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F IS C A L  N O T E
STATE OF ALASKA
2008 LEG ISLA T IV E  SESSION

Fiscal Note Number: 1
Bill Version:
(H) Publish Date: 2 /21/08

C S H B  330(RES)

Identifier (file nam e): 
Title

H B 330 -D E C -S W -1 -28 -08
Noxious W eed s and Invasive P lan ts

Dept. A ffected: DEC
'_RDU
Com ponent

Environm enta l Health
So lid  W aste  M anagem ent

S p on so r
R equ e s te r

H ouse R esou rc es Comm ittee
House R esou rc e s  Comm ittee

Expend itu res /R evenues

 Com ponent Number

(Thousands of Dollars)

234 4

Note: Am ounts do not include inflation un le ss otherw ise noted below .
Appropriation

Required In formation
O PERA T IN G  EX PEN D ITURES FY  2 0 0 9 FY  20 0 9 FY  2 0 1 0 FY 2011 FY  2 0 1 2 FY  2 0 1 3 FY  2 01 4
P e rs o n a l Serv ices 
T rave l 
Contractua l 
Supp lies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
G ran ts & C laim s 
M isce llaneous

TOTAL O PERA T IN G 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

C A P IT A L  EX PEN D ITU RES 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0  I 0 .0  I 0 .0 0 .0

CH AN GE IN REV EN UES  ( ) 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0  I 0 .0  I 0 .0
FU N D  S O U R C E _________________________  (Thousands o f D o lla rs )
1 0 0 2  F ed e ra l Rece ip ts
1 00 3  G F  Match
1 004  G F
100 5  G F /P rog ram  Rece ipts 
1 0 3 7  GF/M enta l Health 
O the r Interagency Receipts

TOTAL 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

E s t im a te  o f  an y  cu rre n t y e a r  (F Y 2 0 0 8 ) c o s t : 0  0
PO S IT IO N S
Fuil-time 00 0 0 0 0 0 0
Part-tim e 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 c
Tem porary 00 0 0 0 0 0 0
A N A LY S IS : (A t t a c h  a  s e c a r a t e  o a o e  if  n e c e s s a r y )

The bill will have no fiscal impact on the Division of Environmental Health, DEC.

P rep a red  by: Kristin R yan  Director________________________
D ivision Environmental Health________________________
Approved by: Larry Hartig__________________________________

Departm ent o f Environmental C on se rva ticn

(R«vtl«d 11/1W0070MB)

Ph on e  9 0V -2 6 0 -' 3 4 5  
Date/T im e 1 /2 8 /0 '. L vOOAM

Date 1/31 3006  _______

Page 1 of 1



F IS C A L  N O T E
S T A T E  O r  A LA S K A
2008 LEG ISLA T IV E  SESS ION

Identifier (file nam e): 
Title

H B 330 -D FG -S F -02 -0 7 -0 8
N oxious W eed s  and Invasive P lan ts

Dept. A ffected:
'R D U

Fiscal Note Number:
Bill Version:
(H) Publish Date:

CSHB 330(RES)
2/21/08

Fish and G am e
Sport F isheries

C om ponen t Sport F isheries
Sp on so r
R eque ste r

H ouse R esou rc e s  Committee
H ouse R esou rc e s  Committee

Expend itu res /R evenues

 C om ponen t Number

Jhousands  of Dollars)

4 6 4

Note: Amounts d o  not inc lude inflation un le ss otherw ise noted below .
Appropriation

Required In formation
O PERA T IN G  E X PE N D IT U R E S FY 2 00 9 FY 2009 FY 2 0 1 0 FY  2011 FY 2 0 1 2 FY 2013 FY 2 01 4
P e rson a l Serv ices 
T ravel 
Contractua l 
Supp lies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
G ran ts & C laim s 
M isce llaneous

TOTAL O PE R A T IN G 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

C A P ITA L  E X PE N D IT U R E S
CH AN GE IN R E V E N U E S  (
FUND  S O U R C E (T hou sand s o f D o lla rs )
1 0 0 2  F ede ra l R ece ip ts
1 0 0 3  G F  Match
100 4  G F
1005  G F /P rog ram  R ece ip ts 
1 0 3 7  GF/M ental Health 
O the r In teragency R ece ip ts

TO TAL 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

E s t im a te  o f  an y  c u rre n t y e a r  (F Y 2 0 0 8 ) c o s t : 
PO S IT IO N S

Charlie  Sw an ton . D irectorP rep a red  by:
D ivision
Approved by: Tom  Law son . D irector

Phone 4 6 5 -6 1 8 4
Sport F ishe ries Date/Time 2/7 /08  11 0 0  AM

Dato 2 /7 /2008
Division o f Administrative Services. Department of Fish and Game

(H»v.«rt1IM<W007 0M[J) Page 1 of 1



F IS C A L  N O T E
STATE O F  A LA SKA
2008 LE G IS LA T IV E  SESSION

Identifier (file n am e ): 
Title

H B 330 -D Q T -T M S -02 -0 7  06  
Noxious W eed s and Invas ive P lan ts

Dept. A ffected:
RDU

Fiscal Note Number:
Bill Version:
(H) Publish Date:

C S H B  3 3 0 (R E S )  
2 /2 1 /0 8

DOT&PF
Admin & Support DOT&PF

Sp on so r
R equ e s te r

R ep . John son
Com ponent T ransportation  Mangment & Security

H ouse R e so u c e s Com ponent Number 2 6 0 7

E x p e n d itu re s /R e v e n u e s (Thousands of Dollars)

Appropriation
Required Information

O PERA T IN G  E X PE N D IT U R E S FY  2 0 0 9 FY  2 0 0 9 FY  2 0 1 0 FY  2011 FY  2 0 1 2 FY  2 0 1 3 FY  201 4
P e rson a l Se rv ices 
T rave l 
Contractua l 
Supp lies 
Equipment 
Land & Structu res 
G ran ts & C la im s 
M isce llaneous

TO TAL O PE R A T IN G 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

□|C A P IT A L  E X PE N D IT U R E S "

ICH AN GE  IN R E V E N U E S  (

FUN D  S O U R C E (Thousands o f D o lla rs )
1 0 0 2  F ede ra l R ece ip ts
1 0 0 3  G F  Match
1 0 0 4  G F
1 0 0 5  G F /P rog ram  Rece ip ts 
1 0 3 7  GF/M enta l H ealth 
O the r In teraqencv Rece ip ts

TO TAL 0 .0 0 .0 0 ,0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

E s tim a te  o f  a n y  c u r re n t  y e a r  (F Y 2 0 0 8 ) c o s t : 
PO S IT IO N S
Full-tim e
Part-tim e
Tem porary
A N A LY S IS : ( A t t a c h  a s e p a r a t e  p a g e  i f  n e c e s s a r y )

There will be no fiscal impact to the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

P rep a red  by: M ary S iro ky______________________________________________________________________________ Phon e  4 6 5 -4 7 7 2 _______
D ivision C om m iss ione r's O ffice. DOT&PF  Date/T im e 2 /7 /08  8  30  AM
Approved  by: N ancy S la g le ______________________________________________________________________ D 3to  2 /7 /2 008________

D irector, Aam inistrative Serv ice . DO T& PF

ir»»im<iio'uwoo«omd) Page 1 of 1



F IS C A L  N O T E
STATE OF ALASKA
2008 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Identifier (file nam e):

Fiscal Note Number:
Bill Version:
(H) Publish Dale:

CSHB 330(RES)

3/11/08

Title Noxious W eed s and Invasive P lants
HB330CSRES-DNR-AgPMC-02-21-08 D e p t A ffected:

RD U
Natural R esou rc es

Agriculture Deve lopm ent
Com ponent P lan t M ateria ls C enter

S p on so r
R equ e s te r

H ouse R esou rc e s
H ouse Finance Com ponent Number 2204

E xp e n d itu re s /R e v e n u e s (Thousands of Dollars)
Note : Am ounts do  not include inflation un less otherw ise noted below .

Appropriation
Required Information

O PERA T IN G  EX PEN D ITURES FY  2 00 9 FY  2009 FY  2 0 1 0 FY  2011 FY  2 0 1 2 FY 2013 FY 2 0 1 4
P e rso n a l S e rv ices 
T ravel 
C ontractua l 
Supp lies 
Equipment 
Land & Structu res 
G ran ts & C laim s 
M isce llaneous

75.1 75.1 75.1

3 .9 3 .9 3 .9
1 .0 1 .0 1 .0

TOTAL O PERAT IN G 80 .0 0 .0 8 0 .0 8 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

C A P ITA L  EX PEN D ITU RES
CH A N G E  IN R EV EN U ES  (
FUN D  S O U R C E (Thousands o f D o lla rs )
1 0 0 2  F ede ra l Rece ip ts
1 00 3  G F  Match
100 4  G F 8 0 0 8 0 .0 8 0 .0
1 0 0 5  G F /P rog ram  Rece ipts
1 03 7  GF/M enta l Health
O the r In teragency Receipts

TOTAL 80 .0 0 .0 80 .0 8 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

E s tim a te  o f  an y  c u rren t y e a r (F Y 2 0 0 8 ) c o s t : 0 .0
PO S IT IO N S
Full-tim e 1 1 1
Part-tim e
Tem porary
A N A LY S IS : ( A t t a c h  a s e p a r a t e  p a g e  i f  n e c e s s a r y )

One new position, a Research Analyst II (range 16) will be established to serve as the statewide coordinator for noxious 
weeds as identified in the bill. This will be a state employee performing the duties as prescribed by the board, including 
providing information to the public on topics of weed and pest control, doing limited applied research on weed and pest 
control and representing the Division of Agriculture/ DNR in the area of invasive species issues.

This legislation sunsets on June 30, 2011.

Franci H avem eister, D irec lo rP rep a red  by:
D ivision
Approved by: Tom  Irwin, C om m issioner

Phone 7 6 1 -3 8 6 7
Agriculture Date/Time Feb ruary 21 , 2 0 0 3

Date Febn ia ry  2< , 2 0 0 8
Natu ra l R esou rc es

lH*vi»ed 11(19/1007 OMD) Page 1 of 1
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2 5 - I .S 1 0 6 2 \N
B u lla rd
3 /3 1 /0 8

< U  '7' '
S E N A T E  CS F O R  CS FO R  H O U S E  B IL L  NO. 330(FIN)

rN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TW ENTY-FIFTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
Offered:
Referred:
Sponsor(s): HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

A B IL L

FO R  AN A C T  E N T IT L E D

"A n Act re la t in g  to noxious weed, invasive p lan t  and  ag ricu ltu ra l pest m an ag em en t and 

education; a n d  p ro v id ing  for an  effective da te ."

BE IT  E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G IS L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A LA SK A :

* Section 1. AS 03.05 is amended by adding a new section to read:

See. 03.05.027. Noxious weed, invasive p lant, and  ag r icu ltu ra l  pest 

m an ag em e n t and  education , (a) The commissioner o f  natural resources shall employ 

or appoint a state coordinator for noxious weed, invasive plant, and agricultural pest 

management and education.

(b) The state coordinator employed or appointed under (a) o f  this section shall 

oversee the enforcement o f  state statutes and regulations regarding noxious weeds, 

invasive plants, and agricultural pests and shall coordinate with state and federal 

agencies, state land users, public groups, and private organizations to

strategic plan; for the control o f  noxious weeds, invasive plants, and agricultural pests

(1) develop, implement, and annually review a comprehensive state

-1-
New T e x t  U nderlined  (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]

SCS C S IIB  330 (F IN )
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the plan m ust include an early detection and rapid response system for invasive plants 

consistent with federal guidelines;

(2) design and execute a geographically based plant and pest 

management area program;

(3) develop and maintain a statewide database for m apping  and 

monitoring noxious weeds, invasive plants, and agricultural pests;

(4) develop integrated plant and pest management programs;

(5) regulate and control the entry into the state and transportation o f  

seeds, plants, and other horticultural products;

(6) contact and provide educational materials to stale land users and 

other audiences regarding noxious weed, invasive plant, and agricultural pest issues, 

including identification, management, potential hazards, and landowner 

responsibilities;

(7) accept contributions o f  service, materials, or equipment, and, 

subject to appropriation o f  money from the United Slates or its agencies, from a 

department or agency o f  the state, or from any other source for use in carrying out the 

purposes o f  this section; and

(8) review and make recommendations to state departments and 

agencies concerning revisions to state regulations and statutes, including revisions and 

additions to state noxious weed lists.

(c) Each state department, agency, and institution shall cooperate with the 

state coordinator employed or appointed under (a) o f  this section in carrying out the 

tasks specified in (b) o f  this section.

(d) The stale coordinator employed or appointed under (a) o f  this section shall

coordinate with the University o f  Alaska Cooperative Extension Service, the Alaska

Association o f  Conservation Districts' board o f  directors, and the Department o f  Fish 

and Game in fulfilling the coordinator's responsibilities under (b) o f  this section.

* See. 2. Section 1 o f  this Act is repealed.

* Sec. 3. Section 2 o f  this Act takes effect June 30, 2011.

WORK D R A F T  WORK D R A F T  25-LS1062\N

SCS CSIIB 330(FIN) -2-
Nc'W Toxt UnderUntie) [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED)



S I T E :  O f f n e t s

C O M M IT TE E :

D A T E :

S U B J E C T  OF M E E T IN G :

B ILL  #  HB330

U PD ATE  # ;

P R  I N  T  YOUR NAME C O M M U N IT Y RliPRESENTING/AFTTLIATION

D O  Y O U  W AN T 

T E S T I F Y
Y or N

F r a n c i  H a v e m e i s t e r D N R ? ’ s

L o r i  Z o m s e l A n c  C o o p  W e e d ? ’ s

G i n o  G r a z i a n o C o n s v .  D i s t . Y



Changes from HB 330 to CS for HB 330

O rig in a l  H B  3 3 0  fo rm ed  A rtic le  2 in A S  41 .10 .  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 itle  4 1 ,  P u b lic  R eso u rces .

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

du ties  o f  the  board . It d e l in ea ted  ad v iso ry  g ro u p s  o f  the bo a rd ,  a g e n c y  

c o o p e ra t io n  and  jo in t  o p e ra t io n s .  T h e  orig inal H B  3 3 0  a lso  fo rm e d  a n o x io u s  

w e e d  a n d  in v a s 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 3 0  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  o r  

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 esou rces .  It is n o w  in T it le  3, 

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

o f  N atu ra l R e so u rc e s  a n d  E n v iro n m e n 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 ,  a n d  

ag r icu ltu ra l  pes t m a n a g e m e n t  and  ed uca tion .  T h is  c o o rd in a to r  w ill w o rk  

th ro u g h  the  D iv is io n  o f  A g r ic u l tu re  a lo n g  w ith  s ta te  d e p a r tm e n ts ,  a g en c ie s  

and  ins ti tu tions . This  p e rs o n  will b ring  to g e th e r  the a fo re  m e n t io n e d  en t it ies  

in ad d it 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 te n s io n  S e rv ic e  and  

the  A la sk a  A sso c ia t io n  o f  C o n s e rv a t io n  Distric 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 s k a  will d e v e lo p  a s tra teg ic  p lan . M o re  im p o r ta n t ly ,  a s tar t 

to w ard  l im it in g  e c o n o m ic  loss an d  a d v e rse  e ffec ts  to the s ta t e 's  ag r icu ltu ra l ,  

natu ra l,  an d  h u m a n  re so u rces  b e c a u se  o f  the  p re se n c e  an d  sp read  o f  n o x ious  

w eed s ,  ag r ic u l tu ra l  pes ts ,  in v as iv e  terrestria l and  aq u a t ic  p la n ts  in the state.



The Alaska Committee for 
Noxious & Invasive Plants 
Management

J a m i e  N i e l s e n ,  U A F  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  

T e l e p h o n e :  ( 9 0 7 )  7 8 6 - 6 3 1 5  

E m a i l :  f f i m n @ u a f . e d u

G i n o  G r a z i a n o ,  A l a s k a  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  C o n s e r v a t i o n  D i s t r i c t s

T e l e p h o n e :  ( 9 0 7 )  3 5 4 - 1 2 2 7

E m a i l :  q i n o q r a z i a n o @ a l a s k a s w c d s . o r g
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mailto:ffimn@uaf.edu
mailto:qinoqraziano@alaskaswcds.org


I n v a s i v e  P l a n t s  I M P A C T S

•  A g r i c u l t u r e

•  T o u r i s m

•  W i l d l i f e

•  F i s h e r i e s

•  S u b s i s t e n c e  R e s o u r c e s

•  L a n d  V a l u e s

•  “ . . . e c o n o m i c  o r  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  h a r m  o r  h a r m

t o  h u m a n  h e a l t h . ”  ( E x e c u t i v e  O r d e r  1 3 1 1 2 )
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Norman E. Rees, USDA Agricultural Research Service, Bugwood.org

S p o t t e d  k n a p w e e d
•  C o s t s  t h e  s t a t e  o f  M o n t a n a  1 4  m i l l i o n  p e r  y e a r  in  d i r e c t  

e c o n o m i c  i m p a c t s .  N o w  s p r e a d  o v e r  n e a r l y  6  m i l l i o n  a c r e s .
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m t i m *
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P u r p l e  L o o s e s t r i f e
•  C o n t r o l  e f f o r t s  c o s t  U S  e c o n o m y  $ 4 5  m i l l i o n  p e r  y e a r

•  C l o g s  w e t l a n d s ,  b l o c k s  f i s h  p a s s a g e



L e a f y  S p u r g e
s ts  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c e r s  a n d  t a x  p a y e r s  in  t h e  D a k o t a s ,  

n t a n a ,  a n d  W y o m i n g  $ 1 4 4  m i l l i o n  p e r  y e a r .

j s t i c  l a t e x  ( s a p )  c a u s e s  b l i s t e r s ,  b l i n d n e s s



W e e d  I n v a s i o n  C u r v e

E x p l o s i v e  

G r o w t h  P h a s e

L a g  P h a s e

I n t r o d u c t i o n  I n c r e a s i n g  T i m e
Slide courtesy of Tim Miller Washington Statt University



L a y i n g  t h e  g r o u n d w o r k  f o r  

s u c c e s s f u l  i n v a s i v e  p l a n t s  

p r e v e n t i o n  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t

W H A T ,  W H E R E ,  W H Y



r j  A la s k a  w e e d  K o n k in q  p r o je c t  - ru c ro s o ic  in t e r n e t  t n p io r c r  p ro v ia c o  p y  u a u w  ro rc » c  > c m c e

KS
• ^ B tk k  *  - ♦  *  lg ) (tS) £ } ^ S e u u c h  Favorites t y M - i i i  r £  | .  I b j

A ik J ,e jt  |^ £ )  h ttp ://aF.weedi.uea al-KF^.edu/aFweedi_ranl jrvg.paga.htm _▼) p > 6 o  , Links

W e e d  R a n k in g  P ro je c t
Alaska Natural Montage Program 

major funding from 
US Forest Service, State and Private Forestry 

in cooperation with 
National Park Service, Alaska Support Office USDA, Agricultural Research Service 

UAF, Cooperative Extension Service 
US ecological Survoy, Alaska Biological Science Center

Alujkn -■ NntufiilU critic Pibjl/btn

Laying the Groundwork- the “WHAT”
http://akweeds.uaa.alaska.edu/akweeds_ranking_page.htm

liomc;

.Wc5ri4sbcip_&. le a rn in g  
P resen ta tio n s

Websites

Collab o ra to rs

Below ut two tables The fust lists non-native species pirsent tn Alaska thr r.**midt«H» lists non-nehv* species currently not recorded in Alaska

They are also available below as MS Excel tables.
Hot. native species present in Alaska (Excel table; nprt-mhyg specks HQT_rtcoidtd in Alaska (Excel table)

Spec Its 
liio»i aphv

Risk Assessment 
Report

I Scientific Name

. . .
Common Name

Rank 
0 IU0 

(1 which)

Climate similarity of Alaska 
rcoErogivphir legions and airaswhriT 

Ihr species occurs
South Coastal Interior

Ildiral
Ait tic 
Alpine

|&atMuoL Asfnlttn milUJolium vai 
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Laying the Groundwork- the “WHY”
P u b l i c  A w a r e n e s s
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C N I P M  R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s

I I I .  C r e a t e  a  S t a t e  W e e d  B o a r d  w i t h  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  

f r o m  a  b r o a d  r a n g e  o f  s t a k e h o l d e r s  t o ;

•  P r o v i d e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  t o  s t a t e  a g e n c i e s

•  D e v e l o p  a  S t a t e w i d e  W e e d  M a n a g e m e n t  P l a n

•  S e e k  o u t s i d e  f u n d i n g  f o r  s t a t e  w e e d  

p r e v e n t i o n  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  e f f o r t s



N e e d  f o r  a  W e e d  B o a r d

•  C o o r d i n a t i o n  I m p e r a t i v e -  w e e d s  d o n ’t  r e s p e c t  

b o u n d a r i e s

•  G r o u n d w o r k  h a s  b e e n  l a i d ,  n o w  w e  n e e d  a n  

o v e r a r c h i n g  s y s t e m  o f  s u p p o r t  f r o m  t h e  s t a t e

•  D o n ’t  n e e d  t o  r e i n v e n t  t h e  w h e e l -  o t h e r  s t a t e s  p r o v i d e  

l e s s o n s ,  t e m p l a t e s ,  a n d  e x a m p l e s

•  A c t  n o w  t o  s a f e g u a r d  A K  r e s o u r c e s  a n d  e c o n o m y -  

n e v e r  c h e a p e r  t h a n  T O D A Y
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“ I t  t a k e s  a  S t a t e  t o  ' s t o p  a  w e e c T
-Anchorage residents Troy and Lori Zaumseil
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Management
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D E P T .  Ci? T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A N D  
P U B L I C  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 I S S I O N E R

3132 Channel Drive 
Post Office Box 112500 .
Juneau, Alaska 99811 
Phone: 907-465-8365 
Fax: 907-465-3900

SARAJIPAUN, GOVERNOR

February 13, 2008

T h e  H o n o r a b le  R a lp h  S a m u e ls ,  C h a ir m a n  

A la s k a  C l im a t e  Im p a c t  A s s e s s m e n t  C o m m is s io n  

S ta te  C a p i t o l ,  R o o m  2 0 4  

J u n e a u , A K  9 9 8 0 1 - 1 1 8 2

D e a r  R e p re s e n ta t iv e  S a m u e ls :

T l i i s  is  in  re s p o n s e  to  y o u r  D e c e m b e r  1 4 ,2 0 0 7  le t t e r  r e q u e s t in g  d e p a r tm e n t  in p u t  r e g a r d in g  b u d g e ta r y  

im p a c ts  a n d  e n g in e e r in g  a n d  c o n s t ru c t io n  c o n s id e ra t io n s  f r o m  p e rc e iv e d  c l im a te  c h a n g e s  in v o lv in g  

f lo o d in g ,  e ro s io n ,  a n d  p e rm a f ro s t  d e g ra d a t io n .

T h e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  T ra n s p o r ta t io n  a n d  P u b l ic  F a c i l i t ie s  ( D O T & P F )  m a n a g e s  th e  S ta te ’ s 

t r a n s p o r ta t io n  in f r a s t r u c tu r e  in  a  v e r y  c h a l le n g in g  e n v ir o n m e n t  w i t h  m a n y  o f  th e  S ta te  t r a n s p o r ta t io n  

f a c i l i t ie s  i n  th e  A la s k a ’ s in t e r io r ,  n o r th e rn ,  a n d  s o u th w e s t  r e g io n ’ s u n d e r la in  b y  ic e - r ic h  p e rm a fro s t .

T h e  d e p a r tm e n t  h a s  b e e n  b a t t l in g  th e  e f fe c ts  o f  w a n n in g /m e l t in g  p e r m a f r o s t  f o r  d e c a d e s . O u r  

M a in te n a n c e  a n d  O p e ra t io n s  D iv is io n s  s p e n d  a n  a v e ra g e  o f  S 1 0  m i l l i o n  a n n u a l ly  to  c o m b a t  m e l t in g  

p e r m a f r o s t  o n  o u r  h ig h w a y  s y s te m . T h e  $ 1 0  m i l l i o n  a n n u a l f ig u r e  r e a ' i s t i c a l l y  re p re s e n ts  o n ly  a 

f r a c t io n  o f  th e  a c tu a l n e e d  a n d  th e re fo re  th is  c o s t  r m iy  n e e d  to  in c re a s e ,  p e rh a p s  d r a m a t ic a l ly ,  i f  th e  

re c e n t  w a r m in g  t r e n d  c o n t in u e s .  H o w e v e r ,  a t t h is  p o in t ,  th e  d e p a r tm e n t  d o e s  n o t  h a v e  o r  c o l le c t  th e  

d a ta  n e c e s s a ry  to  a c c u r a te ly  a c c o u n t  f o r  p e r m a f r o s t  m i t ig a t io n  c o s ts  f o r  o u r  e n t i r e  t r a n s p o r ta t io n  

in f r a s t r u c tu r e  o r  p r e d ic t  s u p p le m e n ta l c o s ts  a s s o c ia te d  w i t h  th e  fu tu r e  im p a c ts  o f  c l im a te  c h a n g e .

D o in g  s o  w o u ld  r e q u ir e  c h a n g in g  th e  d e p a r tm e n t ’ s c u r r e n t  p ra c t ic e s  a n d  a s ig n i f ic a n t  in v e s tm e n t  in  

a d d i t io n a l  re s o u rc e s .  D a m a g e s  to  th e  p u b l ic  in f r a s t r u c tu r e  c o u ld  b e  h u g e , b u t  th e re  is  l i t t l e  r e l ia b le  

i n f o r m a t io n  d e t a i l in g  th e  d e g re e  a n d  lo c a t io n  o f  im p a c ts .

A s  p a r t  o f  o u r  m is s io n  to  m a n a g e  th e  S ta te ’ s t r a n s p o r ta t io n  in ih t s t r u c tu r e ,  w e  h a v e  a sse sse d  th e  p o te n t ia l  

f u tu r e  e f fe c ts  o f  c l im a te  w a r m in g  tre n d s . P r o v id e d  b e lo w  is  a l i s t  ’ f  p o te n t ia l  im p a c ts  to  d e p a r tm e n t 's  

t r a n s p o r ta t io n  in f r a s t r u c tu r e  a n d  o u r  o p e ra t io n s  i f  th e  c l im a te  w a n t i n g  t re n d  c o n t in u e s .

•  A  lo n g e r  s e a s o n a l t r .m s i t io n  p e r io d  f r o m  F a l l  to  W in t e r  a n d  W in t e r  to  S p r in g  m a y  r e q u ir e  a 

d i f f e r e n t  a n d  p o t e n t ia l ly  m o r e  c o s t ly  a p p ro a c h  to  s n o w  a n d  ic e  c o n t r o l .

•  T h e  lo n g e r  s e a s o n a l t r a n s i t io n  m a y  le a d  to  c h a n g e s  i n  w e ig h t  r e s t r ic t io n  p o l ic ie s  -  b o th  in  te rm s  

o f  w e ig h ts  a l lo w e d  a n d  th e  le n g th  o f  t im e  th e  r e s t r ic t io n s  w i l l  b e  in  p la c e .

r I I I , . ‘I'll >yi ./.• i Mi.' f.v ’ M-f.v II/.. >
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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 tliis 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 ice-rich permafrost and will likely require substantial 
rehabilitation/ reconstruction and/or relocation if the warming trend continues.

• Increased 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 of 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 geotechnical approach to prevent impacts 
to the tr ansportation system. Even m less extreme instances, the mud-£low 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 that will require significant rehabilitation/reconstruction and/or relocation if  their 
foundations thaw.

• A number of our public buildings in northern, 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 need 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.

• The continued warming trend will likely result in the mcre^e in erosion of shorelines and 
riverbanks which will impact any facility constructed adjacent to the waterbody.

• Aufeis problems will likely increase as melt water flows out of wanning zones of pemiafrost, 
requiring additional maintenance.

• Glacial fed rivers and streams will likely experience increased flows with the potential for 
flooding and the cutting of new, unanticipated stream channels. 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 die frequency and severity of hoi days could result in more highway and 
airport problems related to asphalt softening and traffic-related pavement damage and rutting.

• Milder winters, with more freezc-diaw cycles, would accelerate road deterioration and 
increase maintenance costs.

' Providing for the safe Movement of people uni! goods and the delivery of slate services
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• If the timing, frec’ency, 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 ^oihierable to accelerated coastal erosion due 
to storm activity and wave action eroding shorelines once protected by shore-fast sea ice. As 
the 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, warming temperatures are altering tire blend of 
vegetative growth on the North Slope of Alaska. Extending this affect to all o f  Alaska leads 
to the conclusion that we may well face increased vegetation throughout our more northern 
a'eas, and face increasing demands for vegetation management that have never cropped up 
before.

• The slowly increasing temperatures being forecast by scientists will allow a variety of 
invasive plants *o prosper in Alaska, which will pose 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 different vehicle mix than has been experienced over the previous 50 years.

• The maintenance and operations fleet is totally dependent on the combustion of diesel - now 
shifting to ultra-low sulphur diesel. When viewing these 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 that have already been affected by 
changing climate conditions. The department is ac'ively involved in planning for designing 
and/or constructing shoreline protection, facility relocation, drainage improvements, and 
permafrost protection measures. We have active projects in Kivalina, Ncwtok, Kotzebue, Nome, 
Unalakleet, Shishmaref, Noatak, Allakaket, and Alakanuk.

To date, the department has not systematically studied the need for or implemented specific 
changes, policies or regulations to addtess the potential effects of climate change. At this point 
in time, we do not have the available data to accurately assess and determine required policy or 
procedural changes. As stated above, climate change can potentially impact the transportation 
infrastructure in a multitude of o'* vs -  melting/wanning permafrost, sea level rise, increased 
river and shore erosion, increased scour of bridge foundations, increased storm frequency and

' P r o v i d i n g  f o r  t h e  s a f e  m o v e m e n t  o f  p e o p l e ,  e n d  g o o d s  a n d  t h e  d e l i v e r , '  o f  H o l e  s e n U e s  "
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intensity, and increasing temperatures. We need to increase the collection and density of data 
ranging from stream flow records, precipitation and other weather related data records, 
geotechnical and foundation information, hazards mapping, and other hydrologic data. Our 
engmeering staff needs the appropriate level o f  data to predict and determine more effective 
approaches for adapting to changes in climate. As an example, increased precipitation and 
runoff, storm intensities, and sea-ice 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 wifi continue to address the impacts of climate change as they occur and will 
continue to investigate alternative design, construction, and maintenance techniques to address 
the changing environment that we work in. Right now we need accurate data to be able to design 
for futuie impacts to our transportation assets. By partnering with the University of Alaska and 
other State and Federal agencies we 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 futuie impacts o f  climate change.

Leo von Scheben, P.E., L.S., M.B.A. 
Commissioner

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

' ProvidingJar the sofa movement of /wapiti and goutis and iho delivery of Hah- uwwo "
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Representative Craig Johnson 
State Capitol, Room 126 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Representative Craig Johnson,

The board of the Alaska Association of Conservation Districts (AACD) voted to 
support House Bill 330 (1ID 330):

“An Act relating to management of noxious weeds and invasiv . !ants; 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 plants, reducing forage and wildlife 
shelter, altering ecosystems and in some cases permanently changing environmental 
conditions. Worldwide, estimated annual costs for invasive species are SI 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 litis a unique oppotlunity 
to avoid losses in resource production and costs o f  management that other states such 
a.s Montana are experiencing.

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

A la s k a  A s s o c ia t io n  o f  C o n s e r u a t io n  D i s t r i c t s

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 ensure that the appropriate state 
agencies, producers of natural resources and experts in the field of invasive plant 
management are cooperating in planning for invasive plant management and 
developing inter and intra-agency policy changes.

MB 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. 
When applying for federal assistance, local efforts will benefit from a statewide 
strategic plan as it will demonstrate state commitment and cooperation with local

I IB 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.

efforts.

Sincerely,

V 'U  '•*
l-.ric Wade
Executive Director
Alaska Association o f  Conservation Districts
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Alaska Conservation Alliance
U n i t i n g  f o r  A l a s k a  S F u t u r e

February 15. 200S

Reprcsenlali ve Johnson 
State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99S01

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 slates have been hard hit with the impacts o f  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 o f  this bill, I would like to 
respectfully suggest the following additions in order to 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. While herbicides can be effective at managing 
invasive plant species they do contaminate soil 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 be 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 of noxious weeds and invasive plants based on resources including a least 
toxic approach to control and eradication, and priorities identified by the board in 
consultation with federal, state, municipal, and public groups, including the conceptual 
design fo ra  national Harlx 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 invasr e plants. More importantly including 
this policy directive will ensure that we don’t exchange one set of environmental 
problems for another.

I'd Mo\ mtrnnu. Vacln.rage AlasLi *W5Ki Ph. v07.25s.al 71 I ,i\ yi)?,2;Ls.ni 77
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Second, the definition of invasive species should be amended so that it does not include 
species natural northern migration due to the effects of global climate change. As 
w arming increases, a species former range may be extended northw ard; as such, it does 
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 MB 330. This bill will help get us ahead of a troublesome and expensive curve. It is 
in the best, common interest o f  Alaskans. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely
✓ _y /  .4 /

/•'S x'*-' ^ s f

Kate Troll 
Executive Director
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COOPERATIVE
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A l a s k aDEC

I n v a s i v e  P l a n t s
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

•  A n n u a l  d a m a g e  f r o m  i n v a s i v e  s p e c i e s  w o r l d w i d e  i s  

e s t i m a t e d  a t  $ 1 . 4  t r i l l i o n  -  5 %  o f  t h e  g l o b a l  e c o n o m y .

•  I d a h o  i s  e s t i m a t e d  t o  s p e n d  $ 3 0 0  m i l l i o n  p e r  y e a r  o n  

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

O n e  w e e d  -  s p o t t e d  k n a p w e e d  -  n o w  c o s t s  M o n t a n a  

o v e r  $  1 4  m i l l i o n  p e r  y e a r  a n d  c o v e r s  o v e r  5  m i l l i o n  

a c r e s .  I n  A l a s k a ,  t h i s  s p e c i e s  h a s  b e e n  f o u n d  a t  o v e r  

t e n  s i t e s ,  f r o m  K e t c h i k a n  t o  A n c h o r a g e .

• T h e  n u m b e r  o f  n e w  i n v a s i v e  p l a n t s  f o u n d  i n  A l a s k a  

c o n t i n u e s  t o  r i s e  e a c h  y e a r .

A d d r e s s i n g  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  N O W  w i l l  y i e l d  b e n e f i t s  f o r  

y e a r s  t o  c o m e .

ill. • • *. ;. i t * !. '! '  ' ■
1



I n v a s i v e  P l a n t s
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 recenl years, well established and 
expanding populations of 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 (liis situation NOW will yield 
benefits fo r  years to come.

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

However, a small subset of 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 lloal ponds, trails and i iveis) as 
they move materials and goods.

Invasive p lan ts th rea ton  riparian  a re a s  and  the sp e c ie s  
that d ep end  up on  them , ________

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

ccosvstems by displacing native plants, 
reducing wildlife forage and shelter, 
altering ecosystem dynamics, and in some 
cases permanently changing environmental 
conditions.

• Annual damage from invasive species 
worldwide estimated at SI.4 trillion.

• Idaho is estimated to spend S3(K) 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 h a s  been lound at over It) s ite s  from 
Ketchikan to Anchorage.

• The number of new invasive plants found in 
Alaska continues to rise each year.

• Many ol the invasive plants in Alaska are 
not yet widespread and can Ire controlled 
quickly and cheaply by taking action NOW.

J a p a n e s e  kno tw ead  tak ing ove r a sa lm on b e rry  patch in 
Ju n e au . AK



A l a s k a — T o D o  L is t

Prevention
There are many ways that invasive seeds 
and plant materials are introduced to Alaska. 
Educating land managers, industry, and the 
public about the introduction and spread 
of invasive plants will pay huge dividends 
in protecting property values, agriculture, 
industry, wildlife, and wild lands. The adage, 
“An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of 
cure” is especially true for invasive plants.

Regulations for Alaska 
The State Division of Agriculture is now 
considering adding new species to the 
prohibited weed seed list. CNIPM* supports 
more extensive changes to the regulations that 
will belter serve Alaska’s natural resources, 
agriculture, horticulture, tourism, fisheries, 
and Mher industries. The current regulations 
have not been changed since 1983. It is time to 
update the laws for Alaska's future.

Early Detection System 
Create a system for rapid identification of new 
invasive species so that they can be controlled 
quickly and effectively.

Ponding
In Alaska, no state agency currently has the 
funds or staffing to adequately address this 
emerging resource issue. We support the 
development of an Invasive Plants Program 
for Alaska to prevent the explosion of invasive 
plants that now plague the other states. Alaska 
must have, a stale program in order to obtain 
federal funds available under the Federal 
Noxious Weed Act.

Control of invasive plants 
Facilitate greater cooperation among land 
owners and agencies to develop the Ivst 
Alaska specific control strategies for the 
invasive plants of greatest concern.

Educati.ig  A la sk an s  abou t the th reat o f invasive p lan ts .

S u m m a r y
Alaska is in a unique position to avoid the 
enormous costs of widespread invasive plants, 
now impacting all 48 contiguous stales and 
Hawaii. Early intervention in Alaska can 
prevent the deterioration of the state’s wealth 
of natural resources. The increasing impacts 
of invasive plants on agriculture, subsistence 
resources, fisheries and tourism industries, 
urban areas, wildlife and ecosystems require 
coordinated prevention and control actions 
on the part of all agencies, partners and the 
public. Prevention and early eradication have 
repeatedly l>een shown to be far cheaper and 
more effective than large-scale control efforts 
once populations have gotten out of hand.

M o re  I n f o r m a t io n ______________________

Ja m ie  Nielson Glno G razlano
CN IPM  - Chair CN IPM  - Vice Chair
Invasive Plant Program Invasive Plant Program
University of A K  Fairbanks Alaska Association of 
Cooperative Extension Service Conservation Districts 
(907) 7X0-631.’? (907) 354-1227
e-mail: tfjmnfn uat.eilu e-mail: cwmarh ak net

• The Alosku C o m m it tee  for N oxious a n d  
Invasive Plant M an a g e m e n t  (CNIPM)
. 1 group of professionals and individuals from to n  35  
dilh'tcnl Slate and lot a l o iganiza lion dtitens groups, 
and federal a,gender was treated in 2000. I he veai ty 
mnferent es no iv draw 120+ pat in ipants, and the 20l)r> 
confcrenee tuts opened by the Mayor o f Anchorage

A f rm h .1 f ' c - in n i i l l o o  ror M o x iO i t s  . n u l  i n v . V i i v o  I " ,m l  I . I . i . i . i v i o tm M t
I s s i i o  /  i. o r  2 1 ) 0 /



S T A T E  &  P R I V A T E  F O R E S T R Y

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

U S D A

N o x i o u s  a n d  i n v a s i v e  p l a n t s  
a r e  a  p r o b l e m  i n  A l a s k a ,  h u t  
l a 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  t o  k e e p  it 
f r o m  g r o w i n g  i n t o  a n  
u n m a n a g e a b l e  o n e .

m

B io lo g is ts  a n d  la n d  m a n a g e rs  
th o u g h t  A la s k a 's  re m o te n e s s  
o f fe re d  p r o te c t io n  f r o m  th e  

in t r o d u c t io n  o f  n o x io u s  a n d  in v a ­
s ive  p la n ts . I Io w c v c r ,  th e  s ta te  n o w  
h as w e ll-e s ta b lis h e d  in fe s ta t io n s  o f  

seve ra l in v a s iv c s , in c lu d in g  C a n a d a  
t h is t le  ( C i r s i u m  a r v e n s e ) ,  W h i t e  
s w c c tc lo v e r  ( M c U l o t u s  a l b a ) ,  J a p a ­

nese k n o tw e e d  
( P o l y  g u  11 u r n  

c u s p i J a t u m ) ,  

a n d  b ir d  v e tc h  
( V i c i a  c r a c c a ) .  

T h e s e ,  a lo n g  
w i t h  o th e r  in v a ­
s iv e  s p e c ie s ,  
n o w  th re a te n  to  
in v a d e  A la s k a ’ s 
fo re s ts , r ip a r ia n  
a re a s , a n d  i t s  
n o n f o r e s t e d  
w e tla n d s .

In v a s iv e  p la n ts  are  aggressive  n o n -  
n a t iv e  p la n ts  th a t  h a v e  been  in t r o ­
d u c e d  w i t h o u t  th e  in s e c t p re d a to rs  
a n d  p la n t p a th o g e n s  th a t  h e lp  keep  

th e m  in  c h e c k  in  t h e i r  n a t iv e  h a b i ­
ta ts . N o x io u s  w eeds  are  .1 su b se t 
o l  in v a s iv e  p la n ts  le g a lly  d e f in e d  
b y  e a ch  s ta te  o r  p ro v in c e .

Cooperative Effort
A la s k a  is in  a u n iq u e  p o s i t io n  to  

k e e p  its  in v a s iv e  p la n t  p r o b le m  

f r o m  g r o w in g  in t o  a n  e c o lo g ic a l 
q u a g m ire .  T h e  c o s ts  c a n  b e  lo w  it  
w e q u ic k ly  id e n t i f y ,  c o n t r o l  a n d /  
o r  c ta d ic a te  in fe s ta t io n s .

In  2 0 0 0 , s ix  s ta te  a g e n c ie s , e ig h t 
fe d e ra l a g e n c ie s  a n d  m a n y  n o n ­

g o v e r n m e n t a l  o r g a n iz a t io n s  in  
A la s k a  b e g a n  w o r k in g  to g e th e r  to  
a d d re ss  th e  in t r o d u c t io n  o f  in v a  
s iv e  a n d  n o x io u s  p la n t  s p e c ie s . 
U n d e r  a m e m o r a n d u m  o f  u n d e r ­
s ta n d in g ,  th e  a g e n c ie s  d e v e lo p e d  a 
p la n  a n d  la id  th e  g r o u n d w o r k  f o r  
c o o p e ra t iv e  su rve ys , e d u c a t io n ,  p re ­
v e n t io n ,  c o n t r o l ,  a n d  e ra d ic a t io n  
o f  in v a s iv e  p la n t  spec ies . H ie  F o r­

est I le a l th  P r o te c t io n  P ro g ra m  o f  
S ta le  a n d  P r iv a te  F o re s try  has .1 n e w  
e m p h a s is  t o  h e lp  a d d re s s  in v a s iv e  
p la n ts .  T h e  p ro g ra m  has p ro v id e d  
$ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0  t o  a cce le ra te  th e  e x c e lle n t 
c o o p e ra t iv e  e f fo r t s  a lre a d y  u n d e r ­
way. T h e  p ro g r a m  fo c u s e s  o n  th e  
f o l lo w in g  f iv e  areas:

Inventory and Monitoring
H ie  c o o p e r a t in g  a g e nc ies  a rc  f ir s t  

fo c u s in g  0 1 1  in v e n to r y ,  u s in g  u n i ­
f o r m  f ie ld  s u rv e y  p ro to c o ls  a n d  re­

p o r t in g .  W e  are  a ls o  d e te r m in in g  
h o w  b e s t to  m e rg e  e x is t in g  d a ta ­
bases in t o  .1 s ta te w id e  G e o g ra p h ic  

I n f o r m a t io n  S y s te m  (C jIS ) in v a s iv e  
p la n t  la y e r  th a t  w i l l  h o ld  e x is t in g  

a n d  fu tu r e  w e e d  s u rv e y  in f o r m a ­

t io n .  S ta te  a n d  P r iv a te  F o re s try  is 
p r o v id i n g  see d  m o n e y  f o r  t h e  
p r o je c t .  T h e  A la s k a  G c o s p a t ia l  

D a ta  C le a r in g h o u s e ,  o p e ra te d  b y  
th e  U S  G e o lo g ic a l S u rv e y , is a lso  
c o o p e r a t in g  in  th e  e f f o r t .

S ta te  a n d  P r iv a te  F o rc s t ty  is a lso  
p ro v id in g  fu n d in g  to  th e  In te g ra te d  
Pest M a n a g e m e n t  P ro g ra m , a p a r t  
o f  th e  A la s k a  C o o p e ra t iv e  E x te n ­
s io n  S e rv ic e , l o r  in v a s iv e  spec ies  
su rv e y s .1 a c i t  a

U S  D E P A R T M E N T  O f  A G R IC U L T U R E  * F O R E S T  S E R V IC E L O K s

lird vetch (Vicia emcca) crawling up 
ind over planted spruce along ino 3ewai d highway in Anchorage (Fholo 
'>• Michael Rasy)



T h e  in v e n t o r y  e f f o r t  in  
2 0 0 2  w i l l  b e  n e a r  A n c h o ra g e  
in  s o u t h - c e n t r a l  A la s k a .  
A n c h o ra g e  is th e  s ta te ’s m a ­
j o r  p o p u la t io n  c e n te r  a n d  
o n e  o f  th e  p r im a r y  lo c a t io n s  
fo r  in v a s iv e  p la n t  in t r o d u c ­
t io n s .  In s ’c n t o r y  w o r k  w i l l  

..Iso  c o n t in u e  in  th e  D e lta  
J u n c t io n  a n d  F a irb a n k s  areas, 
a n d  w i t h in  A la s k a 's  n a t io n a l 
p a rk s . D a ta  f r o m  th e s e  n e w  
a n d  c o n t in u in g  s u rv e y s  w i l l  
b e  a d d e d  t o  t h e  n e w  
" in v a s iv c s "  G IS  la ye r. T h e se  
in v e n to r ie s  w i l l  h e lp  d ir e c t  
i n v e n t o r y  d o l l a r s ,  g u id e  
e r a d ic a t io n  e f f o r t s  
a n d  w i l l  s e rv e  as a 
p r in c ip le  m o n i t o r in g  
t o o l .

L e t l :  Japanese knotwi ud 
( P o l y g u n u m  c u s p i d  a h  m) 
found in an estuary on 
the Tongass Nalional Forosl In SE Alaska. 
( P h o t o  b y  B r a d  

K r i e c k h a u s )
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t r i c t  ( C h u g a c h  N a ­
t io n a l  F o re s t)  to  c o n ­
t r o l  a n d  e r a d ic a t e  
in v a s iv c s  b e fo re  th e y  
r e a c h  t h e  r e c e n t ly  
d c g la c ia tc d  m o ra in e s  
o f  E x it  G la c ie r

4 )  a ro a d s id e  d a n d e ­
l io n  p u l l in g  p ro je c t  in  
D e n a l i  N a t io n a l  P a rk

F u r th e r  in f o r m a t io n  
o n  th e  A la s k a  in v a s iv e  
p la n t  n e t w o r k  is  
a v a i la b le  o n l i n e  a t
wwwjnvasivespccie5.gov/
g e o g /s ta le /a k .s h tm l

A b o v e ;  Canada thistle 
( C u s i j m  a r v e n s o )  in a 
Anchorage city park, 
most likely brought in 
with tree plantings 
( P h o t o  by C o r l e n o  R o s e )

Education
W e b - b a s e d  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 i a l s  

a b o u t  s p e c if ic  in v a ­
s ive  p la n ts  in  A la s k a  
a rc  b e in g  d e v e lo p e d .

T h is  in f o r m a t io n  w i l l  
h e lp  la n d o w n e rs  re c ­
o g n iz e  a n d  w o rk  o n  
c o n t r o l l in g  a n d  e ra d i­
c a t in g  in v a s iv e  s p e ­
c ie s . A  w e b -b a s e d  t ie ld  g u id e  t o  
n o x io u s  a n d  o th e r  w eeds o f  A la s k a  
w i l l  b e  c re a te d  t o  assist th e  g e n e ra l 

p u b l ic  as w e l l  as th o s e  d o in g  th e  

in v e n to r ie s .

Coordination
S ta te  &  P r iv a te  F o re s try  fu n d s  a rc  

b e in g  used  in  s u p p o r t  o l  an in v a ­
s ive  p la n t  spec ies  c o o t d i t i . n o :  ss 11 o  
w i l l  fa c i l i ta te  in f o r m a t io n  e x ch a n g e  
b e tw e e n  agencies. A  s ta te w id e  s tee r­
in g  c o m m it te e  m a y  be s e i~ iip  to  

s t re a m lin e  d e c is io n  m a k in g  across 
ag e n c ie s .

Research
O n c e  th e  p r e l im in a r y  in v a s iv e  

p la n t  in v e n t o r y  w o r k  h a s  b e e n

i AJJ

A b o v e :  Flower of Bird 
vetch ( V i c i a  c r a c c a ) .  the 
plant sho-wn in Ihe photo 
on the front of this slory

c o m p le te d ,  l i te ra tu re  sea rches a n d  
researc h  w i l l  b e g in  to  d e te rm in e  th e  
b e s t t re a tm e n t  o p t io n s  f o r  th e s e  
in v a s iv e  p la n t  spec ies  in  A la s k a .

Eradication and Control
S e ve ra l e ra d ic a t io n  p ro je c ts  a te  

a lre a d y  u n d c r v  iy ,  in c lu d in g :

1) a Ja p a ne se  ;n o tw c e d  e ra d ic a ­
t io n  p ro je c t  o n  B a ra n o l Is la n d

2 ) a w h i te  iw x : t d o v e r  t r ia l  c o n ­

t r o l  p ro je c t  a lo n g  th e  S lik in e  
R iv e r , W ra n g e ll D is t r ic t ,  T o n -  
gass N a t io n a l  F o re s t

3 ) a c o o p e ra t iv e  p r o j c i .  b e tw e e n  
K e n a i F jo rd s  N a t io n a l  P ark 

a n d  th e  S e w a rd  R a n g e r  D is -

Above: While sweetclover (Melilotus alba) 
found along the road in Denali Nalional 
Park (pholo by Roseann Densmore)

P a rtn e rs  in  th is  P ro je c t

•  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e ,  A l a s k a  R e g i o n ,

S l a t e  a n d  P r i v a t e  F o r e s t r y

• T o n g a s s  &  C h u g a c h  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s

•  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  

• U S  F i s h  a n t i  W i l d l i f e  

• A U s k a  D i v i s i o n  o f  F o r e s t r y  

• A l a s k a  D i v i s i o n  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  

• A l a s k a  D e p t ,  o f  F i s h  8c G a m e

•  A l a s k a  D e p t ,  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n

•  U S  G e o l o g i c a l  S u r v e y

•  B u r e a u  o f  1 - a n d  M a n a g e m e n t

•  N a t i o n a l  P a r k  S e r v i c e

• N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s  C o n s e r v a t i o n  S e r v i c e  

• S o i l  a n d  W a t e r  C o n s e i v a t i o n  D i s t r i c t s  

• U . S .  D e p t ,  o f  D e f e n s e

To Find Out Mono
M ic h a e l S h e p h a rd , E c o lo g is t  
F o re s t S e rv ic e , A la s k a  R e g io n  

SscPF, F o re s t H e a lth  P r o te c t io n  

P h o n e : 9 0 7 -7 4 3 -9 4 5 4  
E -M a i l :  m s l ie p h a r d A fs . lc d .u s
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W hen is erad ication  of exotic pest plants a realistic goal?
M. Rejmdnek1 and M. J. Pitcairn2 

‘Section o f Evolution and Ecology, University o f California, Davis, CA 95616, USA.
California Department o f Food and Agriculture, Integrated Pest Control Branch,

3288 Meadowvicw Road, Sacramento. CA 95832, USA

A b s t ra c t  Using a unique data set on eradication attempts by the C a lifo rn ia  Department o f  Food and Agricu ltu re on 18 
species and 53 separate infestations targeted fo r  eradication in the period 197 2 -2 000 , we show that professional erad i­
cation o f  exotic weed infestations sm a lle r than one hectare is usua lly  possib le. In addition, about 1/3 o f  infestations 
between 1 ha and 100 ha and 1/4 o f  ii fcsiations between 101 and 1000 ha have been eradicated. H owever, costs o f  
eradication projects increase dramatically . W ith a realistic amount o f  resources, it is very un like ly  that infestations 
larger than 1000 ha can be eradicated. E arly  detection o f  the presence o f  a t  invasive taxon can make the d ifference 
between being ab le  to em ploy o ffens ive strategics (erad ication ), and the necessity o f  retreating to a defensive strategy 
that usua lly means an infinite financia l commitment. Nevertheless, depending on the potential impact o f  individual 
weedy species, even infestations la rger than 1000  hectares should be targeted fo r  eradication clTon or, at least, substan­
tial reduction and containment. I f  an exotic weed is already widespread, then spccics-spccific b io log ica l con tro l may be 
the on ly  long-term  effect ivc method able to suppress its abundance ove r large areas.

K e y w o rd s  Costs o f  eradication; ea rly  detection; eradication e ffo rt ; exotic pests; in itial infestation; invasive p lants; 
noxious weeds.

INTRODUCTION

Many contro l methods and their combinations (usua lly  
involving mechanical, chem ical, and biological means) arc 
availab le to managers fo r containing, contro lling , o r eradi­
cating harm fu l alien plants. However, sound management 
strategic; demand an ob jective means fu r setting p rio ri­
ties. Undoubtedly, exotic tnxa with large-scale environ ­
mental impacts ( ‘ ' f ra i is fo n w V ' sec Richardson or u/. 
20IK); Rejmdnek e t u i .  2 0 0 2 ) shou ld alw ays be targets fo r 
control and eradication. Hut when is complete eradication 
a realistic g o a l' There are numerous examples where small 
infestations o f  invasive plant species have been eradicated. 
These include Silvhum marionum on Santa Harhara Is ­
land and Ostcvspctvumfivuanum on Santa C ruz Island, 
Califo rn ia (Junak e/ir/. 199.3; Junak pets, s o n u n ), h u n i r i j  
p h a s e o h n d v s  m Galapagos (S o ria  r t  n t . 2 0 0 2 ). and nine 
spec ie s  on  R a n g ito to  Is la n d  (W o tL - r s p o o n  and 
Wotherspoon 2 0 0 2 ) I here are a ls o  severa l encouraging 
examples where vv idesprcad alien an im als have been com ­
pletely eradicated (Dahlstett and Garcia l9S 9 ;C hapu isa tu l 
Durnaud 1995; I ’ rtddel or <//. 2 0 0 0 ; m ore examples arc in 
this vo lum e) Can equa lly  widespread and difficu lt alien 
plants a lso  be eradicated? We try to answer this question 
by using a unique data set on exotic weed eradication at­
tempts by the C a lifo rn ia  Department u lT o o d  and A g ri­
culture.

th e  C a li fo rn ia  D epartm ent o l F o od  and A gr.cu ltu rc  
(C D FA ) is actively invo lved in preventing the establish­
ment and invasion o f  “ noxious weeds "  I lie Food  and 
Agricu ltural Code o l (  a lifo rm a defines u noxious weed is 
'any plant species which is. o r is liab le  to be. detrimental 
or destructive to agricu lture, silv icu ltu re , o r  important na­
tive species, and d ifficu lt to con tro l o r eradicate "  Each 
noxious weed is given a pest rating ( A. It , C . or O ) which 
indie ales the inos; appropriate action to be taken again -t it

(O 'C onn e ll 19 9 9 ). An “ A " rated weed is subject to action 
by the C D FA  and County Agricu ltu ra l C om m iss ioner O t- 
llcos including eradication, quarantine, containment, re­
jec tion  o f  shipments, o r  other ho lding actions. A " B "  rated 
weed is subject to State action on ly  when found in a nurs­
ery ; otherwise action is at the discretion o f  the loca l County 
A gricu ltu ra l Comm issioner. A "C "  rated weed is not sub­
ject to Slate action other than to provide fo r general c lean­
liness in nurseries, otherw ise action is at the discretion o f  
the loca l County Agricu ltural Commissioner. Those vv eeds 
that are widespread and can no longer be eradicated are 
usua lly given a "C "  rating. A weed is rated "Q "  vv hen it is 
new ly detected and seems like ly  to significantly impact 
agriculture. These weeds are treated as "A ”  rated until 
they are fu lly  evaluated. Currently , there jr e  128 plant 
species that tire listed as "n ox iou s " by CDFA  4 5  ate "A "  
rated, 55 ate "H "  rated, 24 arc " C "  rated, and 4  are "Q "  
rated.

Eradication and other actions directed at "A "  rated weeds 
ate perform ed by personnel in the Integrated IV s l C ontro l 
Branch o l  ( DFA  a rd  the County Agricu ltu ral C om m is­
sioner U lfic e s  who work c lo se ly  together n> detect and 
eradicate exotic weeds state-wide When a new infesta­
tion o f  an "A "  rated weed is detected, the site is visited 
and si/c o f  the infestation is delim ited Two estimates o f 
infestation si/e , net and gross, are obtained. G rosv in fes­
tation si/o  is the area ove r which the weed is distributed 
S'et infestation st/e is the area to which treatment is actu­
a lly  applied. G ross infestation s i/e  is the area that must be 
surveyed m return trips, fo llow ing  contro l treatments

I rad ii atioit e ffo rts consist o f  a scties o f con tro l treatments 
to the infestation ove r severa l years C on tro l treatments 
iiiu  include her hi vide applications, cu ltivation , rem ova l 
o f  m ti aed sod , and mechanical remov al I or large in fes­
tations, a crew o f  w orkers is required; for sm a ll m fcsta-

Pugos J-tOJM In Voildi, C H and Clout. M It (oils) turning t/m Iktn tho i maication of invtaiw Ipecms lUCN S3C Invoxrva 
S|k<< it-h 0{».< latut Group IUCN, Gland SwUortand and Cnmhrldgo UK.
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lions , on ly  one individual may complete the work. F o l­
low ing initial treatment, the site is visited several limes to 
examine the area for regrowth o r seedling recruitment. This 
e ffo rt is repeated until no plants arc found in subsequent 
visits. Eradication is considered successful when no plants 
arc recovered from  the initial infested area fo r  three con­
secutive years.

To date, 14 exotic weeds have been successfu lly eradi­
cated from  C a lifo rn ia : whitestcm d is ta ff thistle ( C a n h a -  
11111* l e u c o c t w l o x ) , dudnim  m elon ( C u c i i m i x  n w l o  var. 
M a i m ) ,  giant dodder ( C i i s c u t a  iv / l c x a ) , serrate spurge 
t E u p h o r b i a  s e r i a l  a ) ,  Russian sa lttrec ( H a l i m o d c m l r i t n  
h a l o d c n d m i i ) ,  blueweed ( H c l i a m h u s  c i l i a r i s ) ,  tanglehead 
( H c i c m p o f ’ o n  c o n t o r l u s ) , creeping incsquitc ( P r o x o p i x  
x  I  t o r n  h u l  i / e r a ) ,  h c a r t lc a f  n ig h tsh ad e  ( S o l a t i u m  
c a r e l i o p h y l l u m ) ,  l o r  re v 's  n ig h tsh ad e  ( S o l a t i u m  
d i m i d i a t u m ) ,  Austrian peawecd ( S p h t ic m p h y x t i  x a l s u l a ) ,  
w ild  m a rig o ld  ( T a f f i e s  m i n i t i a ) ,  S y ria n  beancaper 
( / y g o p h y l l u m  f a h a ^ u ) ,  and meadow sage ( S a l v i a  v ir y a la )  
(O 'C onne ll 1999 ). W ith thccxccption o f t  ucwwV(K>tmd 
32 ha), a ll gross infestations were sm alle r titan 10 ha and 
most o f  them were sm a lle r than one hectare when they 
s ere detected.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Complete in form ation on eradication e ffo rt was obtained 
fot 53 infestations o f  IS  "A "  rated species (Table I ) C'DI A 
biologists assigned to the Detection and Eradication D is­
tricts fo r the State o f t  a lifo ra i.i. CDFA , provided the data.

Fo r eacli weed infestation, the fo llow ing  in form ation was 
obtained: ( I )  size o f  infestation a t k r  delim itation (both 
net and gross area), (2 )  date first found . (3 )  total number 
o f  visits to the site to date, (4 )  e ffort per infestation (number 
o f  person hours devoted to the site to date, including travel 
time to and from  the site), and ( 5 )  current status o f  the 
infestation. The duta arc summarised in this contribution.

RESULTS

Hie relation between the mean eradication e ffo rt (w ork  
hours) and five initial gross infestation area categories is 
summarised in Table 2 and Fig. I . The good news is that 
professional eradication o fcxo tic  weed infestations sr ..illc r 
than one hectare is usua lly possib le. Furthermore, about 
1/3 o f  a ll infestations between I ha and 100 ha and 1/4 o f  
infestations between 101 and 1000 ha have been eradi­
cated. Costs, however, increase dramatically. (An approxi­
mate estimate o f  direct costs in U S D  can be obtained by 
m ultip ly ing work hours in Fig. I and Table 2 by U SD 96 ; 
this includes salaries, cost o f  transportation, and cost o f  
herbicides and equipment). W ith a realistic amount o f  re­
sources, it is very un like ly that infestations larger than 1000 
ha can be eradicated.

Interestingly, in the first fou r infestatinn-sizc categories, 
w here at least some eradications were successful (Tab le 
2 ), mean eradication e ffo rt per infestation is consistently 
greater lo r ongoing pro jects than to r eradicated infesta­
tions. th is indicates that, in general, completed eradications 
were not su c c s s fu l because o f  the greater e ffo rt.

T ab le  1 L is t o f  “A'' r a te d  w e e d s  In  C a li fo rn ia  f o r  w h ich  e ra d ic a t io n  In fo rm a t io n  w a s  o b ta in e d .

Scientific name Common name No. infestations I ndicated ongoing

lerrestri.il species

.f//;wg/ p s c u d a l h a y t  

( i m i n u s  m i l a n *

( . ' t m a n n a  d i f f u s a  
t i  ■ m a u r n i  i h r r i i  i l  
C r n i a i t r r a  m a c u l o s a  
t iftf/i/m (n hroLcntmm 
C i h  u n it s  m c l o  var d t u l a i m  
C i i x s h i a  r e j lc x a  
E u p l i o r h i a  r s u l a  
I  h i l l  m o d i  i h t n m  l u i h n i t  n d r o r i  
L  m a r i a  a n y u s t i f o h a  

>sp. a a l m a m  a  
( f f i o j - o r d u m  a c a m h i n m  
t h i n p o i d i a n  d l y r u  it m  
E c y a m a n  h a r m , d a  
I ' h y s a f f i  v u c o * a  
S a l a d , t  d a m a i t , rut

eamclthom 
musk thistle 
diffuse knapweed 
Iberian thistle 
spotted knapweed 
vcllow spine thisilc 
dudaint melon 
giant dodder 
leafy spurge 
Rossi,to sail tics ’  
Dalmatian loadllas

scotch thistle 
IUyri.u i thistle 
h.irtnel
ground cherry
Damascus saltwort

13

I 4 
h I 
5 1

I H 
I rt 
I 1 
III 
I it

fi'7 
<i I 
it 2 
I ii 
li I

Aquatic species

I h d u l l a \ c r t u  t l o t . i  

. t l h r n a n l l i e r a  p h d i n c t v i d r s

hydnlla
iilligaiorwccd I 2

250



Rejm anek and Pitcairn: W hen is eradication a realistic g oa l?

Another con founding factor cou ld  be a bias created by 
differences in species representing small and large in fes­
tations. This w ou ld  be particu la rly  serious i f  large infesta­
tions consisted o f  m ore persistent species than sm a lle r in­
festations, However, the trend remains the same even within 
individual species (F ig  2 ). F ina lly , while the eradication 
e ffo rt increases with (he area o f  infestation, the effo rt per 
hectare decreases at the same time (Tab le 2 ). This sug­
gests that even infestations o f  > 1000  ha could be eradi­
cated, but the eradication e ffo rt per hectare would have to 
be greater. It is important to point out that a ll three suc­
cessful eradications o f  g ross infestations > 100  ha ( Table 
2 )  rep re sen ted  r c la t iv c ly - s m a ll net a reas ( L i n t i r i a  
i t H g u U i f a l i i r .  0 .4 9  ha; O n u p o r d u m  a c a n t h iu n v . 0 .20  ha; 
P h y s a l l s  v i s c o s a : 0 .9 2  ha).

DISCUSSION

Obviously , a substantial increase in resources fo r exc lu ­
sion and early detection o fc x o tic  weeds would be tin must 
profitab le investment. W ithout any data, or based o il scry 
lim ited data, others (A u ld  r r  <;/. 1987; Chippendale cited 
in Hobbs and Humphries I ‘>95: C ook andSc ltcrfie ld  I ‘>‘>6; 
Hraithwaitc and T im m ins 1999 ; Panctta 1999; Smith f t  
i l l .  1999 ; W eiss 1909 ) a lready made this point. Su rp ris­
ingly, however, practical implementations are still very rare. 
We suggest that in a ll concerned countries, teams o f  p ro ­
fessional botanists shou ld  be created fo r rapid detection 
and assessment o f  new infestations o fc x o tic  plants. T arly  
detection o f  the presence o f  an invasive and harm ful taxon 
can make the difference between being able to em ploy fea­
sible o ffens ive strategics (erad ication ) and the necessity 
o f  retreating to a defensive strategy that usually means an 
infinite financia l commitment

Attempts to eradicate widespread invasive species, espe­
c ia lly  iliosc that do not have any ohv iouscnv ronm en t.il 
impacts i including suppression o f  rare native taxa). may 
be not on ly hopeless but a lso  a svasie o f  time and resouives 
((iio e iu n g  and W olsehke-Uu lm ahn I ‘>‘ >2|. Volunteers and 
donors, w ho wou ld be otherw ise w illing  to participate in

Fig. 1 The dependence of the eradication 
success (%) and the mean eradication effort 
per Infestation (work hours) on the Initial size of 
infestations. Based on the data for eradication 
projects of 18 noxious weed species and 53 
independent Infestations In California (see 
Table 1).

eradication of'se rious pests, may be discouraged by such 
projects.

N everthe less, depending on the potential impact o f  ind i­
vidua l w eedy species, even infestations larger than 1000  
hectares shou ld be 'argcted fo r  eradication e ffo rt, o r, at 
least, substantial reduction and containment. A notable 
exam ple o f a  successful containment is the parasitic weed 
Sirica nsiotit a in parts o f  North and South C aro lina (K a i ­
ser 19 9 9 ). In the 45  years o f  the eradication programme, 
the in itia l gross infestation on 2 0  OuO ktn : was reduced to 
2 8 0 0  iia o f  ve ry  light occurrences. I he cost, however, was 
more titan I 'SD  2 5 0  m illion  <R K. I plce. pets comm ). 
Another exceptionally successful project is the p ractica lly 
com p lete eradication i ‘>8% o f  properties on which it is 
known to occur i o f  Buwtii (Kuclttu) scn/Kimi ove r the past 
eight years in Australia (1 2 7 7  ha: 15 ,516 work hours, R . 
Randa l1, pcrs comm  I

Tabic 2 Areas of initial gross Infostations (at the boginning of eradication projects) of exotic weeds 
In California, numbers of eradicated Infestations, numbers of ongoing projects, and mean eradica­
tion effort for five infestation area categories. The data include 18 species of noxious weedy 
species (two aquatic and 16 terrestrial) representing 53 separate Infestations. NA -  not applicable.

In itia l m tcst.itio iiiha )

I I I l l l d  1 M O D  11)1-1000 I l M l i l

Nu. o i v-r.idic.tted infestations J.1 \ 5 .1 II
No o l ongoing projects i 4 9 10 4

Mean eradication ofVon 1 radicuicd M ISO 1496 184 5 r .

per infestation tw ork  hours) Ongoing 174 277 1577 17 l*>4 42 751

Mean eradication ell'ort 1 radicated NA 807 105 6
per hectare (w o rk  lim its ) ( Ingoing NA 792 M S 2 6 In
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M a r k  E is w e r th ,  R e s e a rc h  A s s is ta n t  P ro fe s s o r  

W a y n e  J o h n s o n , S ta te  In te g ra te d  P e s t M a n a g e m e n t  S p e c ia l is t  

S te v e  L e w is ,  E x te n s io n  E d u c a to r  

L a r r y  H u g h e s ,  D o u g la s  C o u n ty  W e e d  D is t r i c t  M a n a g e r

I .  I n t r o d u c t i o n

T a l l  w h i t e to p  ( L e p i d i i m  l a t i / o / i i m i ) ,  a ls o  

-  k n o w n  as p e re n n ia l p e p p e rw e e d ,  is  a n  a l ie n

w e e d  th a t  is  in v a d in g  w a te rs h e d s  in  N e v a d a  

a n d  th r o u g h o u t  th e  W e s t.  In  N e v a d a ,  

th o u s a n d s  o f  a c re s  o f  ta l l  w h i te to p  in fe s t  th e  

lo w e r  T ru c k e e  R iv e r ,  L a k e  T a h o e , th e  W e s t 

a n d  E a s t W a lk e r  R iv e r s ,  a n d  m " c h  o f  th e  

r ip a r ia n  la n d s  o f  th e  C a rs o n  a n d  H u m b o ld t  

w a te rs h e d s . In v a s io n s  o f  t a l l  w h i te to p  b e g a n  

a lo n g  s tre a m s  a n d  in  w e t  m e a d o w s , h u t  n o w  

ta l l  w h i te to p  is  o b s e rv e d  a t s ig n i f ic a n t  

d is ta n c e s  a w a y  f r o m  th e  r ip a r ia n  a re a s  in  

u p la n d ,  d r y  s ite s  a n d  is  s p re a d in g  to  o th e r  

p a r ts  o f  th e  s ta te .

T u l l  w h i t e t o p  r o o t s  

J o  n o t  s t a b i l i z e  

s t r e a m  h a u l s .

W h e n  t h e y  o r e  

p r e s e n t ,  b a n k s  

e r o J e  m o r e  e a s i l y ,  

p o l l u t i n g  v/ r e a m s  

w i t h  s i l t  i i n J  

J c b r i s

f a l l  w h i t e to p  n e g a t iv e ly  im p a c ts  b o th  th e  

e c o lo g y  a n d  e c o n o m y  o f  a n  a re a , a n d  e v e n *

lu a l l ;  th e  e n t ir e  s ta te  ( Y o u n g  e t  a l . ,  1 9 9 5 ; 

D o n a ld s o n  a n d  J o h n s o n ,  1 9 9 9 ; O ls o n ,  1 9 9 9 ; 

U .S D A ,  1 9 9 9 ; A u to n  e t a l . ,  2 0 0 0 ) .

T a l l  w b i t e t o /  o u t - c o m p c t e s  n a t i v e s ,  f o r m i n g  

m o n o c u l t u r e s  t h i n  e x c l u d e  o t h e r  p l a n t s  a n d  a n i m a l s

I t  c r o w d s  o u t  d e s ire d  v e g e ta t io n  a n d  te n d s  to  

q u ic k ly  fo r m  a m o n o c u l tu r e ,  th e re b y  r e d u c in g  

p la n t  a n d  a n im a l b io d iv e r s i t y .  S in c e  i t  d o e s  n o t  

p r o v id e  g o o d  h a b ita t  / o r  w i l d l i f e ,  i t  re d u c e s  th e  

d iv e r s i t y  a n d  n u m b e rs  o f  a n im a ls  s u c h  as d e e r ,  

e lk ,  w a te r f o w l ,  a n d  o th e r  b ir d s .  In  a d d i t io n ,  i t  

d o e s  n o t  p r o v id e  g o o d  fo ra g e  f o r  l iv e s to c k  a n d  

im p o s e s  c o s ts  o n  fa rm e rs  w h o  m u s t c o n t r o l  its  

s p re a d  in  c r o p la n d s  a n d  p a s tu re s . N e g a t iv e  

e c o n o m ic  im p a c ts  o c c u r  in  tw o  d is t in c t  w a y s .  

F ir s t ,  p r o p e r t y  o w n e rs  a n d  la n d  m a n a g e rs  w h o  

m u s t c o n t r o l  t a l l  w h i t e to p  a re  fo rc e d  to

< r



in c u r  o u t - o f - p o c k e t  e x p e n d itu re s ,  f o r  e x a m p le  o n  

la b o r ,  h e rb ic id e s ,  a n d  r e v e g e ta t io n  n e c e s s a ry  fo r  

s u c c e s s fu l t r e a tm e n t  o f  th e  w e e d . S e c o n d , u n t i l  

t a l l  w h i te to p  is  c o n t r o l le d ,  i ts  p re s e n c e  y ie ld s  

d a m a g e s  ( in  th e  fo rm  o f  fo re g o n e  b e n e f i t s )  d u e  

to  lo s t use s  o f  th e  la n d  (e .g . ,  g ra z in g ,  c r o p p in g ,  

a n d  o u td o o r  re c re a t io n ) .

T h e  f l o w e r s  

o f  t a l l

w h i t e t o p  a r e

d e c e i v i n g l y

b e a u t i f u l .

D o  n o t  l e t  

t h e m  g o  t o  

s e e d .

T h is  s h o r t  m a n u s c r ip t  i l lu s t r a te s  h o w  th e  

c o s ts  o f  t a l l  w h i te to p  c o n t r o l  r is e  as c o n t r o l  

a c t io n s  a re  d e la y e d  a n d  in fe s ta t io n s  g ro w .  

E s s e n t ia l ly ,  h o w  m u c h  w i l l  i t  c o s t  m e  i f  I  t re a t  a n  

in fe s ta t io n  to d a y  c o m p a re d  to  th e  c o s t  i f  I  w a i t ,  

s a y , l i v e  y e a rs  to  t re a t  i t ?  W i l l  d e la y  b e  c o s t 

e f fe c t iv e ?  T h e s e  a re  im p o r ta n t  q u e s t io n s  th a t 

d e s e rv e  s c r u t in y  b y  la n d o w n e rs ,  la n d  m a n a g e rs , 

f u n d in g  a u th o r i t ie s ,  a n d  o th e r  s ta k e h o ld e rs  fa c e d  

w i t h  c o m p e t in g  n e e d s  a n d  s c a rc e  f in a n c ia l  

re s o u rc e s .

F o r  o u r  i l lu s t r a t io n  w e  u se  c o s t  d a ta  c o l le c te d  

fo r  o n e  o f  th e  ta l l  w h i t e to p  c o n t r o l  p ro je c ts  

r e c e n t ly  c o m m e n c e d  u n d e r  N e v a d a ’ s T a l l  

W h i t e to p  I n i t ia t iv e  ( I n i t ia t i v e )  fu n d e d  b y  th e  

1 9 9 9  N e v a d a  S la te  L e g is la tu r e .  T h e  I n i t ia t iv e  

w a s  la u n c h e d  in  2 0 0 0  b y  U n iv e r s i t y  o f  N e v a d a  

C o o p e ra t iv e  E x te n s io n  w i t h  th e  o b je c t iv e  o f  

q u ic k ly  im p le m e n t in g  a s u ite  o f  ta l l  w h i te to p  

m a n a g e m e n t p ro je c ts  th r o u g h o u t  th e  s ta te . W e  

fo c u s  o n  o n e  I n i t ia t i v e  p ro je c t  in  p a r t ic u la r ,  

c o n d u c te d  in  D o u g la s  C o u n ty ,  N e v a d a , b e c a u s e  

c o m p le te  a n d  d e ta i le d  c o s t  d a ta  w e re  r e p o r te d  to  

us  f o r  th a t  s ite . D a ta  in c lu d e d  la b o r  a n d  s u p p ly  

c o s ts ,  as w e l l  as s o m e  l im i t e d  in fo r m a t io n  o n

c a p ita l  e q u ip m e n t  c o s ts . H o w e v e r ,  w e  fo c u s  

o n ly  o n  n o n -e q u ip m e n t  c o s ts  s in c e  w e  la c k  g o o d  

d a ta  o n  th e  l in k  b e tw e e n  in fe s ta t io n  s iz e  a n d  th e  

n e e d  to  b u y  m o re  e q u ip m e n t .  C o n s e q u e n t ly ,  

c o s ts  a re  f ig u re d  c o n s e r v a t iv e ly  th ro u g h o u t .  O u r  

re s u lts  a re  i l lu s t r a t i v e  f o r  a la r g e r  se t o f  s ite s  in  

N e v a d a  a n d  th e  W e s t  th a t  e i th e r  I )  a re  c u r r e n t ly  

in fe s te d  w i t h  ta l l  w h i t e to p  o r  2 )  m a y  l ik e ly  

b e c o m e  in fe s te d  in  th e  fu tu re .

T h e  n e x t  s e c t io n  b r i e f l y  s u m m a r iz e s  o u t - o f -  

p o c k e t  c o s ts  in  th e  f i r s t  y e a r  ( 2 0 0 0 )  o f  th e  

p ro je c t .  T o  i l lu s t r a te  h o w  c o s ts  w o u ld  h a v e  

in c re a s e d  i f  th e  p r o je c t  h a d  b e e n  d e la y e d ,  w e  

c o n c e n tra te  o n  c o s ts  th a t  v a r y  in  p r o p o r t io n  to  

in fe s ta t io n  s iz e . S e c t io n  3 p re s e n ts  th e  im p a c ts  

o n  c o s ts  th a t  w o u ld  h a v e  re s u lte d  f r o m  a d e la y  in  

ta l l  w h i te to p  c o n t ro l .  S e c t io n  4  o f fe r s  c o n c lu d in g  

re m a rk s .

2. Year One Project Costs
T h e  c o n t r o l  o f  t a l l  w h i t e to p  is  n o t  a o n e - t im e  

p r o p o s i t io n .  T h o u g h  c o n t r o l  e x p e n s e s  m a y  he  

h ig h e s t a t th e  o u ts e t  o f  th e  e f f o r t ,  a c t io n s  o v e r  

t im e  a re  n e c e s s a ry  ( f o l l o w - u p  s p ra y in g ,  

re v e g e ta t io n ,  e tc . ) .  F o r  e x a m p le ,  th e  D o u g la s  

C o u n ty  p ro je c t  ( P r o je c t )  o n  w h ic h  w e  fo c u s  is  a 

p la n n e d  te n -y e a r  e f f o r t .  O f  c o u rs e ,  i f  c o n t ro l  o f  

ta l l  w h i te to p  at a p a r t ic u la r  s ite  is  p o s tp o n e d  to  

th e  fu tu re ,  th e  in fe s ta t io n  w i l l  g r o w  a n d  th e re fo re  

th e  c o n t r o l  c o s ts  w i l l  r is e  in  e v e r y  y e a r  o f  a 

m u l t i - p e r io d  m a n a g e m e n t  e f f o r t .  H o w e v e r ,  w c  

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

f i r s t  y e a r  o f  t h e  P r o j e c t ,  s i n c e  c o s t  d a t a  a r e  

c u r r e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  o n l y  f o r  Y e a r  I  ( 2 0 0 0 ) ,  A s  

w e l l ,  e s t im a te d  fu tu re  c o s ts  a re  n o t  a d ju s te d  fo r  

fu tu re  in f la t io n .  C o n s e q u e n t ly ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  

v e r y  c o n s e r v a t i v e  a n d  r e p r e s e n t  a n  

u n d e r s t a t e m e n t  o f  w h a t  m a y  a c t u a l l y  o c c u r .

In  th is  a n a ly s is  w e  lo c u s  o n  w h a t  a re  te rm e d  

v a r ia b le  c o s ts . W e  d e f in e  v a r ia b le  c o s ts  as  th o s e  

th a t v a r y  d i r e c t ly  a c c o rd in g  t o  th e  s iz e  o f  th e  

in fe s ta t io n .  Ih e s e  in c lu d e  e x p e n d itu re s  fo r  la b o r ,  

c h e m ic a ls ,  a n d  se e d  f o r  ro v e g e ta t io n .  W e  

in te n t io n a l ly  e x c lu d e  c a p ita l  c o s ts  a s s o c ia te d  

w i t h  p u rc h a s e  a n d  m a in te n a n c e  o f  e q u ip m e n t  

s u c h  as t r u c k s  a n d  s p ra y e rs  n e c e s s a ry  fo r  

c h e m ic a l a p p l ic a t io n ,  b e c a u s e  th e s e  a rc  f ix e d  

c o s ts  th a t  w o u ld  n o t  in c re a s e  in  c o n t in u o u s



fashion if the infestation were to grow in size. Of 
course, were the infestation to grow sufficiently,

i n v a s i o n sJ" a l l  w h i t e t o p  ir 

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 t ]  a s  1) c o s t s  o f  

c o n t r o l  a n d  Z )  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 .

it would he necessary to purchase additional 
capital equipment at some point. By 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 1 (2000) are 
summarized in Table I. Labor costs, which 
include costs of labor for both control and 
revegetation ($7,325), constitute the largest cost 
category and account for over half the total 
variable costs (SI 2.647). Chemical costs 
($3,635) are the second largest category and 
account for almost thirty percent of the total 
costs. Revegetation (seed) costs (SI.687) are a 
relatively small proportion of the total, hut this 
can vary widely across different project sites and 
in some cases seed costs can be much higher.

Table J. Variable costs for Year I (2000) of the Douglas County Tall Whitetop Control Project.
Cost category Year 1 costs

Labora $7,325
Chemical costs $3,635

Rcvegetation (seed purchase costs) $1,687
Total Year 1 variable costs .$12,647

J Includes labor fo r  chem ica l app lication , hand pu lling , revegetation, mapping, supervis ion/adm in istra tion , and volunteer 
labor. Since vo lun tee r labor (w h ich accounted fo r  an estimated 40  lirs o f  lab o r in Y ear I ) does not im pose ou t-o f-pocket 
costs but neverthe less shou ld  he included in an econom ic accounting fram ew ork because it constitutes an opportunity cost, 
we app ly a conserv ative shadow price o f  S I0 .h r  (equa l lo  about 2S°'o o f  typical h ou rly  app lica to r costs ) to y ie ld  an estimated 
s4 ()0  in vo lunteer lab or.

3. fust Impacts of Delaying the Start of the 
Control Project
In this section we illustrate the impacts on 

Year I project costs that we would see if 
initiation of the tall whitetop control project were 
to be delayed lor between two to ten years 
beyond 2000. It is reasonable to expect the 
Project costs to be affected because we know 
(hat tall whitetop infestations rapidly expand 
when left uncontrolled by humans. At what rate 
would we expect the infestation at the Project 
site to grow if control efforts Intd not been 
undertaken? While there is some uncertainty on 
this point and expansion rates vary according to 
site-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. 
(1990) examined the growth rales 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, w ith relatively high 
rates in early years and lower growth rates as an 
infestation matures. This figure is close to the 
estimated annual average growth (27%) of 
spotted knapweed {Centaurca maculosa) in 
Montana since 1920 (Sheley ct al., 1996). Smith 
et a l. a ls o  note that their projected expansion 
rates for the early years of small infestations are 
in the range of the 60% growth rates found in the 
literature (e.g.. Callihan and Kvans, 1991; Roche 
et al.. 1094).



Given these data, we estimate impacts on 
costs assuming three different annual average 
expansion rates: 10%, 20%, and 30%. These 
rates 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 !0%-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 I 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 I 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 rates of 20% and 30%, respectively.

Table 2. Impact of delaying Douglas County fall Whitetop Project startup on Year i variable costs.
 considering three annual infestation expansion rates.J_________________________________

Project startup year Year 1 Project costs, considering tall whitetop infestation annual expansion ralesF
10% 20% 30%

2000 $12,647 $12,647 $12,647
2002 SI 5.303 $18,212 $21,373
2004 $18,516 $26,225 S36.I21
2006 S22.405 $37,764 S61,045
2008 $27,1 MJ $54,380 $103,165
2010 $32,803 $78,337 $174,350

J C osts are expressed in cu rrent (n o t present) va lue do lla rs  (i.e ., neither a d iscount rate nor a rate fo r  anticipated in fla tion  
are applied to fu tu re cosis as these may be o ffse tting  adjustments).
11 This table i llu s tra te s . »nly how  Y ea r I P ro jec t costs would have increased in the event o f  d e lay  in the P ro jec t 
commencement. Postpon ing  con tro l w ou ld a lso  increase costs in each o f  the otltc r nine yea rs o f  this ten -year P ro jec t, but we 
do not assess the impacts in those yea rs because the necessary data on costs and ta ll whitetop bounce back rates are not yet 
ava ilab le , l o r  this and other reasons mentioned in the text (conservative expansion rate scenarios, om iss ion  o f  capital costs 
lo r weed con tro l and not a llow ing  fo r in fla tion ), the results shown here tend to underestimate the increase in costs that 
w ou ld  result from  a de lay in the P ro jec t startup.

As demonstrated in Table 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 ft 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 control 
efforts for six years would cause Year I costs to 
almost triple, rising from $12,647 in 2000 to 
$37,764 in 2006. An expansion rate of 30% would 
cause Year I costs (six years delayed) to rise 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 for spotted knapweed in Montana over 
the last eight decades (27%). Many invasive

f   ^
T k e  c h  e a p e s t a n d  j 

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 !
\  ___________________ J

species, including tall whitetop, have similar or 
greater expansion rales, particularly in the early 
years o f  an infestation. Figure I illustrates 
graphically the estimated rise in costs as tall 
whitetop control is delayed, assuming our 
“middle" scenario of 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 '• ith 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 ease for federal and slate 
agencies and legislative bodies, counties, 
municipalities, weed districts, irrigation 
districts, watershed management authorities, 
and private producers and landowners. 
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 i> important 
to adopt a dynamic perspective when deciding 
how and when to spend money on invasive 
weed control instead o f  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 to 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 weil within the range of 
data observed 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 factor often.



Do not delay beginning treatment o f tall 
whitetop. Every year 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 first year of the tall 
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 certainly 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

Real e s ta te  is one  o f  the  la rgest 
p u r c h a s e s  a p e r s o n  m a k e s  
in h e r  o r  his l i fe tim e , o f ten  
involving a loan with security  
based  on the purchase  property. 
With so m uch on th e  line, it is 
th e  s e l le r 's  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  to  
r e p re s e n t  the  su b jec t  p ro p e r ty  
accura te ly  so th a t  a poten tia l 
b u y e rs  will know  w h a ts  they  
are  g e t t in g  and  w hat to  e x p ec t  
a f t e r  th e  c l o s e  o f  e s c r o w .  
F raudu len t  m is re p re se n ta t io n  
or om issions place the property  
sellers and  their a g e n ts  in legal 
j e o p a rd y .  I wiil d e sc r ib e  two 
s h o r t  s to r ie s  as  e x a m p le s  of 
disclosur e and  the implications 
w e e d  in fe s ta t io n s  have  on  a 
com m unity .

In California in 1976, a seller 
used  an agent to list his property 
for sa le  - a 3 ,0 0 0  sq u a re  foot 
h o m e  on an acre of land, with 
a pool and  g u e s th o u se .  Shortly 
a f t e r  t h e  n e w  o w n e r  t o o k  
o c c u p a n c y ,  land  s u b s id e n c e  
c a u se d  s izab le  d a m a g e  to the 
driveway. She th en  d iscovered

tha t the floor of the  g u es th o u se  
w a s  n o t  level a n d  t h a t  th e  
d o o rw a y s  w ere  n o t  s q u a r e ,  
w h ic h  m a d e  c l o s i n g  d o o r s  
difficult. The seller had  n eed e d  
to  r e s ta b i l iz e  th e  soil on  at 
least two occasions, which lead 
to  s p e c u la t io n  th a t  th is  w as 
w hat p ro m p ted  the  sale. The 
buyer learned tha t the p roperty  
w as  built u p o n  fill th a t  w as  
n o t  p ro p e r ly  e n g in e e r e d  for 
s tability and  com pac tion .  She 
b ro u g h t suit ag a in s t  the  seller 
and  his a g e n ts  for failure  to 
d isc lose  m aterial d e fec ts  prior 
to the  tim e of sale. D esp ite  a 
cou rt  ap p ea l  by th e  rea lto rs ,  
th e  law w as u p h e ld  a g a in s t  
th e m , and  the  se ller b e c a m e  
in so lv e n t  fo llow ing  th e  first 
judicial decision.

The ca se  m a d e  it c lea r  th a t  
d isc lo su re  r e q u i r e m e n t s  can 
have far rang ing  im plications, 
as  they include any th ing  that 
m ay im pact the  m ateria l value 
of residential property. In 1984, 
a  C alifo rn ia  law w as  p a s s e d

b a se d  on the  case  d esc r ib e d  
th a t  requ ires  full d isc lo su re  of 
all defec ts  m aterially  affecting 
the value of residential property  
t h a t  a r e  k n o w n  o r  s h o u ld  
be know n, to be revea led  to 
po ten tia l  buyers  befo re  sale. 
Weeds can be a part of this. For 
exam ple ,  if a p ro p e r ty  for sale 
is described  as "for horses,"  the 
potential buyer should  know  of 
any  w eeds  toxic  to livestock or 
difficult to con tro l th a t  ex is t  
on the p ro p e r ty  so th a t  they  
can  d e t e r m i n e  if a n y  w e e d  
elim ination work is n e e d e d  to 
m ak e  it su i ta b le  for h o r s e s .  
Realtors w ho re p re s e n t  buyers  
and  sellers are re sp o n s ib le  for 
providing due  diligence to  their 
c l ie n ts  so  th a t  t r a n s a c t io n s  
occur with u n d ers tan d in g  of all 
parties  in m utual tru s t .  Since 
realtors  earn  a p e rc e n ta g e  of 
the  sales  price in tran sac t io n s ,  
it is th e i r  f id u c ia ry  d u ty  to  
p ro v id e  p r o t e c t io n  to  th e i r  
c l i e n t s  a n d  p r e v e n t  u n f a i r  
b u s in ess  ad v an tag e  or fraud. 
California sellers are  requ ired  
by law to  d isc lo se  any  th ing  
a f fe c t in g  th e  m a te r ia l  v a lue  
o f  th e  p ro p e r ty  to  p o te n t ia l  
buyers  prior to sale.

T h e  im m e d i a t e  p ro p e r tV -& -  
n o t  th e  o n ly  la n d  a f f e c t e d  
by th e  p r e s e n c e  o f  w e e d s .  
In M o n tan a ,  a film c e le b r i ty  
c rea ted  conflict with the  local 
c o m m u n i t y  by r e f u s i n g  to  
u se  h e rb ic id es  on his ranch .  
A lth o u g h  Seagal had  filed a 
w e e d  c o n t ro l  p lan  w ith  th e  
County  Agent, he did no t  take  
action to e lim inate  the  w eed s  
on his p ro p e r ty .  A d a m a n t ly
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a g a in s t  u s ing  h e rb ic id es ,  the d i s c l o s u r e  c a n  p o t e n t i a l l y  on  a g iven a c r e a g e  of land, 
c e l e b r i t y  w as  a t  o d d s  w ith  r e d u c e  sa le  v a lue  ( a l th o u g h  Land with high un it  value, or, 
lo n g - t im e  ran ch in g  n e ig h b o rs  likely le ss  th e  c o s t  of be ing  land th a t  can  s u p p o r t  la rge  
w ho  c o n t ro l le d  th e i r  w e e d s ,  sued).  A recrea tiona l land sale n u m b e r s  o f  l i v e s to c k ,  h a s  
He b lo c k e d  o u t s i d e  a c c e s s  in O reg o n  lost so m e  value due  m ore  value . P ris tine  g raz in g  
to  h is w e e d - i n f e s t e d  ra n c h ,  to w eeds ,  devalued  $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0  lands are prized , bu t are  under  
escalating tension  and  isolating off o f  th e  original $2 million co n tin u o u s  th re a t  of invasion 
h im s e l f  from  th e  i ra te  local price. Similarly, g ra z in g  land by n o x i o u s  w e e d s .  If n o  
com m unity . When a new  ow ner in M on tana  has lost sale value m ain tenance  is done  to prevent 
b o u g h t  the  c e le b r i ty ’s ranch , f r o m  S 4 0 0 / a c r e  to  a b o u t  w eed  in fe s ta t io n s ,  eventually  
th e  r a n c h e r s  a s s u m e d  th a t  S 2 0 0 /a c re  d u e  to invasive and  d e s i r a b l e  f e e d  g r a s s e s  a re  
he w ou ld  be j u s t  as  re s is tan t  difficult to  contro l w eed s .  The c r o w d e d  o u t  a n d  t h e r e  is 
and  difficult. The new  ow ner value o f  g raz in g  land is based  le s s  f e e d  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o v e r

tim e . T h u s ,  u n m a in ta in e d  
property  is a  costly nuisance 
for everyone .

While real es ta te  transactions 
c o n t in u e  to  o ccu r  w ithou t 
t h e  d i s c l o s u r e  o f  w e e d  
p ro b le m s ,  it is u n c e r ta in  
if d isc lo su re  re q u ire m e n ts  
will c h an g e  and  ex ten d  to 
e x is t in g  w e e d  v e g e ta t io n  
p r o b l e m s .  In a n y  c a s e ,  
it is b e s t  to  d i s c l o s e  all 
i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  
p ro p er ty  for sale th a t  may 
cause  a c h a n g e  in p roperty  
value. A g o o d  buyer 's  ag en t  
will p rov ide  p ro te c t io n  to  
t h e i r  c l i e n t ’s n e e d s  a n d  
conce rns  by exam in ing  the 
p ro p e r ty  a n d  r e q u ir in g  a 
p ro fe ss io n a l  eva lua tion  or 
in spec t ion  o f  such  th ings, 
similar to a hom e inspection 
tha t is typical prior to sale, 

p r o b l e m ,  e s p e c i a l l y  in I 'l l , ih  i h i I  >i h i it .i l i  S .  t in  The real e s ta te  b u s in ess  is
r a n g e l a n d  m a n a g e m e n t ,  so  u p o n  th e  ab ility  of livestock litigious b e c a u se  o f  the high 
if even  ju s t  one  ranch  ow ner t find a d e q u a te  fo rag e  and  value involved. An experienced  
re fu s e s  to  c o n tro l  w e e d s  on  th e  la n d 's  ab ility  to  s u p p o i t  and  skilled real e s ta te  a g e n t 's  
his p rope rty ,  n e a rb y  r a n o .e r s  g raz in g  long te rm . Ranch land s e r v i c e  is w e ll  w o r t h  th e  
have no  ch an c e  o f  m a in ta in ing  lease s  are  o f ten  d esc r ib e d  in c o m m is s io n  th e y  e a rn ,  b o th  
th e  c o n t r o l  b e c a u s e  o f  r e -  co w -ca lf  un its  th a t  r e p re se n t  for the b u y e r ’s peace  of mind 
in fes ta t ion  at the ir  b o rd e rs .  the  a m o u n t  of feed available an d  the  se l le r 's  p ro tec tion .  *
It is t r u e  t h a t  i n f e s t a t i o n  to su p p o r t  a  cow  a n d /o r  calf

re c e iv e d  a c o ld  w e lc o m e  
from  th e  his n e ig h b o rs ,  bu t 
r e s p o n d e d  b y  a d m i t t i n g  
he  k n e w  n o t h i n g  a b o u t  
ranch ing  and  w ould  suppo i t 
the locals by a s s is t in g  with 
w eed  control.  He c o n d u c te d  
a f u n d r a i s e r  to  b u y  n e w  
w e e d  c o n t r o l  e q u i p m e n t  
for s h a re d  c o m m u n ity  use. 
The new  ow ners  a lso  kep t 
the ir  ranch  open  to  w elcom e 
n e i g h b o r s ,  a n d  a c t i v e l y  
s o u g h t  o u t  th e i r  r a n c h in g  
a d v ic e .  Slowly, th e  loca ls  
c a m e  to  a c c e p t  t h e  n ew  
re s id en ts .

In M o n ta n a ,  w e e d s  w e r e  
th e  s o u rc e  o f  tw o d is t in c t  
n o n - n e i g h b o r l y  i s s u e s :  a 
failure to follow th ro u g h  on 
w eed  con tro l,  an d  rem oving  
a c c e s s  to  t h e  p r o p e r t y .
\A/pprl«; a r p p u n r v n n p ' c

Relatively ben ign , p a m p a s  g rass  "swal­
lows* a  h o m e  in th e  b ackground .  N ox­
ious w e e d s  m ay  c rea te  a  real e s ta te  
d eva lua tion  to  the  im m edia te  la n d ­
ho ld e rs  an d  the ir  a t - r i s k  ne ighbors .
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uy Hu b e r t  Le a v i t 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 a n y  b e l ie v e  that erad icat ion is an  im poss ib le  goa l. 
However , the Ca liforn ia D epartm en t of Food  and  Agricu lture (CDFA) has  
expe r ie n ced  that w eed  erad ica t ion  is in d eed  a ch ie v ab le ,  g iven  the right 
approach . I will here in  i l lustrate s om e  of the pr inc ip les of w e ed  erad ica t ion  
and  out l ine som e  character is t ics of a success fu l erad icat ion program .

m

W ha t exact ly does  erad ica t ion  mean?  It m ea n s  that eve ry  p lant or p lant 
part c a pab le  of reproduct ion is rem oved  from a de f ined  area - the coun ty  

serv ing as  the tradit ional C D F A  area boundary . To contrast e rad ica t ion  with contro l, erad ica t ion  is the rem ova l 
of al l p lants or p lant parts ca p a b le  of reproduct ion, w he re a s  contro l m e a n s  the temporary suppress ion  of p lant 
germ ina t ion , em e rg e n c e ,  or growth suffic iently e n o u g h  so that crop, forest, range product ion , h ig hw ay  safety, 
water m ovem en t ,  or other g oa ls  can b e  a c h ie v ed  for a season . O n c e  erad ica t ion  is a c com p l is h ed , treatments 
ca n  stop; with control, treatments must con t inue  year after year

Fra ilicu lio ii > o n t n u i e i l  m i  p a n e  J

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

* 7  BY R O B IN  M A R U S IH A  A N D  JA N I I U A IU  IA . l ! C  R lV f  k S IP L  r

Ciinlo n A r t i c h o k e  t h i s t l e

T he n am e s  a rtich oke  Ih istle an d  c a rd o o n  
h a v e  lon g  b e en  u se d  in te rc h a n g e a b ly  
w hen  d iscussing the invasive p lant C y i i a r a  
c a r d u n c u l u s i n  C a lifo rn ia  H ow eve ;, th e re  
is a  b io log ica l b a s is  fo r sep a ra tin g  the  two 
c om m on  n am e s , e v e n  though  th ey  a re  
ta x on om ic a lly  in the s am e  sp e c ie s .

C a rd o o n , . i s  s o m e  g a r d e n e r s  kn ow , 
is  a c tu a lly  a n  o ld - fa s h io n e d  v e g e ta b le  
p o p u la r  in Ita ly . In fac t, c a rd o o n  is  a  
h o rt ic u ltu ra l in te rm ed ia te  b e tw een  the  

[ w ild type o f C .  c a r j u n c u l u s  and  its m os t 
d om e s tic a te d  fo rm , the g lo b e  a r tic h o k e  
F ew  peop le  would m istake g lob e  a rtichoke 
fo r its an ce sto r. D om e s tic  a rtic h oke s  a ro , 
in g e n e ra l, c om p le te ly  s p in e le s s  (e x c ep t 

I t ih llc  c o i i l i n i i i ' i l n n '
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Principles o f  W eed  Eradication a n d  C haracteristics o f  a S u c ce ss fu l Eradication Program
Weed eradication programs are most 
effective at the "pioneer" stage of 
weed invasion. Non-native weeds
can be thought of as invaders. A 
new weed can move from an alien 
situation (outside California's borders) 
into the state via various pathways,
Man-made vectors include car and 
truck traffic, aircraft, boats and ships, 
pack an imals , and hikers; natural 
vectors may bear alien plants on 
wind, rivers, streams, waterfowl, and 
wild life. Once introduced, the new 
weed forms "pioneer" populations: 
populations that are relatively small 
ar.d not yet a permanent feature of 
the plant community. Many weed infestations probably die out 
at this stage from natural causes, such as competition from 
native vegetation. However, a small number of new weeds 
have the biological and agronomic ability to adapt and grow 
well in their new home, and they begin to proliferate and 
overcome the native vegetation. This is the "colonisation” 
stage. If nothing is done to stop ihe spread of the v/eed, 
it eventually becomes a part of the state's ecology in an 
"establishment” stage (see Figure 1).

The appropnate weed control strategy depends upon the 
stage of invasion of a new weed. When the weed is alien, 
outs ide Ca liforn ia , prevention and exc lus ion strategies 
are appropriate 3nd usually effective. These include Ihe 
Cal.fornia Border Stations that intercept truck and trailer 
traffic, and in some locauons passenger car traffic, to inspect 
for agricultural products that could bring unwanted insects, 
diseases, and weeds into the state. Once a weed has entered 
the pioneer stage of invasion, the most appropriate control 
strategy is eradication. It is at this stage, and the beginnings 
of the colonisation stage, that eradication techniques have a 
reasonable chance of being successful. Once well in io the 
colonization stage or beginning of the establishment stage of 
invasion, weed populations are loo large and widespread for

eradication, and control strategies 
must be adopted. (See Figure 1).

Road* iire prime vectors for weed s/>mul. Here, 
Scotch broom overhangs a mountain road.

The smaller the original population, 
the g re a te r  the l ik e l ih o o d  of 
eradication success. As the World 
Conservat ion Union states in its 
guidelines, "The best opportunities 
for e ra d ic a t in g  or co n ta in in g  
an in vas ive  spec ies  are in the 
early stages of invas ion , when 
populations are small and localized' 
( IUCN  2006). R e jm an ek  and 
Pitcairn (2002) studied the history 
of successfu l weed  eradication 

projects by the CDFA  (Table 1) and 
concluded that, With the exception of Cucumis [dudaim 
melon) ... all gross infestations (that were successfu lly 
eradicated] were smaller than 10 ha and most of them 
were smaller than one hectare when they we re detected" 
(Rejmanek and Pitcairn 2002).

In addition to the successfully completed eradication programs 
listed in Table 1, the CDFA also has many on-going weed 
eradication programs, inc lud ing hydrilla, a ll igatorweed, 
wormleaf salsola, Scotcl thistle, and camelthorn. Based on 
this experience, I believe that weed eradication programs 
can be divided into three phases, as follows: the "discovery ’ 
phase, the "control” phase, and the "eradication” phase.

The discovery phase starts with the first discovery of a 
new  weed in Ca liforn ia, and can usua l ly  be descr ibed 
by a popula i ion that is limited in area, but growing and 
spreading, with many pioneer populations around the main 
infestation. This phase usually requires treatment with a low 
cost weed control method that can be applied over a larger 
area Herbicide use is Ihe most common treatment for this 
situation, although some mechanical treatments may also 
be effective.
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The control phase starts after weed 
control treatments begin and the initial 
population beg ins to dec l ine . Small 
pioneer populations are controlled or 
eradicated. As the number of plants 
declines, weed control treatments need 
to become more directed. Spot sprays 
of herb ic ides and hand removal may 
become effective treatments. In the 
eradication phase, only isolated plants, 
zero plants or plant parts are found. 
This phase requires the use of highly 
directed treatments when these isolated 
plants are detected, making spot sprays 
of h e rb ic id es  and hand remova l of 
in d iv id u a l p lants and  underg round  
plant parts the most commonly used 
techniques.

T h e  e r a d i c a t i o n  p h a s e  is a ls o  
characterized by long term survey and 
monitoring of previous infested sites to 
ensure discovery of any new plants that 
emerge. The level of total effort may not 
decrease in the eradication phase, but 
the bulk of the work shifts from treatment 
of existing populations to survey and 
search for surviving plants or plant pads 
(seeds, tubers).

To be successfu l , weed eradicat ion 
requires adequate government authority 
and support of the local community, In 
general, government authonty is required 
to establish quarantine zones and support

erad ica t ion  programs. Q ua ran t in e  
zones are needed to prevent movement 
of a new weed into non-infested areas, 
hut also to ensure that new introductions 
are not being made into an area with ari 
active eradication program. Government 
support of erad icat ion programs is 
generally necessary for two reasons; 
first, the complete removal of all plants 
or plant parts from even a small area 
often requires considerable costs, which 
indiv idual landowners are usually not 
will ing or able to make; and second, all 
infested propedies in given area must 
cooperate with the eradication effod 
if it is going to succeed. It makes no 
sense to eradicate a given weed from 
one property only to allow it to grow and 
spread unimpeded across the fence.

The California Legis lature has given 
the CDFAauthority and responsibility to 
eradicate noxious weeds from California. 
The Legislature has specifically named 
two weeds in the Food a n d  Agriculture 
C o d e  to be eradicated hydril la and 
camelthorn (Food and Agriculture Code 
Sections 7303 and 6048, respect ive ly) 
The Legislature has given the CDFA  
authority to control or eradicate other 
w eeds  (Food and Agricu lture C o d e  
Sect ions 403, 5004, 5021-5027) and 
those weeds are named by regulation 
(California Code of Regulations Title 3 
Section 4500.) In addition, the CDFA

acts on beha lf of the United States 
Department of Agriculture in the control 
and  e rad ica t ion  of federa l ly  l isted 
noxious weeds within the state.

To carry out the responsibility to control 
and eradicate noxious weeds, the CDFA 
classifies weeds according the actions it 
intends to take (CDFA 2006). The CDFA 
considers all listed noxious weeds to be 
a threat to the ecology and/or economy 
of Ihe state. The CDFA rates weeds in 
four classes: A, B. C , or Q. For A-rated 
weeds, the CDFA considers them, based 
on survey information available, limited 
in extent of infestation - roughly at the 
"pioneer" or early ' colonization” stages 
of invasion. A-rated weeds are subject 
to statewide eradicat ion and cannot 
be sold by plant nurseries or in other 
channe ls of trade. B-rated weeds are 
more widespread in distribution at the 
"colonization" or early "establishment” 
stages of in vas ion . B-rated w eeds  
are subject to local eradication, at the 
d iscretion of the county Agricultural 
Commissioner, and cannot be sold by 
plant nurseries. C-rated weeds are 
generally w idespread and subject to 
local control activities. The Q  rating is 
a temporary rating and the CDFA treats 
these weeds as A-rated weeds until 
a full risk analysis can be completed 
This rating system may be refined in 
the near future, but the essential goal 
of rating weeds according to the size of 
the infestation and potential risk/impacls 
to agriculture and the environment will 
remain.

T h e  C D F A  h a s  fo und  that lo c a l  
community support is vital to the success 
of an eradication program. Community 
g ioups include, but are not limited to, 
Nalive American tribes, environmental 
groups, fishing, hunting, boating and 
other outdoor recreational enthusiasls, 
and local city and county governments. 
The CDFA  conducts extensive public 
ed u ca t io n  and ou treach to exp la in  
its actions and the reasons for those 
actions, including the consequences ol 
inaction. The CDFA has found that local 
commun it ies can be very supportive 
of e rad ica t ion  programs once  they 
understand the rationale behind them.H c r l ' i i  l i l t "  i i i i i i s  I n  c o n t r o l  i i i t i l  r c i h n r  o  u r a i  u l  a  s p a i f n  ' • t ic
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Noxious Times

In ad d it io n  to au thor ity  and  lo ca l 
c om m u n i t y  support , a s u c c e s s fu l  
e rad ica t ion  effort needs  an on-the- 
g ro u n d  p rog ram . B a s ed  on the 
CD FA  exper ience , I can define four 
components lo such a program: early 
detection, rapid response, environmental 
compliance and monitoring, and long­
term comm itm en t . Early detect ion 
means finding a new weed as early 
in the "pioneer" stage of invasion as 
possible, which requires constant survey 
of high-risk areas (highways, airports, 
marinas, campgrounds) by as many 
eyes as possible, ircluding help from the 
public to see and report a new weed. A 
botany laboratory must be maintained by 
CDFA to correctly identify any suspect 
new  weed . Rapid response means 
that the CDFA and landowners bring all 
appropriate resources to bear against 
the new introduction in a timely manner, 
w h ic h  may necess ita te  that p lans , 
required permits, and funding sources 
be identified ahead of time. Appropriate 
control strategies must be implemented, 
usua lly  inc lud ing, but not limited to, 
h e rb ic id es  and m echan ic a l control. 
E n v ir o nm e n ta l  c om p l ia n c e  m ea ns

that the treatment program must be in 
compliance with all environmental laws, 
including the California Environmental 
Quality Act, and Ihe federal Endangered 
Species Act. The CDFA has a policy of 
conducting an environmental monitoring 
program  for all of its e ra d ic a t io n  
programs, including monitoring foliage, 
soil, air, and water, depending upon the 
nature of the treatment program, Long­
term commitment means that funds and 
manpower must be dedicated to follow 
up survey and treatment for several 
years after the last plants are detected 
to ensure that hidden seeds or tubers 
don't germinate, become established, 
and start a new introduction.

In con c lu s io n , I b e l ie v e  that weed  
erad ica t ion  is an a c h ie v a b le  goa l. 
The CDFA has been conducting weed 
eradication projects for decades, with an 
Impressive track record. The key is to 
detect new weed introductions as early 
as possible, especia lly in the “pioneer" 
phase, respond rapidly with appropriate 
w eed  contro l te chn iq ues , ma in ta in  
environmental compliance, and follow 
up with surveys and treatments for the 
long-term. *>

R E FE R E N C E S

C D F A  2 0 0 6 .  T h e  C a l i r o r n la  
Department o f  Food  and Agriculture 
Action O riented Post Rating System , 
C a li fo rn ia  D e p a r tm e n t o f  F o o d  
and Agricu ltu re , S ac ram en to , CA 
9 5 8 1 4 . www.cdfa.ca.Qov/phoos/ipc/ 
encycioweedia/winfp_wccdratinas, 
blm

IUCN  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 SE D  
BY  ALIEN  INVASIVE S P E C IE S  6. 
Eradication and Contro l. IUCN SSC  
Invasive Spec ies  Specia list G roup , 
G land, Sw itzerland and Cambridge 
U K . w w w .iu cn .o ra /th em e s /s s c '

R e jm a n e k , M and  M .J . P itca irn  
2 0 0 2 .  W h e n  is  e ra d ic a t io n  o f 
exotic pest p lants a rea listic goa l? , 
p a g o s  2 4 9 - 2 5 3 .  In V e itch . C .R . 
and C lout, M .N. (e d s .) Turning the 
Tide: the e rad ica tion  o f  invas ive 
s p e c ie s .  IU C N  S S C  In v a s iv e  
Spec ie s  Spec ia list G roup , G land , 
Sw itze rland and  C am bridge , UK. 
www.issg.Qfo/EradtcaLhtm l

A q uarium  a n d  Pan J  P lants o f  the  World: A n  interactive identifica tion  a n d  in fo rm a tio n  g u id e

An upgrade from slower and often confusing paper keys, 
the CD-ROM Aquarium and Pond Plants ot the World (2004) 
offers a computer-based guido to identify over 125 common 
aquatic plants by floral and vegetative characteristics. 
CDFA's Shaun L. Winterton, an insect biosystemalist, 
created the program under the joint sponsorship between 
the USDA and APHIS.

The identification key runs on the Lucid3 player, easily 
downloaded during CD  installation The key is available 
online at www lucidcentral.org. All plant profiles Include color 
photographs and/or illustrations ol a larger si^e and number 
than traditional paper keys can accommodate. While the 
online key offers immediate access, there is an advantage 
to ordenng the CD . For one thing, internet connection is not 
required after downloading Lucid olayer, and the CD  also 
runs an easy stop-by-step tutorial on how to best use the 
kt?y tor first l ime users, which is lacking online. Furthermore, 
the CD  contains information such as the Federal Noxious 
Weeds List, a glossary, a weed profile browsing section, and 
a list of some water-tolerant terrestrial plants commonly sold 
for aquariums.

Initially designed as a diagnostic tool for regulatory officials 
needing to quickly and accurately identify and screen aquarium 
plant imports, Aquarium and Pond Plants of Ihe World is a 
useful tool for anyone interested in aquatic plants - including 
researchers, botanists, nursery managers and wholesalers.

Winterton and Lucid plan to expand and upgrade the second 
edition of the key with over 140 genera, which will be available 
online Inter this year at www.lucidcentral oro.
To request a CD  copy of this product, fax Terrence Walters. 
Lucid Coordinator at (970) 482-0924, or write him at:
USDA APHIS PPQ CPHST
2301 Research Blvd. Suite 108, Fort Collins, C O  80520 ❖

/ '     -

Interested in more plant identification CD-ROMs? 
See also “Grass arid Grass-Like Weeds ol 

J California" and “Broadleaf Weeds of California" at | 
^w\vw,<xil-iPcorq/resources/booksnnd£di/m.(jQx.phi}.j
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E c o n o m ic  E ffec ts  on  Invas ive  W e e d s  o n  L and  V a lues  
( from  a n  A g ricu ltu ra l  B a n k e r ’s  S ta n d p o in t)

C h a r le s  W e is e r

From : Exolic Pests o f Eastern Forests, Conference Proceedings - April 8 -1 0 ,1 0 9 7 . Nashville. TN, Edited by: Kerry O. Britton, 
USDA Forest Service & TN Exotic Pest Plant Council

The year was 1954, four young 4-H members were traveling to a livestock judging workout. Ben 
Barrett, the county agent, stopped the car and escorted the young men to a weed patch located on 
the ad jacent railroad right-of-way. "Take a g oo d  look-this is  leafy spu rge . If y ou  e v e r  s ee  it in 
y o u r  area, let m e  know . It Is a lm os t im p o s s ib le  to contro l."

My next encounter with leafy spurge cam e in the spring of 1963. As Assistant Ward County Extension 
Agent. I became 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 lo 10 actes in size. These patches were in road ditches, cou lee  bottoms, and fence 
lines.

The coun ly  agent and myself used square rod demonstration plots and personal contacts lo try and 
conv ince  landowners to organize a control program. W c  had very little success.

The  excuses were many:

1. It's too expens ive; the state shou ld pay the bill;
2 It cam e in a long the railroad; they shou ld c lean it up;
3. What's Hie 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 are relatively c lean loday.

By 1972 (10 years later), Ihe acreage infested in Ward Coun ly  had doub led to around 4,000 acres 
There was now som e spurge in all 57 townships in Ihe county. The concern level of Ihe 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 1982 (10 years later), the acreage doub led again lo around 8,000 acres. The county 
comm iss ioners were considering scrapping the control on roadsides; they had not seen very much 
done  on  Ihe private land, and wondered why they were spend ing money on road ditches if the 
ad jacent landowners didn't do anything. At tho same time, the state legislators changed the weed 
laws, a l low ing count ies to levy 3 mills of property tax to be used for weed control. In addition, tho 
Legis lature appropriated state funds wh ich were d iv ided among the counties wh ich levied tho 3 mills. 
Tho combinat ion of county and stale funds could be used lo cost sharo spurge control on private 
lands.

This cost share approach on private lands was instituted in 1983. In my county and state, funds cover 
70% o l the cost. The landowner pays apprximately 30%.

The acreage of leafy spurge continued to incroaso to a high of around 12,000 acres in I990

http:/. ww\v.invasi ve.org/SyiuposiumAveiser.hlml 7/l/2(iH7
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After watching control results from1983 to 1990, more and  more farm operators took part. Estimated 
acreage infested in 1994 showed a drop to around 10,000 acres of wh ich 8,000 had control measures 
applied .

O ver 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 estimatsd 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 n n u a l  Grazing Land  Im pact  in North Dakota

Grazing Acres 1,426.000
Infested Acres 625,900
% Infested 5.48%
Lost AUM's of Graz ing 459,000
Value lost AUM's 6,876,000
Lost expenses & re'urns 17,317,000
Direct econom ic  impacts 24,193,000
S eco id a ry  (econom ic impacts) 53,989,000
Comb ined  econom ic  impact 78,182,000

A n nua l Wildland Im p ac ts  In North Dakota

Wildland acres 4,899,000
Infested acres 350,300
%  Infested 7.15%
Reduction soil water conservation 514,100
Reduct ion wildlife recreation 2,111,600
Direct econom ic  impact 2.625,700
Secondary econom ic  impact 5,291.000
Total e conom ic  impact 9,790,000

A n nua l im pac t on  g raz in g  $78,182,000
A nnual im pac t  o n  w ild lands  $9,790,000
Total: $87,972,000

Take this annual loss over 10 years and Ihe resulting comb ined  loss is staggering!

Now. let's look at tho eifects of this weod on land values.

The bas ic va lue of any in come producing investment is based on the projected income (low the 
investment will produce. This holds true for stocks, bonds, land, apartment build ings, etc.

II (ho income stream shrinks, so does the va lue (price) of Ihe investment. Likewise, if income streams 
increase, so does tho va lue of the investment.

http://www.iiivasivc.ornL/Symposiuni/wciser.litnil 7/1/2007
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Alien plants wh ich invade native grazing lands, all affect carrying capacity negatively. They crowd out 
productive and usab le forage plants lowering carrying capacity. As carrying capacity shrinks, so does 
the income stream. As in come streams shrink, so does va lue of the asset.

R em embe r the 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 ne ighbors purchased the 
ranch in 1975, at full market value. Farm Credit Serv ices financed the purchase. W ithin three years, 
they had deeded back most of the pasture land lo Farm Credit Serv ices and were financia 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. H e said his knowledge of sa les indicated that this type 
of pasture should have sold for $100 to $(25 per acre. Because of the lowered carrying capacity due 
to leafy spurge, Ihe price dropped to $40/acre. Jeff, a lso related that he was surprised it was that 
h igh . By the time it was sold, much of the pasture was 100% covered by spurge.

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

Another documented case cam e from Klamath County, Oregon. In the year 1988, a 1,360 acre ranch 
was  taken over by the county to cover unpa id taxes caused by unproductivity because  of leafy 
spurge. Estimated va lue for similar c lean land was $125 to 5150/acre. ($170,000 to $204,000).

T he  county put the ranch up for sale with m in imum bids set at $17,000 for taxes due . The first try at 
sell ing failed with bids be low that level. Eventually , it was sold to a party who lives in California for 
$27,500, with the stipulation he had to control the spurge. In 1995,1 ca lled Franc is Roberts, the 
coun ly  weed  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 
560,000 through 1994 (6 years) on control measures. The weed supervisor indicated he has a 
serious problem and has m ade  little headway in control. This drop in value from $170,000 to $27,500 
shows a loss of approximately 83% in va lue on this ranch.

As an agricultural lender, I am  interested in the longterm values of my collateral. Most agricultural 
loans run for terms of o wer 10 years up to 20 lo 30 years. *f my collatfc'al va lue dec l ines due lo 
invas ive alien weeds , m , loan may be  in jeopardy. Likewise, reduced income due  to a l ien invasive 
weeds lowers income from the land. This lower income will affect the borrower’s abil ity to repay Ihe 
loan.

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

All invasive weeds cause  loss of native plants and changes in wildlife habitat. Losses of desirable 
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 wetland degradation due to purple loosestrife.

In some areas, nox ious Invasive weeds are an out-and-out eyesore. They cheat us of the 
surroundings we once found a pleasure lo behold.

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

The bottom line is n 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 involvement.

You, as 'and managers , cannot stand by and let a l ien woods continue to expand their range because 
it is "loo" expens ive to control them.

im|>://www.invasivc.org/Symposium/\vcisoi,.lttnil 7/1/2007
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The h ighest cost you will ever pay is the lost income and drop in va lue as the alien plants lake over.

The lowest cost is for early and continued control at first appearance . That first S1 spent on small 
patchs will save in come , land va lues, and the extremely h igh costs of control later!

There is an old Ind ian proverh. "We don't inherit the land from our ancestors, we borrow it from our 
children."

L iterature C ited

Leitch. Jay A., F. Lary Leistrilz, and D ean  A. Bangsund. 1994. E conom ic  Effect of Leafy Spurge in the 
Upper Great Plains: Methods, Models , and Results. Agricultural E conom ics  Rpt. No. 316. Fargo:
North Dakota Agricultural Exper iment Station.
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Alaska Committee for Noxious and Invasive Plant Management

House Resources Subcommittee,

The Board o f  Directors for the Alaska Committee lor Noxious and Invasive Plants 
Management (CNIPM) would like to provide members of 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 of 
invasive species are SIN 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 
other 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, fore ,ry, fisheries, tourism, subsistence 
resources, waterfowl, large and small game, and non-limber forest products such as 
wild berries. All of 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 manageis from state agencies, 
representatives o f  industries affected by the issue and experts in the Held 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 state commitment 
and cooperation with local efforts.

Ffate 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 \ 'ill 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 HB 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 species management 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 of 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 of Natural 
Resources (DNR) Division o f  Agriculture and Alaska Department o f  Fish and Game 
(ADF«5LG), respectively. On the other hand, a single species o f  invasive plant may be 
found growing within the management purview o f  Department of Transportation, 
ADF&G, DNR, and private property holders.

Other states have advised Alaska that, in order for a stale weed board to be successful, 
Alaska needs two things: knowledge o f  invasive plants that occur in or threaten the 
stale, 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 live established Cooperative Weed Management Areas, 
regional groups that coordinate work across jurisdictional boundaries.

The background work lias been done to pave the way for a successful stale 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.

I bank you for your time on this important issue,

CNIPM board 
Jamie Nielsen (Chair)
Gino Gruziano (Vice-Chair)



From: AKCANW IN@aol.com  [ m ailto:AKCANW IN@aol.com ] 
Sent : Thursday, January  31, 2008 9:15 PM 
To: Rep. Carl Gatto
Subject :  Invasive Weeds House Bill 330 

Dear Representative Gatlo

We are Troy and Lori Zaumseil. We have been very active around Alaska on the issue of invasive weeds and we are writing lo 
ask for your support with House Bill 330. This bill addresses the threat to Alaska from noxious, invasive weeds that are 
becoming more and more established in Alaska. Invasive weeds have begun to compromise llsh passage in Alaskan 
waterways, encroach onto agricultural acreage and overtake residential and public land. Each of these has the potential to 
affect Alaska Ihrough lowered property values, reduced wildlife forage ano lower salmon harvests. We know that many 
legislators are talking abou‘ "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 ofhor groups we are explaining that 
enacting this legislation IS the fiscally responsible thing lo do. There is ample proof and forewarning that Alaska WILL incur 
losses a"d expense if we don't address invasive, noxious weeds and address it NOW. We must put the framework in place lo 
prevent and control this threat and minimize these kinds of fosses and resulting unavoidable expense--a formal weed program 
will do that, as well a s  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 advanlage. Representative Craig Johnson has been working with the Committee for 
Noxious and Invasive Plant Management (CNIPM) to develop H o u s e  B i l l  330. Troy and I have been speaking to 
community councils and other groups to make them understand why spending 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 
Ga 'Jens Spring Conference--the threat from invasive weeds is being recognized by citizens all over Ihe slate. Perhaps most 
Important to us is our invitation to speak in Washington D.C. at Ihe National Invasive Weeds Awareness Week. We will be 
Iraveling to D.C. in a couple weeks to address the opening session and meet with Alaska's federal representatives on this 
issue. We want to carry the message that Alaska is lighting the good fight and responding to this threat to her ecology, 
economy and environment. Please add your voice and support to this important legislation and encourage other legislators to 
do the same. The up trout expense is minimal compared to what we stand to preserve in natural resources and save in 
financial losses later.

Thank you for your time and considera'ion.

Troy and Lori Zaumseil

mailto:AKCANWIN@aol.com
mailto:AKCANWIN@aol.com


January 29, 2008

Tr i sh  W u r t z  
P.O . B ox  82864 
F a i r b a n k s ,  AK  99708

D e a r  Ms W u r t z

T h a n k  y ou  for y o u r  c o m m e n t s  r e g a r d i n g  i n v a s i v e  p l a n t s  in A la ska  a n d  
HB330. I t  is c r i t i c a l  t h a t  t h e  p u b l i c  b e  a b l e  to  s h a r e  t h e i r  o p i n i o n s  a n d  
c o m m e n t s  to  t h e i r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  a n d  I t r u l y  a p p r e c i a t e  y o u r  c o m m e n t s .

I n v a s i v e  p l a n t s  a r e  a g r o w i n g  c o n c e r n  for  A la sk a ,  e s p e c i a l l y  w i t h  g lo b a l  
w a rm i n g  a f f e c t i n g  m i g r a t i o n .  T h e  p r o p o s e d  b i l l  p r o v i d e s  a m e a n s  to l im i t  t h e  
p o s s i b l e  d a m a g e .  T h e  bi l l  is s c h e d u l e d  to b e  h e a r d  i n  t h e  H o u s e  R e s o u r c e s  
C o m m i t t e e  o n  F e b r u a r y  11th at 1:00 p .m .  Y o u  c a n  s e n d  a l e t t e r  o f  s u p p o r t  o r  
ca l l  in to tes t i f y  d u r i n g  t h e  h e a r i n g .  I h a v e  a l s o  f o rw a r d e d  y o u r  i n f o rm a t i o n  to 
t h e  C o m m i t t e e  to b e  i n c l u d e d  as pa r t  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  t e s t im o n y  a n d  d e b a t e .

As a m e m b e r  o f  t h e  H o u s e  R e s o u r c e t  C o m m i t t e e ,  I w i l l  d e l i b e r a t e  t h e  bi l l  a n d  
I w i l l  t a k e  y o u r  c o n c e r n s  u n d e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  in  t h e  c o m m i t t e e  a n d  l a t e r  o n  
t h e  H o u s e  F loor .

I  a lw a y s  e n j o y  l i s t e n i n g  to F a i r b a n k s a n s  a n d  w i l l  w o r k  h a r d  fo r  o u r  c i ty .  
P lease  fee l  f r ee  to  c o n t a c t  m e  if I c a n  be  o f  a n y  a s s i s t a n c e  in t h e  fu t u re .

W o r k i n g  h a r d  for F a i r b a n k s  f am i l i e s ,

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  S c o t t  K aw a s a k i  
D is t r i c t  9 F a i r b a n k s
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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 are 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 lahd 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,

I ifA.

Trish Wurtz 
Box 82864

M  CC L O  U s  t j O U  Fairbanks, AK 99708
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I |Cp»\ United SlatesU nited  S la te s  F o res t
D e p a r tm e n t  o f  S erv ice
A g r ic u l tu re __________________

A laska  Reg ion S la te  <& P r iv a te  F o re s t ry  
S301 *C’ S t r e e t ,  S u ite  20^ 
A n c h o ra g e ,  A K  99503-3956

File C ode : 3400
D ale :  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 lo assume that funding will be different from previous years. In Fiscal Year 2007, the 
Alaska Region of the Forest Service was allocated $243,000 for invasive plants manag'.ment on 
non-federal lands. All of 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 cooperators, 110 acres o f  treatment were planned for 
accomplishment.

1 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 at 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,

Acting Director, State & Private Forestry

ec: Jeanne Ostnes

C a r in g  for  Ihe L a m l anti S e rv in g  People fow led on ftoy tfod  P



We are Troy and Lori Zaumseil. We live in Anchorage, we are Alaskans and we believe there is 
a crisis looming that threatens every aspect of what makes Alaska unique in all the world. Every 
day noxious, invasive plants are encroaching more and more into the eco-system of Alaska- 
choking, diminishing and forever changing the natural make up of our lanc'-the same is 
happening in nearly every other state in the union, costing each of them m llions and millions of 
dollars every year. The good news is that because of Alaska's remote seh'ng, we have the best 
advantage over all those states to prevent invasive plant species infestation. What is completely 
unbelievable to us, is that Alaska has almost no sat .‘guards in place to do this! We are asking 
you as someone who has sworn to protect Ihe ii itcrests of Alaska and her citizens to read on and 
become part ot the solution.

We are far from the most knowledgeable persons on Ihe subject of invasive species and the 
policies that deal with them, but we have become personally impassioned and involved after 
finding 3 plants during ihe course of our spring gardening shopping that were infested with 
invasive species. One of them contained a Canada Thistle, which is listed in Alaska statute as a 
prohibited noxious weed. W j sol qht resolution through Home Depot directly, expecting that they 
would act swiftly and make c- .rrec tions to avoid sanctio. fmm the Division of Agriculture. 
However, Home Depot refu; to 'ake action regarding llv lock in their stores even after we 
notified them of our findings, ;e v n felt we had no choice b u  contact the Department of 
Agriculture and the USDA Stair F'ici.nt Health Coordinator.

What we learned is that wlile there is a statute that has a list of prohibited noxious weeds--that 
list is over 20 years old anu in desperate need of updating. The problem is that what should be a 
simple act ot adding a newly discovered problem plant to the list takes a year or more to happen- 
more than enough tin e for an aggressive invader to be permanently established and on its way to 
costing the stale of A1' ska millicns in futile attempts to control and eradicate. Worse than that, as 
we have come to discover, is even though there is a statute, there is new allowance for 
enforcement, measuring compliance, levying penalties for violations or follow up. So although we 
mad a report lo these state agencies, they are limited by budget, lack of manpower and a 
statute with no real backbone. Essent ally, in this case where a known entry point for a prohibited 
noxious weed is identified, there exists no means of addressing those responsible. The response 
from Home Depot has been almost non-existent and now we see why. This must change!!

There are a lot of dedicated experts putting forth extraordinary efforts to address invasive noxious 
plants in Alaska. They are working on how lo control and eradicate these plants, they are 
spending lime 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 environment, wildlife, 
livestock, property values, tourism and natural habitats. They are all fighting a losing battle if 
Alaska doesn’t step up her defenses on Ihe front end of this problem-PREVENTION. There are 
many slates who have had to accept that millions of acres are just lost to them-over run by Star 
Thistle or Leafy Spurge and olher invasive plants. These states lose hundreds of millions of 
dollars every year fighting to contain further spread, in reduced agriculture production, property 
values lowered, etc. We have found many reports that detail this and can provide many more 
statistics. Experts in the field all agree that prevention, by far, is tho least expensive and most 
effective means of addressing noxious weeds.

To stop invasive species from ever gelling in to Alaska, we r.eed workable laws that allow the 
experts on the subjects to add and subtiact known threats in real time. T ' curront statutes are 
antiquated-drawn up to address agriculture and farming issues in tho sla half a century ago -  
they need to be updated to reflect the current age of retail box stores, mail order nurseries and 
property owners with access to them. Those new statutes must address specific issues and 
penalties for non-compliance. There should be an enforcement office who can field 
reports regarding invasive species and have the authority to act on them, do site inspections at 
retail outlets with Ihe authority to issue warnings and fines if the situation merits and lastly work

Letter to State Legislators



with property owners to control invasive species on their land and stay compliant. Our 
experience with Home Depot is proof positive that big business will not police themselves out of 
concern for OUR natural resources. We have to find a way lo make them care and enforceable 
regulations are the start!!

If prevention costs $1, but fighting the problem after the fact costs $1000, and the dollar isn't 
spent, then there is a failure to protect that financial interest. Please don't let the citizens of 
Alaska down. As someone sworn to protect the interests of the citizens you serve, we are 
bringing the battle to you, please pick up arms and join us in addressing this problem while it 
is the most manageable it will ever be. Each day another plant goes to 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 easier to solve 
than it is today.

We are working to make all Alaskans aware of Ihe changes that need to take place. We have 
been contacted by Ihe Anchorage Daily News and Mother Earth News has expressed an interest 
in having me write about our quest. We find people every day who assumed that there was 
enforcement and safeguards in place to protect Alaska from invasive plants and we are 
determined to find those people 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 on your calendar and we 
look forward to working with you,

Troy and Lori Zaumseil 
9015 Dewberry St 
Anchorage, AK 99502 
907-245-2373
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In v as iv e  w eeds  bill m oves  to  S en a te
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Cheryl writes: W eed warriors, there's good news from Juneau.

Lori and Troy Zaumseil report that 1-LB 330 had its second and third reading on St. 

Patrick's Day on the floor of the House — fitting, since it's such a good green bill -  and 

was put up for full vote, it passed unanimously.

This is the bill that would create a statewide weed coordinator as well as set up a 

program to organize efforts to fight invasive, noxious weeds in our stale.

This would be the first step toward making Alaska eligible for federal funding and 

creating long-term strategies and defenses against the threat.

These aren't innocuous gardcn-variety weeds we're talking about but weeds like the 

river-clogging purple loosestrife that stales Outside have spent tens o f  millions of lax 

dollars trying (mostly unsuccessfully) to eradicate. Or orange hawkweed, which crowds 

out and kills every forage plant around it. They and others like them threaten wildlife 

and salmon and have started showing up in Alaska.

But here, we still have a small window of time to stop them before they establish 

themselves.

Rep. Craig Johnson, R-Anchoragc, spoke briefly on the bill's merits and Rep. Max 

Grucnberg, D-Anchorage, also spoke on its behalf.

Rep Grucnberg noted that he'd received a copy of the noxious weed pocket guide 

available for free at Cooperative Extension Service offices and passed it on to a Master 

Gardener friend. She assured him that these invaders are a serious problem and fighting 

them is worthy ol' his support, and he endorsed the bill prior to the vote.

The measure goes now to the Senate Resources and Finance Committees. II it's passed 

there, it will go to the full Senate for a vote, and if successful, on to Gov. Palin.

All this has to happen before the end of the session, so as Lori says, it's a race against 

time.

Daily News copy cditoi Cheryl Chapman is .i paidener and friend lo all who'vc watched 10 fl its of pansies (on sale!) keel 
and die on the hack porch because (heir bed wasn't ready. Contact tier at cchaimimiM’mln.tom.



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

(907) ‘105-38G7 or 405-2450 
FAX (907) 465-2029 
Mail 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 Slate Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Deliveries lo: 129 6 lh St.. Rm. 329

,M E iU O R A N I) U M l-'ebruary 4, 200S

SUBJECT: Sectional Summary (HB 330) (Work Order No. 25-LS1062\E)

TO: Representative Craig Johnson 
Attn: Jeanne Ostnes

FROM: Alphous Bullard
Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary o f  the above-described bill.

As a preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary o f  a bill should not be considered 
an authoritative interpretation o f  the bill and the bill itself is the best statement o f  its 
contents. If you would like an interpretation o f  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. States that it is the purpose o f  the article to limit economic loss and 
adverse effects lo the state resulting from noxious weeds and invasive plants.

41.10.210 Establishes a Noxious Weed and Invasive Plant Board.

41.10.220. Provides for bojrd membership

4 1.10.230. Establishes that board members are not entitled to compensation other 
than per diem anil travel expenses.

41.10.240. Provides for board meetings

41 10.250. Provides that the board will choose a presiding officer from its 
members

t i l l ) 260 Allows the board to employ staff and contract lor set vices relating to 
mailers u ithin its authority

41 10.270 Establishes the powers jikI 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 lo 
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 within the general fund,

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

41.10.399. Defines terms.

Section 2. Provides for the initial terms of board members.
49*

eT
K v Sec tion 3. Establishes a deadline for the board's first meeting.

Section 4. Instructs the Revisor to amend AS 41.10 to conform -dth 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 j . 10.2S0. Provides that the board inay establish advisory groups.

TLABancd 
08-079 med
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Rep Craig Juhiison <i legis state al: ux

Sponsor Statement 
An Act relating to Noxious Weed, Invasive Plant and Agricultural Pest 

Management and Education 
CS for MB 330

I n  re cent  y e a r s ,  w e l l  e s t a b l i s h e d  a n d  e x p a n d i n g  p o p u l a t i o n s  o f  h i g h l y  i n v a s i v e  p l a n t s  h a v e  b e e n  
d o c u m e n t e d  in  A l a s k a .  T h e s e  s p e c ie s  p o s e  a  s e r io u s  threat to A l a s k a ’ s a g r ic u l t u r e ,  t o u r is m ,  
w i l d l i f e ,  f is h e r ie s ,  l a n d  v a l u e s ,  a n d  s u b s is t e n c e  re sources .  A l a s k a  is  i n  a  u n i q u e  p o s i t i o n  to a v o i d  
th e  s c o p e  o f  p r o b l e m s  n o w  i m p a c t i n g  a l l  1.8 c o n t i g u o u s  stales a n d  I I a w a i i .

M a n y  o f  the  i n v a s i v e  p la n t s  i n  A l a s k a  are  n o t  y e t  w i d e s p r e a d  a n d  c a n  b e  c o n t r o l l e d  r e la t iv e ly  
q u i c k l y  a n d  m o r e  c h e a p l y  by  t a k in g  a c t io n  n o w .  A l a s k a  n e e d s  a n  u p d a t e d  state n o x i o u s  w e e d  li  d .  
u p d a t e d  state r e g u la t i o n s ,  a n d  a d e s i g n a t e d  state a g e n c y  w it l i  the  re so u r c e s  to a d e q u a t e l y  a d d r e s s  
th is  e m e r g i n g  i s s u e .  A  n e e d  ex is ts  to  b u i l d  u p o n  the  strength  o f  e x i s t i n g  p r o g r a m s ,  to im p r o v e  
areas  that are w e a k e r ,  a n d  in tegr ate  efforts in t o  a n  e f f ic ie n t  u n i f i e d  state r e s p o n s e  to  th e  threat.

P r iv a te ,  l o c a l ,  state, a n d  f e d e r a l  o r g a n iz a t io n s  a n d  c i t i z e n s ’  g r o u p s  a re  w o r k i n g  to g e t h e r  to ra ise  
a w a r e n e s s  a b o u t  i n v a s i v e  p la n t s  a n d  k e e p  o u r  c o m m u n i t i e s  i n v a s i v e  w c e d s - f r c e .  R e p r e s e n t a t iv e s  
o f  p u b l i c  a n d  p r iv a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  w it h  a n  interest in  c o n t r o l l i n g  a n d  p r e v e n t i n g  th e  s p r e a d  o f  
n o x i o u s  w e e d s  a n d  i n v a s i v e  p l a n t  c o n t i n u e  to  n e e d  a  m e c h a n i s m  for c o o p e r a t i o n ,  c o l l a b o r a t i o n ,  
a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  s t a t e w id e  p l a n s  o f  a c t i o n  to m e e t  th is  threat.

I h is  b i l l  w i l l  a l l o w  the C o m m i s s i o n e r  o f  N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s  to e m p l o y  o r  a p p o i n t  a  s late  
c o o r d i n a t o r  for n o x i o u s  w e e d ,  i n v a s i v e  p l a n t ,  a n d  a g r ic u lt u r a l  pest m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  e d u c a t i o n ,  
t h is  c o o r d i n a t o r  w i l l  w o r k  t h r o u g h  th e  D i v i s i o n  o l  A g r i c u l t u r e  sta le  d e p a i t m e n t s .  a g e n c y  a n d  
in s t it u t io n s .  T h is  p e r s o n  w i l l  b r i n g  to g e t h e r  t h e  a f o r e  m e n t i o n e d  e n t it i e s  w it h  t h e  I In iv c r s it y  o l  
A l a s k a  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v ic e  a n d  t h e  A l a s k a  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  C o n s e r v a t i o n  D is t r ic t s ,
I l i r o u g h  th is  c o o r d i n a t i o n  the  State  o f  A l a s k a  w i l l  d e v e l o p  a  strateg ic  p l a n .  M o r e  i m p o r t a n t l y ,  a 

start t o w a r d  l i m i t i n g  e c o n o m i c  lo s s  a n d  a d v e r s e  effects  to  the  state's  a g r ic u l t u r a l ,  n a t u r a l ,  a n d  
h u m a n  r e so u r c e s  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  p r e s e n c e  a n d  s p r e a d  o f  n o x i o u s  w e e d s ,  i n v a s i v e  terrestrial a n d  
a q u a t ic  p la n t s  i n  the  state.


