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Noxious Weed Risk Assessment
for the Upper Truckee River Sunset Stables Restorain Project
on the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit

Prepared byENTRIX, Inc. Dateeptember 2009

Approved by: Date:

NOXIOUS WEED RISK ASSESSMENT DIRECTION

The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPiheatthe direction for completing a noxious weed
risk assessment (SNFP Appendix L). In addition,Rbeest Service Manual 2080 Noxious Weed
Management (effective 11/29/1995) includes a pdiayement calling for a risk assessment for naxiou
weeds to be completed for every project. Speclficttie manual states:

2081.03 PolicyWhen any ground disturbing action or activity isgosed, determine the risk of
introducing or spreading noxious weeds associatédtie proposed Project.

1. For projects having moderate to high risk ofddticing or spreading noxious weeds, the project
decision document must identify noxious weed cdmtreasures that must be undertaken during
project implementation.

2. Make every effort to ensure that all seed, feéeg, and straw used on National Forest Systensland
free of noxious weed seeds (FSH 6309.12, sec. d2211).

3. Where States have enacted legislation and hragetare program to make weed-free forage avaijable
Forest Officers shall issue orders restrictingtthasport of feed, hay, straw, or mulch which is no
declared as weed-free, as provided in 36 CFR 2¢4).53M0d 261.58(t).

4. Use contract and permit clauses to preventneduction or spread of noxious weeds by contracto
and permittees. For example, where determined &pbeopriate, use clauses requiring contractors or
permittees to clean their equipment prior to entghlational Forest System lands.

2081.2 Prevention and Control Measuredetermine the factors which favor establishmeidt spread of
noxious weeds and design management practicegscrptions to reduce risk of infestation or sprefid
noxious weeds.

Where funds and other resources do not permit takiag all desired measures, address and
schedule noxious weed prevention and control irffadewing order:

1. First Priority: Prevent the introduction of newaders,
2. Second Priority: Conduct early treatment of mef@stations, and
3. Third Priority: Contain and control establishefistations.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project description is provided in the BotahE@aluation for this project,
incorporated herein by reference.

PROJECT LOCATION

The Project is located along the Upper Truckee Rafgout 3 miles south of Lake Tahoe
near the community of South Lake Tahoe, El Doradaor@®y, California in the SW ¥4 of
section 12, T12N, R18E of the USGS South Lake T&wadrangle map (Figure 1).
Elevation is approximately 6260 feet. The Proggea is bounded by the Lake Tahoe
Airport and Highway 50 to the west, and privategany in the Tahoe Paradise
residential neighborhood to the east and south pftygosed work will be implemented
on the Conservancy’s Sunset Stables property (@&%)nand the LTBMU property (68
acres) (Figure 2).

The Sunset Stables Reach (Sunset Reach) of the Uppzkee River extends
approximately 2.6 miles from the Hwy 50 river criogsnear Elks Club Drive northward
to approximately mid-way through the South LakedaRAirport runway. The Sunset
Reach includes two separate channel reaches tfgper Truckee River (Reaches 5 and
6), distinct from one another because of differennghysical channel and floodplain
characteristics.
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Figure 1. Project Location
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Figure 2. Project area(Source: USFS)
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RISK ASSESSMENT
A. Inventory

Survey Methods

Plant community mapping and focused field survegsawconducted by ENTRIX in the
Sunset Stables project area in summer of 2004 @ndner of 2005. During these
focused field surveys, all plants observed weratifled and the occurrence of any
special-status plants, invasive plant/noxious wsgesties, and Washoe cultural plants
was recorded. Results of those surveys are reportheé Amended Final Plant
Communities and Special-Satus Plant Species Report (ENTRIX 2005).

ENTRIX biologists conducted additional surveys 008 (June 30/July 1 and August
28/29) to document new or expanded population®rious weeds. The most recent
target list of invasive and noxious weeds was retpaefrom the USFS LTBMU. All
surveyors reviewed the target list, and becameli@mvith the appearance, growth form
and general phenology of the listed weed specidstifg population data from 2004 and
2005 surveys was also reviewed prior to surveys/ets were performed by foot,
walking and visually surveying the entire projeta paying particular attention to the
current and proposed channel alignment, propos&pingt areas, and access routes.
Historical populations from 2004 and 2005 weresegd and notes on expansion or
reduction of the population were made. Locationsest invasive plant/noxious weed
populations recorded with a Garmin GPS unit andketpn aerial photos, which were
later digitized and mapped according to the 2008LBahoe Basin Weed Coordinating
Group Mapping Protocol (LTBWCG 2008).

For all surveys (2004, 2005 and 2008), the invaplaat/noxious weed levels of
infestation were recorded as required under Se2083, Information Collection and
Reporting of the Forest Service Manual (USDA-FS5)9%his included recording the
number of acres or square feet (sq. ft.) infestedhe number of individuals (when weed
populations were small) of the noxious weed, bycgseand location. Levels of
infestation were recorded as follows: low (<5 pataanopy cover), moderate (6 to 25
percent canopy cover), and high (>25 percent cacopgr). Percent cover values
represent the percent area that was occupied hyottieus weed species in that area of
infestation.

Survey Results

From a list of 40 target invasive plant/noxious d@epecies (Appendix A, Table A-1),
five were identified during the three years ofdisurveys. No CDFA ‘A-rated’ species
were discovered in the project area. One Cal-IHGhhrated species, cheat grass
(Bromus tectorum), was identified during surveysnap depicting all noxious weed
populations identified in 2004, 2005 and 2008 svpted in Appendix A, Figure A-1. A
detailed tabular summary of each noxious weed f@ojoul is provided in Appendix A,
Table A-2. This table includes scientific and conmmame, map label, 2004-2005
population description, 2008 population descrip@aoal presence on USFS property.
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A detailed description of the life history charatgtcs of these species was provided in
Appendix C-3 of the Existing Conditions Report (CZ@04) for this project. A general
description of the occurrence of each invasive thtaxious weed species found in the
project area is provided below.

Cheat grass Bromus tectorum). Fifteen populations of this species were obseivede
project area in 2004 and 2005. An additional 32utetons (including new populations
and significant expansions of existing populatiomsje surveyed in 2008.

Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare). Nine populations of this species were found ingregect
area in 2004 and 2005. An additional 13 populatisere mapped in 2008.

Ox-Eye Daisy (eucanthemum wvulgare). In 2004 and 2005 at total of ten populations of
this species were found in the project area. IrB20additional 12 populations were
mapped.

Klamath weed Hypericum perforatum). Two populations of this species were found in
the project area in 2004 and 2005 with only onetamtdl population identified in 2008.

Woolly mullein (Verbascum thapsus). Nineteen populations of this species were found
in the project area in 2004-2005. In 2008, 11 npameulations and/or significant
expansions of existing populations were recorded.

B. Habitat Vulnerability (vegetative cover types, pevious disturbance, soil cover,
shade, soil type, aspect/slope):

As reported in the Existing Conditions Report (EG@6t)the Sunset Stables Restoration
and Resource Management Plan (CTC 2004), ten wegetammmunities exist within the
project area. These include montane wet and drylavegapproximately 20% of the
project area), montane coniferous forest whichudet Jeffery pine and lodgepole pine
forest (approximately 25% of project area), andrnign communities (approximately 5%
of the project area) which include aspen ripar@est and montane riparian scrub. Other
communities, including big sagebrush scrub, mixedtane chaparral, and montane
freshwater marsh, occur as small patches withimptbgect area. Approximately 50% of
the project area is occupied by developed sub-upbarels (which are relatively well
forested). Unvegetated cover types include develgpeund, ruderal and water.
Following is a description of each vegetation comityu A description of the habitat
types in the project area can be found in the ECROD 2004), and is presented in the
Botanical BE for this project (ENTRIX, Inc. 2008).

In general the project area is composed of relgtivpen, penetrable vegetation
communities where vectors such as wind and wateeaaily transport weed seed.
Likewise, use of the area by mountain bikers, lsikdogs, and other water craft (kayak,
canoe, float tubes, etc.) presents additional ve@nd increased opportunities for
disturbance. In addition, a portion of the proj@eta was historically a horse stable and
importation of weed seed in livestock feed, et@agparent in the middle-western part of
the project area.
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The majority of noxious weeds populations withie firoject area are associated with
areas of disturbance and/or human activity inclgdrails, roads, parking areas, stream
banks. Any new disturbance (i.e., road building;asation, etc.) will provide an
opportunity for noxious weeds to spread.

C. Non-project Dependent Vectors (existing roads ahtrails, traffic use,
livestock/wildlife migration, wind patterns, drainage flow direction):

Non-project vectors include natural elements swciad and water (i.e., stream flow in
the Truckee River) as well as wildlife movementtiopogenic vectors include people
(runners, mountain bikers, hikers, etc.), dogsewataft (rafts, canoes, and kayaks),
vehicle traffic around the perimeter of the projecta, residential development (i.e.,
planting of noxious species in gardens). Historieadtors in the project area include
livestock and livestock feed in the area formedgdi as a stable.

D. Habitat Alteration Expected as a Result of the Pject:

Habitat alteration expected as a result of thegotapcludes a short term reduction in
guality and quantity of meadow and riparian willsarub habitat during channel
construction, due to disturbance on the meadowcattahgs from willows. However, the
project is expected to have positive long-termafe@n meadow and willow scrub
habitat. Construction of a new channel is expetigdcrease the extent and duration of
floodplain inundation and to increase meadow wetti@ough raised groundwater
levels. The restored hydrologic processes combintdextensive riparian plantings that
will be installed as part of the construction wnitrease the quality and quantity of
riparian willow scrub habitat.

The project is also expected to result in a slewrhtreduction in conifer forest habitat
quality (reduced structure and canopy cover) whage conifers must be removed to
allow channel construction or to reduce conifemreachment in meadow riparian habitat.
Most of the trees that will be removed are alongdRes in the forested areas south of the
airport. Efforts will be made to minimize tree rewvabwhere possible. Indirect effects
include an increase in the quality and quantityidrian forest. Mature riparian forest is
anticipated due to the re-established channel-fitaod connectivity and active riparian
and floodplain re-vegetation that will occur in @sevhere riparian vegetation is currently
lacking.

Ongoing forest health and fuels management aes/lty LTBMU and the Conservancy
on their lands have the potential to affect fohedtitat in the area. However, in the long-
term they will create healthy forests and improme$t habitat by increasing the
distribution of forest age classes, opening theetstdry, and reducing tree stand density
within the forest landscape.

E. Increased Vectors as a Result of project Implenmation:

There will be a short-term increase in traffic da€onstruction, but restoration activities
will not result in a long-term increase in vectdd®e exception is an increase in over
bank flood flows resulting in a potential increaseveed species spread by water.
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Cheat grass.Project activity that disturbs soil containing ahgrass seed may further
spread this noxious weed. All infestations of clgrass within the project area (Figure 1
and Table 2) may be affected by installation ofgebimprovements. The risk of
spreading cheat grass will be mitigated by the omegsdescribed in “Mitigation
Measures” below.

Bull thistle. Project activity that disturbs soil containing bihlistle seed may further
spread this noxious weed. All infestations of blistle within the project area (Figure 1
and Table 2) may be affected by installation ofgebimprovements. The risk of
spreading bull thistle will be mitigated by the reeges described in “Mitigation
Measures” below.

Ox-eye daisy.Project activity that disturbs soil containing eye daisy seed may further
spread this noxious weed. All field bindweed indisins within the project area (Figure
1 and Table 2) may be affected by installationrofjgxt improvements. The risk of
spreading field bindweed will be mitigated by theasures described in “Mitigation
Measures” below.

Klamath weed. Project activity that disturbs soil containing Klath weed seed may
further spread this noxious weed. All field bindweefestations within the project area
(Figure 1 and Table 2) may be affected by instaltabf project improvements. The risk
of spreading field bindweed will be mitigated by timeasures described in “Mitigation
Measures” below.

Woolly mullein. Project activity that disturbs soil containing wigahullein seed may
further spread this noxious weed. All infestatiofsvoolly mullein within the project
area (Figure 1 and Table 2) may be affected byliasion of project improvements. The
risk of spreading woolly mullein will be mitigatdxy the measures described in
“Mitigation Measures” below.

F. Mitigation Measures (prevention and control):

WEED-1 On NFS lands, LTBMU staff would survey the ProjActa as needed
during project construction and following completiand treat any
additional noxious weeds that are found.

WEED-2 On CTC lands, a botanist designated by the CTGX(Bdtanist, LTBMU
botanist, or an approved botanist) would surveyRtwposed Project as
needed during project construction and followingiptetion and treat any
additional noxious weeds that are found.

WEED-3 All off-road equipment used in the Project Aread @ther vehicles that
would travel on temporary access roads throughPtbgect Area (i.e. not
contained in the staging areas), shall be washfedebmoving into the
Project Area to ensure that the equipment is ffemih, seeds, vegetative
material, or other debris that could contain odrg#eds of noxious weeds.
“Off-road equipment” includes all tree removal ar@hstruction equipment
and brushing equipment such as brush hogs, mastcaind chippers; it
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WEED-4

WEED-5

WEED-6

WEED-7

WEED-8

does not include log trucks, chip vans, serviceacles, water trucks, pickup
trucks, and similar vehicles not intended for aféd use. Equipment would
be considered clean when visual inspection doesewetil soil, seeds, plant
material, or other such debris. When working inknaveed infested areas
equipment shall then be cleaned at a washing sthgfore moving to other
areas that do not contain noxious weeds.

All earth-moving equipment, gravel, fill, or otheraterials are required to
be weed-free. Use onsite sand, gravel, rock, aracgnaterial when
possible. Otherwise, obtain weed-free materialsffid sources that have
been surveyed and certified weed-free.

Minimize the amount of ground and vegetation disdnce in the
construction areas. Reestablish vegetation whatfie on disturbed bare
ground at the end of project implementation to miee weed
establishment and infestation, especially in sigagireas.

Use weed-free mulches and seed sources. Salvagmltirom the Project
Area for use in onsite revegetation, unless comtatad with noxious
weeds. All activities that require seeding or glagiimust utilize locally
collected native seed sources when possible. Rlahseed material should
be collected from or near the Project Area, frorthwiithe same watershed,
and at a similar elevation when possible. Perdisten-natives such as
Phleum pratense (cultivated timothy)Dactylis glomerata (orchard grass),

or Lolium spp. (ryegrass) would not be used. Seed mixes lneuspproved
by a Forest Service, TRPA or CTC botanist.

Where weed infestations within the Project Arealong travel routes near
the Project Area exist in storage, staging or cootbn areas, before
project implementation they will be treated, “fl&ggand avoided,” or a
physical barrier will be applied and maintainedpeleding on the risk
presented by the species present.

Weed infestations along access roads would be sskhtidoy constructing an
encapsulated road in these locations to avoiditnigdeeds from infested
sites into other portions of the project area.

G. Anticipated Weed Response to Proposed Action (8« Summary):

The overall risk of introducing or spreading noxdaueed as a result of the project is
considered to be Medium. This determination is dasethe following:

1. Surveys identified five noxious weed species (clgeass, bull thistle, ox-eye daisy,
Klamath weed, and woolly mullein) in the projectar

2. There are established roads and trails in the grayea, as well as bike, watercratft,
foot and animal traffic (which serve as vectorsj aonstruction will result in a
short-term increase in traffic in the area.
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3. The majority of disturbance will occur in previoysindisturbed areas, although
disturbance will be localized to specific areashwitthe project area.

4. A mitigation plan which includes revegetation hage adopted as a part of the
proposed project. The mitigation plan is expecteddcrease the risk of project-
related weed spread to a level that is at or b@l@aconstruction conditions.

Noxious Weed Risk Assessment Summary Table

Weed spread factors not connected to proposed praje(pre-existing circumstances)

Factors

Condition

Risk and Rationale

A. Inventory

cheat grass,bull thistle, ox-eye daisy,
Klamath weed, woolly mullein

MEDIUM-These species are either LTBWCG
Group 2, or CDFA Group C, and are therefore
not high priority species.

B. Habitat vulnerability

Open vegetation communities, trails,
roads, disturbed areas

HIGH-Open areas and disturbed ground have
little vegetation cover and provide opportunity]
for noxious weed colonization.

C. Non-project dependent
vectors

Wind, water, wildlife, people, dogs,
vehicle traffic, residential development,
livestock and livestock feed

HIGH-Use of the area for recreation is
relatively intensive which increases the
opportunity for disturbance and importation of
weed seed. The property is bordered by
residential development and roads on 3 sides|
which also increases the risk of weed spread
from adjacent areas. Historical use of the are
by livestock has introduced a wide variety of

the project area.

Weed spread factors connected to proposed projeqgigst-construction circu

mstances)

Factors

Condition

Risk and Rationale

D. Habitat alteration expected 4
a result of the project

s Soil disturbance from construction
activities; shade removal.

MEDIUM-Minimal shade removal, but soil
disturbance will occur. Disturbance localized {
specific project improvements; majority of
disturbance will occur in previously disturbed
areas.

E. Increased vectors as a resulf
of project implementation

Short-term increase in traffic during
construction.

MEDIUM-Long-term use of area will not
increase because of project

F. Mitigation measures If no mitigation measureplemented Higher risk
If some mitigation measures implementgd Moderatadyiced risk
If all mitigation measures implemented Greatlyueet risk

G. Risk Summary

Moderate potential for weed spread.

Some high risk factors, mitigation plan reduce

risk to MEDIUM.

()

weed species (some not listed by the USFS) and
has increased disturbed ground in some areas of

Overall assessment of Risk for Project

Numerous High risk factors = High overall risk
Few High risk factors = Moderate overall risk
No High risk factors = Low overall risk
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APPENDIX A

Table A-1. Target weed species
Table A-2. Detailed inventory of weed infestations the project area
Figure A-la. Invasive Plant/Noxious Weed Occurrencein the Project Area (North Area)
Figure A-1b. Invasive Plant/Noxious Weed Occurrencein the Project Area (South Area)
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Table A-1. Target weed species (bold indicates oacence in project area)
Common Name Scientific Name LTBWCG CDFA NDA SNFPA @l-IPC
Cheat grass Bromus tectorum NW High
Heart-prodded hoarycress Cardaria draba Group 1 B C NW Moderate
Globe-prodded hoarycress Cardaria pubescens Group 1 B NW Limited
plumeless thistle Carduus acanthoides A Limited
Musk thistle Carduus nutans Group 1 A B NW Moderate
Purple starthistle Centaurea calcitrapa B A NW Moderate
Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa Group 1 A B NW Moderate
Spotted knapweed Centaurea maculosa Group 2 A A NwW High
Russian knapweed Centaurea repens Group 1 B B Moderate
Yellow starthistle Centaurea soltitialis Group 1 C A NW High
Squarrose knapweed Centaurea squarrosa Group 1 A A NW Moderate
Rush skeletonweed Chondrilla juncea Group 1 A A NW Moderate
Canada thistle Cirsiumarvense Group 1 B C NW Moderate)
Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare Group 2 C NW Moderate
Poison hemlock Conium maculatum C Moderate
Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis C NW
bearded creeper Crupina vulgaris A Limited
Scotchbroom Cytisus scoparius Group 2 C NW High
Teasel Dipsacus fullonum Group 1 Moderate|
Quackgrass Elytrigia repense B NW
French broom Genista mospessulana C High
hydrilla Hydrilla verticillata** A High
St. John’s wort / Klamath weed Hypericum perforatum Group 2 C A NW Moderate
Tall whitetop / Perennial Lepidium latifolium Group 2 B C NW High
pepperweed
Ox eye daisy Leucanthemum vulgare Group 2 NW Moderate
Dalmatian toadflax Linaria genistifolia spp. Group 2 A A NwW Moderate
dalmatica
Yellow toadflax Linaria vulgaris Group 2 A Moderate
Purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria NW High
Eurasian watermilfoil Myriophyllum spicatum Group 2 C A NW High
Scotch thistle Onorpordum acanthium Group 1 A B NwW High
Curlyleaf pondweed Potamogeton crispus Group 2 Moderate|
Sulfur cinquefoil Potentilla recta Group 1 Q A
Russian thistle Salsola tragus C NW Limited
Perennial Sowthistle Sonchus arvensis|. A A
Spanish broom Spartium junceum High
Medusa-head, Taeniatherum caput- NW High
medusae
Tamarisk Tamarix chinensis NW
Woolly mullein Verbascum thapsus NW Limited

Sources: USFS 2008, Cal-IPC 2007, Hickman 199&;|6al 2008

Lake Tahoe Basin Weed Coordinating Group (LTBWCH)rfiizes invasive weeds of concern by managergemip. Group 1:

watch for, report, and eradicate immediately. Graumanage infestations with the goal of eradicatio

The California Department of Food and Agriculture€FA) noxious weed list (http://www.cdfa.ca.govfps/ipc/ ) divides noxious
weeds into categories A, B, and C. A-listed weeddlaose for which eradication or containment guineed at the state or county
level. With B-listed weeds, eradication or contagmis at the discretion of the County Agricultu€ammissioner. C-listed weeds
require eradication or containment only when foimd nursery or at the discretion of the Countyiggitural Commissioner. Q-
listed weeds require temporary “A” action pendirgedimination of a permanent rating.

Nevada Department of Agriculture (NDA) (http://agvi.gov/nwac/PLANT_NoxWeedList.htm divides) dividesxious weeds into
categories A, B, and C. Category “A”: Weeds notifdwr limited in distribution throughout the staéefively excluded from the state
and actively eradicated wherever found; activehderated from nursery stock dealer premises; cbraguired by the state in all
infestations. Category "B": Weeds established atteced populations in some counties of the statively excluded where possible,
actively eradicated from nursery stock dealer psesjicontrol required by the state in areas whepelptions are not well
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established or previously unknown to occur. Catgd6t: Weeds currently established and generallyespread in many counties of
the state; actively eradicated from nursery staer premises; abatement at the discretion dfttite quarantine officer.

Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) parti&fines noxious weeds as: those plant speciggndgésd as noxious weeds
by Federal or State law. Noxious weeds generalgess one or more of the following characteriséiggressive and difficult to
manage, poisonous, toxic, parasitic, a carrierst bf serious insects or disease, and generatiynative. Species reported as
present in the Lake Tahoe Basin Management UtiitarSierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment are iredlogith “NW”.
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/Itbmu/documents/invasiveesigs/noxious-weeds/contractor_forms/Noxious_Weék Rssessment_2008.doc

Cal-IPC categories: High = Species have sever@gicall impacts on physical processes, plant andnairéommunities, and
vegetation structure. Moderate to high rate ofelisal. Establishment generally dependent on exadbdisturbance. Limited to
widespread distribution. Widely distributed. Modera Species have substantial ecological impacghgrical processes, plant and
amimal communities, and vegetation structure. Matdeto high rate of dispersal. Establishment gdiyetependent on exological
disturbance. Limited to widespread distributionrmited = Species are invasive but their ecologitglacts are minor on a statewide
level. Low to moderate rate of invasiveness. Lithidéstribution, but may be locally persisent anogematic.
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Table A-2. Detailed inventory of weed infestations the project area
Species Il\gﬁgl 2004-2005 Inventories 2008 Inventory 79 (PYr/?\lp)erty
bullthistle (Cirsium vulgare)
Civu P1-01 | Moderate (15-20 plants in approxima&B25 square-foot area) Population not confirmatlviability is still likely N
Civu P1-02 | High (About 3000 plants in approximately @08, square-foot area) Population not confirmed viability is still likely N
Civu P1-03 | Low (5% cover; 20 plants in a 2,500 squact-#éoea) Population not confirmed, but viabilitystl likely N
Civu 1-04 Moderate (15% coverage in an approximatelysip@re-foot area; 15 plants) Population not cong, but viability is still likely Y
Civu 1-05 Low (<1% coverage in an approximately 20 seifaot area; 4 plants) Population not confirmed,\iability is still likely Y
Civu P1-06 | Low (1% coverage in an approximately 3,00fsetfoot area) Population confirmed N
Civu 1-07 Low (<1%; 1 plant) Population not confirmed, but viability is stilkély N
Civu 1-08 Low (10 plants in an approximately 25 squat-firea) Population not confirmed, but viabilgystill likely N
Civu 1-09 Low (6 plants in an approximately 25 squaia-trea) Population not confirmed, but viabilitystsl likely N
Civu 1-10 New 2008 population Moderate (75 plants, approximately 600 square-doe&) N
Civu 1-11 New 2008 population Moderate (15 plants, approximately 400 square-déoeé) N
Civu 1-12 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 4 square-foot area) N
Civu 1-13 New 2008 population Low (10 plants, 400 square-foot area) N
Civu 1-14 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 4 square-foot area) Y
Civu 1-15 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 4 square-foot area) N
Civu P1-16 New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 1,500 squaot-doea) N
Civu P1-17 | New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 1,000 squaot-doea) N
Civu P1-18 New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 150,000 sqfmoearea) N
Civu 1-19 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 4 square-foot area) Y
Civu P1-20 New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 2,800 squaot-doea) N
Civu P1-21 | New 2008 population Low (<5%, approximately 3,000 square-foot area) N
Civu P1-22 | New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 5,000 squaot-doea) N
TOTAL SF OF AREA FOR CIVU 173613 square-feet
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Species Il\gagl 2004-2005 Inventories 2008 Inventory 79 (PYr/?\lp)erty
common/woolly mullein (Verbascum Thapsus)

VETH P2-01 | Moderate (10 plants in approximately 8gGare feet) Population not confirmed, but viapi still likely N
VETH P2-02 | Low (5% cover; 10 plants in a 2,500 squact-#éoea) Population not confirmed, but viabilitystl likely N
VETH P2-03 | Low (5% coverage in approximately 12,000 eefiaot area; 15 plants) Population not confirntad,viability is still likely N
VETH | P2-04 g’l'ggtesr)ate (30% coverage in approximately a 2,00@sgoot area; about 50 | o 1-vion ot confirmed, but viability s stilkély N
VETH P2-05 | Low (2% coverage; interspersed throughouatba) Population not confirmed, but viability 18l ikely N
VETH P2-06 Low (<1% cover; 3 plants) Population expanded, see poly P2-25 N
VETH P2-07 | Moderate (20% coverage in approximately @dDsquare-foot area) Population confirmed Y
VETH P2-08 | Low (2% coverage; about 45 plants in an apmately 20,000 square-foot area) Population coréil Y
VETH P2-09 | Low (<1% cover; 10 plants) Population confirmed Y
VETH P2-10 | Moderate (20% coverage in an approximat&§@square-foot area; 20 plants) Population coefitm Y
VETH P2-11 | Low (1% cover; 16 plants) Population confirmed Y
VETH 2-12 Moderate (12 plants in an approximately 10faserfoot area) Population not confirmed, but \ighis still likely Y
VETH 2-13 (<1% coverage in a 20 square-foot area; Sglan Population confirmed Y
VETH P2-14 | (<1% coverage in an approximately 5,000 sgfaot area.) Population increased by 80+ indivisiua N
VETH pP2-15 Low (1% coverage in an approximately 200 sg{@ot area) Population confirmed N
VETH P2-16 | Low (1% coverage in an approximately 15,0fitage-foot area; 27 plants) Population confirmed N
VETH pP2-17 Low (3% coverage in an approximately 3,0Qsgrfoot area; 22 plants) Population increase2byindividuals N
VETH 2-18 Low (10 plants in an approximately 100 sqfaat-area) Population not confirmed, but viabilgystill likely N
VETH P2-19 Low (50 plants in an approximately 750 scifiaot area) Population not confirmed, but viabilgystill likely N
VETH 2-20 New 2008 population Moderate (1 plant, approximately 1 square-footarea N
VETH 2-21 New 2008 population Moderate (1 plant, approximately 1 square-footarea N
VETH 2-22 Expansion of population P2-14 Moderate (1 plant, approximately 1 square-footarea N
VETH 2-23 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 4 square-foot area) N
VETH 2-24 New 2008 population Low (1 plant, approximately 400 square-foot area) N
VETH pP2-25 Expansion of population P2-06 Low (5 plants, approximately 1500 square-foot area) N
VETH 2-26 New 2008 population Low (6 plants, approximately 200 square-foot area) Y
VETH 2-27 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 2 square-foot area) N
VETH 2-28 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 2 square-foot area) N
VETH 2-29 New 2008 population High (>25%, approximately 100 square-foot area) N
VETH P2-30 | New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 800 square-doe&) N

TOTAL SF OF AREA FOR VETH

546406 square-feet
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Species Il\gﬁgl 2004-2005 Inventories 2008 Inventory 79 (PYr/?\lp)erty
cheat grasgBromus tectorum

BRTE P3-01 | High (70%-80% coverage in approximas&l§,000 square feet) Population confirmed N
BRTE P3-02 | Moderate (20% coverage in approximately aQ0isquare-foot area) Population expanded, sgeR3s43 N
BRTE 3-03 High (80% coverage in an approximately 50 sefiaot area) Population expanded, see poly P3-20 N
BRTE P3-04 | Moderate (10% coverage in an approximat&§dsquare-foot area. Population expanded, seeR381 N
BRTE P3-05 Moderate (30% coverage in an approximatelye@re-foot area Population not confirmed, butility is still likely N
BRTE P3-06 | High (80% coverage in an approximately 2@gepfioot area) Population expanded, see poly P3-35 N
BRTE 3-07 High (90% coverage in an approximately 40 sgtfi@ot area) Population expanded, see poly P3-24 Y
BRTE P3-08 | Moderate (15% coverage in an approximat@§®square-foot area) Population confirmed N
BRTE P3-09 Moderate (20% coverage in an approximat®&9®square-foot area Population confirmed N
BRTE P3-10 High (50% coverage in an approximately 1 £fi¢are-foot area) Population confirmed N
BRTE P3-11 Moderate (15% coverage in an approximatelysgiare-foot area) Population confirmed N
BRTE P3-12 Moderate (Approximately 10 square meters) uRdipn not confirmed, but viability is still likgl N
BRTE P3-13 Moderate (Approximately 125 square meters) puRdion not confirmed, but viability is still like N
BRTE P3-14 Moderate (Approximately 50 square meters) uRdipn not confirmed, but viability is still likgl N
BRTE P3-15 | High (Approximately 25 square meters) Population not confirmed, but viability is stilkély N
BRTE 3-16 New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 400 square-doeé) Y
BRTE P3-17 | New 2008 population Moderate (60 plants, approximately 900 square-doeé&) Y
BRTE P3-18 New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 2000 squaré¢-doea) Y
BRTE P3-19 | New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 1200 squarédoeea) Y
BRTE P3-20 | New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 10,5@fiare-foot area) N
BRTE P3-21 | New 2008 population High (>25% cover, 6300 square-foot area) Y
BRTE P3-22 New 2008 population (l;/lloyggga;e; Sg}ze?:fofg\;:g with height (>25% cover)has throughout N
BRTE P3-23 New 2008 population Low (<6% cover, approximately 7500 square-foot prea N
BRTE P3-24 Expansion of population 3-07 High (30% cover, approximately 5000 square-fooapare Y
BRTE P3-25 New 2008 population High (50% cover, approximately 1,800 square-foetar Y
BRTE 3-26 New 2008 population High (70% cover, approximately 200 square-foot area N
BRTE P3-27 New 2008 population High (>25% cover, approximately 1800 square-foetar N
T el B
BRTE 3-29 New 2008 population High (90% cover, approximately 100 square-foot prea Y
BRTE P3-30 New 2008 population High (>25% cover, approximately 9,700 square-faeta Y
BRTE P3-31 | Expansion of population P3-04 High (>25% cover, approximately 34,300 square-toet) N
BRTE P3-32 New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 2,700 squaot-doea) N
BRTE P3-33 New 2008 population High (80% cover, approximately 900 square-foot prea N
BRTE P3-34 | Expansion of population P3-08 g:gg)(>25% cover in unpaved areas, approximate/$@d square-foot N
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Species Il\zﬂazgl 2004-2005 Inventories 2008 Inventory 79 (PYr/?\lp)erty
BRTE P3-35 | New 2008 population High (70% cover, approximately 2,500 square-foetar N
BRTE P3-36 | New 2008 population High (>25% cover, approximately 2,500 square-faetia N
BRTE P3-37 | New 2008 population High (30% cover, approximately 1,600 square-foetar N
BRTE P3-38 | New 2008 population High (75% cover, approximately 1,500 square-foetar N
BRTE 3-39 New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 25 square-éoet) N
BRTE 3-40 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 4 square-foot area) N
BRTE P3-41 | New 2008 population High (60% cover, approximately 2,500 square-foetar N
BRTE 3-42 New 2008 population High (>25% cover, 150 square-foot area) Y
BRTE P3-43 | Expansion of population P3-02 Moderate (20% cover, approximately a 34,000 sqf@rtarea) N
BRTE 3-44 New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 100 square-doeé) N
BRTE 3-45 New 2008 population High (>25% cover, approximately 25 square-foot prea N
BRTE P3-46 New 2008 population Low (<5%, approximately 2,400 square-foot area) N
BRTE P3-47 New 2008 population Moderate (<25% cover, approximately 6,000 squaot-doea) N
TOTAL SF OF AREA FOR BRTE 663735 square-feet
Klamathweed (Hypericum perforatum)
HYPE P5-01 | High (50% coverage in an approximate®)@ square-foot area; 100 plants) Population aeficned, but viability is still likely N
HYPE 5-02 Low (3 plants in an approximately 25 squaia-trea) Population not confirmed, but viabilitystsl likely N
HYPE 5-03 New 2008 population High (>25% cover, approximately 6 square-foot area) N
TOTAL SF OF AREA FOR KLAMATHWEED 1231 square-feet




USFS-LTBMU Noxious Weed Risk Assessment

Page 20 of 22

for the Upper Truckee River Sunset Stables Restor&roject September 2009
Species Il\gﬁgl 2004-2005 Inventories 2008 Inventory 79 (PYr/?\lp)erty
oxe-eye daisyL eucanthemum vulgare)

LEVU 4-01 Low (1 plant) Population confirmed N
LEVU 4-02 Low (1 plant) Population not confirmed, but viability is stilkély Y
LEVU P4-03 | High (80% coverage in an approximately 4 se{f@ot area; 10 plants) Population confirmed Y
LEVU 4-04 Low (<1% coverage in an approximately 20 seifaot area; 2 plants) Population confirmed Y
LEVU 4-05 Low (1% coverage in an approximately 20 sfi@otarea; 5 plants) Population confirmed N
LEVU P4-06 | Low (5% coverage in an approximately 600 sgtf@ot area) Population confirmed N
LEVU P4-07 Low (5% coverage in an approximately 750 sg{{@ot area) Population not confirmed, but viabiis still likely N
LEVU 4-08 Low (1% coverage in an approximately 100 setfiaot area; 6 plants) Population not confirmed,\iability is still likely N
LEVU 4-09 Low (2 plants in an approximately 100 squa-trea) Population not confirmed, but viabil#ystill likely N
LEVU 4-10 Low (2 plants in an approximately 25 squaia-trea) Population not confirmed, but viabilitystsl likely N
LEVU 4-11 New 2008 population Moderate (1 plant, approximately 2 square-foot area N
LEVU 4-12 New 2008 population Moderate (1 plant, approximately 16 square-foohpre N
LEVU 4-13 New 2008 population 1 plant, approximately 2 square-foot area N
LEVU 4-14 New 2008 population High (2 plants, approximately 25 square-foot area) N
LEVU 4-15 New 2008 population Moderate (2 plants, approximately 25 square-foeapr N
LEVU 4-16 New 2008 population High (4 plants, approximately 4 square-foot area) N
LEVU 4-17 New 2008 population High (2 plants, approximately 25 square-foot area) N
LEVU 4-18 New 2008 population High (I plant, approximately 4 square-foot area) N
LEVU 4-19 New 2008 population Moderate (3 plants, approximately 200 square-foed)a N
LEVU 4-20 New 2008 population Moderate (1 plant, approximately 4 square-foot)area N
LEVU 4-21 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 4 square-foot area) N
LEVU 4-22 New 2008 population High (1 plant, approximately 4 square-foot area) Y
TOTAL SF OF AREA FOR LEVU 1936 square-feet
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Figure A-1a. Invasive Plant/Noxious Weed Occurrencein the Project Area (North Area)
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Figure A-1b. Invasive Plant/Noxious Weed Occurrencein the Project Area (South Area)



