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Composite Strategies A, J: 
• A ‒ Sustaining Forest Resilience 
• J ‒ Improving Age Class Balance 

Overview:  
Vegetation management on the ANF has been more focused on regeneration. Implementation of recent 
decisions will move the ANF towards structural objectives outlined in the Forest Plan. 

What We Have Done: 
Projects, like Salmon East, Bradford Emerald Ash Borer Remediation, Bradford Restoration and Farnsworth, have 
prioritized treatments in areas with substantial forest health concerns, and proposed regeneration treatments 
with the intent of creating early structural habitat that is both more diverse and resilient than the existing 
communities. These treatments, combined with other previously approved regeneration treatments, will be 
moving the ANF towards structural objectives outlined in the Forest Plan. 

Currently, existing early structural vegetation (Table 1) comprises 3.4% of forest vegetation on the ANF (USDA-FS 
2014, pg. 120), compared to a Forest Plan objective of 8% (USDA –FS 2007a, page 11 and 19). 

Table 1. Allegheny National Forest Existing Early Structural Vegetation (7/14/17) 

MA1 Description Acres 

LRMP Objective 
0-20 Year-old Forest 

(Percent) 
Actual 0-20 Year-old 

Forest (acres) 
Percent of MA 
0-20 years old 

1.0 Early Structural Habitat 7,937 20-40% 130 1.6% 

2.1 Uneven-aged 
Management 2,837  12 0.4% 

2.2 Late Structural Linkages 121,176 4-6% Oak, 2-4% non-
oak 1,858 1.5% 

3.0 Even-aged Management 287,380 10-12% 14,443 5.0% 
6.1 Late Structural Habitat 16,421 6-7% 161 1.0% 

 ANF Total 506,474 8% 17,376 3.4% 
 

Regeneration harvest prescriptions underway 

• Approximately 33,365 acres approved for regeneration 
• 13,420 acres of regeneration harvests in projects being analyzed.  

Early structural vegetation (0-20 years old) on the ANF 

• Currently 3.4% 
• Previously approved projects will sustain 4.5 to 6% over the next 20 years.  
• Projects being analyzed and previously approved projects together are projected to sustain 5.3 to 8.8% 

over the next 20 years. 
• Projects currently being analyzed are focused on forest health and stand regeneration, and will 

contribute towards sustained early structural vegetation. 

                                                           
1 The five Management Areas (MA) suited for scheduled timber production (435,751 acres or 86% of the ANF) 
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Additional actions that are in line with some of the other identified strategies 
• The Bradford Emerald Ash Borer Remediation EA included 3,232 acres of treatments in areas with 

substantial concentrations of ash. Treatments were prioritized to focus ANF resources on the most 
operable, accessible, and heaviest concentrations of ash. Greater Stickney included 3,841 acres of 
treatments, and many of these areas contained a substantial component of ash. 

• A professional forestry services contract, to increase the Forest’s silvicultural capacity, was awarded to 
two private consulting groups in the spring of 2017. 

• Staff have been considering site characteristics and treatment history, as well as desirable and 
acceptable outcomes when making decisions concerning removals. 

What We Are Doing: 

• Areas with high concentrations of black cherry to the north and west of Kane that have experienced 
multiple CSSM defoliations have been prioritized; 16,048 acres of common stand exams have been 
awarded, and these areas will be included in upcoming projects. 

• Future vegetation management projects will continue to limit intermediate harvests and focus on 
regeneration in an effort to move each project area towards the desired future conditions outlined in 
the Forest Plan. 

• The ANF would like collaborative efforts to continue, particularly with the development of rotation ages 
and area control models for suitable management areas. These concepts may become integrated into 
next ANF Forest Planning efforts. 

• The ANF would like to establish a collaborative working group to develop, monitor, and share 
information on adaptive silvicultural guidelines to regenerate declining stands.  

Future Considerations: 
Project development, analysis, and implementation are only pieces of the puzzle. We need to improve our 
efficiency in other areas, e.g. consultation with other agencies such as the State Historic Preservation Office and 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, as these also affect project timelines; and because structural changes are 
ephemeral, we need to be consistent in our planning to sustain an even flow of early structural vegetation‒year 
after year after year. 

We also need to continue investigate emerging tools, like the Good Neighbor Authority. Do our neighbors have 
the capacity to assist? And do we have the capacity to handle additional project planning decisions (NEPA)? 
These are just a few of the questions that have not yet been answered. 

Composite Strategy B: 
• B - Black cherry: Develop and sustain short and long-term research strategies to understand and 

manage black cherry health and regeneration challenges and test adaptive management strategies. 

Overview: 
The ANF, the Northern Research Station, State and Private Forestry Forest Health Protection staff in 
Morgantown, WV, and the Pennsylvania Bureau of Forestry are collaborating on a number of projects to better 
understand the changes in black cherry silvics and ecology and to develop appropriate and flexible management 
guidelines for managing stands with substantial components of black cherry trees.  
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What We Have Done: 

Monitoring Black Cherry Overstory Health 

• Monitoring Black Cherry Health on Forest Health Monitoring (FHM) network plots on the ANF – Long, 
Hille, Turcotte and others have remeasured 102 plots with at least 5 ft2/ac of black cherry. They find: 

o Sharp increases in the proportion of standing dead black cherry, to 23 percent of trees ≥ 5” dbh 
in the 2014-2016 remeasurement. Continuous Forest Inventory (CFI) plots remeasured by the 
PA Bureau of Forestry in the same ecoregion show a similar trend, while those measured by the 
PA Game Commission do not.  

o Mortality appears to be higher in lower landscape positions (toe and back slopes) 
o Plots on which cherry was defoliated during the fall webworm outbreak in2011-2013 had higher 

levels of mortality than those that were not defoliated in that outbreak. 
o Crown density and live crown ration of living cherry have decreased since previous 

measurements. 
o Monitoring on these plots has shown presence of spotted wing drosophila, but little is yet 

known about the impact of this on seed production and viability. 

On-going defoliation monitoring 

• The Allegheny National Forest and partners conduct aerial detection surveys as defoliation events 
occur. Most recently, this has meant the 2015-2017 cherry scallop shell moth outbreak, with defoliation 
acres estimated at 57, 49, and 27 thousand acres in 2015, 2016, and 2017, respectively. 

Regeneration Research and monitoring 

• Long-term regeneration studies synthesized informally by Brose and the entire NRS-Irvine Research 
Team appear to show that black cherry seedlings became less competitive with black birch seedlings as 
early as 1995. 

• Black cherry seed production studies conducted by Long involving stands as young as 70 and as old as 
200 suggest that there is an overall decline in the frequency, regularity, and size of black cherry seed 
crops and that older stands produce as much or more seed as younger ones. 

• Black cherry seed establishment studies conducted by Royo and others show that soil pathogens 
(Pythium and Phytytopthora) negatively impact black cherry seedling establishment and survival, and 
that the impact is stronger near mature black cherry trees. 

SILVAH Management Guidelines 

• SILVAH software and training sessions are being updated as research results come in. Regeneration 
stocking standards that reflect the period of high black cherry health, regular and prolific seed 
production, and high competitive status have been withdrawn. New inventory procedures that highlight 
species diversity have been incorporated. Users may set the proportion of regeneration plots that are 
accepted as desirable when dominated by black birch. 
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What We Are Doing: 

Dominance Probability Studies 

• The Oak Dominance Probability Study now being conducted by Brose and funded throughout by the PA 
Bureau of Forestry provides valuable information about the relationships among site, seedling 
attributes, and competitive outcomes of early stand development in oak sites across the state. Nearing 
its 15th year, it provides important insights for the ANF. 

• The Allegheny Hardwood Dominance Probability Study on 9 sites in the Allegheny Plateau region and 
now nearing its 5th year will provide much more information about early stand development in stands 
with high proportions of black cherry. It includes an ANF stand and 8 stands on other ownerships in the 
ecoregion. 

Fertilization Studies and Monitoring 

• Operational Fertilization Monitoring conducted by Long and Ristau is assessing the seedling growth 
response in stands treated operationally with 200 and 400 lbs. of nitrate nitrogen per acre. Shelterwood 
seed cut stands and post-overstory removal stands are included. Preliminary results suggest that red 
maple benefits from these treatments when present in shelterwood seed cut stands and that black 
cherry benefits in post-overstory removal stands. 

• Deposition Replacement Fertilization Study conducted by Ristau and Long is assessing seedling and 
overstory responses in stands treated annually with nitrate nitrogen in amounts that result in levels 
provided by acid deposition at its peak in the late 1980s. It is too early to report results from that study. 

Quantifying and Treating Black Birch Interference in Developing Stands 

• A new study recently funded by the PA Bureau of Forestry to be conducted by Brose and Dave Jackson 
will quantify the quantity of black birch stocking associated with inevitable black birch dominance, and 
test a variety of manual, herbicide and fire treatments to allow competing species to succeed. 
Discussions are underway to fund some replicates of this study on the ANF. 

Future Considerations: 

These efforts and projects are in the discussion or planning phase  
• Studies on Seedling Pathogens and Their Treatment – NRS scientists are seeking partners with 

expertise in soil pathogen and fungal identification, ecology and treatment, as well as funding to 
conduct studies on this topic. There is particular interest in better understanding and management of 
cherry leaf spot. 

• Studies on nutrient preferences of key Allegheny Plateau species and the effects of changes in soil 
nutrition on health, vigor, seed production, and competitiveness. 

• Continuous improvements in SILVAH – As new information becomes available through research and 
monitoring, SILVAH’s seedling stocking criteria and recommended prescriptions will reflect new 
knowledge. In addition, current efforts to develop and integrate information about levels of invasive 
plant species that pose a threat to ecosystem function and methods of treating these invasives when 
they reach those levels will be captured in SILVAH as results accumulate. In particular, we will 
participate in the Forest Health Collaborative-originated Working Group on decision strategies to see 
whether any or all of the output from that Working Group can be incorporated into SILVAH. 
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Composite Strategy C: 

• C ‒ Develop a planning process that is responsive to declining forest health, invasive species, and safety 
concerns.  

What the ANF is doing in the next 12 months  

1. Signing decisions on eight environmental assessments for vegetation management. Combined, these 
projects look at nearly 20% of the ANF land base and propose more than 13,000 acres of even-aged 
management. Uneven-aged management (less than 200 acres), thinning (less than 600 acres), and 
salvage are also proposed. 

2. Signing a decision on daylighting and hazard tree removal along State Route 59. The ANF is working 
with PennDOT to clear encroaching vegetation and remove hazard trees along 3.6 miles (from the 
Warren/McKean county line to State Route 321 south). 

3. Changing the Forest Service’s approach to project development. A nationwide effort has begun to 
improve the Forest Service’s approach to environmental analysis and decision making. The goal is to 
authorize projects in a timelier manner, eliminate unnecessary steps, and increase the amount of on the 
ground work. 

The procedural options we have for future projects 

1. Categorical exclusions, which involve a comparatively brief analysis of the proposal to determine 
whether extraordinary circumstances are present and merit a more in-depth review. There are 
categorical exclusions for: 

a. Regenerating areas to native tree species. 
a. Restriction: cannot use herbicide or convert vegetation type. 

b. Improving timber stands. 
a. Restriction: cannot use herbicide; limited road construction. 

c. Harvesting up to 70 acres of live trees. 
a. Restriction: cannot be used for even-aged management; cannot convert vegetation type; 

limited road construction. 
d. Salvaging up to 250 acres of dead or dying trees. 

a. Restriction: limited road construction. 
e. Forest restoration treatments to reduce the risk or extent of, or increase resilience to, insect and 

disease infestations (often called the Farm Bill CE). 
a. Restrictions: 

i. must either occur within the WUI or condition classes 2 or 3 of fire regime groups I, 
II, and III; 

ii. maximum size of 3,000 acres in size; 
iii. cannot build permanent roads; 
iv. must maximize the retention of old-growth and large trees, as appropriate; 
v. must be developed through a collaborative process. 

 

2. Environmental assessments, which are what the ANF currently prepares for most moderate to large 
vegetation management projects. A decision based on an EA can only be signed after finding that the 
project will not have significant impacts.  
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3. Environmental impact statements, which are somewhat longer than EAs and have additional 
requirements about content and procedure. One benefit of an EIS is that a decision can be signed even if 
the project will result in significant impacts.  

Future Considerations: 
1. New categorical exclusions. The Forest Service intends to create new categorical exclusions as one way 

to improve our approach to project development. Early discussions suggest there could be a new 
restoration category that allows for more harvesting than our current categorical exclusions. Specifics 
regarding the new categories, and any potential restrictions, are still under development.  

2. Re-ordering the project development process to expedite implementation. The ANF currently 
completes most or all field work required for a project before signing a decision. While this approach 
often makes it easier to analyze effects in detail, it also means that we might need to conduct field 
surveys on several thousand acres before implementation occurs in any single stand. As a result, work 
on one stand can be held up by survey needs in an unrelated area. Shifting from pre-decision to post-
decision survey work could help us avoid this situation. 

3. Developing an adaptive management project to regenerate declining stands. Our current approach to 
forest health largely focuses on identifying stands on a downward trajectory, developing a proposal for 
vegetation management, and then completing the environmental analysis and decision-making process. 
Depending on the specifics, several years can elapse between when a treatment need is first identified 
and when action is ultimately approved. We could potentially reduce that timeframe down to a few 
months by developing a forestwide NEPA document that allows us to regenerate declining stands in 
general. This is fairly different than our traditional NEPA approach, and would likely rely on a set of fixed 
parameters that identify when to act, what to do, and how to mitigate effects. Additional work would 
still be needed before implementation occurs (like biology surveys, cultural resource surveys, and 
consultation), so implementation would not occur instantaneously. It could, however, provide rapid 
response ability in a way that complements our current vegetation management program.  

4. Streamlining field survey methodologies. Field surveys are needed to assess proposed treatment areas 
in order ensure protections are provided for threatened and endangered species, Regional Forester 
Sensitive Species, water courses and wetlands, and historic/archaeological resources. We are evaluating 
ways to streamline these processes, including evaluating survey protocol and methodologies, sampling 
intensities, timing, the degree of information/data is needed, and what measures are appropriate to 
provide suitable protection for these resources. 

Composite Strategies D, E, F- Invasive Insects & Diseases: 
• D- Integrated pest Management Approaches for invasive insects and diseases 
• E- Maintaining Resiliency and Restoring impacted ecosystem services and processes 
• F- Monitoring invasive species and resistance in host species 

Overview:  

A variety of methods and tools have been used to address invasive insects, and diseases on the ANF for nearly 
30 years. The chestnut blight has been present on the ANF since the early 1920s, beech bark disease (BBD) 
complex has been present since the early 1980s, gypsy moth since the late 1980s, and emerald ash borer and 
hemlock woolly adelgid both present here since 2013.  
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What We Have Done:  

Integrated Pest Management approaches to maintain and/or restore resilience 

1. Butternut 

Cooperated with PA BOF to propagate healthy butternut saplings to establish a butternut seed orchard for long 
term restoration efforts. 

2. American Chestnut 

ANF staff developed a GIS landscape model to help with long term American chestnut restoration efforts, in 
partnership with the USFS Northern Research Station and American Chestnut Foundation. 

3. American beech 

Reduce American beech densities in treated stands, while identifying and reserving healthy, apparently resistant 
beech for long term retention to sustain a healthy American beech component on the landscape. 

Propagate healthy American beech grafted saplings to establish a seed orchard of healthy American beech for 
long-term restoration efforts (partnership with USDA Northern Research Station and State and Private Forestry, 
and the Pennsylvania Bureau of Forestry). 

Reduce beech bark disease susceptible beech brush densities in forest understories through chainsaw site 
preparation and/or herbicide application on 4,000-5,000 acres annually. 

4. Ash 
Cultural Approaches 
I. Salvage ash in all open timber sale units and all accessible areas in open timber sales and recoup 

economic value where feasible. 
II. Reduce ash densities in partial harvest prescriptions 

III. Regenerate stands heavily stocked with tree species at risk (ash, American beech, declining black 
cherry, and declining sugar maple). 

Inventoried Ash on the ANF 

• Ash > 5” in diameter comprises an estimated 1% of overall basal area in all trees >5 inches in diameter in 
inventoried areas on the ANF. 

• Ash merchantable cubic volume (>5” in diameter) comprises an estimated 5% of total timber volume in 
inventoried areas on the ANF. 

• Inventoried ash in suited Management Areas: 
o 53% in projects emphasizing salvage of ash and addressing forest health, or projects currently 

being implemented (ash is being salvaged where feasible and appropriate). 
o 37% in project areas in that are in the early phases of planning or nearing a decision. 
o 7% not currently included in any project areas.  
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ANF Ash Volume Sold - FY 2012 Through FY 2017 

Fiscal Year Ash Volume 
(MBF) 

Ash 
Volume (CCF) 

Total Timber 
Volume (CCF) 

Sold 
Ash Value 

Total ANF 
Timber Value 

Sold 
2012 190 331 57,781 $19,025 $7,179,161 
2013 207 345 53,675 $25,921 $7,804,060 
2014 149 249 58,612 $26,542 $8,603,813 
2015 385 641 53,178 $108,981 $6,130,652 
2016 2,161 3,601 58,401 $790,208 $6,383,115 
2017 2,617 4,362 55,735 $1,028,629 $7,798,724 

TOTALS 5,709 9,529 337,382 $1,999,306 $43,899,525 

2018 
Estimated* 3,700 6,000 

 
$1,000,000 

 

*Note: Predominantly Ash Remediation Offer plus additional salvage volume estimated in other open sale 
areas. Total value is estimated. 

• Ash volume offered 2012-2015 comprised less than 1% of overall volume sold. 
• Ash volume offered 2016-2017 increased to 7% of overall volume sold. 
• Ash volume is estimated to comprise nearly 10% of FY2018 ANF timber offer. 

Conservation on ANF- 
• Treated 536 trees on 278 plots across the ANF in 2015, using individual stem injection of insecticides. 

Part of a collaborative study with USFS Northern Research Station and State and Private Forestry 
focused on genetic and seed tree conservation, and developing techniques to sustain ash in forested 
landscapes. Plan to re-treat these trees in 2018 if funding permits. 

• Treated 137 high value ash trees in dispersed and developed recreation sites in 2015, using individual 
stem injection of insecticides, to sustain aesthetics and shade. Plan to retreat these trees in 2018. 

Biological Control of EAB- 
• PA Bureau of Forestry staff released over 4,500 emerald ash borer parasitoids (3 species) on ANF land in 

August and September, 2017. 

5. Eastern Hemlock- 

Collaborative Hemlock Conservation Strategy- 

• Partnered with The Nature Conservancy, USFS Northern Research Station and State and Private 
Forestry, PA Bureau of Forestry, and nearly 50 private landowners/consultants, conservation 
organizations, and other partners, to develop an all lands hemlock conservation strategy for the High 
Allegheny Unglaciated Plateau.  
Strategy includes: 

o Mapping of hemlock resources across ownerships 
o Collaboratively identifying values and ecosystem services provided by eastern hemlock 
o Collaboratively identifying 146 priority Hemlock Conservation Areas across ownerships 

• Following five public training workshops, volunteers have adopted a number of Hemlock Conservation 
Areas for annual monitoring. 
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Treatments to sustain priority eastern hemlocks on the ANF- 
• The ANF completed a Hemlock Woolly Adelgid Suppression EA in 2015 which allows for chemical and 

biological controls. 
• We treated 2,882 eastern hemlock trees in 4 Hemlock Conservation Areas, using soil injected 

insecticides from 2016 to 2018, including preventative treatment targeting 100% of old growth eastern 
hemlock in Hearts Content Scenic Area. 

• Predatory beetle may be released to suppress hemlock woolly adelgid populations (when needed and 
available). 

Monitoring invasive species and potential resistance 

1. Monitoring 
• ANF staff utilize a number of technologies to monitor overall forest canopy health and disturbances such 

as defoliations and wind events. Techniques include: 
o Field assessments and reports from ANF staff in the field. 
o Collection of crown dieback and health conditions during stand examinations. 
o Collection of non-native plant species occurrences during stand examinations. 
o Focus on monitoring tree species identified in national and local forest risk assessments. 
o Monitoring of satellite imagery tools such as the Forest Disturbance Mapper. 
o Periodic aerial surveillance and mapping of larger scale disturbances such as defoliation events, 

in partnership with PA Bureau of Forestry 
o Long-term monitoring of forest health conditions on permanent plot network, conducted by 

USDA Forest Inventory and Analysis group. 

2. Identifying and Sustaining Resistance 
• ANF staff have been striving to identify BBD resistant American beech trees and trying to develop a 

geodatabase of resistant trees since 2003. 

• Assessed and mapped 124 remnant butternut trees for long term conservation and restoration efforts. 

• Working with citizen scientists and the American Chestnut Foundation to assess and map remnant 
American chestnut for long term restoration efforts. 

• ANF staff are looking to identify lingering ash for long term study and conservation in partnership with 
USFS Northern Research Station and State and Private Forestry, PA Bureau of Forestry, and academic 
institutions such as Penn State University. 

• Similarly, we will look for lingering or potentially resistant eastern hemlock on the ANF. 
3. Restoring Ecosystem Function 

• Strategies to develop health seed sources for American beech, American chestnut and butternut will 
assist with long term efforts to sustain and restore ecosystem functions. 

• ANF has developed table of coniferous species to consider planting to provide a few of the ecosystem 
services provided by eastern hemlock trees, and has been underplanting a few species in limited 
numbers in anticipation of eastern hemlock mortality. 
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What We Are Doing: 

• Continuing to address overall stand health and landscape resilient to disturbances, where ash, American 
beech, declining cherry and maple species are more abundant and where defoliation events have occurred 
in the past decade. Treatments typically focus on stand regeneration, and regeneration harvests greater 
than 40 acres are frequently needed and are anticipated to continue. Projects that emphasize addressing 
species at risk include: 

Project Status 
Total Project 

Area Evaluated 
Silvicultural 
Treatments 

Bradford Emerald Ash Borer 
Remediation 

Final Decision 5/1/17 103,000 acres 3,232 acres 

Salmon East Final Decision 2/9/17 13,000 acres 2,111 acres 
Chaffee Draft Decision 8/15/17 16,700 acres 2,699 acres 
Bradford Forest Restoration Draft Decision 9/15/17 28,400 acres 5,058 acres 
Farnsworth Restoration Draft Decision 9/22/17 45,400 acres 3,070 acres 
DeYoung Supplemental EA Draft EA for Public Comment 

6/1/17  263 acres 

Pine Bear Supplemental EA Scoped 9/22/16  1,155 acres 
Porkey Heights Supplemental EA Scoped 9/22/16  721 acres 
Hoover Scope November 2017 8,800 acres ~1,400 acres 
Otter Scope Fall 2018 13,400 acres ~1,630 acres 
Cherry Run Scope Fall 2018 7,500 acres ~1,300 acres 
East Branch of Tionesta Scope Fall 2019 

15,800 acres 
1,500-3,000 

acres 
(contracted) 

TOTALS 252,000 acres 
24,100-25,600 
acres 

• We hope to keep developing libraries of individual individuals, test restoration approaches, prepare for new 
disturbances, and continue laying groundwork for future efforts to sustain and/or restore ecosystem 
resilience and function. 

Future Considerations: 
Potential to collaboratively increase monitoring efforts (including identification of resistant individuals of species 
at risk), develop and test treatment effectiveness, and improve overall effectiveness and capacity across 
ownership boundaries- 

• Good Neighbor Agreements (https://www.fs.fed.us/managing-land/farm-bill/gna) 
• Citizen scientists 
• University partnerships and agreements 
• Conservation organization partnerships and agreements 
• Expand contract use for more professional services (e.g. silviculture support) 

There is a need for leadership/coordination of efforts across the Plateau for monitoring, citizen scientist 
coordination, information sharing, and cooperative treatment strategies. 

Potential for cooperative pest management area too address forest insects and diseases. 

https://www.fs.fed.us/managing-land/farm-bill/gna
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Need exists to develop and test integrated pest management treatment and long-term restoration strategies 
across ownerships.  

Need exists to better assess hemlock resources in broad Hemlock Conservation Areas, in order to develop more 
specific integrated pest management strategies for those areas. 

Need exists for all lands monitoring of forest health (overstory and understory) conditions, disturbance events, 
invasive insects, diseases and plants, including: 

• Permanent plot networks 
• Consistent data collection, reporting, and data warehousing protocols 
• Open access to datasets across ownerships 
• Established communication venues for information sharing 
• Explore new technologies, such as real time satellite monitoring technologies such as Forest Disturbance 

Mapper and experimental drone use. 

Composite Strategies D, E, F- Non-native Invasive Plants: 
• D- Integrated pest Management Approaches for invasive plants 
• E- Maintaining Resiliency and Restoring impacted ecosystem services and processes 
• F- Monitoring invasive plants 

Overview: 
A variety of methods and tools have been used to address non-native invasive plants on the ANF: 

• Treatments for large scale infestations: mechanical, chemical, biocontrol, cultural (burning), 
• Limiting and preventing the spread of invasive plants, 
• Reforestation post-treatment – planting with natives,  
• Monitoring: utilize forest users to monitor for invasive plant species, citizen scientists to track invasive 

plant locations and spread. 

What We Have Done:  

• The ANF Land and Resource Management plan (Forest Plan) was revised and signed in 2007, allowing 
the use of glyphosate and sulfometuron methyl (see Forest Plan for approved formulations) for 
herbicide treatment.  

• The Forest Plan would need to be updated for the use of bio-controls for non-native invasive plant 
species.  

• Site specific environmental analysis for invasive plant treatment using glyphosate only has occurred on 
approximately 80% of the ANF (see map). 
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Treatments for large scale infestations: mechanical, chemical, biocontrol, cultural (burning) 

1. Invasive plant treatment on the ANF began in earnest in 2001: 
• Manual/mechanical means (hand-pulling, cutting) with herbicide treatment beginning in FY11. 

• Species treated to date include, but not limited to:  
o garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata),  
o Japanese knotweed (Fallopia japonica),  
o Japanese barberry (Berberis thungbergii),  
o purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria),  
o spotted knapweed (Centaurea stoebe ssp. micranthos),  
o bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare)  
o giant hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum - chemically treated by the PA Dept. of Ag.)  
o goats rue (Galega officinalis L.) 

• Since 2001, over 1,900 acres of invasive plant treatment have been accomplished either 
manually/mechanically or through chemical treatment for several different species. 

2. The ANF has developed a Non-Native Invasive Plant Species of Concern list 
• Updated prior to each field season.  

• The 2017 field season list contained : 

o 20 species identified as ‘Early Detection/Rapid Response Species (EDRR)’, 
o 62 species with documented occurrence within the ANF  
o All 82 species are categorized for treatment based on their PA Noxious Weed List Status and site 

characteristics (e.g. new infestations, threatened resource values, risk for spread) 
3. Stewardship contracting authority has increased the amount of acres treated and without it, limited 

appropriated funding is insufficient to make much headway. 

4. Limiting and preventing the spread of invasive plants: 

• Equipment cleaning is required in timber sale and other service contracts. 
5. Reforestation post-treatment – planting with natives: 

• ANF Forest Plan has guidelines when revegetating areas on species/genotype considerations. 

Monitoring invasive plants 

1. Utilize forest users to monitor for invasive plant species, citizen scientists to track invasive plant locations 
and spread. 

2. Reinvigorate prior efforts such as developing volunteer ‘Certified Weed Warriors’.  

3. Current efforts are working with The Allegheny Plateau Invasive Plant Management Area to utilize 
iMapInvasives. The iMapInvasives Partnership facilitates the management and sharing of invasive species 
information, including the extent of infestations, search efforts, and treatment outcomes. 
https://www.imapinvasives.org/pennsylvanialogin 

  

https://www.imapinvasives.org/pennsylvanialogin
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What We Are Doing:  
Potential to collaboratively increase monitoring, develop and test treatment effectiveness, and improve 
effectiveness and capacity across ownership boundaries- 

• Good Neighbor Agreements (https://www.fs.fed.us/managing-land/farm-bill/gna) 
• Citizen scientists 
• University partnerships and agreements 
• Conservation organization partnerships and agreements 

Future Considerations: 
There is a need to update the ANF Forest Plan to add additional chemicals and techniques for treating non-
native invasive plants. 

There is a need for leadership/coordination of efforts across the Plateau for monitoring, invasive mapping, 
citizen scientist coordination, information sharing, and cooperative treatment strategies. 

Needed greater consistency in seed mixes for site restoration following soil disturbance, across all agencies and 
ownerships- we work with many of the same contractors. 

Need exists to develop and test landscape non-native plant treatment and long-term revegetation and 
restoration strategies across ownerships.  

Composite Strategies G, H, & I: 

• G- Prioritize Hazard Tree removal along Multi-modal corridors and Public access sites on the ANF 

• H- Prioritize remaining multi-model corridors + public access sites on the ANF 

• I- Provide aid and education to private landowners for hazard tree removal on private property corridors 
linked to corridors. 

Overview: A variety of methods and tools have been used to address hazardous trees on corridors and public 
access sites in the last 5-7 years.  

What We Have Done:  

1. Heavy Motorized Trail Maintenance Contract 
Who: Contractor, typically 1-4 people What: Removes hazard and downed trees 
When: Annual, but typical when the trails are closed. Contract(s) has been around since 1998 
Where: Marienville ATV, Timberline, Penoke Bike Trail, and Bradford Rocky Gap Trail - 98 Miles 

2. Light Motorized Trail Maintenance Contract  
Who: Contractor, 1-3 people What: Typically both down trees and some hazardous trees 
When: Annual, work when the trails are both open and closed for approximately 20 years 
Where: All Forest OHV trails – 108 miles 

3. Spring Creek Horse Trail Volunteers  
Who: Volunteers, 3-6 people What: Some hazard or down material  
When: Annual; Seasonal/summer, 1 time/ week, since opening of trail – 2012  
Where: Spring Creek Horse Trail – 38 miles. ROWs on SGL and Collins Pine Land  

https://www.fs.fed.us/managing-land/farm-bill/gna
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4. Motorized Trail Volunteers 
Who: Volunteers, 2-4 people What: Mainly down trees to clear trails 
When: Summer/Fall up to 3 days/week or less for the last four years.  
Where: Marienville Motorized trails – 89 miles 

5. Non-motorized trail clubs, groups, volunteers  
Who: Volunteers, 1-10 people, SCA, NCTA, IMBA What: Some tree clearing, not hazardous trees 
When: Summer/Fall, NCTA long history. IMBA new to the ANF. SCA 5 years+ 
Where: FY 17 - Laurel Mill Trail (10.7 miles), Jakes Rocks (12 miles), NCT at Minister/Morrison  

6. Cost Share Snowmobile Agreements and Volunteers 
Who: Three snowmobile clubs, approximately up to 30 people. What: Clear down trees on the trail 
When: Annual, Winter, Summer/Fall, agreements from 1-5 years 
Where: ASL and Connectors, approx. 50% of mileage under agreement/volunteer – 180+ miles 

7. FR 503 – CE Kiasutha Recreation Area Sanitation – 2016/2017. Harvest of insect and disease affected trees 
on 89 acres - Winter/Spring 2017. Removed over 1000 trees, mostly ash/snags. Contractor 
felled/commercial harvest and FS did cleanup (break down slash/chip) in visually sensitive areas.  

8. 2012 Hazardous Tree Removal – Developed Recreation Sites. 624 campsites in 13 campgrounds, along with 
6 day use areas and 3 boat launches were assessed. Est 500 trees were identified and felled by FS personnel 
and in 2012 and 2013.  

Campgrounds: Hearts Content, Twin Lakes, Loleta, Minister Creek, Red Bridge, Willow Bay, Buckaloons, 
Kiasutha, Dewdrop, Morrison, Hooks Brook, Hopewell, Pine Grove; Boat Launches: Elijah Run, Kiasutha, 
Willow Bay; Day Use Areas: Jakes Rocks Overlook, Kiasutha Picnic/Swim Area, Kinzua Beach Swim/Picnic 
Area, Red Bridge Fishing Area, Rimrock Overlook/Picnic Area and Willow Bay Picnic Area 

Follow up: In 2013/14 Marienville field reviews were accomplished on an estimated 125 disperse campsites 
sites, trial heads, and canoe launches. Hazard trees were removed on sites along the Clarion River, 
Millstone, trailhead (s) at Buzzard Swamp, Brush Hollow, Little Drummer, Laurel Mill and canoe launches at 
Irwin Run, Dark Hollow, and Millstone.  

9. Special Use Concessionaire Permit –ID hazard trees at campgrounds under permit every year. Site manager 
removes a limited amount of trees and FS/Prison Crew removes remainder.  

10. Emergency Contract(s) Example – After May 1, 2017 storm, Contractor cleared hazardous trees on trails 
affected by the storm – Marienville ATV & Bike Trail and Spring Creek Horse Trail 

11. Existing Timber Sale Contracts (70+) includes felling hazard trees as provided in contract provision: BT2.32 
Construction Clearing….”All dead or unstable live trees designated for cutting that are sufficiently tall to 
reach Purchaser’s landings or the roadbed of Specified roads”. We have been utilizing this to remove 
diseased trees.  

12. Bradford Restoration EA, Ash Remediation EA (Example): Hazard trees near trails, such as North Country 
National Trail, have been cut as a result of these recently signed documents.  

13. SUP permits issued for maintenance on utility lines/pipelines that affect privately owned infrastructure. 

14. FS Review Roads open for Hunting Season - Roads are cleared prior to hunting season and occasional 
hazard tree is cut, including disabled hunter roads.  
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What We Are Doing: 

Vegetation Enhancement Project – State Route (SR) 59 - (PennDOT Upgrade Partnership Agreement)  
Cooperative project with PennDOT, McKean County, 3.6 miles includes daylighting and hazard tree removal 
within 100 feet of the highway. Project out for public comment.  

Future Considerations: These efforts and projects are in the discussion or planning phase 

• Vegetation enhancement for SR(s) 321, 219, 62, and 66 are being discussed with PennDOT. 

• Brush Hollow Hiking and Ski-Trail Restoration from 2017 Windstorm/Tornado storm event. 

• Recreation Program: 20% of the developed campgrounds are in plan to be accomplished every year, 
volunteers, public reporting, trail groups, contracts, partnerships, SUP are ongoing.  

• Future NEPA: Programmatic documents: EAs or individual maintenance CEs?  

• Education and Aid to Private Landowners? 


