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Introduction:  

This Action plan is designed to serve as a strategic tool for implementation of the invasive species management program on the Grand Mesa Uncompahgre and Gunnison (GMUG) National Forests, and is prepared for use in meeting the following objectives: 
1. Scheduling projects in a Forest-wide strategic manner in view of Forest   priorities, over a three-year period. 

2. Allocating Forest-wide resources for the invasives program.

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

4. Monitoring and evaluation of progress on planned activities. 

This action plan is meant to be reviewed and adjusted as necessary annually to reflect emerging needs, shifting priorities, or changes in available funding.  

1) Critique of the 2007-2009 Action Plan and Summary of Activities:  

Overall, the GMUG’s 2007-2009 Invasive Species Action Plan has advanced the program. The number of acres treated for noxious weed control is increasing. In 2005, 585 acres were treated whereas in 2006 more than 1,550 acres were successfully treated. In 2007, districts reported treatment of 1,612 acres of noxious weeds. The treatment data in the FACTS database is slightly different indicating that 1,653 acres of noxious weeds were treated in 2007. This is the highest treatment every recorded for the Forest and the increase was made possible primarily by successfully securing funding in a variety of appropriations and through grants and agreements. 
Funding which led to the increase of acres treated included $104,000 (CWK2) in 2006; $15,000 (CMRD) in 2006 and 2007; $6,000 (CWKV) in 2006 and 2007; and $23,000 (RBRB) in 2007. Additionally, funding from grants and agreements such as UMETCO for $139,000 and Source Gas for $6,000 were major contributors to the growth of the invasive plant program. All in all, the additional funding provided the means to successfully expand the program and execute plans suppressed expanding weed populations in key locations on each ranger district. 

Through it all in the last two years, strengths and some weaknesses of the noxious program have been identified and assessed. The Forest is on track with coordinated weed management areas (CWMA) activities. Continuing emphasis in this area resulted in the development of one new arrangement in each of the last two years on this Forest. CWMA arrangements currently in place have been adequately maintained under the guidance of annual operating plans. Over the last three years considerable progress has been made with the treatment noxious weeds along roads in priority areas of the Forest. 
The Forest has a cadre of highly trained and capable professionals. As a result of work that was done in 2006 personnel on the GMUG have been recognized regionally and locally. Brian Hoelfing and Kelley Liston received a regional award at the regional weed managers meeting in Fort Collins. Justin McConkey, Dave Bradford and Ed Mauch were recognized by the Forest Supervisor for their accomplishments with respect to education and treatment of noxious weeds in 2007. Each of these employees received certificates of merit. The combined efforts of the entire weed control cadre have taken the Invasive Plant program to an entirely new level of activity and accomplishment. 
All treatments have been successfully recorded in the FACTs database. The transition to the use and implementation of this reporting system was completed in 2007 and has been completely successful. It is now being used on this forest to generate reports for inclusion of all environmental documents.   
Overall, implementation of the 2007-2009 GMUG invasive species action plan has been very successful. However, one major shortcoming has been identified. This is in the Forest weed inventory and monitoring parts of the program. In those instances where inventory work has been completed over the last four years, it has become apparent that all of the information is not being added to the Forest database and to the NRIS database in Kansas City, MO. Instead the data is simply stored in the district file cabinets. For the most the part weed inventory completed in the last two years was done by PFT personnel while treating weed infestations or as a minor part of other assigned tasks. Section 9 of this plan recommends the deployment of a permanent part time database manager in fiscal year 2008 to correct this problem (see page 20). Additionally, it is concluded that a weed inventory crew is needed to keep up with the demands of early detection and rapid response. Deployment of such a crew is recommended in Section 9 of this plan (see page 20). 

In a few situations follow-up monitoring to discover the effectiveness of treatments has fallen short. This is because some of treatments are remote making it difficult and time consuming to return to these areas to conduct the proper assessment. Other places were not monitored because funds were depleted before PFT personnel could return to these areas at the end of the field season. Additional funding is needed to support periodic employment of an inventory crew to update the Forest weed inventory. The deployment of a PFT technician at the Norwood/Ouray, a second at Grand Valley/Paonia and a summer/seasonal at Gunnison should provide the human resources necessary to track effectiveness of weed treatments on a forest-wide basis (see page 20).  

As the program grows we will continue to seek additional funding through every channel available including federal appropriations and grants to meet the critical need to preserve the biological health of the land by controlling noxious weeds. 

2) Priority Species and Populations
 
a)   Priority species and acres currently inventoried/treated
The species listed below comprise our priority invasive species, based on the following criteria:  

·  Low in abundance 

·  Control is mostly feasible Forest-wide.  
· Species have the ability to establish dominance in plant communities,
· Capable of invading a wide variety of relatively healthy ecosystems. 
	Table I - Priority Species 


	Common Name
	Forest Priority (No.)
	Acres Inventoried Forest-wide

(Acres)
	Acres Treated 

2006 

(Estimated)

	Tansy Ragwort
	1
	1
	1

	Diffuse Knapweed
	2
	40
	2

	Spotted Knapweed
	3
	1121
	75

	Yellow Toadflax
	4
	981
	475

	Russian Knapweed
	5
	828
	350

	Dalmatian Toadflax
	6
	57
	1

	Sulfur Cinquefoil
	7
	433
	433

	TOTALS
	3461
	1,337


In 2007 major infestation of the Sulfur cinquefoil, Potentilla recta, was discovered. Located on the Naturita Division of the Forest, this plan is a B List species in the State of Colorado. It has spread on to private land and is currently being evaluated to determine a strategy for control. It is a forest priority and elevated to Table I. 
b) Management area maps for each priority species:

· Map 1 is a schematic of known populations of the top seven priority species. It identifies the general location of these species and describes in a general way how the Forest plans to deal with these populations. The basic strategy for Tansy ragwort, Diffused knapweed and Dalmatian toadflax is eradication, while the strategy for spotted knapweed, yellow toadflax and Russian knapweed is containment. It is expected that the strategy will switch to eradication for these species as work continues over the next three years.
· Map 2 identifies areas of the Forest where inventory is badly needed. Nine areas have been identified and these are places where little or no invasives inventory currently exists and new infestations of priority species are likely or suspected. Through analysis the Forest has determined that these areas are at high risk for weed invasion. Inventory of these areas are scheduled in sections 4 and 5 of this plan, pages 11-12. 
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3) Priority Treatment Areas 2008-2010
Table II identifies planned priority projects and desired annual acreage treatment levels, by project area.  The goal for planned treatment levels for 2008-2009-2010 is to treat one-third or more of the existing priority species populations annually. This goal does not guarantee funding, nor commit the Forest to that level of treatment, it is meant to indicate program expansion at an appropriate level to keep pace with establishment of new weed populations Forest-wide for the next three year period. Hence, 2008 is the new baseline for target projections for the next three years.
This plan makes no distinction in the status of National Forest system lands treated. Some the areas scheduled for treatment are labeled general forest-active management whereas others are in roadless or wilderness areas. Methods of treatment will be in compliance with the requirements of each designation. 

	Table II

Priority Areas 2008-2010

	Year
	Location
	Action

	2008
	District-wide weed treatment – Grand Valley district
	110 acres with primary focus on Diffused and Russian knapweeds and Yellow toadflax – NFVW NW

	2008
	District-wide weed treatment – Gunnison district
	150 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax and Russian knapweed – NFVW NW

	2008
	District-wide weed treatment – Norwood district
	110 acres with primary focus on Sulfur Cinquefoil  - NFVW NW

	2008
	District-wide weed treatment with an emphasis on 25 Mesa – Ouray district
	120 acres with primary focus on Russian knapweed and Yellow toadflax – NFVW NW

	2008
	District-wide weed treatment – Paonia district
	137 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax – NFVW NW

	2008
	Subtotal – according to target assignment
	627 Acres NFVW NW

	2008
	Big Creek Reservoir – Grand Valley district
	50 acres with primary focus on Musk thistle and Canada thistle – NFIM and RBRB  

	2008
	Soap Creek drainage – Gunnison district
	100 acres with primary focus on Oxeye daisy, Musk thistle, and Yellow toadflax – NFXN

	2008
	Sheep Creek, Cottonwood and Hanks Valley Drainages – Norwood district
	273 acres with primary focus on Russian and Spotted knapweeds and houndstongue – NFXN and RBRB

	2008
	Telluride Ski and Mountain Village areas – Norwood district
	50 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax – NFXN

	2008
	Tri-state powerline, Transco ROW, WAPA ROW, and District-wide weed treatment – Ouray district
	100 acres with primary focus on Spotted knapweed, oxeye daisy, houndstongue and yellow toadflax – NFXN and RBRB

	2008
	Coal Creek follow-up weed treatment – Paonia
	50 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax – RBRB and HPP grant

	2008
	Forest-wide KV treatments on Grand Valley, Gunnison, Ouray and Paonia districts
	35 acres with primary focus on Canadian thistle and Yellow toadflax – CWKV 

	2008
	Treat Rights-of-way along Forest roads
	25 Acres with primary emphasis FDR GV - #272, 265, 100, 121, 421, 125, 262, & 404; Gunn - #721, 734, 317, 12, 243, 788, 882, 734, 317, 738 557 510, 724, 723, 781, 881, 794, 804, & 730; Pao - #701, 709, 835, 712, 798, 858 & 265; - CMRD 

	2008
	Treat campgrounds, trailheads and dispersed Recreation sites
	20 Acres – Kimball Creek, Kiwanis camp, Casto Res, Deer lakes, Woods lake, Deep Creek, Beaver lake, Amphitheatre, Fall Creek and Cutler creek – NFRW 

	2008
	Fire rehab projects on the Uncompahgre Plateau, Norwood district 
	60 Acres - Telephone Draw, 47, North Fork, Campbell fires – NFN3. 

	2008
	FOREST TOTAL
	1390 Acres

	2009
	District-wide weed treatment – Grand Valley district
	110 acres with primary focus on Diffused and Russian knapweeds and Yellow toadflax – NFVW NW

	2009
	District-wide weed treatment – Gunnison district
	150 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax and Spotted knapweed – NFVW NW

	2009
	District-wide weed treatment – Norwood district
	113 acres with primary focus on Sulfur cinquefoil  and Spotted knapweed- NFVW NW

	2009
	District-wide weed treatment – Ouray district
	120 acres with primary focus on Spotted knapweed and Yellow toadflax – NFVW NW

	2009
	District-wide weed treatment – Paonia district
	137 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax – NFVW NW

	2009
	Subtotal – according to target assignment
	630 Acres NFVW NW

	2009
	Big Creek Reservoir – Grand Valley district
	50 acres with primary focus on Musk thistle and Canada thistle – RBRB 

	2009
	Soap Creek drainage – Gunnison district
	100 acres with primary focus on Oxeye daisy, Musk thistle, and Yellow toadflax – NFXN

	2009
	Highway 50 approaching Monarch pass – Gunnison district
	50 acres with primary focus on Russian knapweed - NFIM

	2009
	Forest Road 789 – Gunnison district
	30 acres of Spotted knapweed

	2009
	Sheep Creek, Cottonwood and Hanks Valley Drainages – Norwood district
	270 acres with primary focus on Russian and Spotted knapweeds and houndstongue – NFXN

	2009
	Telluride Ski and Mountain Village areas – Norwood district
	100 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax – NFXN

	2009
	Tri-state powerline, Transco ROW, WAPA ROW, and District-wide weed treatment – Ouray district
	100 acres with primary focus on Russian knapweed, oxeye daisy, houndstongue and yellow toadflax – NFXN and RBRB

	2009
	Forest-wide KV treatments 
	35 acres with primary focus on Canadian thistle and Yellow toadflax – CWKV 

	2009
	Treat Rights-of-way along Forest roads
	25 Acres with primary emphasis FDR Nor - #513, 611,618, 619, 612, 615, 609, 634, 642, 537, 503, 540, & 600; Our - #503, 501, 510, 851, 574, 213, & 501; 

CMRD Funding

	2009
	Treat campgrounds, trailheads and dispersed Recreation sites on Paonia and Gunnison districts
	10 Acres – NFRW

	2009
	FOREST TOTAL
	1400 Acres

	2010
	Coal Creek follow-up weed treatment – Paonia district
	120 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax – NFVW NW 

	2010
	District-wide weed treatment – Grand Valley district
	120 acres with primary focus on Diffused and Russian knapweeds and Yellow toadflax – NFVW NW

	2010
	District-wide weed treatment – Gunnison district
	120 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax and Russian knapweed – NFVW NW

	2010
	District-wide weed treatment with an emphasis on Round Park – Ouray district
	120 acres with primary focus on Oxeye daisy and Yellow toadflax – NFVW NW

	2010
	District-wide weed treatment with an emphasis on Sheep and Cottonwood creeks – Norwood district
	120 acres with primary focus on Spotted knapweed – NFVW NW

	2010
	Subtotal
	600 acres of NFVW NW  

	2010
	Big Creek Reservoir – Grand Valley district
	50 acres with primary focus on Musk thistle and Canada thistle – NFIM and RBRB  

	2010
	Sheep Creek, Cottonwood and Hanks Valley Drainages – Norwood district
	200 acres with primary focus on Russian and Spotted knapweeds  - NFXN

	2010
	Thunder road – Norwood district
	200 acres with a primary focus on Sulfur cinquefoil – RBRB

	2010
	Tri-state powerline and District-wide weed treatment – Ouray district
	100 acres with primary focus on Spotted knapweed, houndstongue and Yellow toadflax – NFXN 

	2010
	New Grant(s)/agreement(s) – Gunnison district
	150 acres with primary focus on scentless chamomile and oxeye daisy - NFXN

	2010
	New Grant(s)/agreement(s) – Grand Valley district 
	150 acres with primary focus on Musk thistle, knapweeds and yellow toadflax - NFXN

	2010
	Forest-wide KV treatments
	35 acres with primary focus on Canadian thistle and Yellow toadflax – CWKV 

	2010
	Coal Creek follow-up weed treatment – Paonia
	100 acres with primary focus on Yellow toadflax – RBRB 

	2010
	Treat Rights-of-way along Forest roads
	30 Acres with primary emphasis FDR GV - #272, 265, 100, 121, 421, 125, 262, & 404; Gunn - #721, 734, 317, 12, 243, 788, 789, 882, 734, 317, 738 557 510, 724, 723, 781, 881, 794, 804, & 730; Pao - #701, 709, 835, 712, 798, 858 & 26; CMRD Funding

	2010
	Treat campgrounds, trailheads and dispersed Recreation sites
	20 Acres – NFRW

	2010
	FOREST TOTAL
	1635 Acres


4) Road Corridor Invasive Species Inventory/Treatment Schedule 
(Early Detection/Rapid Response) 
The intent of this plan is to focus attention on roads which are major pathways for weed encroachment into the Forest. Noxious weed encroachment along the roadways of the National Forest is at the top of the list. The Forest has more than 3,900 miles of roadway. Current road inventory shows a total of 937 miles of level 3, 4 and 5 roads on the Forest. Best estimates indicate approximately 296 miles of these have been surveyed for weed populations, leaving 641 miles of road needing survey work. In addition to these the Forest has 3,051 miles of level 1 and 2 roadways. Inventory of these remain beyond the capability of regular inventory because of insufficient funding.
Over the last three-year period, experienced weed managers have determined that some of these roads are clean while others are not. Those which have a known weed infestation problem are scheduled for work annually. 
During the next three year period level one and two roads are scheduled for work annually. Inventory work for levels three through five roads is scheduled over a period that may be as short as every three years to as long as once every five years. Table III is a display of work planned along roads crossing the Forest where work is needed. It is a comprehensive listing of level 1 and 2 roads which will receive attention annually. During the 2008-2010 period, inventory of level 3, 4 and 5 roadways which are at risk are also included in the table. 
	Table III

Roads:   Inventory Treatment Timetable

	Frequency
	Road  Number
	Primary watch species if known/suspected

	Annual
	FDR GV – #100; Gunn - #788, 789, 794, 804, 781, & 730; Nor - #510, 611, 618, 619, 612, 615, 503, 540, 609, & 537; Our - #858, 503, 501, 510, & 574; Pao - #717, 713, 880, 709, 701, 704, 265, 210, 711 & 788: Inventory and treatment.  
SR #50, 12; 92, 65, & 133: inventory and treatment. 
	Top 6 Forest species (Table I), CO Noxious Weed List A species, musk thistle, white top and leafy spurge. 



	3-5 yr interval
	FDR GV - #272, 265, 121, 125, 262, 421, & 404; Gunn - #734, 317, 738, 243, 723 & 724; Nor – #513, 557, 634, 642, 600, & 623, Our - #200: inventory.   
	Top 6 Forest species (Table I), CO Noxious Weed List A species, musk thistle, white top and leafy spurge. 




5)  Trail Corridor Invasive Species Inventory/Treatment Schedule

(Early Detection/Rapid Response)

Trail corridors are another vector for the spread of noxious weeds across the National Forest. As in the case with roads, weeds have great potential to make their way into the Forest by following a network of Forest trails. Current infra trail inventory indicates there are approximately 1,261 trails which cover a distances of more than 7,600 miles. A 40-page document listing the trails and distance is available for reference in the project record for this plan. To date, surveys for weed populations along these pathways are very limited. Best estimates indicate that less than 10% of trails have a current weed inventory. Surveying all of these trails over the next three-year period is well beyond the capabilities of the present workforce.
Over the last three-year period, experienced weed managers have determined that some of these trails are basically clean while others are not. Those with known populations of top priority weeds are scheduled for work periodically. During the period covered by this plan the Forest will strive to improve the weed inventory along trails where data is lacking. The primary focus of this effort will be in those areas of the Forest where additional weed information is badly needed, see Map 2. Weed work including inventory and treatment frequencies which is associated with trails is displayed in table IV. 
Some of the trailheads serve a trail system extending into wilderness areas. These will receive special attention annually to prevent noxious weed encroachment into the wilderness. Trails going into wilderness areas will be surveyed and/or treated annually for a distance of one mile from trailheads.
	Table IV

Trails:   Inventory/Treatment Timetable

	Frequency
	Trail Name or Number
	Primary watch species

	Annually
	Heaviest Used trailheads with known weed populations scheduled for inventory and treatment: 
Kimball Creek trailhead
Clear Fork trailhead

Deep Creek trailhead

Traver trailhead

Oak Hill trailhead

Cutler Creek trailhead

Fall Creek trailhead 
Blue Lakes trailhead


	Top 6 Forest species (Table I), CO Noxious Weed List A species, musk thistle, white top and leafy spurge. 



	Annually
	Heaviest used trails with known priority weed populations scheduled for inventory and treatment:

GV

Kimball Creek, #532

Monument, #518

Gunn

Mill Cr. – West Elk, #450

Nor

Deep Creek, #418

Our

Cutler Creek, # 216 and 217


	Top six Forest species (Table I), plus Colorado noxious weed List A species, Canadian thistle and white top

	2-3 year cycles
	Moderately used with lower priority weed populations scheduled for inventory and treatment: 
Our

Fall Creek #231

Dallas trail, #200

Traver trail, #111

Courthouse trail, #218

Coal Bank trail, #110 and 112

Nate Creek trail, #221

Spring Creek, #116


	Canadian thistle, Musk thistle, Oxeye daisy, Houndstongue and Yellow toadflax

	2008
	Inventory all trails within emphasis areas displayed on Map 2:

GV - North Uncompahgre Plateau, Area 1

Nor – San Juans, Area 2
Our – San Juans, Area 3

Gunn – Hwy 50, Sargents to Monarch, Area 5


	Top six Forest species (Table I), plus Colorado noxious weed List A species, Canadian thistle and white top

	2009
	Inventory all trails within emphasis areas displayed on Map 2:

GV – Point of Grand Mesa, Area 7
GV - Battlements, Area 6

	Top six Forest species (Table I), plus Colorado noxious weed List A species, Canadian thistle and white top

	2010
	Inventory all trails within emphasis areas displayed on Map 2:

GV – Fruita Division, Area 8
Gunn – Alpine Plateau, Area 4


	Top six Forest species (Table I), plus Colorado noxious weed List A species, Canadian thistle and white top


6) Adequacy of Existing Invasive Species Inventories & Database
Having sufficient inventories and a functioning database was previously identified as an area needing improvement in the Forest noxious weed management program. The Forest GIS weed coverage was last up dated in 2007. However, Grand Valley supplemented it in 2003, Norwood in 2004, and Ouray in 2006 nothing has been added to the GIS layer of weed infestation from these districts since that time. Gunnison supplemented the GIS weed coverage in 2003, 2005 and 2007. Paonia ranger district have supplemented their original coverage in 2006 and 2007. 

Based on the Forest GIS coverage the 16,641.19 acres of the Forest has been infested by noxious weeds. However, the gross USFS acres associated with these infested acres is 28,950.61 acres, approximately 70% larger. This equates to the amount of the National Forest actually affected by populations of noxious weeds. The total infested acres by district are 70.28 for Gunnison, 307.13 for Grand Valley, 15,709.04 for Norwood, 356.12 for Ouray and 298.58 for Paonia. Gunnison and Paonia each treated more acres than the totals included in their NRIS coverage making it clear that their NRIS data is incomplete. All of this information is housed in NRIS TERRA at Kansas City, MO and included in the Forest GIS database. Both databases include information on more than 28 species of noxious weeds. A complete summary of the data is available in the project file.
In 2006, ditch bill personnel identified 113 points (acres) where noxious weeds had become established along water transmission corridors. This information is currently housed in a geo database in oracle. These points include populations of knapweeds, yellow toadflax, thistles and houndstongue. This information is somewhat limited because it contains nothing more than a species and location. It is has not been entered into the NRIS TERRA database.
An additional inventory conducted by rangeland management personnel in 2006, identified another 340 acres populated with noxious weeds. This information is presently housed in the district files. Some are in geospatial shape files while others are in paper form. This too needs to be added to the Forest weed coverage. Other examples include the Mesa County data collected in 2006 on the Grand Valley district but are not covered in detail in this document. 
Weed data through 2003 has been entered into the TERRA database. This data has been migrated to servers in Kansas City and presently housed there. For the most part district personnel are not using this database. Training is needed to increase awareness of the TERRA database system and roles need to be granted before use of it is incorporated into day to day work on the ranger districts. Assistance from the RO is necessary to help with this training. At some point in the next three years arrangements to have this training brought to the forest will be made in an effort to transition into regular use of the TERA weed program.
Table V has scheduled these tasks and other work which are needed to bring the Forest weed database up to standard and into a usable format. 
	Table V

Forest Weed Database

	When
	Data Sets to Evaluate/Migrate

New Inventory Needs
	Action/Who

	Winter 2008
	Noxious weed inventory collected by Ditch Bill personnel needs to be moved into the Forest GIS weed coverage. Before doing so it will be evalutated it for utility. 
	Forest rangeland management  program lead, Carol Howe, GIS specialist

	Winter  2008
	340 acres of noxious weed inventory collected by district PFT personnel in 2006 moved into the Forest GIS weed coverage.
	District Program lead
Hatcher

Bradford

Surber

Liston

Hoefling

	Winter 2008 
	Investigate the utility of the TERRA database for the Forest. If funding is available schedule TERRA training for district personnel and begin to input weed data into the database, if applicable.  
	Forest rangeland management  lead with the Regional Office

	FY 2009
	Inventory the following emphasis areas displayed on Map 2 and add to the Forest weed GIS database in 2008:

GV - North Uncompahgre Plateau, Area 1

Nor – San Juans, Area 2

Our – San Juans, Area 3

Gunn – Hwy 50, Sargents to Monarch, Area 5
	District Program lead

Hatcher

Surber

Liston

Hoefling

	FY2009
	Complete all migration of legacy data into TERRA
	District program lead/resource clerk

	FY 2010
	Inventory the following emphasis areas displayed on Map 2 and add to TERRA database in 2009:

GV - Battlements, Area 6
	District Program lead

Surber



	FY 2010
	Inventory the following emphasis areas displayed on Map 2 and add to TERRA database in 2010:

GV – Point of Grand Mesa, Area 7
GV – Fruita Division, Area 8
Gunn – Alpine Plateau, Area 4
	District Program lead

Hatcher

Surber




7) Plans for Increased Coordinated Weed Management Activity  
A goal to establish Coordinated Weed Management Area (CWMA) in conjunction with local county weed supervisor, cooperating agencies, landowners, and other interested organizations and individuals is to seek to establish three new CWMAs on the Forest, over the next three years. Assignments to enter into these formal agreements will be made to selected districts during the three year period of 2008-2010.

Informal CWMAs have been a way of business on the GMUG for years. An example is the 25 Mesa CWMA which targeted yellow toadflax control on the National Forest and adjoining private lands. This CWMA has operated on federal appropriations from the Forest Service, grants from habitat partnership, county coop contributions and monies from the private sector. Others include the Lands End WMA and West Muddy WMA. CWMAs have proven to be a very effective way to attack the weed problem. It is anticipated that these will be continued and others like them will be developed.

Table VI is an outline of partnership activity that is anticipated over the next three-year period. 

	Table VI 
Coordinated Weed Management Activity  

	Year
	Partnership Activity
	Who

	2008-2010
	· Continue cooperative relations with the Horsefly, 25 Mesa, Lands End and West Muddy CWMAs. Develop annual plans of work, financial and cost-share agreements for all weed activities. 
· Attend annual meetings with county weed supervisors in Delta, Gunnison, Mesa, Montrose, Ouray and San Miguel counties to coordinate annual weed activities and align objectives.
· Continue working cooperatively with utility companies, including WAPA, Tri-State, SMPA, Transco (Kinder-Morgan) and associated Federal and non-Federal partners (counties, San Juan NF, BLM) to treat weeds on the ROW’s in a cost-effective, efficient manner.  Develop agreements to address reimbursement of noxious weed treatments on ROW by FS personnel. 

· Continue working cooperatively with BLM to identify, treat, and monitor noxious weed infestations on adjoining lands.  Develop interagency agreements as needed. 

· Make weed information available to the public at each district office and each forest visitor center. 

· Seek assistance of users such as grazing permittees to identify weed populations by developing products that help them identify these plants and including preventive instructions in operating plans (McConkey example in appendix). 

· Look for ways internally to implement good management practices which prevent establishment of noxious weeds as approved projects are implemented (Nevada Cooperative Extension, Fact Sheet FS-03-59 in appendix).
	District rangeland management specialists

	2008
	· Initiate and establish one new CWMA in conjunction with the Uncompahgre Plateau project (UP). This will be the Paradox CWMA. 
	Norwood Ranger District


	2008-2009
	· Initiate and establish one new CWMA in conjunction with Partner(s) in the Crested Butte area.
	Gunnison Ranger District 



	2010
	· Initiate and establish one new CWMA in conjunction with Partner(s) in the Colbran/Mesa areas.
	Grand Valley Ranger District 




8) Efforts to Address Invasive Species at Administrative Sites
Administrative sites can be a source of weed seed, which may potentially spread noxious weeds to other parts of the National Forest. Table VI is a display of the sites where work needs to be completed. These administrative sites will be monitored and treated for invasive species periodically.

	Table VII

Invasive species on Administrative Sites

	Year
	Unit
	Location
	Species

	Annually
	Grand Valley
	Hightower G. S.
	Musk, Bull and Canada thistle, and Oxeye daisy

	Annually
	Grand Valley
	Mesa Lakes R. S.
	Canada thistle, Scentless chamomile

	2008
	Grand Valley
	Grand Mesa V.I.C.
	Yellow toadflax, Scentless chamomile

	Annually
	Grand Valley
	Orchard Mesa Admin.
	Downy brome, Hoary cress

	Annually
	Grand Valley
	Collbran R. S. 
	Downy brome, Oxeye daisy, Common burdock, Houndstongue

	Annually
	Gunnison
	Terrytown Storage Yard 
	Canada thistle

	
	Norwood
	Bunkhouse in town
	Hoary cress, Field bindweed, 

	Annually
	Norwood
	Thunder road admin site and horse pasture
	Hoary cress, Musk thistle, Canada thistle, Russian knapweed

	Annually
	Norwood
	Matterhorn work center
	Canada thistle, Yellow toadflax, Oxeye daisy

	2008
	Norwood
	Office (leased)
	Hoary cress

	Annually
	Norwood
	Lone Cone Ranger Station
	Oxeye daisy, Canada thistle

	2007 & 2009
	Ouray
	Warehouse on 64.00 Road
	Hoary cress, Russian knapweed and Field bindweed

	Annually
	Ouray
	25 Mesa Ranger Station
	Russian knapweed and Yellow toadflax

	2009
	Ouray
	Jackson Admin Site
	Canada thistle

	2008
	Ouray
	BLM Storage Yard in Montrose
	Hoary cress, Russian knapweed, Annual wheatgrass and Field bindweed

	Annually
	Supervisor’s Office
	North Delta Shop 
	Hoary cress, Russian knapweed, Canada thistle and Field bindweed

	Annually
	Paonia
	Paonia District Office
	Hoary Cress, Cheatgrass, Canada thistle.

	Annually
	Paonia
	West Muddy GS
	Canada thistle, Musk thistle.

	Annually
	Paonia
	Minnesota Horse Pasture
	Hoary Cress


9) Assessment and Development of Organizational Capacity: 
Invasive Species program responsibilities too often are assigned as “collateral duties.”  While this may be appropriate on some units, it is inadequate for the GMUG National Forest. Under the current organization some districts are unable to respond with an effective weed program. In accordance with regional instruction, the GMUG National Forests will strive to achieve adequate staffing and skills to plan and implement effective programs.  
Table VIII is a display of the existing organization and additional personnel needs. Those who work in the existing organization are listed first and additional human resources needed to respond in an effective way are second. It should be noted that weed inventory, control and monitoring is a part-time assignment for those working in the existing organization. 
	Table VIII
Organizational Capability

	EXISTING

	Unit
	Staffing
	Responsibilities

	SO
	Marlin Jenson
	Program Leadership, Forest Coordination with Partners, Grants, Training, etc

	Gunnison
	Ed Mauch
	District Program Lead; Liaison with County, etc

	Gunnison
	Mark Hatcher, Gay  Austin and Edna Mason
	Part-time weed program personnel. Most of their efforts are focused on treating weeds during the summer field season.

	Grand Valley
	Mike Surber
	District Program Lead; Liaison with County, etc

	Grand Valley
	Monica Klingler and Bob Mosher
	Part-time weed program personnel. Most of their efforts are focused on treating weeds during the summer field season.

	Norwood 
	Brian Hoefling
	District Program Lead; Liaison with County, etc

	Norwood
	GS-7 Weed Technician –Term appointment
	Assigned to Norwood Ranger District to oversee field work associated with grants, agreements, and summer field crew. Position also assistas on the Ouray Ranger District. 

	Norwood
	3-Person summer field crew 
	Primary focus is noxious weed treatment. Monitoring and inventory are secondary duties. These personnel work in support of a heavy grants and agreement program. 

	Ouray
	Kelley Liston
	District Program Lead; Liaison with County, etc

	Ouray
	1-Person summer field crew 
	Primary focus is noxious weed treatment. Monitoring and inventory are secondary duties. This employee works in support of a growing grants and agreement program.

	Paonia
	Dave Bradford
	District Program Lead; Liaison with County, etc

	Paonia
	Vacant
	Part-time weed program personnel. Most of his efforts are focused on treating weeds during the summer field season.

	Paonia
	1-Person summer field crew 
	Primary focus is noxious weed treatment in support of an extensive treatment program. Monitoring and inventory are secondary duties.

	ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL NEEDS

	When
	Staffing
	Responsibilities

	NEEDED in FY 2009
	2-Person inventory and monitoring crew
	The crew would work across the Forest focusing efforts on the nine landscapes where inventory is needed the worst. The crew would also input data into the TERRA database. 

	NEEDED in FY 2009
	PPT database manager to collect and input weed data
	This work would involve a GIS person to migrate, maintain and evaluate Forest weed data. This would involve two months of work annually. The intent is to fund this work by enlisting the services of an existing GIS employee. 

	NEEDED in FY 2010
	1 New PFT technician and/or seasonals
	Grand Valley ranger district and Paonia ranger district to oversee field work associated with grants, agreements, and summer field crew 

	NEEDED in FY 2010
	1 summer/seasonal technician
	Gunnison ranger district for monitoring contracts and treatments and identifying new weed populations


Justifications for the new positions in Table VIII are outlined in the paragraphs which follow. 

a)  FY 2009 - Inventory Crew*
Nine large areas of the Forest are badly in need of a weed inventory. Little or no information concerning these areas is included in the Forest weed database. In these locations the risk of weed invasion is very high and weed infestations are suspected. Workload of the present workforce is such that even though an inventory of these areas has been needed for several years, other work priorities have drawn these people away to other endeavors. Costs for this 2-person inventory and monitoring crew are estimated at $22,600. This is in addition to the costs displayed in Table IX.
b) FY 2009 - PPT Database Manager*
The Forest’s electronic weed inventory is in very poor shape. The Forest coverage is point information with more than 3,000 recorded points.  It is nearly unusable in its present condition. Points need to be converted to polygons to make a more manageable coverage. Existing data needs to be migrated to TERRA, the corporate database. A variety of weed inventories exists on the ranger districts. Some of it is in paper form while others have some electronic shape files. Personnel are in place that could do this work. However, funding has not been available to do this work. Costs for these services are estimated at $10,400. This is in addition to the costs displayed in Table IX.   

c) FY 2010 – Term technician Grand Valley and Paonia*
Grand Valley and Paonia districts manage nearly 1 million acres. Because of increasing visitor days on this part of the Forest the risk of weed invasion is very high on these two districts. The Grand Valley has large areas with an incomplete inventory, while the Paonia district has carried the largest portion of Forest target in the last two years. Five people are currently assigned weed responsibilities on the districts. Weed duties for each of these is a collateral assignment. Both districts need additional personnel to keep pace with expanding weed problems in these areas. Additionally, grants and agreements for the weed work will be executed by 2010 on these two districts, at which time a Term technician will be needed to oversee grants and agreements, contacts, inventory and monitoring efforts. To this point funding the work has been lacking. Costs for these services are estimated at $50,000. This is in addition to the costs displayed in Table IX. Summer/seasonals would be considered as an alternative if the Term technician proved to be unacceptable to the districts.  
d) FY 2010 – Seasonal employee for Gunnison 

Gunnison district manages nearly 1 million acres. Because of increasing visitor days on this part of the Forest the risk of weed invasion is very high on this district. Four people are currently to the districts. Weed duties for each of these is a collateral assignment. One summer/seasonal is needed to keep up with the demands of an early detection and rapid response program. Inventory and monitoring needed to assess the effectiveness of this weed program is not being completed. This information needs to be collected annually and submitted to a database manager to retain a current weed inventory on the district. Costs for this crew are estimated at $11,000. This is in addition to the costs displayed in Table IX. This cost includes training for certification required through the Colorado State Department of Agriculture. 

10) Funding Needs for the GMUG Invasive Species Program 
Table IX is a display of the funding that is hoped for in the noxious weed program over the next three-year period. It includes NFVW, CWKV, RBRB, grants, and other monies. The other category is CMRD, NFIM, NFN3 and NFRW funding for treatment of weeds along roadways and in campgrounds. In addition to the costs reflected in Table IX $83,000 would be needed to pay the costs of the inventory crew, database manager and Grand Valley/Paonia PFT displayed in Section 9. These positions are marked with an asterisk (*) in the preceding section. 
If money through appropriations, grants and agreements become available the Forest will expend $335,000 and accomplish a target of 1,390 acres in 2008. In 2009 the expenditure is expected to be about the same ($337,000) with a target of 1,400 acres. In 2010 program growth is predicted and the expenditure will increase to $389,000 with a target of 1,635 acres. These dollars and targets will be incorporated into the budget planning cycle over the next three-year period. 
The flow of financial resources needed to support a viable noxious weed program and the outputs expected are in table IX which follows.

	Table IX 
Funding Needs and Potential Outputs

	Year
	NFVW-NW
	CWKV
	RBRB
	GRANTS & AGREEMENTS
	OTHER

	
	$
	AC
	$
	AC
	$
	AC
	$
	AC
	$
	AC

	2008
	136,476
	627
	6,000
	35
	23,577
	100
	139,000
	505
	30,000
	123

	2009
	137,000
	630
	6,000
	35
	24,000
	100
	140,000
	510
	30,000
	125

	2010
	137,000
	600
	6,000
	35
	23,000
	100
	193,000
	775
	30,000
	125


Note: In 2008, total program projected expenditure would equal $335,053. In 2009, total program costs would equal $370,000 ($337,000 from Table IX plus inventory crew and database manager projections from section 9). In 2010, total program costs would equal $483,000 ($389,000 from Table IX plus inventory crew, database manager, term employee at Grand Valley & Paonia, and seasonal employee and Gunnison projections from section 9)
Growth in the noxious weed program relies of the following basic assumptions:

· NFVW money will be available at 2008 levels for the noxious weed program. 
· CWKV expenditures and targets will remain essentially unchanged. 

· The GMUG will receive its fair and proportionate share of the range betterment trust funds. 

· Money available from grants and agreements will realize steady and constant growth.

· Appropriations from roads (CMRD), recreation (NFRW) and Planning (NFIM) will be available for treatment of weeds along roads, in campgrounds and other areas of the Forest. 

New populations of noxious weeds have been identified on every district over the last three-year period and the area occupied by existing populations has continued to expand. Even with the extensive weed control efforts of 2006 and 2007 on the Forest only 10% of the known weed populations were treated. Success of weed treatments remains undocumented on several districts. Weed populations continue expansion and encroachment into the native environment and we can identify no reason to expect to see it decline. Human resources are stretched thin without additional resources weed control efforts will not keep pace with the level of work needed to treat the regional goal of treating two thirds of the priority populations annually and initiating management on al newly detected populations (Rocky Mountain Region Invasive Species Management Strategy, March 2005, p. 5).  

11) Appendices

i)    J. McConkey, Weed Handout, Paonia District, 2006. Handouts may be found in the project folder at K/rrs/range/weeds/weed_action_plan_2007_update.

ii) S. Siegel and S. Donaldson, University of Nevada Cooperative Extension Fact Sheet FS-03-59, “Measures to Prevent the Spread of Noxious and Invasive Weeds During Construction Activities.” Paper may be found in the project folder at K/rrs/range/weeds/weed_action_plan_2007_update.

iii) Forest Trail Infra report, R_L – List of Trails, Feb, 13, 2007. Report may be found in the project folder at K/rrs/range/weeds/weed_action_plan_2007_update.

iv) Rocky Mountain Region Invasive Species Management Strategy, March 2005. 

v) Forest TERRA field form for inventory and monitoring work. Form may be found in the project folder at K/rrs/range/weeds/weed_action_plan_2007_update.

vi) USDA Forest Service, Guide to Noxious Weed Prevention Practices, July 5, 2001. This document can be found at fsweb.r2.fs.fed.us/rr/range/invasive-species/integrated weed management/prevention. 
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