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Part One:  Terrestrial Invasive Plants
Introduction

This Action Plan is designed to serve as a strategic tool for implementation of the invasive species management program on the Medicine Bow & Routt National Forests and the Thunder Basin National Grassland, and is prepared for use in:

· Project scheduling in a Forest/Grassland-wide strategic manner in line with Forest/Grassland priorities, looking at a three-year planning period.

· Allocating Forest/Grassland-wide resources for the invasives program.

· Establishing an invasive species program growth rate as appropriate for the Forest/Grassland, with leadership team concurrence.

· Monitoring and evaluation of progress on planned activities.

This Action Plan is meant to be reviewed and adjusted as needed annually to reflect emerging needs, shifting priorities, or changes in available funding.
1.   Critique of the 2006-2008 Action Plan and Summary of Activities
A) Validity and Effectiveness of the Unit’s Invasive Species Action Plan (version 2006-2008) 

This new Plan was effective in documenting the MBR/TB weed treatment priorities, but they were detailed previously in the 1995 programmatic EA and in the resulting 2000 Implementation Plan (listed as Category 1, 2, and 3 weeds).  Those priorities changed very little.
We continue to try to treat all known acres of the highest-priority species, and we do little treatment on the lowest-priority weed species. We are able to treat 25-30% of the highest-priority species, but total treatment, overall, remains at only about 5% of known infestation of all species (high and low priorities).

B) Strengths, Weaknesses, and Successes of the Previous Plan Version 

The new Plan was successful in getting all District invasive specialists to review the magnitude and complexity of the effort and workload across the Forest/Grassland.  It listed priority treatment species across the entire Unit; this updated version will better detail the priority species by Subunit.

It was successful in increasing the attention of terrestrial and aquatic specialists to focus on species that affect their program areas.  Routt NF biologists have been playing a more active role in weed treatment.

Much of the information called for was already in effect at the NF/NG level, so to some degree it was a duplication of effort.  However, the biggest benefit of the previous version was to document the program complexity for Regional Office staff and to be able to use the Plan in attempting to distribute available budget dollars.

2.   Priority Species and Populations on the Medicine Bow/Routt NFs and Thunder Basin NG
A) The species listed below comprise our priority invasive terrestrial plant species – across the entire Forest/Grassland – based on the following criteria:  

1) Relatively low in abundance 

2) Control is mostly feasible Forest/Grassland-wide
3) Species have the ability to establish dominance in plant communities
4) Capable of invading a variety of relatively healthy ecosystems
5) The following table shows priority species across the entire Forest/Grassland, and acres of inventory and treatment (2006)

	Common Name
	Forest/Grassland

Priority
	Acres

Inventoried (1994)
Forest/Grassland wide
	Acres

Treated

2006

	
	#
	Estimated
	Estimated

	Diffuse knapweed
	1
	10
	8

	Russian knapweed
	1
	1
	1

	Spotted knapweed
	1
	60
	17

	Leafy spurge
	1
	416
	96

	Yellow toadflax
	1
	4,446
	494

	Dalmatian toadflax
	1
	302
	60

	Saltcedar
	1
	5
	5

	Whitetop
	2
	105
	61

	Houndstongue
	2
	543
	21

	Black henbane
	2
	0
	2

	Cheatgrass
	2
	???
	239

	Musk thistle/Bull thistle
	2
	5,898
	450

	Canada thistle
	3
	39,280
	754

	
	
	
	

	TOTALS =
	
	51,066
	2,208


B) Management area maps for each priority species:

We are not choosing to display maps for at least the three top priority species because the priority species vary by subunit.  The priority species are:

Routt NF (Hahns Peak/Bears Ears, Parks, and Yampa Districts):
1.  Diffuse, Russian, spotted, and meadow knapweed
2.  Leafy spurge

3.  Yellow toadflax, Dalmatian toadflax, and whitetop

Eradication is still possible for Priorities 1 and 2.  Containment is the objective for Priority 3 species, although it may no longer be possible to do so for yellow toadflax on the Flattops because of the expansion during the drought of the past seven years.

Medicine Bow NF (Brush Creek/Hayden and Laramie Districts):

1.  Diffuse, Russian, and spotted knapweed

2.  Leafy spurge

3.  Dalmatian toadflax, whitetop, and yellow toadflax
Eradication is still possible for Priorities 1 and 2.  Containment is the objective for Priority 3 species.

Medicine Bow NF (Douglas District – Laramie Peak unit):

1.  Dalmatian toadflax
2.  Houndstongue

3.  Canada thistle

Eradication is still possible for Priorities 1 and 2.

While treatment of Canada thistle across nearly all the Forest/Grassland is a very low priority for use of limited funding (largely because we find that native species gradually close it out, over time, in areas such as skid trails, landings, and old burns), it is a higher priority west of Wheatland, Wyoming on the Laramie Peak Unit.  This is because of Platte County’s desire to keep this species from “migrating” down the watersheds into their extensive series of irrigation ditches that provide for a majority of the economic value and income to that county.  In this area, we aggressively treat known populations.
Thunder Basin NG:

1.  Diffuse, Russian, and spotted knapweed

2.  Saltcedar and Russian olive

3.  Leafy spurge and whitetop

Eradication is still possible and is the objective for all these species except for whitetop (where containment is the goal).

Canada thistle on the Grassland is generally more confined to predictable areas (like below stock dams) and easier to treat to prevent spread; these populations, although a lower priority, are also aggressively treated, especially by the grazing associations.
3) Priority treatment areas
	2008
	Routt NF
	    15 acres leafy spurge

	
	
	    10 acres knapweeds

	
	
	  450 acres yellow toadflax (contract)

	
	
	    60 acres whitetop (county)

	
	
	    85 acres Canada thistle (county)

	
	
	    30 acres houndstongue/henbane

	
	
	

	
	Medicine Bow NF
	    35 acres leafy spurge

	
	
	      5 acres knapweeds

	
	
	  140 acres Dalmat. toadflax (county)

	
	
	  125 acres yellow toadflax (county)

	
	
	      5 acres whitetop (county)

	  
	
	  200 acres Canada thistle (county)

	
	
	  260 acres cheatgrass (partners)

	
	
	    10 acres houndstongue/henbane

	
	
	

	
	Thunder Basin NG
	    15 acres knapweeds

	
	
	  150 acres leafy spurge (county)

	
	
	      5 acres saltcedar

	
	
	  200 acres Canada thistle (Assoc.)

	
	
	

	
	Subtotal =
	1,800 acres NFVW and RBRB

	
	Forest-wide additional (average)
	   130 acres CWKV

	
	                                     (average)
	     70 acres NFRW and NFWF

	
	FOREST/GRASSLAND TOTAL 
	2,000 acres

	
	
	

	
	
	

	2009
	Routt NF
	     50 acres more yellow toadflax

	
	
	     40 acres more whitetop

	
	
	     25 acres more Canada thistle

	
	
	

	
	Medicine Bow NF
	     40 acres more Dalmatian toadflax

	
	
	     10 acres more yellow toadflax

	
	
	     15 acres more houndstongue

	
	
	

	
	Thunder Basin NG
	     30 acres more Canada thistle

	
	
	     20 acres more spotted knapweed

	
	
	

	
	FOREST/GRASSLAND TOTAL
	2,230 acres

	
	
	

	
	
	

	2010
	Routt NF
	     50 acres more yellow toadflax

	
	
	     40 acres more Canada thistle

	
	
	

	
	Medicine Bow NF
	     20 acres more yellow toadflax

	
	
	     50 acres more houndstongue

	
	
	     30 acres more Canada thistle

	
	
	     10 acres ox-eye daisy

	
	
	

	
	Thunder Basin NG
	     40 acres more Canada thistle

	
	
	     10 acres more spotted knapweed

	
	
	     20 acres more leafy spurge

	
	
	

	
	FOREST/GRASSLAND TOTAL
	2,500 acres

	
	
	


4) Roadside Invasive Species Inventory/Treatment Schedule 
	Roads: Primary Inventory and Treatment Schedule

	Frequency 
	Road/Trail Number
	Primary watch species if known/suspected

	Annually
	Interstates, state highways
	

	55 miles 
	Routt:  Highways 125 and 127; 

Rabbit Ears Pass and Gore Pass 
	Knapweeds, yellow toadflax, whitetop 

	85 miles
	Medicine Bow:  Highways 130 and 230; Battle Highway; I-80 on Pole Mountain
	Knapweeds, ox-eye daisy, yellow toadflax

	55 miles
	Thunder Basin:  Highways 16, 59, 116, and 450
	Knapweeds, leafy spurge, Canada thistle

	Every Other Year
	Main access County roads and NFSRs
	

	70 miles
	Routt:  NFSRs 900, 16, 270, 100, 60, 400, 106, 609, and 150
	Yellow toadflax, musk thistle, knapweeds, whitetop

	160 miles
	Medicine Bow:  NFSRs 801, 452; 100, 120, 101, 409, 415, 498, 500, 511, 512, 517, 550; 700, 712, 714
	Knapweeds, yellow toadflax, musk thistle, henbane, houndstongue

	80 miles
	Laramie Peak:  County Roads 5, 61, 71, 710, and 716; NFSRs 633, 658, and 671
	Knapweeds, leafy spurge, Dalmatian toadflax, Canada thistle

	Every 3rd Year
	Secondary County roads and NFSRs
	

	265 miles

1,550 miles
	Thunder Basin:  County Roads 3, 5, 7A, 7C, 8, 10, 14, 17,  18, 20, 21, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 43, 45. 49, 52, 53, 54, 58, 59, 69, 83, 85, and 89; 
NFSRs 900, 903, 911, 913, 914, 918, 923, 924, 926, 930, 933, 934, 937, 938, 942, 944, 949, 958, 959, 961, 973, and 1618.  
	Knapweeds, leafy spurge, saltcedar, Russian olive, Canada thistle


Listing all the roads is not especially helpful for us; however, it may become more useful in pinpointing priorities for checking each year by the counties.  In the future, it may be more helpful for us – and the R.O. – to simply list the miles of open roads and the miles of closed.
Open roads is where the knapweeds always seem to show up!

5) Trail Corridor Invasive Inventory /Treatment Schedule
	Trails: Priority Inventory/ Treatment timetable 

	Frequency 
	Trailhead & First Mile of Trail Corridor
	Primary watch species

	Annually
	Flattops:  Bear Lake, Sheriff Reservoir
Sarvice Creek:  Silver Creek
	Yellow toadflax
Spurge; yellow toadflax

	12 parking lots
12 miles of trail
	Mt. Zirkel:  Mad Creek, Elk River, Seven Lakes, Newcomb Creek
Encampment River:  Encampment River, Hog Park Creek, Purgatory Gulch
Platte River:  Pike Pole, Pelton Creek
	Whitetop; yellow toadflax
Yellow toadflax; musk thistle

Leafy spurge

	
	
	

	Every Other Year

14 parking lots

14 miles of trail
	Flattops:  Pyramid, Stillwater
Sarvice Creek:  Red Dirt

Mt. Zirkel:  Buffalo Pass, Seedhouse, Lone Pine, Red Canyon/Roaring Fork
Huston Park:  Red Mountain, Baby Lake
Savage Run:  French Creek, Savage Run

LAR:  Tie City

DGLS:  Laramie Peak, Soda Well area
	Yellow toadflax
Spurge; yellow toadflax

Whitetop; yellow toadflax; Canada thistle
Yellow Toadflax; musk thistle

Leafy spurge

Dalmatian toadflax; henbane, houndstongue

Leafy spurge; knapweeds

	
	
	

	Every Third Year

  8 parking lots

  8 miles of trail
	YA:  Beaver Creek, Poose Creek
Huston Park:  Hog Park, Green Mountain
Encampment River:  Commissary Park
Platte River:  Stateline trail NW of Teepee Creek

LAR:  Rock Creek, North Fork

DGLS:  Fletcher Park
	Yellow toadflax
Yellow toadflax; musk thistle

Yellow toadflax; musk thistle

Yellow toadflax

Spurge; knapweeds; Canada thistle

	
	
	


This is most helpful for the wilderness managers and their seasonal crews to assess – and modify as needed.
6) Adequacy of existing invasive species inventories &database
Cheatgrass has “exploded” on the Forest/Grassland during the last eight years of drought.  Estimates indicate we have about 20,000 acres infested on the Forests; acreages may be 5-10 times that on the Grassland – there is not a square mile there that does not have at least some cheatgrass populations (and there are areas of monocultures).

For four years, we have been trying to prepare an EIS for cheatgrass treatment – such is required in order to employ aerial applications (of Plateau and Journey), but the Forest Leadership Team has been reluctant/unable to dedicate the funding and time necessary to do so – in light of other non-negotiable priority work.  We now have five EIS efforts in other areas of the country that we are going to plagiarize – and some of them are for all species and all approved herbicides.  Despite other initiatives (like bark beetles), we intend to move the effort forward in FY09 – more and more information is available, has been accessed and reviewed, requiring less and less funding/time in order to complete it. 

The existing Unit-wide inventory of invasive weed species was completed during 1993-1994 in preparation for the programmatic Noxious Weed Control EA.  That inventory largely consisted of drawing lines around known populations on quad maps, which were then digitized for a GIS layer.  In summary, it showed that we had about 65,000 acres infested with noxious weeds at that time, about half of which were Canada thistle.
An updated inventory – Forest/Grassland-wide – has not been done since that time, and is not planned in the future due to the tremendous costs of doing such a project and the inefficiencies and inaccuracies of doing so.  Rather, the original database is updated, via GPS records, when individual populations are inventoried and treated.

That 1995 inventory, minus the acres of Canada thistle, is what constitutes the “legacy data” referenced below.
	When
	Data sets to evaluate / migrate
	Action / Who

	FY2008
	Using FDRs, continue to GPS weed locations and treatment areas, and locate information in appropriate Forest and national databases.

Continue to inventory all of the Thunder Basin NG for the presence of saltcedar, with treatment.
Enter treatment acres and monitoring data into FACTS.
	All field-going noxious weed managers and weed coordinators (all are currently rangeland management specialists and botanists).

Dave Tubb, Kyle Schmitt, Ernie Gipson, Charlie Bradshaw
All District weed coordinators and Bob Mountain.

	
	 
	 

	FY2009 
	Using FDRs, continue to GPS weed locations and treatment areas, and locate information in appropriate Forest and national databases.

Continue to inventory all of the Thunder Basin NG for the presence of saltcedar, with treatment.

Enter treatment acres and monitoring data into FACTS.
	All field-going noxious weed managers and weed coordinators (all are currently rangeland management specialists and botanists).

Dave Tubb, Ernie Gipson, Moriah Shadwick, Charlie Bradshaw
All District weed coordinators and Bob Mountain.

	
	
	

	FY 2010
	Continue to GPS weed treatment
Areas and enter into databases.

Try to complete the inventory of all of the Thunder Basin NG for the presence of saltcedar.

Continue to inventory all wilderness areas as to presence/absence of invasive species.

Finish migrating legacy data into TERRA database.

Enter treatment acres and monitoring data into FACTS.

Please note that the entire Forest- and Grassland-wide inventory (last completed in 1994-1995) will not be undertaken on the Unit scale; it is far too cost-prohibitive.  
	All field-going weed managers.
Dave Tubb, Ernie Gipson, Moriah Shadwick, Charlie Bradshaw
District wilderness program managers and seasonal crews.

Josh Voorhis, Angela Safranek, and Carol Tolbert

All District weed coordinators and Bob Mountain.

Rather the existing inventory is updated as existing/new populations are GPSed and areas are treated.


7) Plans for  Increased Coordinated Weed Management Activity  
	Year
	Partnership Activity
	Who

	2008
	Continue partnerships in weed treatment in the Flat Tops area
Continue partnerships with County Weed and Pest Organizations:

--Grand County
--Routt County

--Rio Blanco County
--Jackson County

--Carbon County

--Albany County

--Platte County

--Converse County

--Campbell County

--Weston County
Continue involvement with HPP committees to secure partnership funding

Continue cooperative treatment efforts with Thunder Basin, Inyan Kara, and Spring Creek Grazing Associations

Continue partnership with Thunder Basin Prairie Ecosystem Association for weed inventory (treatment by the Association).

Continue efforts with County Weed & Pest personnel to target the highest priority areas for treatment with SPFH funds.

Continue efforts with BLM personnel to target treatment of in-common and---- newly-located infestations.

Continue to develop Minimum Alternative Working Tools for management of invasive weeds in each Wilderness Area.
Continue internal partnerships with wilderness rangers, wildlife biologists, timber sale administrators, special use permit administrators, fire managers,  the engineering organization, and all office frontliners for information, education, and proper weed management on NFS lands.

Continue inventory, assessment, and treatment monitoring of cheatgrass.

Continue the efforts of the Northwest Colorado Native Seed Partnership (Walden/Hayden)

Begin the establishment of a Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA) with Routt County


	Josh Voorhis
Josh Voorhis & Mike Alpe

Josh Voorhis & Matt Custer
Josh Voorhis
Mike Alpe

Wendy Haas
John Lamman

John Lamman, Dave Tubb

Dave Tubb

Dave Tubb
Dave Tubb

Erik Taylor, Josh Voorhis, Mike Alpe

Dave Tubb, Ernie Gipson, and Moriah Shadwick
Dave Tubb

Voorhis, Taylor, Alpe, Weatherd, Lamman, Tubb

Voorhis, Taylor, Alpe, Weatherd, Lamman, Tubb

Josh Voorhis and John Anarella

Flat Tops and Huston Park
Mountain, Voorhis, Taylor, Alpe, Weatherd, Cobb, Tubb
Haas, Weatherd, Tezak, Williamson, Mountain

Proctor, Skorkowsky, Mountain

Erik Taylor, Josh Voorhis

	2009
	In addition to efforts detailed in 2008:

Continue to develop Minimum Alternative Working Tools for management of invasive weeds in each Wilderness Area.

Begin the efforts to establish a CWMA with Thunder Basin Prairie Ecosystem Association

Begin the efforts to establish a CWMA for the Upper North Platte


	Erik Taylor and John Anarella
Mt. Zirkel
Dave Tubb
Brad Weatherd, Mike Alpe
 

	2010
	In addition to efforts detailed in 2009:

Continue to develop Minimum Alternative Working Tools for management of invasive weeds in each Wilderness Area.

Begin the efforts to establish a CWMA for the Cheyenne River

Begin the efforts to establish a CWMA for the Little Snake River


	Brad Weatherd and John Anarella
Encampment River
Dave Tubb
Brad Weatherd, Erik Taylor


8) Identify needed efforts to address invasives at administrative sites
	Year
	Location
	Lead Person and Species to Address

	2008 – 2010
	Pyramid and Lynx Pass Guard Stations
	Josh Voorhis
Yellow toadflax

	
	Mad Creek, Seedhouse, Summit Creek, and Calif. Park Guard Stations
	Erik Taylor/Matt Custer
Whitetop, yellow toadflax, cheatgrass, and tarweed

	
	The Office at Steamboat
	Erik Taylor (whitetop)

	
	Grizzly and Michigan River Guard Stations
	Mike Alpe
Houndstongue, yellow toadflax, bull thistle

	
	Parks Ranger Station and Maintenance Yard
	Mike Alpe

Yellow toadflax, cheatgrass

	
	Jack Creek, Sandstone, Hog Park, and Bow River Guard Stations;
Kennady Peak Lookout;

Brush Cr. Visitor Center
	Wendy Haas, Cole Lambert, Brad Weatherd
Leafy spurge, yellow toadflax, whitetop, musk thistle, ox-eye daisy

	
	Encampment and Saratoga offices
	Wendy Haas, Cole Lambert, Brad Weatherd

Yellow toadflax, whitetop, Russian olive

	
	Fox Park and Pole Mountain Work Centers; Centennial Visitor Center 
	John Lamman

Dalmatian and yellow toadflax, caragana, knapweed 

	
	Supervisor’s Office
	Bob Mountain, John Lamman

Whitetop, Canada thistle, sowthistle, knapweed

	
	Esterbrook and Thunder Basin Work Centers
	Charlie Bradshaw, Dave Tubb, Ernie Gipson
Leafy spurge, knapweed, saltcedar, Canada thistle, ox-eye daisy

	
	Douglas Ranger Station
	Charlie Bradshaw

Prepare a Management Plan for tree/shrub landscaping; replace all Russian Olive trees with native species.


9) Assessment and Development of Organizational Capacity: 
a. Current staffing and responsibilities
All personnel are rangeland management specialists, and invasive species management is a “collateral duty” – and a small part of the overall workload – for each of them:
	Unit
	Staffing
	Responsibilities

	Yampa
	Josh Voorhis
	Grants; Agreements; coordination with Moffat, Rio Blanco, Garfield, Grand, and Routt counties; force-account control work

	BCH
	Weatherd/Haas
	Agreements; coordination with Carbon county

	HPBE
	Erik Taylor and Matt Custer
	Grants; Agreements; coordination with Routt and Moffat counties; force-account control work

	Parks
	Mike Alpe
	Grants; Agreements; coordination with Jackson and Grand counties

	Laramie
	John Lamman
	Agreements; coordination with Albany and Platte counties

	Douglas
	Charlie Bradshaw and Dave Tubb
	Agreements; coordination with Albany, Platte, Natrona, Converse, Campbell, Niobrara, and Weston counties; coordinate with all 3 Grazing Associations; force-account control work

	S.O.
	Bob Mountain
	Program Leadership; lead for all planning efforts; pesticide proposals and reports; budgeting/reporting; oversight on Grants and Agreements; coordinate with VIS and frontliner personnel for educational materials


b. Discuss gaps in capability to conduct/implement strategy elements
There is not adequate funding in NFVW (the rangeland vegetation portion) to accomplish noxious weed prevention/education/control and allotment/nepa efforts to meet the Rescission Act schedule and conduct necessary rangeland vegetation monitoring – all of which are paid primarily out of this BLI.  We have a commitment to meet our Rescissions Act schedule by 2010.  However, we also need to focus attention on controlling noxious weeds.  At current funding, accomplishing our desired Noxious Weed Program coincident with our Rescissions Act schedule and adequate monitoring is not possible.
The MBR/TB’s 2006 BFES funding request was about 18% of the total for all R-2 NFs.  We have 16.8% of the total regional workload under Allocation Criteria.  We are currently being allocated 12 ½ % of the available funding to be distributed to the 11 Forests.  This 5% difference between BFES funding request or percent of regional workload and actual allocation is a wider disparity than exists for other Region 2 Units.  We require at least $500,000 more annually over the next three years to complete more of both critical accomplishment items tied to the Four Threats – managing invasives and sustainable rangeland operations to maintain open space.
c. Additional staffing needed 

The Laramie, Brush Creek/Hayden, and Parks Ranger Districts complete virtually 100% of their weed management through Agreements with the Counties.  
Douglas District completes about 2/3 of its work with Counties and 1/3 through force-account work with permanent employees.  All 3 Grazing Association range riders do moderate levels of inventory and control in addition to their other duties.
Yampa District does the majority of their control work with force-account and a large amount of contracting; this is largely because of the remote, inaccessible nature of the District, and counties are not willing to spend their efforts there.  An Agreement with Grand County covers control for the Gore-Rabbit Ears areas.

Hahn’s Peak/Bears Ears District does all their work force-account.  Routt County has too much work on their private lands to be able to add NFS lands by Agreement at the current time.
In summary, it is not possible to complete the necessary control work on Yampa or HPBE without at least one seasonal on each District – we really need a total of four seasonals to complete this work safety and effectively (where we currently have two).
In addition, increasing our workload to secure additional partnership funding, develop Minimum Alternative Working Tools for four additional wilderness areas, developing additional Cooperative Weed Management Areas, and increasing mapping and controlling efforts for cheatgrass puts an additional strain on the rangeland management specialist workforce that has already been reduced by 2 PFTs because of budget cuts.  That same FY07 workforce analysis effort reduced Angela Safranek’s position to 0.6FTE permanently and has her assisting the Parks District with existing workloads.  Increasing the workloads and targets while reducing the available workforce are directly at odds with one another. 
d. Current situation and future foreseeable developments that may affect existing workload capabilities

Most of the Counties with whom we have Agreements and provide pass-through monies are already operating at maximum capacity.  Most are not able to hire more employees, add to existing fleet and/or equipment, or cover larger acreages – even if we had more funding to provide them.
That puts a greater burden on the Forest/Grassland to accomplish more work through force-account, contracting, or developing additional partnerships.  All of these place greater time burdens on our permanent workforce and take additional time away from rangeland management responsibilities – allotment/nepa analyses, permit and allotment administration, rangeland vegetation monitoring, and mandatory database entry/reporting.  In addition, it is becoming increasingly difficult to find seasonals that are willing to spend the summer inventorying and controlling noxious weeds; to make matters worse, other agencies (including our cooperating Counties) are often able to hire them at a higher grade level than we can/do in order to do the same work, and often in less hazardous working conditions.
On several occasions, we have discussed the merits of concentrating noxious weed management duties in, for example, one person on the south side and one on the north.  This would result in two people spending more time in NFVW, focusing on executing agreements, developing partnerships, and increasing communications and coordination over a broader area; this would free up some of their NFRG funding to go toward the other rangeland management specialists no longer spending as much time with the weed program.  To date, the decision to make this transition, which would only shuffle monies but not require additional funding, has not been made.
Current funding levels are not adequate to increase the permanent workforce in the form of a part-time or full-time invasive species coordinator.  In fact, the Forest has lost 2 PFT GS-9 rangeland management specialist positions in 2006-2007 due to the loss of funding (see Section 9C above); the 2 employees have transferred off our Unit (one from Douglas, one from Yampa), and their trainee positions are not only vacant but have been removed from the respective organization charts.

Completion of CWMAs, especially with Routt County, could change the amount of control work we can accomplish as well as how it is done (and with whom).  See the comments in Section 7 above about the FY07 workforce analysis results.
The yellow toadflax invasions – predominantly on the Yampa District – have “exploded” during the last 8 years of drought.  It may be approaching the point of not being able to curtail or contain the species.  Because they’re found largely in the remote backcountry, most work has to be done via horseback or motorcycle.  Safety is a serious concern – crews work long hours and generally stay in for a full pay period at a time to drastically reduce travel time and costs.  For the same reasons, it is getting more and more difficult to find contractors willing to bid on these work areas.
10.   Identify funding sources for the Invasives program of work 
	
	NFVW-NW
	CWKV
	RBRB
	GRANTS
	PARTNERS

	
	K $
	AC
	K $
	AC
	K $
	AC*
	K $
	AC
	K $
	AC

	2008
	135.0
	1,500
	  50.0
	  130
	  40.0
	  300
	    4.0
	   10
	  10.0
	  60

	2009
	150.0
	1,700
	  50.0
	  130
	  40.0
	  300
	    9.0
	   30 
	  12.0
	  70

	2010
	170.0
	1,920
	  50.0
	  130
	  40.0
	  300
	  13.0
	   70 
	  14.0
	  80


* Includes Conservation Practice accomplishments by Grassland Grazing Associations.
This Table reflects our desire to increase overall funding to management of invasive plant species by 15% over the period.  The total program – from all sources – for FY2008-2010 is $239,000, $261,000, and $287,000 respectively.  We need the help of the R.O. to do this.  If the overall funding stays flat, or continues to decrease, regardless of our funding requests and program accomplishments and our percentage of the overall R-2 workload, we will not increase the percentage going to the invasives program.  We may be forced to further reduce our efforts and contributions.
Currently, about 55% of our accomplishments are with appropriated funds, 35% through the use of Trust Funds, 2% is by securing grant money, and 8% courtesy of our partners.
Virtually all of the appropriated funds being used for control work are NFVW – a portion of the total rangeland vegetation monies.  However, wilderness managers and seasonal wilderness rangers have been most cooperative in pulling/treating invasive weeds as a part of their normal work routines in order to maintain the wilderness character and native vegetation component of our Areas.  In addition, our wildlife biologists are strongly committed to cooperating in weed control whenever possible in order to maintain high-quality wildlife habitat, especially in riparian areas and wetlands.  We appreciate their efforts and commitment.
But we need to do more.  We need to move from the single-BLI financing vein to multi-resource financing of the invasive species program – because many resources (especially along the recreation access vectors) contribute to the spread of noxious weeds, and many resources benefit from their control, containment, and eradication.  It is only fair that those resources help to finance the efforts – identical to the way R-2 was operating prior to “enactment” of the Primary Purpose principles some six years ago.

The KV treatment acres are dependent upon the individual SAI plans, and can vary considerably from year to year.  The figures shown display estimated averages only, and are shown as constant for comparison’s sake.
If we could increase the NFVW funding to the Forest/Grassland, and/or other resource areas could contribute to the overall program need, we could reduce the amount that Range Betterment is providing (nearly 60% of the BLI) to augment the effort so that those limited funds could be used for other important rangeland improvement projects.

Our main grant and partnership opportunities have been with the Colorado HPP monies, Sierra Club, Owl Mountain Partnership, Thunder Basin Prairie Ecosystem Association, and Thunder Basin, Inyan Kara, and Spring Creek Grazing Associations.  We plan to continue increasing our efforts – with a goal of increasing our results by 30% in the next few years.  It takes employee time – valuable and limited time – to make this happen.
The Southeast Wyoming Cheatgrass Partnership is currently drafting a cheatgrass treatment proposal for 2008 to treat lands under state and federal jurisdiction.  They are asking for $46,000 to apply Plateau herbicide and hope to treat 640 acres with that amount.  They hope to get funds from the new Wyoming Wildlife & Natural Resources Trust Fund and/or other sources such as the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, etc.  Only a very limited number of Forest Service acres could presently be treated with this proposal (those being road shoulder sites that could be effectively treated with a truck-mounted spray rig).  We will not be able to partake of funds/projects like this on the steep winter range sites where we most need it unless we get an EIS completed for aerial application of herbicide and/or get clearance for such treatment through another avenue.
Part Two:  Invasive Forest Insects and Disease Organisms

Introduction

White Pine Blister Rust (WPBR) Cronartium ribicola is an exotic invasive disease that was introduced into North America in the early 1900s.  On the Medicine Bow-Routt NFs the disease is known to infect limber pine (Pinus flexilis) but may infect any 5 needled pine.  Ribes (gooseberries & currants) shrubs are alternate species for successful completion of the life cycle of the rust disease. 
Prevention

Prevention of WPBR is extremely difficult, despite a very slow rate of spread.  Currently Region 2 has a policy (R-2 memo, March 28, 2003) prohibiting transplanting 5-needle pines and Ribes shrubs to minimize the introduction of the disease into new areas.  Other prevention measures are not known. 

Early Detection and Rapid Response

WPBR was first detected on the Medicine Bow NF in 1969; no information is known about the Routt NF.  In 2005 an inventory of the Medicine Bow NF was completed.  Approximately 15% of the limber pines inventoried were infected with WPBR.  Heavy infections were noted in Esterbrook Valley and Vedauwoo Campground with mortality occurring in mature trees. 

Control, Management, and Inventory

Currently the Forest Service Forest Health Management group is cooperating with Colorado State University conducting inventories to establish a base level for areas infected and rate of infection on the Medicine Bow NF.  In fiscal year 2005, the MBR completed inventory and control measures in Vedauwoo Campground.  The control measures included pruning branches and excising stem cankers to stop the spread of the disease in the infected trees. 

Inventories to determine the extent and distribution of the disease are needed for the Routt National Forest.  With that data the Forest Service would have a baseline to determine spread and anticipated impacts in the 5 needled pines and affects on other resource values.   

Restoration and Rehabilitation

The Medicine Bow-Routt NFs collected cones and seed from approximately 35-40 limber pine plus trees (trees that seem to exhibit a resistance to WPBR) in 2007.  The Forest also collected seed in a general cone collection in 2007 for operational use.  To insure continued long term existence and re-introduction of limber pine, the MBR will continue to build and maintain a limber pine seed bank for future reforestation/restoration efforts.

Funding Sources





SPFH/SPS4



NFVW-FV

	2008
	$15,000
	$12,000

	2009
	$  5,000
	$12,000

	2010
	$ 1,000
	$12,000


The table indicates SPFH/SPS4 funding needs for control and management measures in recreation sites.  The NFVW funding is to complete inventory of 5 needled pine stands on the Medicine Bow and Routt NFs to determine the distribution and extent of the disease.  Unpredictability of good limber pine cone crops makes out-year planning for cone collection difficult, but estimated needs for cone collection is $5,000. 
Invasive Terrestrial Wildlife Disease Organisms
West Nile Virus

West Nile virus (WNV) is a virus of the family Flaviviridae, part of the Japanese encephalitis (JE) antigenic complex of viruses.  It is found in both tropical and temperate regions. It mainly infects birds, but is known to infect humans, horses, dogs, cats, bats, chipmunks, skunks, squirrels, and domestic rabbits. The main route of human infection is through the bite of an infected mosquito.

West Nile virus has emerged in recent years in temperate regions of Europe and North America, presenting a threat to public and animal health. The most serious manifestation of WNV infection is fatal encephalitis (inflammation of the brain) in humans and horses, as well as mortality in certain domestic and wild birds. WNV has also been a significant cause of human illness in the United States in 2002 and 2003.

West Nile virus was first isolated from a febrile adult woman in the West Nile District of Uganda in 1937. The ecology was characterized in Egypt in the 1950s. The virus became recognized as a cause of severe human meningitis or encephalitis (inflammation of the spinal cord and brain) in elderly patients during an outbreak in Israel in 1957. Equine disease was first noted in Egypt and France in the early 1960s. WNV first appeared in North America in 1999, with encephalitis reported in humans and horses. 

The American outbreak began in the New York City area, including New Jersey and Connecticut, and the virus is believed to have entered in an infected bird or mosquito, although there is no clear evidence.  The U.S. virus was very closely related to a lineage 1 strain found in Israel in 1998. Since the first North American cases in 1999, the virus has been reported throughout the United States, Canada, Mexico, the Caribbean and Central America. There have been human cases and horse cases, and many birds are infected. Both the U.S. and Israeli strains are marked by high mortality rates in infected avian populations; the presence of dead birds - especially corvids - can be an early indicator of the arrival of the virus.
Most often, WNV is spread by the bite of an infected mosquito. Mosquitoes become infected when they feed on infected birds. Infected mosquitoes can then spread WNV to humans and other animals when they bite.
The virus is transmitted through mosquito vectors, which bite and infect birds. The birds are amplifying hosts, developing sufficient viral levels to transmit the infection to other biting mosquitoes which go on to infect other birds (in the Western hemisphere the American robin and the American crow are the most common carriers) and also humans. The infected mosquito species vary according to geographical area; in the US Culex pipiens (Eastern U.S.), Culex tarsalis (Midwest and West), and Culex quinquefasciatus (Southeast) are the main sources. 
In mammals the virus does not multiply as readily (i.e. does not develop high viremia during infection), and it is believed that mosquitoes biting infected mammals do not ingest sufficient virus to become infected, making mammals so-called dead-end infections.
Plague
Plague is an infectious disease caused by the bacterium, Yersinia pestis. All forms of plague in wild animals are generally referred to as sylvatic plague. Seventy-six species of mammals carry plague, but it is primarily a disease of wild rodents other than black-tailed prairie dogs. In cases where people have contracted the disease, it is usually referred to as bubonic plague. When people contract the disease, it is usually from coming in contact with an infected rodent (such as a rat, a squirrel, or a prairie dog) or their fleas.

Before the advent of modern medicine, bubonic plague struck the human population in epidemic proportions every few centuries. Today, improved sanitation practices and modern insecticides and antibiotics have reduced the threat of plague epidemics in developed countries like the United States.

Plague can also be transmitted between humans or animals by direct contact (coughing, sneezing, etc.). Dogs are mostly immune to the plague. Cats are extremely susceptible to plague, although the occurrence of plague in cats is very rare. Although extremely rare, cats can pass the disease directly to people. Awareness of the disease and avoidance of close contact with wild rodents and other potential carriers or their fleas is the key to protection. 

Plague is curable in humans if diagnosed and treated in its early stages. At first, plague feels like a bad case of the flu; symptoms include chills and fever. The bacteria invade the lymph nodes (bubonic or lymphatic plague), which become swollen and tender; then the bloodstream (septicemic plague); and, sometimes the lungs (pneumonic plague). Pneumonic plague is much more virulent than the initial, bubonic form, because the disease can be spread by the coughing of the infected person. Without antibiotics, the mortality rate for pneumonic plague is nearly 100 percent.

Though most prairie dogs have fleas, few fleas are infected, and most public health officials believe the chance of humans contracting plague from prairie dog fleas is very low. Apparently, prairie dog fleas do not like human hosts, preferring instead to bite other animal species. The black-tailed prairie dog is unlikely to contribute to the spread of plague in the U. S. because plague kills nearly all infected prairie dogs within a very short period of time. 

Since 1959, the Fort Collins, Colorado branch of the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) has recorded 393 cases of plague in humans. Of the 240 cases (61 percent) for which a source of infection was identified, 31 (13 percent) were attributed to contact with prairie dogs or their fleas, from actually handling the animals. Only two (both in Colorado) of the 31 cases were in areas where the black-tailed prairie dog is the only species of prairie dog that could have been the source of infection (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Infectious Diseases, Division of Vector Borne Infectious Diseases, Bacterial Zoonosis Branch, Plague Section, unpublished data, 1998).

During the five years 1994 through December 7, 1998, there were 40 human plague cases in the United States. Of the 17 cases for which a source of infection was identified, 9 were attributed to prairie dogs. Improved sanitation practices, such as rodent control in homes, garages, and other human dwellings; flea removal from pets; and avoidance of sick or dead animals, along with antibiotics, help prevent plague in people. 

The inadvertent introduction of sylvatic plague into the North American prairie ecosystem around 1899 has had a direct negative effect on the black-tailed prairie dog. This disease may be the most important factor in the recent reduction of black-tailed prairie dog populations across their range. In black-tailed prairie dogs, the plague was first documented in a colony near Lubbock, Texas, in 1946.

Plague has been active in black-tailed prairie dog populations in the northern Great Plains only within the last decade although it was present 40-50 years ago. The disease appears to be spreading to encompass the entire range of the species. Plague is not widespread throughout the west because of the prairie dog. The disease is maintained in other wildlife species and periodically devastates black-tailed prairie dog populations; recent population losses due to plague have been observed in Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Kansas, and Oklahoma.

At present, sylvatic plague is widespread throughout the western United States, except in South Dakota. It is likely no coincidence that 4 of the largest 7 remaining black-tailed prairie dog complexes are in South Dakota or that approximately 32 percent of all remaining individuals of the species are located in this state. Black-tailed prairie dog populations are extinct in Arizona and are much reduced in the southwestern states (New Mexico, Colorado and Utah) near the epicenter for more recent sylvatic plague outbreaks.

A plague outbreak in a black-tailed prairie dog colony results in near 100 percent mortality. Black-tailed prairie dogs show neither effective antibodies nor immunity. If there are any survivors, they do not exhibit resistance to plague; surviving animals appear to have avoided death only by the remote chance of avoiding exposure.

Because most black-tailed prairie dog colonies are already fragmented and reduced in size, they are more vulnerable to further reduction or elimination due to the continued effects of plague, poisoning, and shooting. Colonies that have been poisoned or shot may recover more slowly from additional plague outbreaks. Available information suggests that colonies recovering from plague recover to a consistently smaller percentage of their original size, and plague will probably at sometime reoccur. 
Part Three:  Invasive Aquatic Vertebrates & Invertebrates and Plants
1) Priority Invasive Species and Populations
a) The following invasive species are of priority concern in the Medicine Bow/Routt National Forest and Thunder Basin National Grassland: 
1) Whirling disease protozoan (Myxobolus cerebralis);
2) New Zealand mud snail (Potamopyrgus antipodarum); 
3) Didymo algae (Didymosphenia geminata);
4) Asian clam (Corbicula fluminea); 
5) Non-native fish, especially non-native trout in the context of native cutthroat trout restoration and conservation, only.  Otherwise, non-native trout (e.g. brook trout) are considered “desired” species; and 
6) Non-native aquatic plants such as Brazilian Elodea and Eurasian milfoil ( Myriophyllum spicatum); there are native species with these two plant genera extant in the Forest.

b) Trout that appear symptomatic of whirling disease have been found in the Encampment River and in the North Platte River (between Encampment and Saratoga) by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WG&FD).  No more that ten percent of the trout sampled during the past ten years by the WG&FD have shown whirling disease symptoms, suggesting that the abundance and distribution of the protozoan has been stable in these lotic systems.  
c) No other aquatic invasive species have been documented in the Forest or Grassland as of 2007.

2) Identify the Forest or Grassland’s priority monitoring and treatment areas
a) Sections of the North Platte River (between the Douglas Creek confluence and Saratoga) and the Encampment River (near the North Platte River confluence) will be monitored for the presence of whirling disease by the WG&FD.  Hog Park and Rob Roy reservoirs and Pole Mountain ponds should be monitored for the Asian clam (documented in Curt Gowdy reservoir) and for zebra mussels.  At this point, the monitoring schedule for selected river stations is undetermined.

b) Monitoring protocols and schedules for the other above-mentioned invasive species are undetermined, but inventorying and monitoring for these species will likely coincide with aquatic MIS inventorying and monitoring.  Also, the Forest botanists may be able to assist in monitoring for invasive aquatic plants during their inventory and monitoring work.

3) Timetable for Inventory and/or Treatment 
Presently, there are no established timetables for inventorying and treating   aquatic, invasive species other than the coincidental monitoring that will occur during aquatic MIS monitoring and plant inventories/surveys.
4) Adequacy of Existing Invasive Species Inventories 
There are no existing aquatic, invasive species inventories pertinent to the MBR/TB.

5) Plans for Increased Aquatic Species Activity 
The aquatics program could use an additional PFT botanist or fisheries biologist (GS-7/9) to help implement an aquatic, invasive species action plan.
6) Efforts to Address Invasives at Administrative Sites 
There are no special precautions to avoid the spread of aquatic, invasive species that are necessary specific to Forest and Grassland administrative sites.  Recommended precautions/directions to prevent or mitigate the spread of invasive species should be consistent among all pertinent administrative sites. 
7) Assessment and Development of Organizational Capacity 
Invasive Species program responsibilities are too often assigned as “collateral duties.”  While this may be an appropriate arrangement on some units, on many others it is inadequate.  The result is that many programs are unable to respond with effective programs.  National Forests and Grasslands within R-2 will strive to achieve adequate staffing and skills to plan and implement effective programs.
a) The existing personnel qualified to conduct aquatic, invasive-species tasks comprises two botanists and three fisheries biologists.  Three District/Zone hydrologists could be used to assist the biologists/botanists in conducting the aquatic, invasive species tasks.  No assignments have been made to fill the role of Unit Invasive Species Coordinator for each unit.

b) Presently, the personnel gaps that exist that may interfere with accomplishing aquatic, invasive species tasks include one botanist/fisheries biologist specialist. 

c) N/A.

d) N/A.

e) Given my inquiries about an existing network of jurisdictions that are charged with addressing aquatic, invasive species in Colorado and Wyoming, it is my impression that not much of a network exists because of inadequate funding.

f) Clearly, existing workloads in program-level and resource-support obligations may make it problematic to add additional invasive-species tasks to the program of work.

8) Sources of Funding for the Invasives Program
The Forest will require an additional $30,000.00 in NFWF dedicated to invasive species activities. This is an estimate of the cost of using existing terrestrial and aquatic wildlife biologists and botanists to conduct the program of work.  If an additional journey-level, PFT biologist dedicated to aquatic, invasive species work is hired, then the costs to run the program will be substantially more that $30,000.

I anticipate that most of the funding for the invasive species program (inventorying and monitoring) will come from the following BLIs: NFWF; NFVW; and CWKV.  Some NFRW dollars may be appropriate to help fund this effort.
FUNDING SUMMARY

The following table displays total Invasives Species Action Plan funding sources – Current Year Program of Work (FY08), Desired FY08, FY09, and FY10.
Funding (In Thousands of Dollars)

	
	NFVW
	RBRB
	VW-FV
	SPFH
	CWKV
	NFWF
	NFRW
	Grants
	Partners
	TOTAL

	Current
	112
	48
	0
	0
	50
	0
	5
	0
	15
	230

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FY08
	205
	0
	12
	15
	50
	30
	25
	30
	20
	387

	FY09
	220
	0
	12
	5
	50
	30
	50
	35
	30
	432

	FY10
	240
	0
	12
	1
	50
	30
	75
	40
	40
	486
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