol project a long the S l ik ine  
River, Wrangell D istr ict, Ton- 
gass Nat iona l Forest

3) a cooperative project between 
Kena i Fiords N a t io na l Park 
and the Seward Ranger Dis-

Abuvo. White sweetciover (Afelilolus alba) 
found along the road in Denali Nalional 
Park, (pholo by Roseann D.msmore)

Partners in this Project
•Fo re s t Service, Alaska Region,

State and Private Forestry 
•Tongass & Chugarh National Forests
• Cooperative Extension Service 
•US Fish and Wildlife 
•Alaska DivisionofForesrry 
•Alaska Division of Agrieultuie
• Alaska Dept, of Fish & Game 
•Alaska Dept, of Transportation 
•LIS Geological Survey 
•BurcJii of I-irui Management 
•National Park Scrvi c
•Natural Resources Conservation Service 
•Soil and Water Conservation Districts 
•U.S. Dept, of Defense

To Find Out More
M ichae l Shephard, Ecologist 
Forest Service, Alaska Region 
S&PF. Forest Hea lth  Ptotcction 
Phone: 907-743-9454 
E-Mail: m shep lu rd  Pfs.fcd.us
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W h e n  i s  e r a d i c a t i o n  o f  e x o t i c  p e s t  p l a n t s  a  r e a l i s t i c  g o a l ?

M. Rejmanek! and M. ./. Pitcairn2 
'Section of Evolution and Ecology, University of California, Davis, CA 95616, USA.
-California Department of Food and Agriculture, integrated Pest Control Branch,

3288 Meadowview Road, Sacramento, CA 95832, USA
Abstract Using a unique data set on eradication attempts by the California Department ofFood and Agriculture on 18 
species and 53 separate infestations targeted for eradication in the period 1972-2000. we show that professional eradi­
cation of exolie weed infestations smaller than one hectare is usually possible. In addition, about 1/3 of infestations 
between 1 ha and 100 ha and 1/4 of infestations between 101 and 1000 ha have been eradicated. However, costs of 
eradication projects increase dramatically. With a realistic amount of resources, it is very unlikely that infestations 
larger than 1000 hu can be eradicated. Early detection of the presence of an invasive laxon can make the difference 
between being able to employ offensive stra'egics (eradication), and the necessity of retreating to u defensive strategy 
that usually means an infinite financial commitment. Nevertheless, depending on the potential impact of individual 
weedy species, even infestations larger than 1000 hectares should be targeted foi eradication effon or. at least, substan- 
tial reduction and containment. If ail exotic weed is already widespread, then species-specific biological control may be 
the only long-lean effective method able to suppress its abundance over large areas.

Keywords Costs of eradication; early detection; eradication effort; exotic pests; initial infestation, invasive plan tv,
nox> ms weeds.

INTRODUCTION
Many control methods and their combinations (usually 
involving mechanical, chemical, and biological means)are 
available to managers for containing, controlling, or eradi­
cating harmful alien plants. However, sound management 
strategics demand an objective means for setting priori­
ties Undoubtedly, exotic taxa with large-scale environ­
mental impacts ("transformers" -  see Richardson cl at. 
2000, RcjmAnek etui 2002) should always be targets for 
control and eradication, lfut when is eo ilete eradication 
a realistic goal? There arc numerous cxu .pics w here small 
infestations of invasive plant species have been eradicated, 
fitcsc include Sitybum hiarianum on  Santa Barbara Is­
land and Osteospenutirn/ nnicosum on Santa Cruz Island, 
California iJunak c h it  1993; Junak pore comm ), IWr.rii 
phaicntohtis in Galapagos (Soria ft at 2002), and nine 
species on Kangitoto Island (Wolhcrspoon and 
Wothcrspoon 2002) There arc also several encouraging 
examples where widespread alien animals have been com­
pletely eradicated (Dahlslen and Garcia 1989. Chapins and 
li.imatid 1995; Priddel e l at. 2000. more examples ate in 
this x olumc). Can equally widespread and difficult alien 
plants also be eradicated'1 We try to answer this question 
by using a unique data set on exotic weed eradication at­
tempts by the California Department of Food and Agri­
culture.

Hie California Department of Food and Agriculture 
(CDFA) is actively involved in preventing the establish­
ment and invasion of “noxious weeds" The Food and 
Agricultural CudeofCalifomia defines a noxious weed ax 
"any plant species which is, ot is liable to be, detrimental 
or destructive to agriculture, silviculture, or impoitaut na­
tive species, and difficult to control or eradicate." Finch 
noxious w*-cd is given a pest rating ( A. II. C, or ij) which 
indicates the most appropriate action to be taken against it

(O'Connell 1999). An “A” rated weed is subject to action 
by the CDFA and County Agricultural Commissioner Of­
fices including eradication, quarantine, containment, re­
jection of shipments, or oilier holding actions. A “B" rated 
weed is subject to Slate action only when found in a nurs­
ery; otherwise action is at the discretion of the local County 
Agricultural Commissioner. A "C" rated weed is not suh- 
joet to State action other than to pros ide for general clean­
liness in nurseries, otherwise action is at the discretion of 
the local County Agricultural Commissioner. Those weeds 
that are widespread and can no longer he eradicated arc 
usually given a "C" rating. A weed is rated "Q" when it is 
newly detected and scents likely to significantly impact 
agriculture. These weeds are treated as “A" rated until 
they ,ve fully evaluated. Currently, there arc 128 plant 
species that are listed as "noxious" by CDFA; 45 are "A" 
rated, 55 are "If” rated, 24 arc “C" ruled, and 4 are "Q" 
rated.

Eradication and otlict actions directed at "A" rated weeds 
arc performed by personnel in the Integrated Test ContioI 
Branch of CDFA and tl e County Agricultural Commis­
sioner Oftiecs who cvoik closely together to detect and 
eradicate exotic weeds state-wide. When a new infest a- 
lion of an "A" rated weed is detected, the site is visited 
and size of liic infestation is delimited Two estimates of 
infestation si/e. net and gross, are obtained Gross infes­
tation size is the area over which the weed is distributed. 
Net infestation size is the area to which treatment is actu­
ally applied. Gross infestation size is the at za that must be 
surveyed in return trips following control ncutmcnts.

Eradication clToH* consist of a series of control treatments 
to the infestation over several years Control treatments 
can include herbicide applications, cultivation, removal 
of infested soil, anJ mcehatiic.il removal For large infes­
tations, a crew of workers is required; for small infcsia-

F iiq o o  249 f ‘a.1 In Voitcli, C II and Clout, M U  (m lB ). lurnYiQ the b ile  t,‘n> eradiCalon u/.n.nlWoJu-'CtM IUCN SSC  Mvu&ivu 
Spo< mu Specialist Gtotip IUCN. titnrxi, Sw it/ o dA nd  and Camtiilclyo, UK



Turning (lie tide: (he eradication ol invasive species
lio n s , o n ly  one in d iv id u a l m ay co m p le te  the w o rk , h o l­

lo w in g  in it ia l treatm ent, the s ite  is v is ite d  severa l tim es to 

exam ine the area fo r  rcg row th  o r seed ling  recru itm ent, l i t i s  

e ffo rt is repeated u n til no  p lan ts  are found  in  subsequent 

v is its . E rad ica tion  is  cons ide red  successfu l w hen no  plants 

arc recovered  from  the in it ia l in fested  area fo r three co n ­

se cu tive  years.

T o  date, 14 e xo t ic  w eeds have been su cce s s fu lly  e rad i­

cated from  C a lifo rn ia :  w h itc s le m  d is ta f f  th is tle  (Carllia• 
mas h'ucocatdos), d u d a im  m e lo n  ( Cucumis melo var. 

Jut/aim), g ian t dodde r (Cuscuta trjlcxa), serrate spurge 

(Euphorbia serrata), R u ss ia n  sa ltt rc c  (Halimodendron 
halodcndron), b lu ew ccd  (Hclianthus ciliaris), tanglehead 

(Hclcropogon contortus), c reep in g  m e squ itc  (Prvsopis 
slromhulifcra), h e a r l l c a f  n ig h ts h a d e  (Solatium 
canllophylluni), T o r r e y ’ s n ig h ts h a d e  (Solatium 
dimidiatum), A u s tr ia n  p ca w ccd  (Sphnemphysu salsulu), 
w i ld  m a r ig o ld  (Tagetes minuia), S y r ia n  b e a n ca p e r 

(/.ygophyllumfabago), and n tcadow sagc (Salvia virgata) 
( O ’C o n n e ll 1999). W ith  the excep tio n  o f  Cucumis ( Id  and 

32 ha), a ll g ross in fe sta tion s w ere sm a lle r  than 10 ha and 

m ost o f  them  w ere sm a lle r  than one hecta re  w hen  they 

w ere  detected.

MATERIAL AND METHODS
C o m p le te  in fo rm a tion  on  e rad ica t io n  e ffo rt w > obta ined 

fo r5 3  in festa tions o f  18 " A ' '  rated spec ies (Tab le  1) C D F A  

b io lo g is ts  ass igned  to the D e te ct ion  and E rad ica tio n  D is -  

n ic ts  fo r  the State o f  C a lifo rn ia ,  C D F A ,  p rov id ed  the data.

F o r each  w eed in festa tion , the fo llo w in g  in fo rm a tion  was 

obta ined: ( I )  s ize  o f  in fe s ta t io n  a fte r d e lim ita t io n  (both 

net and grosx area), (2) date firs t found, (3) tota l num ber 

o f  v is its  to the s ite  to date, (4) e ffo rt per in festation (num ber 

o f  person hours devoted to the s ite  to date, in c lu d in g  trave l 

tim e to and fro m  the s ite ), and (5) curren t status o f  the 

infestation. T h e  data arc su m m arised  in th is con tribu t ion .

RESULTS
T h e  re la t io n  betw een the m ean e rad ica t io n  e ffo rt (w o rk  

hours) and f iv e  in it ia l g ross in festa tion  area categories is 

sum m arised  in  T ab le  2 and  F ig . I . T h e  good  new s is that 

professiona l erad ica tion o f  exo tic  weed in festations sm a lle r 

than one hectare is  u su a lly  p o ss ib le . Fu rtherm ore, about 

1/3 o f a l l  in festa tions betw een  I Ita and 100 ha and 1/4 o f  

in festa tions betw een 101 and 1000 ha have been e rad i­

cated. Costs, how ever, increase d ram atica lly . (A n  app rox i­

mate estim ate o f  d ire c t co sts  in  U S D  can be obta ined by 

m u lt ip ly in g  w o rk  hours in  F ig . I and Tab le 2 b y  U S D 9 6 ; 

th is in c lu d e s  sa la ries , cost o f  transpo rta tion , and cost o f  

he rb ic ides and equ ipm en t) W ith  a re a lis t ic  am ount o f  re­

sources, it is ve ry  u n lik e ly  that in festations larger than 1000 

ha can be erad ica ted .

In teresting ly , in  the firs t fo u r in fe s ta tio n -s iz c  categories, 

w here at least som e e rad ica t io n s  w e re  su cce ssfu l (Tab le 

2), mean e rad ica t io n  e ffo rt p e r in festa tion  is co ns is ten tly  

greater fo r  o ngo in g  p ro jec ts  than fo r erad ica ted  in festa­

tions, T h is  ind icates that, in  general, com pleted eradications 

were no t su cce ss fu l because o f  the greater e ffort.

T a b le  1 L is t  o f “A " ra te d  w e e d s  in  C a li fo rn ia  fo r  w h ic h  e ra d ic a t io n  in fo rm a t io n  w a s  o b ta in e d .

.S c ien tific  nam e C o m m o n  nam e N o . in festa tions E rad ica ted /ongo in g

Terrestria l spec ie s

Albagi pscudalluigi 
Carduus nutans 
Ccntuurva diffusa 
Centauiva il'vnca 
Ccntauwa maculosa 
I 'irsiutn ochrncenttvm 
Cucumis rncla var. dudaim 
Cuscuta n'lhca 
Euphorbia y s u la  

HahmodcnJivn haladcndmi 
l.inarla angtisil/olla 

ssp. dabaatica 
<iwponltitn ocamlunm 
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A n o th e r con fo u n d in g  facto r co u ld  be a b ias created by 

d iffe ren ces in  sp ec ie s  representing  sm a ll and targe in fes­

tations. T h is  w o u ld  be p a rt icu la r ly  se rious i f  large infesta­

tions cons is ted  o f  m ore persistent spec ies than sm a lle r  in ­

festations. I low cver, the trend rem ains die sam e even w ith in  

in d iv id u a l sp ec ie s  (F ig . 2). F in a lly , w h ile  the e rad ica tion  

e lfo r t in creases w ith  the area o f  in festa tion , the e ffo rt per 

hectare decrease , at the sam e tim e  (Tab le  2). T h is  sug ­

gests that even  infc<> n ions  o f  >1000 ha cou ld  be e rad i­

cated, hut the era.1’ n io n  elTort p e r hectare w ou ld  have to 

be greater. It is  im portan t to po in t out that a ll three suc­

cessfu l e ra d ica t io n s  o f  g ross in festa tions >100 ha (Tab le 

2) re p re s e n te d  r c la t iv c ly - s m a l l  ne t a re a s  (Unaria 
angustifolia: 0 .49  ha; Onapordwn acanthium: 0 .20  ha; 

P/malis viscosi: 0 .92  ha).

D I S C U S S IO N

O b v io u s ly , a substan tia l increase in  resources fo r e x c lu ­

s ion  and ea r ly  detection  o f  exo tic  weeds w ou ld  be the most 

p ro f itab le  investm en t. W ithou t any data, o r  based on vety 

lim ite d  data, o thers ( A u ld  cl al. 1987; C h ip pen da le  c ited 

in l lo b b s a n d  H um ph rie s  1995; C o o k  and S c tte rfic ld  1996; 

B ra ilh w a ite  and T im m in s  1999; Panetta 1999; S m ith  ct 
til. 1999; W e iss  1999) a lready  made th is po in t. Su rp ris ­

ing ly, however, practica l im plem entations are still ve ry  rare. 

W e suggest that in  a ll concerned  coun tries, teams o f  p ro ­

fe ss iona l bo tan ists sh ou ld  be created fo r rap id  detection 

and a .scssm cnt o f  new  in festa tions o f  e x o t ic  p lants. E a r ly  

detection o f  the presence o f  an in va s ive  and ha rm fu l taxon 

can m ake the d iffe ren ce  between be ing  ab le  to em p lo y  fea­

s ib le  o ffe n s iv e  stra teg ies (e rad ica tion ) and the necess ity  

o f  retreating to a de fen s ive  strategy that u i  dy  m eans an 

in f in ite  f in a n c ia l com m itm ent.

A ttem pts  to erad ica te  w idesp read  in va s iv e  species, espe­

c ia l ly  those that do  not have any  o bv iou s  env ironm enta l 

im pacts ( in c lu d in g  suppress ion  o f  rare n a iiv  ■ taxo), m ay 

be not o n ly  hope less but a lso  a waste o f  tim e and resources 

(G ro cn in g n n d  W o lsch ke -B u lm a h n  1992). Vo lun teers and 

donors, w h o  w o u ld  be o therw ise  w i l l in g  to  pa rtic ipa te  in

F ig . 1 T h e  d e p e n d e n c e  o f  th e  e ra d ic a t io n  

s u c c e s s  (% ) a n d  th e  m e a n  e ra d ic a t io n  e ffo rt 

p a r  In fe s ta t io n  (w o rk  h o u r s )  o n  th e  in it ia l s iz e  o l 

in fe s ta t io n s . B a s e d  o n  th e  d a ta  fo r  e ra d ic a t io n  

p r o je c t s  o f 1 8  n o x io u s  w e e d  s p e c ie s  a n d  53  

In d e p e n d e n t  In fe s ta t io n s  In  C a li fo rn ia  (s e e  

T a b le  1 ) .

erad ica tion  o f  'c r io u s  pests, m ay  be d iscou raged  b y  such 

projects.

N everthe le ss, depend ing  on  the po ten tia l im p a c t o f  in d i­

v id u a l w eedy  spec ies, even in fe sta tion s la rge r than 1000  

hectares sh ou ld  be targeted fo r  e ra d ica t io n  e ffo rt, or, at 

least, substantia l reduction  and conta inm ent. A  no tab le 

exam p le  o f  a su cce ssfu l con ta inm ent is  the p a ras it ic  weed 

Slriga asiuticn in  parts o f  N o rth  and Sou th  C a ro lin a  ( K a i ­

ser I999). h i the 45 years o f  the e rad ica t io n  program m e, 

the in it ia l g ross in festa tion  on 20 0 00  k n r  was reduced to 

2800  ha o f  ve ry  lig h t occurrences. The cost, how ever, was 

m ore than U S D  250  m il l io n  (R . E. E p le e , pers. com m  ). 

A no the r e x cep t io n a lly  su ccessfu l p ro ject is the p ra c tica lly  

com p le te  e rad ica t io n  (98%  o f  p rope rtie s  on w h ic h  it is 

know n to o ccu r) o I'Bemtiti (Kochiti) w opurht ove r the past 

e igh t years in  A u s tra lia  (3277 ha; 15,536 w o rk  hours, R 

R anda ll, pers. com m .).

T a b le  2  A r e a s  o f in it ia l g r o s s  In fe s ta t io n s  (a t th e  b e g in n in g  o f e ra d ic a t io n  p r o je c t s )  o f  e x o t ic  w e e d s  

In  C a l i fo rn ia , n u m b e rs  o l e ra d ic a te d  in fe s ta t io n s , n u m b e rs  o f o n g o in g  p ro je c t s , a n d  m e a n  e r a d ic a ­

t io n  e ffo rt fo r  f iv e  In fe s ta t io n  a re a  c a te g o r ie s . T h e  d a ta  In c lu d e  18  s p e c ie s  o f n o x io u s  w e e d y  

s p e c ie s  (tw o  a q u a t ic  a n d  16 te r re s t r ia l )  r e p re s e n t in g  53 s e p a ra te  In fe s ta t io n s  N A  -  n o t a p p lic a b le .

In itial infestation (ha)

<0.1 O .I- I  t . i- t o o 101-1000 •1000

No. id  e rad ica ted  in fe sta tion s 13 3 5 3 0

N o  o f  on g o in g  p ro jects 2 4 9 10 4

M ean  e ra d ica t io n  e ffo rt E rad ica ted 63 180 1496 I8 4 ‘, ,

per in fe s ta tio n  (w o rk  hours) O ngo ing 174 277 1577 17 194 42 751

M ean  e rad ica t io n  e ffo rt E rad ica ted N A 807 103 6 -

per hectare (w o rk  hours) O ng o in g N A 792 64 R 2 o 16
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F ig . 2  T h e  d e p e n d e n c e  o f e ra d ic a t io n  e ffo rt on  

th e  s iz e  o f In it ia l in fe s t a t io n s  o f  s i x  n o x io u s  

w e e d y  s p e c ie s  in  C a l i fo rn ia . T h is  d ia g ra m  a ls o  

in d ic a te s  th a t e ra d ic a t io n  o f a q u a t ic  w e e d s  

( A l i e r n a t h c r a  a n d  H y d r l l l a )  I s  m o re  d e m a n d in g .

In  general, however, when an exotic weed is already w ide­

spread (> 10 000 ha), species-specific biological control 

( i f  feasible) m ay be the only long-lem i effective w ay lo 

suppress its abundance over the invaded area. M any suc­

cessful weed biocontrol projects have been accomplished 

in A ustra lia , C a lifo rn ia , South A fr ic a , arid other countries 

(Neehols 1995; Ju licn  and G riffith s 1998; O lckcrsund  H ill 

1999; Pemberton 2000). Needless to say that as bio log i­

cal control agents are usually  exotic laxa them selves, s 'to 

ous attention must be paid to their possible non-target ef­

fects (Louda et o l 1997; Wujnberg f t  o l .  2001).
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1. Introduction

Ta l l wh ite top  ( L e p i d i u m  l a t i f o l i u m ) ,  also 
known as perenn ia l pepperweed , is an alien 
weed that is in va d in g  watersheds in Nevada 
and throughout the West. In Nevada, 
thousands o f  acres o f  tall wh itetop infest the 
lower T ruckce  R ive r , Lake Tahoe , the West 
and East W a lke r R ivers , and m uch  o f  the 
riparian lands o f  the Carson and Humbo ldt 
watersheds. Invas ions o f  tall wh ite top began 
a long streams and in wet meadows, but now  
tall wh ite top is observed at s ignif icant 
distances aw ay  from the r iparian areas in 
up land , dry sites and is spread ing to other 
parts o f  the state.

Tall whitetop roots 
Jo tu t stabilise 
stream banks 
When they are 
present, banks 
etude more easily, 
polluting streams 
with silt and 
debris

I . i l l  wh ite top  nega t ive ly  impacts both the 
eco logy and e conom y  o f  an area, and even ­

tua l ly  tlu entire state (Young  et al. , 1995; 
Dona ldson and Johnson , 1999; O lson , 1999; 
U S D A ,  1999; A uton  et al. , 2000),

Tall wlutetop out-competes natives, forming 
monocultures that exclude other plants and animals
It crowds out desired vegetation and lends to 

qu ick ly  form a monocu ltu re , thereby reducing 
plant and an im a l b iod ivers ity . S in ce  it docs not 
prov ide good habitat for w i ld l i f e ,  it reduces the 
d ivers ity and numbers o f  an im a ls  such as deer, 
e lk , waterfow l, and other birds, in  add it ion, it 
does not p rov id e  good forage for l ivestock and 
imposes costs on farmers w h o  must control its 
spread in crop lands and pastures. Negative 
econom ic impacts occu r in two dist inct ways. 
First, property owners and land managers who 
must contro l ta ll wh ite top are forced to

<r



incur out-of-pocket expenditures, for example on 
labor, herbicides, and revegetation necessary for 
successful treatment of the weed. Second, until 
tall whitetop is controlled, its presence yields 
damages (in the form o f  foregone benefits) due 
to lost uses of the land (e.g., grazing, cropping, 
and outdoor recreation).

The flowers 
o f tall
whitetop are
deceivingly
beautiful.
Do not let 
then: go to 
seed

This short manuscript illustrates how the 
costs of tall whitetop control rise as control 
actions are delayed and infestations grow. 
Essentially, how much " ’ill it cost ntc il l treat an 
infestation today compared to the cost if I wail, 
say, five years to treat it? Will delay be cost 
effective? These arc important questions that 
deserve scrutiny by landowners, land managers, 
funding authorities, and other stakeholders faced 
with competing needs and scarce financial 
resources,

For our illustration wc use cost data collected 
lor one of the tall whitetop control projects 
recently commenced under Nevada’s Tall 
Whitetop Initiative (Initiative) funded by the 
1999 Nevada Stale Legislature. The Initiative 
was launched in 2000 by University of Nevada 
Cooperative Extension with the objective of 
quickly implementing a suite of tall whitetop 
management projects throughout the state. We 
focus on one Initiative project in particular, 
conducted in Douglas County. Nevada, because 
complete and detailed cost data were reported to 
us for that site. Data included labor and supply 
costs, as well as some limited information on

capital equipment costs. However, we focus 
only on non-equipment costs since we lack good 
data on the link between infestation size and the 
need to buy more equipment. Consequently, 
costs are figured conservatively throughout. Our 
results are illustrative for a larger set of sites in 
Nevada and the West that either I ) arc currently 
infested with tall whitetop or 2) may likely 
become infested in the future.

'I he next section briefly summarizes out-of- 
pocket costs in the first year (2000) of the 
project. To illustrate how costs would have 
increased if the project had been delayed,, we 
concentrate on costs that vary in proportion to 
infestation size. Section 3 presents the impacts 
on costs that would have resulted from a delay in 
tall whitetop control. Section 4 offers concluding 
remarks.

2. Year One Project Costs

The control of tali whitetop is not a one-time 
proposition. Though control expenses may be 
highest at the outset of the effort, actions over 
time are necessary (follow-up spraying, 
revegetitioii, etc.). For example, the Douglas 
County project (Project) on which we focus is a 
planned ten-year effort. Of course, if control of 
tall whitetop at a particular site is postponed to 
the future, the infestation will grow and therefore 
the control costs will rise in every year of a 
multi-period management effort. However, we 
illustrate solely the impacts of a delay on the 
first year of the Project, since cost data are 
currently available only for Year I (2000). As 
well, estimated future costs are not adjusted tor 
future inflation. Consequently, the results are 
very conservative and represent an 
understatement of what may actually occur.

In this analysis we focus on what are termed 
variable costs. We define variable costs as those 
that vary directly according to the size of the 
infestation, These include expenditures for labor, 
chemicals, and seed for revegetation. We 
intentionally exclude capital costs associated 
with purchase and maintenance of equipment 
such as trucks and sprayers necessary for 
chemical application, because these are fixed 
costs that would not increase in continuous



fashion if the infestation were to grow in size. Of 
course, were the infestation to grow sufficiently,
s ----------- '— ;--------------------------------

T a l l  w h i t e t o p  i n v a s i o n s  

n e g a t i v e l y  i m p a c t  t h e  

e c o n o m y  a s  l )  c o s t s  of* 

c o n t r o l  a n d  l)  d a m a g e s — 

l o s t  u s e  o f  l a n d  f o r  g r a z i n g ,  

c r o p p i n g ,  r e c r e a t i o n  a n d

w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t .   s
it would be necessary to purchase additional 
capital equipment at some point. B/ excluding 
consideration of capital costs and any amor­

tization associated with them, we simplify the 
analysis and also deliberately adopt a 
conservative approach. This underestimates the 
incremental costs of postponing weed control.

Variable project costs for Year I (2000) arc 
summarized in Table 1. Labor touts, which 
include costs of labor for both control and 
revegetation (57,325), constitute the largest cost 
category and account for over half the total 
variable costs (512,647). Chemical costs 
(53,635) are the second largest category and 
account for almost thirty percent of the total 
costs. Revegetation (seed) costs ($1,687) are a 
relatively small proportion of the total, but this 
can vary widely across different project sites and 
in some cases seed costs can be much higher.

Cost category Year I costs
Labora S7.325

Chemical costs 53,635
Revegetation (seed purchase costs) $1,687

Total Year 1 variable co;ts 512,647
1 Includes labor lo r chem ical application , hand pu lling , rcvcgctation , mapping, superv is ion/ad m in istia lion , and volunteer 

labor. S ince volunteer labor (w h ich  accounted for an estimated 40 hrs o f  labor in Y e a i I ) does not im pose out-of-pocket 

costs but nevertheless should be included in in econom ic accounting fram ework because it constitutes an opportunity cost, 

we apply a conservative  shadow  price o f  S i t  /hr (equal to about 25%  o f  typical hourly  applicator cost;.) to y ie ld  an estimated 

S400 in volunteer labor.

3, Cost Impacts of Delaying the Start of the 
Control Project

In this section we illustrate the impacts on 
Year I project costs that we wot Id sec if 
initiation of the tall whitetop control ptojeet were 
to be delayed for between two to ten years 
beyond 2000. It is reasonable to expect the 
Project costs lo be affected because we know 
that tall whitetop infestations rapidly expand 
when left uncontrolled by humans. At what rate 
would we expect the infestation at the Project 
site lo grow if control efforts had not been 
undertaken? While theic is some uncertainly on 
this point and expansion rales vary according to 
sib'-specific conditions, the existing literature 
provides us with good information to char­
acterize a range of likely rates.

As one recent reference point. Smith et al. 
(1909) examined the growth rates of a variety of 
different invasive weeds in diverse locations 
around the western United States. That study 
found an average expansion rate of 
approximately 24% per year, with relatively high 
rates in early years and lower growth rates as an 
infeslatioii matures. This ligure is close to the 
estimated annual average growth (27%) of 
spotted knapweed (Ccnraurca maculosa) in 
Montana since 1920 (Slieley et al., 1996). Smith 
et al. also note that their projected expansion 
rates for the c.vly years of small infestations are 
in the range of the 60% growth rales found in the 
literature (e.g., I ’allihan and Evans, 1991; Roche 
dal.. 1994).



Given these data, we estimate impacts on 
costs assuming three different annual average 
expansion rates: 10%, 20%, and 30%. These 
rales bracket the annual average rates found in 
the literature, but are well below the higher rates 
for small infestations noted above. Given the 
relatively small acreage of tall whitetop present 
at the Douglas County Project site (75 acres), it 
is reasonable to expect that 10%-30% is a 
conservative range of assumptions for the 
expansion rates and, if anything, may understate

the rapid growth of which small infestations are 
capable.

Table 2 shows the impacts on Year 1 Project 
costs of delaying the Project’s commencement 
by various numbers of years, with start dates 
ranging from 2000 to 2010. The second column 
in the table displays Year 1 costs by startup year 
assuming an annual average expansion rate for 
tall whitetop equal to 10%. The third and fourth 
columns display Year I costs for the higher 
expansion i tes of 20% and 30%, respectively.

Tabic 2. Impact of delaying Douglas County Tall Whitetop Project startup on Year I variable costs,
______ considering three annual infestation expansion rates.3__________________________________
Project startup year Year I Project costs, considering tall whitetop infestation annual expansion rates

10% 20% 30%
2000 $12,647 $12,647 SI 2.647
2002 $15,303 $18,212 $21,373
2004 $18,516 $26,225 $36,121
2006 $22,405 $37,764 $61,045
2008 S27,110 $54,380 $103,165
2010 $32,803 $78,307 $174,350

3 Costs are expressed in current (not present) value dollars ( i .e . , neither a discount rate nor a rate 'o r  anticipated inflation 

are applied lo future costs as these m ay be offsetting adjustm ents).

Th is  table illustrates on ly  how Y e a r I Project costs would have increased in the event o f  delay in the Project 

com m encem ent. Postponing control would also increase costs in each o f  the other n ine years o f  th is ten-year P r je c t ,  hut we 

do not assess the im pacts in those years because the necessary data on costs and tall whitetop bounce hack rales are not yet 

ava ilab le . Fo r th is and other reasons mentioned in the text (conservative  expansion rate scenarios, om ission o f  capital costs 

for weed control and not a llo w in g  for in flation ), the results shown here tend to underestim ate the increase in costs that 

would resu lt from a delay in the Pro ject startup.

As demonstrated |n Iable 2, postponing tall 
whitetop control efforts has a significant impact 
on how much money is spent on control. liven 
under a modest expansion rate of 10%, delaying 
control by 6 years would cause Year I costs alone 
to almost double, rising from $12,647 in 2000 to 
$22,405 in 2006. If the expansion rate were 
double this amount (20%), postponing eonttul 
cl furls for six years would cause Year I cos.s to 
almost triple, using liom $12,647 in 2000 to 
$37,764 in 2006. An expansion rate of 30% would 
cause Year I costs (six years delayed) to r'.se to 
over $60,000. It is important to keep in mind that 
the highest expansion rate we model (30%) is 
actually quite close to the average annual rate

observed lor spotted knapweed in Montana over 
the last eight decades (27%). Many invasive

T h e  c h  e a p e s t  a n d  , 

e a s i e s t  i n v a s i v e  w e e d  t o  

c o n t r o l  i s  t h e  f i r s t  o n e !
V______________________________________/

species, including tall whitetop, have similar or 
greater expansion rates, particularly in the early 
years of an infestation, figure I illustrates 
graphically the estimated rise in costs a s  lal1 
whitetop control is delayed, assuming our 
"middle” scenario o f  a 20% expansion rate



Figure l.Year 1 variable costs for tall whitetop control by project start year at 20 percent annual 
expansion rate of" weeds in Douglas County, NV.
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4. Conclusions

Entities faced with demands to spend 
money on invasive weed control are often 
besieged by multiple, competing demands to 
devote resources to a number of other needs 
as well. This is the case for federal and slate 
agencies and legislative bodies, counties, 
municipalities, weed districts, irrigation 
districts, watershed management authorities, 
and private producers and idowners. 
Competing demands for scarce funds often 
result in a delay in expending dollars and 
efforts on invasive weed management.

The results of our assessment show in a 
very conservative manner why it is important 
to adopt a dynamic perspective when deciding 
how and when to spend money on invasive 
weed control instead of other activities and

programs. Because of the peculiar char­
acteristics of the ecological problem posed by 
tall whitetop and other invaders (i.e., 
explosive growth), the costs of control 
multiply rapidly over time. Therefore a failure 
to devote resources to infestation problems 
today requires the decision maker lo spend 
appreciably larger sums of money even a 
small number of years from now. At the 
highest expansion rate modeled in our 
assessment (which is well within the range of 
data obseived for invasive weeds in the 
West), even a four-year delay in beginning a 
control program would cause the eventual 
Year I control costs to nearly triple. A  ten- 
year delay would cause Year I costs to rise by 
more than a liictor often.

<



Do not delay beginning treatment of tall 
whitetop. Every yec •you wait adds to the 
expense of managing this invasive weed.

It is important to bear in mind that our 
assessment only examines, and very 
conservatively at that, the impacts on out-of- 
pocket costs in the tirst year of the (all 
whitetop Project. Of course, postponing con­

trol would also increase costs in each of the 
other nine years of this ten-year Project as 
well. For this and other reasons mentioned 
above (conservative expansion rate scenarios, 
omission of capital costs for weed control and 
not including rates of inflation), our results 
tend to be "conservative.” That is, they 
underestimate the increase in control costs 
that would have resulted from a delay in 
commencement of this Tall Whitetop 
Initiative Project in Douglas County. In 
addition, our assessment does not deal with 
the rapid accumulation of economic damages 
from invasive weeds (foregone benefits such 
as grazing and recreation) that occur over 
time as control is postponed. These lost 
benefits ccrtamly would escalate rapidly and 
may in fact constitute a greater economic loss 
to a community than the out-of-pocket costs 
demonstrated here.
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Noxious Times

and their implications to

f t/  by Ron Eng, 
CDFA

Real estate is one o f the largest 
purchases a person makes 
in her or his lifetime, often 
involving a loan with security 
based on the purchase properly. 
With so much on the line, it is 
the seller's responsibility to 
represent the subject property 
accurately so that a potential 
buyers will know whats they 
are getting and what to expect 
a fte r the close o f  escrow. 
Fraudulent misrepresentation 
or omissions place the proper ty 
sellers and their agents in legal 
jeopardy. I will describe two 
short stories as examples of 
disclosure and the implications 
weed infestations have on a 
community.
In California in 1976, a seller 
used an agent to list his property 
for sale a 3,000 square foot 
home on an acre of land, with 
a pool and guesthouse. Shortly 
a fter the new owner took 
occupancy, land subsidence 
caused sizable damage to the 
driveway. She then discovered

that the floor of the guesthouse 
was not level and that the 
doorways were not square, 
which made closing doors 
difficult. The seller had needed 
to restabilize the soil on at 
least two occasions, which lead 
to speculation that this was 
what prompted the sale. The 
buyer learned that the property 
was built upon fill that was 
not properly engineered for 
stability and compaction. She 
brought suit against the seller 
and his agents for failure to 
disclose material defects prior 
to the time of sale. Despite a 
court appeal by the realtors, 
tin1 law was upheld against 
them, and the seller became 
insolvent following the first 
judicial decision.
The case made it clear that 
disclosure requirements can 
have far-ranging implications, 
as they include anything that 
may impact the material value 
of residential properly. In I 984, 
a California law was passed

based on the case described 
that requires full disclosure of 
all defects materially affecting 
the value of residential property 
that are known or should 
be k n o w n , to be revealed to 
potential buyers before sale. 
Weeds can be a part of this. For 
example, if a property for sale 
is described as "for horses," the 
potential buyer should know of 
any weeds toxic to livestock or 
difficult to control that exist 
on the property so that they 
can determine if any weed 
elimination work is needed to 
make it suitable for horses. 
Realtors who represent buyers 
and sellers are responsible for 
oroviding due diligence to their 
clients so that transactions 
occurwith understanding of all 
f.arties in mutual trust. Since 
realtors earn a percentage of 
the sales price in transactions, 
it is their fiduciary duty to 
provide protection to their 
clients and prevent unfair 
business advantage or fraud. 
California sellers are required 
by law to disclose any thing 
affecting the material value 
of the property to potential 
buyers prior to sale. ____
I he immediate p ro p e r^ —-— 
not the only land affected 
by the presence of weeds.
In Montana, a film celebrity 
created conflict with the local 
community by refusing to 
use herbicides on his ranch. 
Althouqh Seagal had filed a 
weed control plan with the 
County Agen., he did not take 
action to eliminate fhe weeds 
on his property. Adamantly

Si'Mino C007



Noxious times

against using herbicides, the 
celebrity was at odds with 
long-time ranching neighbors 
who controlled their weeds. 
He blocked outside access 
to his weed-infestea ranch, 
escalating tension and isolating 
himself from the irate local 
community. When a new owner 
bought the celebrity’s ranch, 
the ranchers assumed that 
he would be just as resistant 
and difficult. The new owner 
received a cold welcome 
from the his neighbors, but 
responded by admitting 
he knew nothing aoout 
ranching and would support 
the locals by assisting with 
weed control. He conducted 
a fundraiser to buy new 
weed control equipment 
for shared community use. 
The new owners also kept 
their ranch open to welcome 
neighbors , and actively 
sought out their ranching 
advice. Slowly, the locals 
came to accept the new 
residents.
In Montana, weeds were 
the source of two distinct 
non-neighborly issues: a 
failure to follow through on 
weed control, and removing 
access to the p roperty . 
Weeds are e v e ry on e 's  
p rob lem , e sp ec ia l ly  in 
rangeland management, so 
if even just one ranch owner 
refuses to control weeds on 
his property, nearby ranchers 
have no chance of maintaining 
the control because of re- 
infestation at their borders.
It is true that in festation

disc losure can potentia lly  
reduce sale value (although 
likely less the cost o f being 
sued). A recreational land sale 
in Oregon lost some value due 
to weeds, devalued $200,000 
off of the original S2 million 
price. Similarly, grazing land 
in Montana has lost sale value 
from  $ 4 0 0 /a c re  to about 
5200/acre due to invasive and 
difficult to control weeds. The 
value of grazing land is based

Relat ive ly b en ig n , pampas grass “swa l­
lows" a hom e  in the backg round . N o x ­
ious weeds may create a real estate 
deva lua t ion  to the im m ed ia te  land 
ho lders and the ir at-risk n e ighbors .

Photo h v Deborah Seller

upon the ability o f livestock 
to find adequate forage and 
the land’s ability to support 
grazing long term. Ranch land 
leases are often described in 
cow-calf units that represent 
the amount of feed available 
to support a cow and/or calf

on a given acreage o f land. 
Land with high unit value, or, 
laud that can support large 
numbers o f livestock, has 
more value. Pristine grazing 
lands are prized, but are under 
continuous threat of invasion 
by nox iou s weeds. If no 
maintenance is done to prevent 
weed infestations, eventually 
desirable feed grasses are 
crowded out and there is 
less feed availability over 

time. Thus, unmaintained 
property is a costly nuisance 
for eveiyone.
While real estate transactions 
continue to occur without 
the d isc losu re o f weed 
problems, it is uncertain 
if disclosure requirements 
will change and extend to 
existing weed vegetation 
p rob lem s. In any case, 
t is best to disclose all 
in fo rm a tion  about the 
property for sale that may 
cause a change in property 
value. A good buyer's agent 
will provide protection to 
their client's needs and 
concerns by examining the 
property and requiring a 
professional evaluation or 
inspection of such things, 
similar to a home inspection 
that is typical prior to sale. 
The real estate I usmess is 

litigious because 01 the high 
value involved. An experienced 
and skilled real estate agenr’ s 
service is well worth the 
commission they earn, both 
for the buyer's peace of mind 
arid the seller's protection.

Shkimg 2 0 0 7  9
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The year was 1954, four young 4-H members were traveling to a livestock judg ing workout. Ben 
Barrett, the county agent, stopped the car and escorted the young men to a weed patch located on 
the adjacent railroad right-of-way. 'T a ke  a good  loo k -th is  Is leafy spurge. If you  ever see it in 
yo u r area, le t me know . It is a lm os t im p oss ib le  to co n tro l."

My next encounter with leafy spurge cam e in the spring of 1963. As Assistant Ward County Extension 
Agent, I b ecame aware of leafy spurge infestation in Ward County. There were an estimated 2,000 
acres in a seven-township area centering on the "Brooks Ranch" area. It was found in patches from 
200 square feet to 10 acres in size. These  patches were in road ditches, cou lee bottoms, and fence 
lines.

The county agent a ^ d  myse lf used square rod demonstration plots and personal contac ls  to try and 
conv ince landowners to organ ize a control program. W e had very little success.

The excuses were many:

1. It's too expens ive; the state should pay the bill;
2. It came in a long the railroad; Ihey shou ld c lean it up;
3. What's the problem-it's been  here s ince the m id 30's and hasn't spread very fast.

A few indiv iduals started control programs on their land, and those areas arc relatively c lean  today.

By 1972 (19 years later), the acreage infested in Ward County had doub led to around 4,009 acres 
There was now som e spurge in all 57 townships in the county. The concern level of the landowners 
had increased, and the county began a limited control program along county roads, but control on 
private land was limited due  to the high cost per acre of chem ica l control.

By 1962 (10 years later), the acreage doub led again to around 8,000 acres. Thu county 
commiss ioners were cons ider ing scrapping the control ori roadsides; they had riot s een  very much 
done on the private land, and wondered why they were spend ing money on road d itches i( the 
ad jacent landowners didn't do anything. At the samo time, the slate legislators changed  the wood 
laws, allowing count ies to levy 3 mills of property tax to be used for w eed  control. In addition, Ihe 
Legislature appropriated state funds wh ich were div ided among the count ies wh ich lev ied the 3 mills 
The combinat ion of county and stale funds could be used to cost share spurge control on private 
lands

This cost share approach on p i ivote lands was instituted in 1963. In my county and  state, funds cover 
70% of the cost. The landowner pays appncimatoly 30%.

The acreage of leafy s p u r g e  continued !o increaso to a high of around 12,000 acres in 1990

ltttp:/Av\v\v.invasive.orgi'Symposiuin/vvciser.litinl 7/1/2007
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After watching control results from 1983 to 1990, more and more larm operators took part. Estimated 
acreage infested in 1994 showed a drop to around 10,000 acres of w h ich  8,000 had control measures 
applied.

Over the time frame of 1962 to 1992, the area of leafy spurge in North Dakota doub led every 10 
years from 200,000 acres in 1962 to an estimated high of 1,000,000 acres in 1992.

In 1994, Agricultural Econom ists at North Dakota completed studies of the annua l econom ic  impacts 
of leafy spurge on grazing lands and wild lands in the four state area (North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Montana, and Wyoming).

The methods and detail of the studies are ava ilab le from North Dakota State University (NDSU). In 
the interest of brevity, p lease al low me lo summarize their findings for North Dakota.

A nnua l G razing Land Im pact in N orth  Dakota

Grazing Acres 1,426,000
Infested Acres 625,900
%  Infested 5.48%
Lost AUM ’s of Grazing 459,000
Value lost AUM's 6,876,000
Lost expenses & returns 17,317,000
Direct econom ic  impacts 24,193,000
Secondary (econom ic impacts) 53,989,000
Comb ined  e conom ic  impact 78,182,000

A nn ua l W i ld la n d  Im pac ts  in  North Dakota

Wildland acres 4,899,000
Infested acres 350,300
%  Infested 7.15%
Reduction soii water conservation 514,100
Reduction wildlife recreation 2,111,600
Direct econom ic  impact 2,625,700
Secondary' e conom ic  impact 5,291,000
Total e conom ic  impact 9,790,000

A nn ua l im pac t  on  g raz ing 578,182,000
A nn ua l im pact on w i ld la n d s $9,790,000
Total: S87.972.000

Take this annua l loss over 10 years arid the resulting comb ined loss is staggering!

Now, lot's look at the effects of this weed  on land values.

The bas ic va lue of any income producing investment is based on the projected in come tlow the 
investment will produce Th is holds true for stocks, bonds, land, apartmun l bu i ld ings, etc,

il the income stream shrinks, so does the va lue (price) ot the investment. Likewise, It in come streams 
increase, so does tho va lue of the investment.

lutp.7Av\v\v.inva.sive.org/SymposiumAvei.ser.html //1/2007



.Exotic Pests o f  Eastern Forests - Fccnom ic Effects on Invasive W eeds on Land Values (fr... Page 3 o f  4

Alien plants wh ich invaae native grazing lands, all affect carrying capacity negatively. They crowd out 
productive and usable forage plants loweriny carrying capacity. As carrying capacity shrinks, so does 
the in com e stream. As income streams shrink, so does va lue of the asset.

R em embe r tne Brooks Ranch? Leafy spurge acreage increased to the point where over 50% of the 
acres were infested. The owners dec ided to sell. Two brothers who were neighbors purchased the 
ranch in 1975, at full market value. Farm Credit Serv ices f inanced the purchase. Within three years, 
they had deeded back most of the pasture land lo Farm Credit Serv ices and v/ere f inancia lly 
distressed.

It took Farm Credit Serv ices until early 1991 to sell the property. I visited with Jeff Haugen , the 
appra iser for F C S  regarding prices and value. He said his knowledge of sales indicated that this type 
of pasture should have sold for $100 to $125 per acre. Because of the lowered carrying capacity due 
to leafy spurge, the price dropped to $40/acre. Jeff, a lso related that he v/as surprised it was  that 
high. By the time it v/as sold, much of the pasture was 100% covered by spurge.

This drop in va lue of 60% is a real loss in va lue.

Another documented case carne from Klamath County, Oregon. In the year 1988, a 1,360 acre ranch 
v/as taken over by the county to cover unpaid taxes caused by unproductivity because of leafy 
spurge. Estimated va lue for similar c lean land was $125 to $150/acre. ($170,000 to $204,000)

The county put the ranch up for sale with m in imum  bids set at $17,000 for taxes due. The first try at 
selling failed with bids be low that level. Eventually, it was sold (0 a party v/ho lives in California for 
$27,500, with the stipulation he had to control the spurge. In 1995,1 colled Francis Roberts, the 
county v/eed supervisor in Klamath County, to confirm the information. He indicated he had confirmed 
the prices with county officials and had ca l led the current owner. The owner had spent c lose to 
S60.000 through 1994 (6 years) on control measures. The weed supervisor indicated he has a 
serious problem and has made little headway in control. This drop in va lue from $170,000 to $27,500 
shows a loss of approximately 83% in value on this ranch.

As an agricultural lender, I am interested in the longterm va lues of my collateral. Most agricultural 
loar.s run for terms of over 10 years up to 20 to 30 years. If my collateral value dec l ines due  to 
invas ive a l ien weeds , my loan may be in jeopardy. Likewise, reduced income due to a l ien invas ive 
weeds lowers income from the land. Th is tower income will affect the borrower's abil ity lo repay the 
loan.

Because of these effects on value and income, I am  not interested in real estate loans where my 
collateral has invasive a l ien weeds.

All invas ive v.eeds cause loss of native plants and changes in wildlife habitat. Losses of desirab le 
habitat translates to losses of wildlife numbers. A case in point is the loss of elk habitat in Montana 
due to infestation of spotted knap weed. Another is v/etland degradation due to purple loosestrife.

In some areas, noxious invasive weeds are on out-and-out eyesore. They cheat us of the 
surroundings v/e once found a pleasure to behold .

An unqualif ied impact of a l iens and invasive weeds on less intensively m anaged  w ild lands is their 
potontial to act as a nusery or seed bank from which to spread.

The bottom lino is a devastating loss in incomes, land va lues, wildlife habitat, and the aesthetic va lue 
of wild places.

Our natural resource heritage depends on everyone's invo lvement

You, a s  land managers, cannot stand by and let a lien weeds continue to expand their range because 
it Is "too" expens ive to control them.

http.7/vvw\v. in vasi ve.org/Syinposiuni Aveiscr.html 7/1/3007



Exotic Pests o f  Eastern Forests - Econom ic Effects on Invasive W eeds on Land Values (fr... Page 4 o f  4

The highest cost you will e ver pay is the lost income and drop in va lue as the a l ien plants take over.

The lowest cost is for early and continued control at first appearance. That first $1 spent on small 
pa lchs will save income, land va lues, and the extremely high costs of control later!

There is an old Indian proverb. "We don't inherit the land from our ancestors, w e  borrow it from our 
children."

L ite ra tu re  C ited

Leitch, Jay A., F. Lary Leistritz, and Dean  A. Bangsund. 1994. Econom ic Effect of Leafy S p u r j e  in the 
Upper Great Plains: Methods, Models , and Results. Agricultural Econom ics  Rpt. No. 316. Fargo:
North Dakota Agricultural Exper iment Station.

Invasive.org is a  joint project of The Bugwood Network, U SD A Forest Service and IIS
The University of Georgia - Warnell School of Fore; 

College of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences • Dei 
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E r a d i c a t i o n :  G o a l  o r  P i p e  d r e a m ?
B Y  R O B E R T  L E A V IT T . C D F A

The  concept of pest eradication in genera l, and w eed  eradication in particular, 
is controvers ia l in that m any  be l ie v e  that erad ica t ion  is an  im poss ib le  goal. 
However , the Ca liforn ia D epartm ent of Food  a n d  Agricu lture (CDFA) has 
e xpe r ie n ced  that w eed  erad icat ion is in d e ed  a c h ie v a b le ,  g iv en  the right 
approach . I will here in  il lustrate som e  of the pr inc ip les  of w e ed  erad icat ion 
a nd  out l ine s om e  character ist ics of a success fu l e rad ica t ion  program .

W ha t exact ly d oe s  erad icat ion mean? It m e a n s  that eve ry  plant or plant 
part c a pab le  of reproduct ion is rem oved  from a de f in ed  a rea  - the county 

serv ing as the tradit ional C D F A  area boundary. To contrast erad icat ion with control, e rad ica t ion  is the remova l 
of a ll p lants or plant parts c a p a b le  of reproduct ion , w he reas  contro l m e a n s  the temporary suppress io n  of p lant 
germ ina t ion , em e rg e n c e ,  or growth sufficiently e n o u g h  so that crop, forest, range  product ion , h ighw ay  safety, 
w a ter m o vem en t ,  or o ther goa ls  can be a c h ie v ed  for a season . O n c e  e rad ica t ion  is a c com p l is h e d ,  treatments 
can  stop: with contro l, treatments must con t inue  year after year.

Krarifculion c o n t i n u a l  u ii  p a g e  JI

9
9  D i d  y o u  K n o w :  A r t i c h o k e  T h i s t l e  S  
•  •  >

B y  r o b i n  m a i u i s m i a  a n d  Ja n e t  G a r c i a , U C  R i v e r s i d e

Cariloon /i/.* imp
Artichoke Tlihtlc

T h e  n a m e s  a rtich o k e  th istle  and  cardoon  

h a v e  long b e e n  u se d  in le rc h a n g e a b ly  

w h e n  d iscu ss in g  the in va s ive  plant C y n a m  

c o r d u n c u t u s m  C a lifo rn ia  H o w ever, there 

is  a  b io log ical b a s is  for separating  the two 

co m m o n n a m e s , e v e n  though they a re  

ta xo n o in ic a lly  in the s a m e  sp e c ie s .

C a rd o o n , a s  s o m e  g a rd e n e r s  k n o w , 

is  a c tu a lly  a n  o ld -fa sh io n e d  ve g e ta b le  

p o p u la r  in Ita ly . In  fa c t , ca rd o o n  is  a 

h o rticu ltu ra l In te rm e d ia te  b e lw e e n  the 

wild type  o f C . c m d u n c u t u s  and  its m ost 

d o m e stica te d  fo rm , the g lobe artich o ke  

F e w  people would m istake  globe artichoke 

for its a n c e s to r . D o m e stic  a rtich o k e s  a re , 

in g e n e ra l, c o m p le te ly  s p in e le s s  (e xce p t 

T IiR lIt! continued on page 7
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Principles o f Weed Eradication and Characteristics of a Successful Eradication Program
W e e d  e ra d ic a tio n  p ro g ra m s  a re  m o st 

e f fe c t iv e  a t  th e  "p io n e e r"  s t a g e  o f 

w e e d  in v a s io n . N o n - n a t iv e  w e e d s

e ra d ic a t io n , a n d  co n tro l s t ra te g ie s  

m u s t  b e  a d o p te d . ( S e e  F ig u re  1).

Roads are prime vectors for weed spread. Here, 
Scotch broom overhangs a mountain road.

c a n  b e  th o u g h t o f  a s  in v a d e r s . A  

n e w  w e e d  c a n  m o v e  fro m  a n  a lie n  

situ atio n  (o u ts id e  C a lifo rn ia ’s  b o rd e rs ) 

in to  th e  s ta te  v ia  v a r io u s  p a th w a y s .

M a n -m a d e  v e c to r s  in c lu d e  c a r  a n d  

tn jcK  tra ffic , a irc ra ft , b o a ts  a n d  s h ip s , 

p a c k  a n im a ls , a n d  h ik e r s ;  n a tu ra l 

v e c to r s  m a y  b e a r  a l ie n  p la n t s  on  

w in d , r iv e rs , s t r e a m s , w a te r fo w l, a n d  

w ild  life . O n c e  in tro d u c e d , th e  n e w  

w e e d  fo rm s  "p io n e e r"  p o p u la t io n s : 

p o p u la tio n s  th a t a re  re la t iv e ly  s m a ll 

a n d  no t ye t a  p e rm a n e n t  fe a tu re  o f 

the p lan t co m m u n ity . M a n y  w e e d  in fe s ta t io n s  p ro b a b ly  d ie  out 

a t th is  s ta g e  from  n a tu ra l c a u s e s ,  s u c h  a s  co m p etitio n  from  

n a t iv e  v e g e ta tio n . H o w e v e r , a  s m a ll n u m b e r o f n e w  w e e d s  

h a v e  th e  b io lo g ica l a n d  a g ro n o m ic  a b ility  to  a d a p t a n d  g ro w  

w e ll in  th e ir n e w  h o m e , 3n d  th e y  b e g in  to p ro life ra te  a n d  

o v e rc o m e  th e  n a t iv e  v e g e ta t io n . T h is  is  th e  "c o lo n iza t io n *  

s t a g e . If n o th in g  is  d o n e  to s to p  th e  s p re a d  o f th e  w e e d , 

it e v e n tu a lly  b e c o m e s  a p a rt o f th e  s t a t e 's  e c o lo g y  in a n  

"e s ta b lis h m e n t"  s t a g e  ( s e e  F ig u re  1 ) .

T h e  a p p ro p r ia te  w e e d  co n tro l s t r a te g y  d e p e n d s  u p o n  th e  

s ta n n  o f in v a s io n  o f  a  n e w  w e e d . W h e n  th e  w e e d  is  a lie n , 

o u t s id e  C a l i fo rn ia , p r e v e n t io n  a n d  e x c lu s io n  s t r a t e g ie s  

a re  a p p ro p r ia te  a n d  u s u a l ly  e f fe c t iv e . T h e s e  in c lu d e  th e  

C a li fo rn ia  B o rd e r  S t a t io n s  th a t in te rc e p t tru c k  a n d  t ra i le r  

tra ff ic , a n d  in s o m e  lo c a t io n s  p a s s e n g e r  c a r  tra ffic , to in sp e c t  

fo r a g ric u ltu ra l p ro d u c ts  th a t c o u ld  b rin g  u n w a n te d  in s e c ts , 

d is e a s e s , a n d  w e e d s  in to  th e  s ta te . O n c e  a  w e e d  h a s  e n te re d  

th e  p io n e e r  s ta g e  o f  in v a s io n , th e  m o s t a p p ro p r ia te  co n tro l 

s t ra te g y  is  e ra d ic a t io n . It is  a t th is  s ta g e , a n d  th e  b e g in n in g s  

o f th e  c o lo n iza t io n  s t a g e , th a t e ra d ic a t io n  te c h n iq u e s  h a v e  a  

re a s o n a b le  c h a n c e  o f  b e in g  s u c c e s s fu l . O n c e  w e ll in to  th e  

c o lo n iza t io n  s ta g e  o r b e g in n in g  o f th e  e s ta b lis h m e n t  s ta g e  o f 

in v a s io n , w e e d  p o p u la t io n s  a re  too  la rg e  a n d  w id e s p re a d  for

j*-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Figure I :  S tage s  o f  J lW ttS ion

Alien Introduction Pioneer Colonization establishment

T h e  s m a lle r  the o rig ina l pop u latio n , 

th e  g r e a t e r  t h e  l i k e l ih o o d  o f  

e ra d ic a t io n  s u c c e s s .  A s  the W o rld  

C o n s e rv a t io n  U n io n  s t a t e s  in its  

g u id e lin e s , " T h e  b e s t  o p p o rtu n itie s  

fo r  e r a d i c a t i n g  o r  c o n t a in in g  

a n  in v a s i v e  s p e c ie s  a r e  in th e  

e a r ly  s t a g e s  o f  in v a s io n , w h e n  

p o p u la tio n s  a re  sm a ll and  lo ca lized " 

( I U C N  2006). R e jm a n e k  a n d  

P itc a irn  (2002; s tu d ie d  the h is to ry  

o f  s u c c e s s f u l  w e e d  e r a d ic a t io n  

p ro je c ts  b y  the C D F A  (T a b le  1 ) a n d  

c o n c lu d e d  th a t , "W ith  th e  e x c e p t io n  o f  Cucumis [d u d a im  

m e lo n ] . . .  a ll g r o s s  in fe s t a t io n s  (th a t w e r e  s u c c e s s f u l ly  

e r a d ic a te d ]  w e r e  s m a l le r  th a n  1 0  h a  a n d  m o s t  o f  th e m  

w e re  s m a lle r  th a n  o n e  h e c ta re  w h e n  th e y  w e re  d e te c te d "  

(R e jm a n e k  a n d  P itc a irn  2002).

In  addition  to th e  s u c c e s s fu l ly  co m p le te d  e ra d ic a tio n  p ro g ram s 

lis te d  in T a b le  1, th e  C D F A  a ls o  h a s  m a n y  o n-g o ing  w e e d  

e r a d ic a t io n  p r o g r a m s , in c lu d in g  i i y d r i l la ,  a l l ig a t o rw e e d . 

w o rm le a f s a ls o la , S c o tc h  th is tle , a n d  c a m e lth o rn . B a s e d  on 

th is  e x p e r ie n c e , I b e lie v e  th a t w e e d  e ra d ic a t io n  p ro g ra m s  

c a n  b e  d iv id e d  in to th re e  p h a s e s , a s  fo llo w s : th e  "d isc o v e ry "  

p h a s e , the "co n tro l"  p h a s e , a n d  th e  "e ra d ic a t io n "  p h a s e .

T h e  d is c o v e r y  p h a s e  s t a r t s  w ith  th e  f irs t  d is c o v e r y  o f a  

n e w  w e e d  in C a l i f o r n ia , a n d  c a n  u s u a l ly  b e  d e s c r ib e d  

b y  a p o p u la t io n  th a t  is  lim ite d  in a r e a ,  b u t g ro w in g  a n d  

sp re a d in g , w ith  m a n y  p io n e e r  p o p u la tio n s  a ro u n d  the m ain  

in fe s ta tio n . T h is  p h a s e  u s u a l ly  r e q u ire s  tre a tm e n t w ith  a  lo w  

c o s t  w e e d  co n tro l m e th o d  th a t c a n  b e  a p p lie d  o v e r  a  la rg e r  

a r e a . H e rb ic id e  u s e  is  th e  m o st c o m m o n  tre a tm e n t for th is 

s itu a tio n , a lth o u g h  s o m e  m e c h a n ic a l t re a tm e n ts  m a y  a ls o  

b e  e ffe c t iv e .

r

Appmpriale Control Strategies: 

Prevention/Ixehi'ion Iindication Control

Table I :Weeds vnitlienled In/ CDFA in California:
I Icorlleaf nighlshotlc White?lent dislajl Hustle
Duilaini melon 
Giant dodder 
Scrriile spurge 
Russian salt!tee 
Hliicwced 
Titnglchcnd

Toney's nightshade 
Austrian pcnicced 
IV//./ mangold 
Syrian bemnuper 
Meadoivsage 
Creeping incsipiite
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T h e  c o n tro l p h a s e  s t a r t s  a f t e r  w e e d  

/ co n tro l tre a tm e n ts  b e g in  an d  th e  in itia l 

p o p u la t io n  b e g in s  to d e c l in e . S m a l l  

p io n e e r  p o p u la t io n s  a r e  c o n tro lle d  o r 

e ra d ic a te d . A s  th e  n u m b e r  o f  p la n ts  

d e c l in e s , w e e d  co n tro l t re a tm e n ts  n e e d  

to b e c o m e  m o re  d ire c te d . S p o t  s p ra y s  

o f h e rb ic id e s  a n d  h a n d  re m o v a l m a y  

b e c o m e  e f fe c t iv e  t r e a t m e n t s . In  th e  

e ra d ic a t io n  p h a s e , o n ly  is o la te d  p la n ts , 

z e ro  p la n ts  o r  p la n t p a r t s  a r e  fo u n d . 

T h is  p h a s e  re q u ire s  th e  u s e  o f  h ig h ly  

d ire c te d  tre a tm e n ts  w h e n  th e s e  iso la te d  

p la n ts  a re  d e te c te d , m a k in g  s p o t s p ra y s  

o '  h e r b ic id e s  a n d  h a n d  r e m o v a l  o f  

in d iv id u a l  p la n t s  a r d  u n d e r g r o u n d  

p lan t p a rts  the m o st c o m m o n ly  u s e d  

te c h n iq u e s .

T h e  e r a d i c a t i o n  p h a s e  i s  a l s o  

c h a ra c te r iz e d  by long  te rm  s u rv e y  a n d  

m o n ito rin g  o f p re v io u s  in fe s te d  s i te s  to 

e n s u re  d is c o v e ry  o f a n y  n e w  p la n ts  th a t 

e m e rg e . T h e  le v e l o f to ta l e ffo rt m a y  not 

d e c r e a s e  in th e  e ra d ic a t io n  p h a s e , but 

the bu lk  o f the w o rk  sh ifts  from  tre a tm e n t 

o f e x is t in g  p o p u la t io n s  to s u r v e y  a n d  

s e a r c h  fo r su rv iv in g  p la n ts  o r p la n t p a rts  

( s e e d s , tu b e rs ) .

T o  b e  s u c c e s s f u l ,  w e e d  e r a d ic a t io n  

re q u ire s  a d e q u a te  g o v e rn m e n t a u th o rity  

a n d  su p p o rt o f the lo ca l c o m m u n ity . In 

g e n e ra l, g o ve rn m e n t au tho rity  is  req u ired  

to e s ta b lish  q u aran tin e  z o n e s  a n d  su pport

e r a d ic a t io n  p r o g r a m s . Q u a r a n t in e  

z o n e s  a re  n e e d e d  to p re v e n t m o v e m e n t 

o f  a  n e w  w e e d  in to n o n - in fe s te d  a r e a s , 

bu t a ls o  lo  e n s u re  that n e w  in tro d u ctio n s  

a re  no t b e in g  m a d e  Into a n  a r e a  w ith  a n  

a c t iv e  e ra d ica tio n  p ro g ram . G o v e rn m e n t 

s u p p o r t  o f  e r a d ic a t io n  p r o g r a m s  is  

g e n e ra lly  n e c e s s a r y  fo r  tw o  r e a s o n s : 

f irs t , the co m p le te  re m o v a l o f a ll p la n ts  

o r p la n t p a rts  fro m  e v e n  a  s m a ll a r e a  

o fte n  re q u ire s  c o n s id e ra b le  c o s t s , w h ic h  

in d iv id u a l la n d o w n e rs  a re  u s u a l ly  not 

w illin g  o r a b le  to m a k e : a n d  s e c o n d , all 

in fe s te d  p ro p e rt ie s  in g iv e n  a r e a  m u s t  

c o o p e ra te  w ith  th e  e ra d ic a t io n  e ffo rt 

it it is  g o ing  to s u c c e e d . It m a k e s  no  

s e n s e  to e ra d ic a te  a  g iv e n  w e e d  fro m  

o n e  p ro p e rty  o n ly  to a llo w  it to g ro w  a n d  

s p re a d  u n im p e d e d  a c r o s s  th e  fe n c e .

T h e  C a li fo rn ia  L e g is la t u re  h a s  g iv e n  

th e  C D F A  a u th o rity  a n d  re sp o n s ib ility  to 

e ra d ic a te  n o x io u s  w e e d s  from  C a lifo rn ia . 

T h e  L e g is la tu re  h a s  s p e c if ic a l ly  n a m e d  

tw o  w e e d s  in th e  F o o d  a n d  A g ric u ltu re  

C o d e  to  b e  e r a d ic a t e d , h y d r i l la  a n d  

c a m e lth o rn  (F o c d  a n d  A g ric u ltu re  C o d e  

S e c t io n s  7 3 0 3  a n d  6 0 4 8 , r e s p e c t iv e ly .)  

T h e  L e g is la t u re  h a s  g iv e n  th e  C D F A  

a u th o r ity  to  co n tro l o r  e r a d ic a te  o th e r  

w e e d s  (F o o d  a n d  A g r ic u lt u r e  C o d e  

S e c t io n s  4 0 3 , 5 0 0 4 , 5 0 2 1 - 5 0 2 7 )  a n d  

th o s e  w e e d s  a re  n a m e d  b y  re g u la t io n  

(C a lifo rn ia  C o d e  o f R e g u la t io n s  T it le  3 

S e c t io n  4 5 0 0 .)  In  ad d itio n , th e  C D F A

a c t s  o n  b e h a lf  o f  th e  U n ite d  S t a t e s  

D e p a r tm e n t o f A g r ic u ltu re  in th e  con tro i 

a n d  e r a d ic a t io n  o f  f e d e r a l l y  l is t e d  

n o x io u s  w e e d s  w ith in  th e  s ta te .

To  c a r rv  out the re sp o n s ib ility  to contro l 

a n d  e ra d ic a te  n o x io u s  w e e d s , the C D F A  

c la s s if ie r , w e e d s  a c c o rd in g  the a c tio n s  it 

in te n d s  to ta k e  (C D F A  2 0 0 6 ) . T h e  C D F A  

c o n s id e r s  a ll lis te d  n o x io u s  w e e d s  to b e  

a  th re a t lo  th e  e c o lo g y  an d /o r e c o n o m y  

o f  th e  s t a te . T h e  C D F A  ra te s  w e e d s  in 

fo u r  c la s s e s :  A , B ,  C ,  o r  Q . F o r  A -ra ted  

w e e d s , th e  C D F A  c o n s id e rs  th em , b a se d  

on  s u rv e y  in fo rm a tio n  a v a ila b le , lim ited 

in e x te n t o f in fe s ta t io n  - ro u g h ly  a t the 

“p io n e e r"  o r  e a r ly  "c o lo n iza t io n "  s ta g e s  

o f in v a s io n . A - ra te d  w e e d s  a re  su b je c t  

to  s t a t e w id e  e r a d ic a t io n  a n d  c a n n o t  

b e  so ld  b y  p la n t n u r s e r ie s  o r in o th e r 

c h a n n e ls  o f t ra d e . B - ra te d  w e e d s  a re  

m o re  w id e s p re a d  in d is trib u tio n  a t the 

“c o lo n iz a t io n "  o r  e a r ly  “e s ta b lish m e n t"  

s t a g e s  o f  in v a s io n .  B - r a t e d  w e e d s  

a re  s u b je c t  to lo c a l e ra d ic a t io n , a t the 

d is c r e t io n  o f  th e  c o u n t y  A g r ic u ltu ra l 

C o m m is s io n e r , a n d  c a n n o t bo  so ld  b y  

p la n t  n u r s e r ie s .  C - ra te d  w e e d s  a re  

g e n e r a l ly  w id e s p r e a d  a n d  s u b je c t  lo 

lo c a l co n tro l a c t iv it ie s . T h e  Q  ra ting  is 

a  te m p o ra ry  ra tin g  a n d  th e  C D F A  tre a ts  

t h e s e  w e e d s  a s  A - ra te d  w e e d s  until 

a  fu ll r is k  a n a ly s i s  c a n  b e  c o m p le te d . 

T h is  ra t in g  s y s te m  m a y  b e  re fin e d  in 

th e  n e a r  fu tu re , bu t th e  e s s e n t ia l g o a l 

o f ra tin g  w e e d s  a c c o rd in g  to th e  s iz e  o f 

the in fe sta tio n  a n d  p o ten tia l r isk / im p a c ts  

to a g r ic u ltu re  a n d  th e  e n v iro n m e n t w ill 

re m a in .

T h e  C D F A  h a s  f o u n d  t h a t  lo c a l  

co m m u n ity  su p p o rt is v ita l to the s u c c e s s  

o f a n  e ra d ic a t io n  p ro g ra m . C o m m u n ity  

g ro u p s  in c lu d e , b u t a r e  not lim ited  to, 

N a t iv e  A m e r ic a n  tr ib e s , e n v iro n m e n ta l 

g ro u p s , f is h in g , h u n t in g , b o a tin g  a n d  

o th e r  o u td o o r re c re a t io n a l e n th u s ia s ts , 

a n d  lo ca l c ity  a n d  c o u n ty  g o v e rn m e n ts  

T h e  C D F A  c o n d u c t s  e x t e n s iv e  p u b lic  

e d u c a t io n  a n d  o u t r e a c h  to  e x p la in  

its  a c t io n s  a n d  th e  r e a s o n s  for th o se  

a c t io n s , in c lu c f  lg  th e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  ol 

in a c tio n . T h e  C D F A h a s  found  that lo ca l 

c o m m u n it ie s  c a n  b o  v e r y  su p p o rt iv e  

o f e r a d ic a t io n  p r o g r a m s  o n c e  Ih o y  

u n d e rs ta n d  th e  ra t io n a le  b e h in d  th em .H e r b ic id e  s p r u y in ^  o n u s  l o  c o n t r o l  a n d  r e d u c e  u u v e d  u l  a  s p e c i f ic  s i t e
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Noxious Times

In  a d d i t io n  to  a u t h o r i t y  a n d  lo c a l  

c o m m u n i t y  s u p p o r t ,  a  s u c c e s s f u l  

e r a d ic a t io n  e f fo r t  n e e d s  a n  o n - th e -  

g r o u n d  p r o g r a m . B a s e d  o n  t h e  

C D F A  e x p e r ie n c e ,  I c a n  d e f in e  fo u r  

c o m p o n e n ts  to s u c h  a  p ro g ra m : e a r ly  

d e te c tio n , rap id  re s p o n s e , en v iro n m e n ta l 

c o m p lia n c e  a n d  m o n ito rin g , a n d  lo n g ­

te rm  c o m m it m e n t . E a r l y  d e te c t io n  

m e a n s  f in d in g  a  n e w  w e e d  a s  e a r ly  

in  th e  "p io n e e r"  s t a g e  o f  in v a s io n  a s  

p o ss ib le , w h ic h  re q u ire s  c o n s ta n t su rv e y  

o f  h ig h -r isk  a r e a s  (h ig h w a y s , a irp o rts , 

m a r in a s , c a m p g r o u n d s )  b y  a s  m a n y  

e y e s  a s  p o s s ib le , in c lu d in g  h e lp  fro m  the 

p u b lic  to s e e  a n d  re p o rt a  n e w  w e e d . A  

b o tan y  la b o ra to ry  m u st b e  m a in ta in e d  b y  

C D F A  to c o rre c t ly  id e n t ify  a n y  s u s p e c t  

n e w  w e e d . R a p id  r e s p o n s e  m e a n s  

that th e  C D F A  a n d  la n d o w n e rs  b rin g  all 

a p p ro p r ia te  r e s o u rc e s  to b e a r  a g a in s t  

the n e w  in tro d u ctio n  in a  t im e ly  m a n n e r , 

w h ic h  m a y  n e c e s s i t a t e  th a t  p la n s ,  

re q u ire d  p e rm its , a n d  fun d in g  s o u rc e s  

b e  id en tified  a h e a d  o f t im e . A p p ro p ria te  

co n tro l s t ra te g ie s  m u st b e  im p le m e n te d , 

u s u a l ly  in c lu d in g , b u t no t lim ite d  to , 

h e r b ic id e s  a n d  m e c h a n ic a l  c o n t r o l . 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  c o m p l i a n c e  m e a n s

th a t th e  tre a tm e n t p ro g ra m  m u s t b e  in 

c o m p lia n c e  w ith  a ll e n v iro n m e n ta l la w s , 

in d u c in g  th e  C a lifo rn ia  E n v iro n m e n ta l 

Q u a lity  A c t , a n d  the fe d e ra l E n d a n g e re d  

S p e c ie s  A c t . T h e  C D F A  h a s  a  p o licy  o f 

co n d u ctin g  a n  e n v iro n m e n ta l m on ito ring  

p r o g r a m  f o r  a l l  o f  i t s  e r a d ic a t io n  

p ro g ra m s , in c lu d in g  m o n ito rin g  fo lia g e , 

so il, a ir, a n d  w a te r , d e p e n d in g  u p o n  th e  

n a tu re  o f th e  tre a tm e n t p ro g ra m . L o n g ­

te rm  co m m itm e n t m e a n s  th a t fu n d s  an d  

m a n p o w e r  m u st b e  d e d ica te d  to fo llow  

u p  s u r v e y  a n d  t re a tm e n t  fo r  s e v e r a l  

y e a r s  a f te r  the la s t  p la n ts  a re  d e te c te d  

to e n s u re  th a t h id d en  s e e d s  o r  tu b e rs  

d o n 't g e rm in a te , b e c o m e  e s ta b lis h e d , 

a n d  s ta r t  a  n e w  in tro d u ctio n .

In  c o n c lu s io n ,  I b e l ie v e  th a t  w e e d  

e r a d ic a t io n  is  a n  a c h ie v a b le  g o a l .  

T h e  C D F A  h a s  b e e n  c o n d u ct in g  w e e d  

e ra d ic a tio n  p ro je c ts  fo r d e c a d e s , w ith  a n  

im p re s s iv e  tra c k  re c o rd . T h e  k e y  is  to 

d e te c t  n e w  w e e d  in tro d u ct io n s  a s  e a r ly  

a s  p o s s ib le , e s p e c ia lly  in  the "p io n e e r"  

p h a s e , re sp o n d  ra p id ly  w ith  a p p ro p ria te  

w e e d  c o n t ro l  t e c h n iq u e s ,  m a in ta in  

e n v iro n m e n ta l c o m p lia n c e , a n d  fo llo w  

up  w ith  s u r v e y s  a n d  tre a tm e n ts  fo r  th e  

lo n g -te rm . •>

R E F E R E N C E S

C D F A  2 0 0 6 .  T h e  C a l i f o r n ia  
Departm ent o f Food and Agriculture 
Action Oriented Pest Rating System . 
C a lifo rn ia  D e p a rtm e n t o f Food  
and A g ricu ltu re , Sa cram en to . C A  

9581 -1. w w w .cd fa .ca .ciov'ohons/inc/ 

encvclow uedia/w i'i'o  wecdratinos. 
him

IU C N  2 0 0 6 . IU C N  G U ID E L IN E S  

F O R  T H E  P R E V E N T IO N  O F  
B IO D IV E R S IT Y  L O S S  C A U S E D  

B Y  A L IE N  IN V A S IV E  S P E C IE S  6. 

Eradicalion and Control, IUCN S S C  
Invasive  S p e c ie s  Sp ecia list Group, 

G land , Sw itzerland and Cambridge, 
U K . w '.vv / .iu cn .o rn /th em cs s s c / 
pubsfoo licv/invasivesEnu .h lm

R e jm a n e k , M an d  M .J .  P itca irn  

2 0 0 2 . W h e n  is  e ra d ic a t io n  of 
exo tic  pest p lants a realistic  goal? , 
p a g e s  2 4 9 -2 5 3 . In V e itch . C .R . 
arid C lout, M .N . (e d s .) Turn'ng the 
T id e : the e rad ica lio n  of in vasive  

s p e c ie s .  IU C N  S S C  In v a s iv e  

S p e c ie s  Sp ec ia lis t G roup , G land , 
Sw itze rlan d  and C am b ridg e , U K . 

lie

J)

Aquarium and Pond Planls o f the World: An interactive identification and information guide
A n  u p g ra d e  from  s lo w e r  a n d  o fte n  c o n fu s in g  p a p e i k e y s , 

th e  C D - R O M  A q u a r iu m  a n d  P o n d  P la n ts  o f th e  W o rld p ’ 0 4 ) 

o ffe rs  a  c o m p u te r-b a se d  g u id e  lo  id e n tify  o v e r  1 2 5  c o m m o n  

a q u a t ic  p la n t s  b y  f lo ra l a n d  v e g e ta t iv e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

C D F A 's  S h a u n  L .  W in te r to n , a n  in s e c t  b io s y s t e m a t is t ,  

c re a te d  th e  p ro g ra m  u n d e r  th e  jo in t s p o n s o rs h ip  b e tw e e n  

th e  U S D A  a n d  A P H IS .

T h e  id e n t if ic a t io n  k e y  r u n s  on  th e  L u c id 3  p la y e r , e a s i ly  

d o w n lo a d e d  d u rin g  C D  in s ta lla t io n  T h e  k e y  is  a v a ila b le  

o n lin e  a t w w w .lu c id c e n t ra l.o ro . A ll p lan t p ro file s  in c lu d e  co lo r 

p h o to g ra p h s  a n d /o r i l lu s t ra t io n s  o f  a  la rg e r  s iz e  a n d  n u m b e r 

th a n  trad it io n a l p a p e r  k e y s  c a n  a c c o m m o d a te . W h ile  the 

o n lin e  k e y  o ffe rs  im m e d ia te  a c c e s s ,  th e re  is  a n  a d v a n ta g e  

to o rd e rin g  th e  C D . F o r  o n e  th in g , in te rn e t c o n n e c t io n  is  not 

re q u ire d  a fte r  d o w n lo a d in g  L u c id  p la y e r , a n d  th e  C D  a ls o  

ru n s  a n  e a s y  s te p -b y -s te p  tu to ria l on  h o w  to b e s t  u s e  th e  

k e y  fo r first lim e  u s e r s ,  w h ic h  is  la c k in g  o n lin e . F u rth e rm o re , 

th e  C D  c o n ta in s  in fo rm a tio n  s u c h  a s  th e  F e d e r a l N o x io u s  

W e e d s  L is t , a  g lo s s a ry , a  w e e d  p ro file  b ro w s in g  s e c t io n , a n d  

a  list o f s o m e  w a te r- to le ra n t te rre s tr ia l p la n ts  c o m m o n ly  so ld  

fo r a q u a r iu m s .

In itia lly  d e s ig n e d  a s  a  d ia g n o s t ic  tool fo r re g u la to ry  o ff ic ia ls  

nee d in g  to q u ic k ly  a n d  a c c u ra te ly  id en tify  a n d  s c re e n  aq u a riu m  

p lan t im p o rts , A q u a r iu m  a n d  P o n d  P la n t s  o f the W o rld  is  a  

u se fu l tool fo r a n y o n e  in te re s te d  in  a q u a t ic  p la n ts  - in c lu d in g  

r e s e a r c h e r s , b o ta n is t s , n u r s e ry  m a n a g e r s  a n d  w h o le s a le rs .

W in te rto n  a n d  L u c id  p la n  to  e x p a n d  a n d  u p g ra d e  the se c o n d  

ed ition  o f th e  k e y  w ith  o v e r  1 4 0  g e n e ra , w h ic h  w ill b e  a v a ila b le  

o n lin e  la te r  th is  y e a r  a t w w w .lu c id c e n t ra l .o rc i.

To  re q u e s t  a  C D  c o p y  o f th is  p ro d u c t , fa x  T e r re n c e  W a lte rs . 

L u c id  C o o rd in a to r  a l  (9 7 0 )  4 8 2 - 0 9 2 4 , o r w r ite  h im  at: 

U S D A A P H I3  P P Q  C P I I S T

2 3 0 1  R e s e a r c h  B lv d . , S u ite  1 0 8 , F o rt  C o ll in s , C O  8 0 5 2 6  <•

f t
In terested in m o re  p lant ident if icat ion CD-ROMs?

S ee  a lso  “G rass  a nd  Grass-Like W eed s  of 
California" and  "Broad leaf W e e d s  of Ca lifo rn ia” at 

www.ca l- iDc .oro/resources/booksnndcds/ indcx .nho.

Summed and Fall 2QOG 5

http://www.lucidcentral.oro
http://www.lucidcentral.orci
http://www.cal-iDc.oro/resources/booksnndcds/indcx.nho


Alaska Conservation Alliance
U niting  fo r  A la ska 's  F uture

February 15. 200S

Representative Johnson 
S ta i : Capitol 
Tuneau, Alaska 99801

Re: H O U SE  B IL L  NO. 330 -  Noxious Weed and Invasive Plant Board 

Dear Representative Johnson

On behalf o f  the Alaska Conservation Alliance (ACA), a consortium of  40 Alaska-based 
conservation groups, I want to acknowledge and applaud your foresight to create a 
Noxious Weed and Invasive Plant Board. Invasive species present not only an ecological 
hazard but a serious threat to our economy and quality of life in Alaska. While Alaska 
has largely been spared, many other states have been hard hit with the impacts of invasive 
species, and this proactive bill will help the state establish procedures and protocol to 
deal with both established and potential invasive plants and noxious weeds.

Given the environmental and economic importance of this bill, I would like to 
respectfully suggest the following additions in order lo more effectively meet the bill’s 
overall goals. ACA would strongly encourage that the Plant Board be required to take a 
least toxic approach to plant management. W' 'c herbicides can be effective at managing 
invasive plant species they do contaminate Sc., and water bodies, harm other plants and 
animals, and lead to bioaccumulation of toxics and herbicide tolerance. Since biological 
and mechanical weed control can often be both cost-efficient and effective we think it is 
good policy to use herbicides only as means of last resort and then when necessary use 
the least toxic herbicide in the least amount to he effective.

To accomplish this policy objective, we suggest amending Sec. 41.10.270 (3) to read as 
follows:

(3) develop and annually review a comprehensive state strategic plan for the 
management o f  noxious weeds and invasive plants based on resources including a least 
toxic approach to control and eradication, and priorities identified by the board iri 
consultation with federal, state, municipal, and public groups, including the conceptual 
design for a national Early Detection and Rapid Response System for Invasive Plants:

This simple amendment directs the experts to develop the specifics of a least toxic 
approach to the control and eradication of inv asive plants. More importantly including 
this policy directive will ensure that we don't exchange one set of environmental 
problems for another.

| ’( ) Box looo iju . \nc luuage  A laska W 5 I0  l»h. W J jK . M  71 I ax 9U7.25N.dl 77
P () Box 22151. June.iu Alaska 4US02 I’ ll. V07.4(t.V j.tfiti l ax *J07 . I(>J..*JI2 uuu .akvn ice .o re
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Second, the definition of invasive species should be amended so ilia it does not include 
species natural northern migration due to the effects of global climate change. As 
warming increases, a species former range may be extended northward; as such, it docs 
not fit the typical definition of an invasive species. This could be accomplished by 
making sure that “alien” does not include indigenous species to Alaska that may be 
naturally extending their range in response to the effects of climate change.

I strongly encourage you and the Alaska Legislature to incorporate these changes and 
pass HB 330. This bill will help get us ahead of a troublesome and expensive curve. It is 
in the best, common interest of Alaskans. Thank you for your lime and consideration.

Sincerely

• O  ( s  '£■/'

Kate Troll 
Executive Director

P O H u s  IU 0 ( )6U . A n ch o ra g e  A la s k a  W 5 I 0  I ' l l .  , )U 7 .2 3 fc . (> l7 |  I a \  U(I7 ’’ 5.S | 77
PO Box 22151. Juneau Alaska |»|,. V07,K..U36(» l ax ‘J07.-lo3.3T 12 • www.i.k\oice.oru
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A l a s k a  C o m m i t t e e  f o r  N o x i o u s  a n d  I n v a s i v e  P l a n t  M a n a g e m e n t

House Resources Subcommittee,

The Board o f  Directors for the Alaska Committee for Noxious and Invasive Plants 
Management (CNIPM) would like to provide members o f  the House Resources 
Subcommittee with information about invasive plant threats to natural resources and 
invasive plant management efforts in Alaska and other states.

Noxious weeds and invasive plants have proven worldwide to be a threat to natural 
resources because they compete with crops and native plants, degrade fish and wildlife 
habitat, and can decrease property values. Worldwide, estimated annual costs o f  
invasive species are $1.4 trillion. Idaho spends $300 million a year on invasive 
species control, and Montana spends $14 million a year on just one weed, spotted 
knapweed. In Alaska, spotted knapweed has been found at more than 10 sites. Many 
Oiher invasive plants have been found in Alaska in similarly small populations that 
will expand beyond control without prompt management. Managing invasive plants 
when they are in small, incipient populations is recognized by experts as the most cost 
effective way to prevent the problem from getting out o f  control. Alaska has a unique 
opportunity in prevention', to avoid natural resource losses, direct and indirect 
economic impacts and extensive herbicide use that others are experiencing.

Over the last eight years professionals and the public have discovered well-established 
and expanding populations o f  highly invasive plants in Alaska. These highly invasive 
plants are a threat to agricultural production, forestry, fisheries, tourism, subsistence 
resources, waterfowl, large and small game, and non-timber forest products such as 
wild berries. All o f  these resources are keystones to Alaska’s natural-resource based 
industries and subsistence uses. Professionals in Alaska and outside can demonstrate 
that Alaska’s invasive plant problem is growing. However, swift coordinated 
management will prevent major losses to resources and expenditures o f  state funds.

Other states such as Oregon, Washington and Idaho have established coordinated 
efforts for invasive plant management through the establishment o f  noxious weed and 
invasive plant boards. Successful invasive plant management boards include an 
appropriate range o f  stakeholders such as land managers from state agencies, 
representatives o f  industries affected by the issue and experts in the field o f  invasive 
plant management.

Noxious weed and invasive plant management boards develop and regularly review 
statewide strategic plans for invasive plant prevention and management. Plans 
provide coordination and direction to state agencies and local weed management 
efforts. Strategic plans are also pre-requisites to acquisition o f  federal funds available



under the Federal Noxious Weed Act. Strategic plans demonstrate stale commitment 
and cooperation with local efforts.

State weed boards often establish funds to provide financial assistance for local weed 
management efforts. Federal funding sources expect state matching dollars towards 
projects. Federal funds are often ephemeral, and are selected through a competitive 
process at the national level. States with established invasive plant management funds 
have support that will allow for management to continue in the absence o f  available 
federal dollars or changes in federal priorities.

Questions have been raised whether the board to be created by FIB 330 should cover 
all types o f  invasive species, including such organisms as marine zebra mussels and 
agricultural diseases such as potato blight. While this idea was considered it has 
shortcomings with regards to invasive plant management.

Several states with successful invasive sp-cies m anagem er: efforts have a weed board 
dedicated to managing only invasive plants to simplify listing species for 
management, provide adequate number o f  appropriate experts and stakeholders, and 
facilitate coordinated management. There are numerous plant species o f  concern for 
Alaska, requiring input from plant experts and stakeholders. Coordination needs are 
unique with invasive plants due to their ability to quickly spread across multiple land 
ownership boundaries. Invasive animals and/or diseases also require significant 
coordination efforts. However, potato blight and zebra mussel, for example, require 
management efforts from a primary agency, in this case the Department o f  Natural 
Resources (DNR) Division o f  Agriculture and Alaska Department o f  Fish and Game 
(ADF&G), respectively. On the other hand, a single species o f  invasive plant may be 
found growing within the management purview o f  Department o f  Transportation, 
ADF&G, DNR, and private property holders.

Other states have advised Alaska that, in order for a state weed board to be successful, 
Alaska needs two things: knowledge o f  invasive plants that occur in or threaten the 
state, and established local management efforts. We have these things. A scientific 
ranking o f  over 100 invasive plant species located in the state is complete and 
available online alongside results o f  survey efforts for these invasive plant species.
Local efforts to manage invasive plants have begun through all the Soil and Water 
Conservation Districts and five established Cooperative Weed Management Areas, 
regional groups that coordinate work across jurisdictional boundaries.

The background work has been done to pave the way for a successful state weed board 
in Alaska. The need is great and the opportunity to prevent major invasive plant 
problems in Alaska will not last forever. Now is the time to take action.

Thank you for your time on this important issue.

CNIPM board 
Jamie Nielsen (Chair)
Gino Graziano (Vice-Chair)
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Representative Craig Johnson 
Siate Capitol, Room 126 
Juneau ,/JC  99801-1182

Representative Craig Johnson,

The board o f  the Alaska Association o f  Conservation Districts (AACD) voted to 
support House Bill 330 (HB 330):

“An Act relating to management o f  noxious weeds and invasive plants; establishing 
the Noxious Weed and Invasive Plant Board; and establishing the noxious weed and 
invasive plant management fund.”

As an organization that promotes development of natural resources in manners that 
conserve their use for future generations, the AACD is concerned with the effect that 
unmanaged invasive plants will have on natural resources. The AACD has responded 
by funding an Invasive Plant Program with support from the USDA Forest Service, 
Natural Resource Conservation Service and others. A noxious weed and invasive 
plant management board will provide the structure and direction needed for the state 
to lead efforts in noxious weed and invasive plant management.

Noxious weeds and invasive plants have proven worldwide as a threat to natural 
resources by displacing native and desirable plar  , reducing forage and wildlife 
shelter, altering ecosystems and in some cases permanently changing environmental 
conditions. Worldwide, estimated annual costs for invasive species are $1.4 trillion. 
Idaho spends $300 million a year on invasive species control, and Montana spends 
$14 million a year on just one weed, spotted knapweed. In Alaska, spotted knapweed 
.has been found at just more than 10 sites. Other invasive plants are similarly in small 
populations that will expand without management. Alaska has a unique opportunity 
to avoid losses in resource production and costs o f  management that other states such 
as Montana are experiencing.

AACD fears Alaska's unique opportunity to manage invasive plants in a relatively 
inexpensive manner is departing with each passing summer. Over the last 8 years 
professionals have discovered well established and expanding populations o f  highly 
invasive plants in Alaska. These highly invasive plants are a threat to natural 
reso es related to agricultural production, forestry, fisheries, tourism, subsistence 
resources, water fowl, large and small game, and non-timber forest products such as 
wild berries. AN o f  these resources are keystones to Alaska's natural resource based 
economy and subsistence uses. State support o f  organized efforts to prevent new

mailto:aacd@mtaonline.net


introductions and manage invasive plants that are already here will prevent impacts to 
the economy from invasive plant related losses in natural resource production.

HB 330 will make significant advances in establishing invasive plant management in 
Alaska. Other states such as Oregon, Washington and Idaho are beginning to see 
success in invasive plant management from their established noxious weed and 
invasive plant boards. In Alaska, establishing a noxious weed and invasive plant 
management board with the proposed structure will e n s f c  that the appropriate state 
agencies, producers o f  natural resources and experts in the field o f  invasive plant 
management are cooperating in planning for invasive plant management and 
developing inter and intra-agency policy changes.

HB 330 tasks the noxious weed and invasive plant management board with 
developing a strategic plan for invasive plant management. This plan will provide the 
direction to state agencies and local weed management efforts that is needed to 
coordinate their efforts. A strategic plan will initiate the state program that is 
necessary to acquire federal funds available under the Federal Noxious Weed Act. 
\viit.n applying for federal assistance, local efforts will benefit from a statewide 
strategic plan as it will demonstrate state commitment and cooperation with local 
efforts.

HB 330 establishes a noxious weed and invasive plant management fund to support 
the board and weed management efforts around the state. Federal funding sources 
expect state matching dollars towards projects. This fund will provide state matching 
dollars necessary to support local efforts in acquiring federal assistance.

The AACD board believes HB 330 represents the best structure to further state 
involvement in invasive plant management. This involvement is necessary to prevent 
losses to natural resources from invasive plants.

Sincerely

Executive Director
Alaska Association o f  Conservation Districts



We are Troy and Lori Zaumseil . W e  live in Anchorage , w e  are A laskans and  w e  be l ieve there is 
a crisis loom ing that threatens every aspect of what makes Alaska un ique in all the world. Every 
day noxious, invas ive plants are encroaching more and more into the eco-system of Alaska- 
choking, d im in ish ing and forever chang ing the natural make up of our land--the sam e is 
happen ing in nearly every other state in the union, costing each  of (hem mil l ions and mill ions of 
dollars every year. The good news is that because of Alaska's remote setting, w e have  the best 
advantage over all those states to prevent invas ive plant spec ies infestation. What is complete ly 
unbe l ievab le  to us, is that Alaska has almost no safeguards in p lace to do this! W e  are asking 
you as som eone who has sworn to protect the interests of Alaska and her cit izens to read on and 
become part of the solution.

W e  are far from the most know ledgeable persons on the subject of invas ive spec ies  and the 
polic ies that dea l with them, but we have becom e personally impass ioned  and invo lved after 
finding 3 plants during the course of our spring garden ing shopp ing that were infested with 
invasive spec ies . O ne  of them contained a C anada  Thistle, wh ich is listed in A laska statute as a 
prohibited nox ious weed. W e  sought resolution through H ome Depot directly, expecting that they 
would act swiftly and make corrections to avoid sanct ions from the D iv is ion of Agriculture. 
However, H om e  Depot refused to take action regarding the stock in their stores e ven  after we 
notified them of our findings, so we felt we had no cho ice but to contact the Department of 
Agriculture and the USDA State Plant Health Coordinator.

What w e  learned is that wh ile there is a statute that has a list of prohib ited nox ious weeds-that 
list is over 20 years old and in desperate need of updating. The  prob lem is that what shou ld be a 
s imple act of add ing a newly d iscovered prob lem plant to the list takes a year or more to happen- 
more than enough time for an aggressive invader to be permanent ly estab l ished and  on its way to 
costing the state of Alaska mill ions in futile attempts to control and eradicate, Worse than that, as 
we have com e to discover, is even  though there is a statute, there is now  a l lowance for 
enforcement, measur ing compliance , levying penalt ies for vio lations or follow up. So a lthough we 
made a report to these state agenc ies , they are limited by budget, lack of m anpow er a n j  a 
statute with no real backbcne . Essentially, in this case  where a known entry point for a prohibited 
nox ious weed  is identif ied, there exists no means of address ing those responsib le . The response 
from Home Depot has been almost non-existent and now w e  see  why. This must change!!

There are a lot of ded icated experts putting forth extraordinary efforts to address invas ive noxious 
plants in Alaska. They are working on how to control and eradicate these plants, they are 
spend ing time and energy educating the public about why it's important to be vigilant, they are 
working on studying the effects invasive plants have  on every aspect of the env ironment, wildlife, 
livestock, property va lues , tourism and natural habitats. They are all fighting a losing battle if 
Alaska doesn't step up her defenses on the front end of this p rob lem-PREVENT iON . There are 
many  stales who have had to accept that mil l ions of acres are just lost to them-over run by Star 
Thistle or Leafy Spurge and other invasive plants. These states lose hundreds of mil l ions of 
dollars every year fighting to contain further spread, in reduced agriculture production, property 
va lues lowered, etc. W e  have found many reports that detail this and can prov ide many  more 
statistics. Experts in the field all agree that prevention, by far, is the least expens ive  and  most 
effective m eans of addressing noxious weeds.

To stop invasive spec ies from ever getting in to Alaska, we need  workable laws that al low the 
experts on the subjects to add and subtract known threats in real time. The  current statutes are 
antiquated-drawn up to address agriculture and farming issues in the s late half a century ago- 
Ihey need to be updated to reflect the current age of retail box stores, mail order nurseries and 
property owners with access to them. These new  statutes must address spec if ic issues and 
penalt ies for non-compliance. There should be an enforcement office who can field 
reports regarding invas ive spec ies and have the authority to act on them, do site inspect ions at 
retail outlets with the authority lo issue warnings and fines if the situation merits and lastly work

Letter to S ta le  Legislators



with property owners to control invasive spec ies on their land and stay compliant. Our 
exper ience with Home Depot is proof positive that big business will not police themse lves  out of 
concern for O U R  natural resources. W e  have to find a w. y to make them care and  enforceab le 
regulations are Ihe start!!

If prevention costs $1, but fighting (he problem after the fad  costs $1000, and the dollar isn't 
spent, then there is a failure to protect that financial interest. P lease don’t let the cit izens of 
Alaska down. As som eone  sworn to protect the interests of the citizens you serve, w e  are 
bringing Ihe battle lo you, p lease pick up arms and join us in addressing this prob lem wh i le  it 
is the most m anageab le  it will ever be. Each day another plant goes lo seed, another noxious 
weed  finds its way into Alaska gardens, into the moose and caribous forage, into the 
pastures, residential properties and on to hiking trails. The problem will never be eas ier to solve 
than it is today.

W e  are working to make all Alaskans aware of the changes that need to lake place. W e  have 
been  contacted by the Anchorage Daily News and Mother Earth News has expressed an interest 
in hav ing m e  write about our quest. W e  find peop le every day who assumed that there was 
enforcement and safeguards in p lace to protect Alaska from invasive plants and  we are 
determ ined to find those peop le  in larger number and bring them all into this grassroots 
movement to affect change,

Thank you for your time. We ask that you make room for this matter c. i your ca lendar and we 
look forward to working with you.

Troy and Lori Zaumse il 
9015 Dewberry St 
Anchorage, AK 99502 
907-245-2373
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Decision Unit Sum m ary

1

D e c is io n  U n it
F T P

A g e n c y  R e q u e s t  

G e n e r a l T o t r .

G o v e r n o r ' s  R e c o m m e n d a t io n  

1 F T P  G e n e r a l  T o ta l  |

3.00 F Y  2008 O rig ina l Appropriation { 237 25 20,533,300 47,284,600 j 237 25 20,533,300 47,284.600 |

•1 10 Reappropriation ! 0.00 0 44,000 0 00 0 44.000

•1 30 Supp lem enta l 0 00 0 0 I 0 00 9,000,000 9,000,000

4 60 D e fic iency  W arran ts o c o 255.000 255,000 ! 0.00 255,000 255,000

4 70 Revenue  Ad justm ents 0.00 (255,000) (255,000) 0 0 0 (255,000) (255,000)

5.00 r-Y 2008 To ta l A p p ro p r ia t io n 237.25 20,533,300 47,328,600 j 237.25 29,533,300 56,328,600

7.00 F Y  2008 E s t im a ted  E x p e n d itu re s 237.25 20,533,300 47,328,600 1 237.25 29,533,300 56,328,600

8.10 F T P  o r Fund Ad justm ents 0.00 0 0 I 0.00 0 0

8.20 Object Transfers I 0  00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8.30 T rans fe r Between P rog ram s j 0 00 0 0 0 00 0 0

8 40 R em ova l of O ne -T im e Expend itu res ; (ioo) (8,286,000) (9,165.700) (1 0 0 ) (17.286,000) (18.165,700)

9.00 F Y  2009 B a se | 236.25 12,247,300 38,162,900 1 236.25 12,247,300 38,162,900

10 10 Em p loyee  Benefit C o s ts 0  00 229,900 537,600 0 0 0 221.900 518,800

I 10.20 Inflationary Ad justm ents 0 00 63.900 150.800 1 0  00 17,900 104,809

10.30 R ep lacem en t Items 0 00 509,600 1,142,700 0 00 110,800 695,900

I 10 40 Interagency N onstandard  A d /js tm en ts 0 0 0 2,500 5,300 0.00 2,500 5,300

| 10 60 C h an g e  In Em p loyee  Com pensa tion 0.00 54,400 167.300 0 00 272,000 d36,500

I 11.00 F Y  2009 T o ta l M a in te n a n ce 236.25 13,107,600 40,166,600 236.25 12.872.400 40,324,200

[A r im ln ls t .a t lo n

12 01 A g  In the C la ss room 0 00 0 75.000 0 00 0 0

A n im a l In d u s tr ie s

I 12 01 An im a l P rog ram s 0  00 200,000 200,000 0 00 0 0
12 02 R ange land  M on itoring  j 0  00 50.000 50,000 0 0 0 0 0
12 03 R om ova l of L im ited Se rv ice  Pos ition s 0 00 0 0 (3 00) 6 0

A g r ic u ltu ra l R o s o u rc n s

12 01 G ove rno r's  Initiative - W ater P ro jects 0  00 n 9 0 00 5.000 000 5.000.000
P la n t In d u s tr ie s

I 12 01 P lan t Investigator 0 00 89.600 89.600 0 00 0 0

12 02 E u ra s ia n  W ater M ilfo il 0 00 4.00u .000 4.000,000 0 00 4.000 000 4.000.000 I

I 12 03 Invasive Spo c io s 0  00 89.100 129,100 oco 66.500 120,500

12 04 G yp sy  M oth Su rvey 0 00 77,000 99,500 0 0 0 77,000 9 9 6 0 0
12 05 G o v 's  Initiative • G ."d o n 0 00 0 0 0  00 1 500 1.500

(M a rke t in g  an d  D e ve lo p m e n t

12 01 Idaho R ura l Pa rtnersh ip 1 00 135,000 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 00 135 COO 310,000 I
12 02 R ed iF it 0  00 0 55.000 0 0 0 0 55.000

S o il C o n s e rv a t io n  C o m m is s io n

12 01 N R C S  Ren t 0 0 0 40 000 40.000 0  00 0 0  I
12 02 W ater Q ua lity  P rogram 0  00 425  000 425.000 0 00 0 0
12 03 Loan  P rog ram 0 00 500,000 0 00 I) 0 I
12 04 ln su ra n :e  For D istricts ooo 35.000 35,000 1 0 00 0 0 I
12 05 D istrict A ud its 0 00 60,000 00.000 I 0 0 0 18.000 18 COO

U 0 0  F Y  2009 T o ta l 237 25 18.808.309 16,234,800 234 25 72,190,400 49,934,700

FY 2009 Exocutivo Budget Suction R t M 01 M Analyst Jam; McClatan
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Invasive Plants
A  G r o w i n g  T h r e a t  t o  A l a s k a ’s  
E c o l o g y  a n d  E c o n o m y

I s s u e
In recent years, well established and 
expanding populations o f  highly invasive 
plants have been documented in Alaska.
These species pose a serious threat to Alaska's 
agriculture, tourism, wildlife, fisheries, and 
subsistence resources.

Alaska is in a unique position to avoid the 
extensive invasive plant problems that plague 
the rest of the U.S.

Addressing this situation NOW will yield 
benefits fo r  years to conic.

Most introduced plant species are beneficial to 
Alaskans. We enjoy them in our gardens and 
they are agricultural staples.

However, a small subset o f  introduced 
plants is invasive. These non-native plants 
aggressively spread into places where they are 
not wanted.

People and vehicles generally spread invasive 
plants from human habitation centers 
outwards along transportation routes (roads, 
airports and float ponds, trails and rivers) as 
they move materials and goods.
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-to p an u so  kno tw op d  ta k in g  ovo i a  sa lm o n b o n y  p a tc h  in 
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In v a s iv e  p la n ls  th re a ten  r ip a ria n  a r e a s  a n d  Ih e  s p e c ie s  

that d e p e n d  upon th em .

F a c t s
• Invasive species threaten Alaska’s 

ecosystems by displacing native planls, 
reducing wildlife forage and shelter, 
altering ecosystem dynamics, anil in some 
eases permanently changing environmental 
conditions.

• Annual damage from invasive species 
worldvv ide estimated at $ I .-I trillion.

• Idaho is estimated lo spend .$300 million 
per year on invasive species control.

• One weed spotted knapweed now 
costs Montana over S 14 million/year and 
covers over 5 million acres. In Alaska, this 
species has been found at over 10 sites from 
Ketchikan to Anchorage.

• I he iiumbei ol new invasive plants found 111 
Alaska continues to rise each yeai.

• Many of the invasive plants in Alaska are 
not yet widespread and can be controlled 
quickly and cheaply by taking action NOW.
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Trish Wurtz 
P.O. Box 82864 
Fairbanks, AK 99708

Dear Ms Wurtz

Thank you for your comments regarding invasive plants in Alaska and 
HB330. It is critical that the public be able to share their opinions and 
comments to their representative and I truly appreciate your comments.

Invat.ve plants are a growing concern for Alaska, especially with global 
warming affecting migration. The proposed bill provides a means to limit the 
possible damage. The bill is scheduled to be heard in the House Resources 
Committee on February l l u’ at 1:00 p.m. You can send a letter of support or 
call in to testify during the hearing. I have also forwarded your information to 
the Committee to be included as part of the public testimony and debate.

As a member of the House Resources Committee, I will deliberate the bill and 
I will take your concerns under consideration in the committee and later on 
the House Floor.

I always enjoy listening to Fairbanksans and will work hard for our city. 
Please feel free to contact me if I can be of any assistance in the future.

Working hard for Fairbanks families,

Representative Scott Kawasaki 
District 9 Fairbanks
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Invasive bird vetch covering a fence at the UAF experimental farm

Dear Rep. Kawasaki, 1/22/08

Invasive plants are not yet a  big problem in Alaska, but there’s cause for concern. About a hundred 
species that arc known to be aggressive invaders elsewhere have been found in Alaska, and they arc 
beginning to spread like crazy.

Alaska still has lots o f  pristine lajid left. We need the weed board that Representative Johnson has 
proposed in house bill 330. The weed board needs some start-up funds, too.

Alaska needs to act before invasive plants become a big problem here. We need to act now, before 
the big problems occur. Please support bill 330.

Sincerely,

/  7 ^  1
Trish Wurtz 
Box 82864 
Fairbanks, AK 99708
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rom : AKCANWlN@aol.com [mailto:AKCANWlN@aol.corn] 
S en t :  Thursday, January 31, 2008 9:15 PM 
To: Rep. Carl Gatto
S u b je c t :  Invasive Weeds House Bill 330 

Dear Representat ive Gatto

We are Troy and Lori Zaumse il . W e  have been very active around Alaska on Ihe issue ol invasive weeds and we are writing to 
ask for your support with H ou se  B i l l 330. This bill addresses the threat to Alaska from noxious, invasive weeds that are 
becom ing more and more established in Alaska. Invasive weeds have begun to compromise fish passage in Alaskan 
waterways, encroach onto agricultural acreage and overtake residential and public land. Each of these has the potential to 
affect Alaska through lowered property values, reduced wildlife forage and lower salmon harvests. We know that many 
legislators are talking about "holding the line on spending" and "being conservative with Alaska's finances" and that is always 
the right thing to do. But as Troy and I are speaking in front of community councils and other groups we are explaining that 
enacting this legislation IS the fiscally responsible thing to do. There is ample proof and forewarning that Alaska WILL incur 
losses and expense if we don't address invasive, noxious weeds and address it NOW . We must put the framework in place to 
prevent and  control this threat and m in im ize these kinds of losses and resulting unavoidable expense--a formal weed program 
will do that, as well as make federal funds available lo Alaska. Alaska is in a position to catch this problem in its early stages, 
we can not afford to squander that advantage. Representative Craig Johnson has been working with the Committee for 
Noxious and  Invasive Plant Management (CNIPM) lo deve lop H o u se  Bill 330. Troy and I have been speaking to 
community counc i ls and other groups to make them understand why spend ing a dollar of their tax money now will save them 
thousands later. We have also been  asked to speak at the Alaska Forum on the Environment and at the Alaska Botanical 
Gardens Spring Conference--the threat from invasive weeds is being recognized by cit izens all over the state. Perhaps most 
important to us is our invitation to speak in Washington D .C. at the National Invasive Weeds Awareness Week. We will be 
traveling to D .C . in a coup le  weeks to address the opening session and meet with Alaska's federal representatives on this 
issue. W e want to carry the message that Alaska is fighting the good fight and responding to this threat to her ecology, 
economy and environment. P lease add your voice and support to this important legislation and encourage other legislators to 
io the same. The up front expense is m inimal compared to what we stand to preserve in natural resources and save ill 
rinancial losses later.

Thank you for your time and  consideration.

Troy and Lori Zaumseil

mailto:AKCANWlN@aol.com
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S en t :  W ed n e s d a y ,  February  06, 2008 2:41 AM
To: Rep . C ra ig  J ohnson
C c :  n a k a d a n in ja@ m sn .c om
S u b je c t :  HB 330

H i Craig-

I spoke with N ico le  S y ren , her family ow ns  Be l ls  Nursery/Mcses ian Farms of A laska . I a sked  s h e  rev iew the bill
a nd  g ive  m e  her o p in io n

S h e  d id offer a c o u p le  of observat ions.

1.) T h e  defin it ion of " invas ive plant" - she  is not comfortab le with (line 13-14, p a g e  6) "plant s u b s p e c e s  
a l ien to the state". H e r  concern  is s om e  of the plants grown at the nurser ies do not or ig inate from A laska 
a n d  m akes  it sub je c t  to interpretation. S h e  fee ls that cou ld  be taken out w ithout affect ing the qoal of the 
bill.

2.) T h e  confl ict w ith this bill is pest ic ide regu lat ions . T h e  M oses ia n  Farms "sanitize" their soils before use to 
prevent w e e d  growth . S h e  stated that the regu lat ion trend is for "watered d ow n  pest ic ide" use. As a 
result, they are b e c om in g  less effective in their fight to prevent w e ed  growth. R e sp o n s ib le  use  of h igher 
po tency  pes t ic id e s  co u ld  greatly reduce the proliferation and  in crease  of n ox iou s  w eed s . (This commen t 
is FYI.)

3.) T h e  three a p po in te d  m embers  of the board shou ld  be from the nursery/farm/greenhouso industries for 
k now ledge  a n d  b a la n c e  of debates d u e  to the comp lex it ie s  of externa l in f lu en ces  others o n  the board 
m ay  be unaw a re  of that are not in the b us in ess

Thanks for your work!

From : Bradleyhouse@ acsalaska.net

-Berni Brad ley

Cc; Theresa , p lea se  forward this to N ico lo

2/6/2008

mailto:Bradleyhouse@acsalaska.net
mailto:nakadaninja@msn.com


Agricu ltu re_________________

U S D A  halted Stales Forest
Department of Service

Alaska Region Slate i'Ce Private Forestry 
3301 *C’ Street, Suite 202 
Anchorage, AK* 99503-3956

File Code: 3400
Date: September 11, 2007

The Honorable Craig Johnson 
Representative, House District 28 
State House
716 W 4th Avenue, Suite 640 
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Representative Johnson:

Thank you for your interest and support o f  the Forest Service Invasive Plant Program in Alaska. 
Your e-mail inquiry regarding our Fiscal Year 2008 budget for this program was forwarded to 
me by Jeanne Ostnes o f  your staff. As you know we do not yet have an appropriation, but have 
no reason to assume that funding will be different from previous years. In Fiscal Year 2007, the 
Alaska Region o f  the Forest Service was allocated $243,000 for invasive plants management on 
non-fcderal lands. All o f  those funds were distributed to cooperators and partners, such as 
University o f  Alaska Cooperative Extension Service, Alaska Association o f  Conservation 
Districts, Alaska Natural Heritage Program, and the Municipality o f  Anchorage. With these 
funds, and others leveraged from cooperalors, 110 acres o f  treatment were planned for 
accomplishment.

I plan to attend the September 20 meeting to discuss invasivcs in Alaska and look forward to a 
dialogue with representatives from your office and others. Our long standing partner and grant 
recipient in the invasive plant program, the University o f  Alaska Fairbanks Cooperative 
Extension Service, will also be represented by Jamie Nielsen. Additionally al that time, I expect 
to be able to announce the selection o f  our new Invasive Plant Program Coordinator for Alaska.

If you need additional information, please contact me at (907) 743-9451.

Sincerely,

-yf,

STEPHEN E. PATTERSON
Acting Director, State & Private f  orestry

cc: Jeanne Ostnes

C uring  fo r tin* I.an il anil Serving People IS  I»• 11 .i Mm r< i*«J


