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Top center: Yellow star thistle (J. Asher, Bureau of Land Management, DOI)
Left center: Leafy spurge (Agricultural Research Service, USDA)
Right center: Spotted knapweed (Weeds of the West)
Bottom left: Downy brome (John Randall, The Nature Conservancy)
Bottom right; Saltcedar (Weeds of the West)

A brief description of each photo follows:

Yellow starthistle — Centaurea solstitialis, was introduced from southern Europe and the Mediterranean
region in the mid-1800s. It has become a serious weed pest throughout the western U.S. This weed now
infests more than 20 million acres of rangeland in the western U.S. where it has greatly reduced forage
production for livestock and disrupted natural ecosystems.

Leafy spurge — Euphorbia esula, is a Eurasian perennial that was brought to northeastern North America as
an ornamental in 1829. Since then, it has spread to some 3 million acres in 29 states. Leafy spurge can reduce
land values by interfering with livestock grazing lands, wildlife habitat and associated recreation, rangeland
plant diversity and native plant reproduction.

Spotted knapweed — Centaurea maculosa, is a native Eurasian perennial that arrived in the U.S. through
contamination of alfalfa and soils in ballast water in the late 1800’s. To date, it has been identified in over
326 counties in the western U.S. and is present in every county of Washington, Idaho, Montana and Wyoming.
Spotted knapweed can increase soil erosion and reduce biodiversity, wildlife and livestock forage.

Downy brome - Bromus tectorum, often called cheatgrass, was probably independently introduced on
several occasions from southwestern Asia. Its adaptive nature allows for a broad ecological scope, including
the sagebrush steppe and Pacific bunchgrass region, where it dominates more than 100 million acres, the
semi-desert of the southern Great Basin, the coniferous forest zone of the Rocky Mountains and localized
areas of eastern Montana and Wyoming. Through facilitation of wildfires and competitive exclusion of native
species reproductions, cheatgrass has substantial adverse effects on rangeland vegetation and the wildlife it
supports.

Saltcedar — Tamarix spp., were introduced to the U.S. in the early 1800’s from Asia as ornamentals for stabiliz-
ing eroding stream banks or to use as wind breaks. Now saltcedar occupies over 1 million acres of arid and
semi-arid areas in the southwestern U.S. Its successful invasion of nearly every drainage system in this area
has led to a decline in native riparian plant populations by limiting the number of suitable germination sites
and increasing salinity.
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DIRK KEMPTHORNE
GOVERNOR

August 17, 2001

As Idaho and the west were discovered, new settlers and explorers developed an enthusiasm for the land
they encountered. Today, Idahoans have a kinship with our land. We work to the best of our abilities to
manage it for our diverse population’s needs. Our eager spirit for the land creates a desire to govern
Idaho’s treasure for the present, as well as for the future.

The intertwinement of our lives and the land creates a sense of pride and ownership. In recent years much
of our western land have come under a new threat from invasive and noxious weeds. Alien weeds are
quietly destroying the value and character of the land. As stewards who earn our livelihood from the land,
or as outdoor enthusiasts who seek pleasure, we must act decisively to protect it. Idaho and other states
must take responsibility to reverse the negative affects of invasive species.

I am pleased that this workshop came together to share concerns and successes with public and private
stakeholders. Continued success in combating the scourge of invasive species requires diligence of all who
value these unique lands. The onslaught of foreign species is an imperative environmental issue facing
Idaho today. I was appointed by Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbit, to the National Invasive Species
Advisory Committee, which brings non-federal experts and organization leaders together to develop
recommendations for federal invasive species management efforts.

Commitment alone is not enough. We cannot manage what we cannot measure. The magnitude and
severity of the invasive species issue has not been adequately examined. This workshop has provided an
early opportunity to begin integrating the many different tools used to quantify noxious weed
encroachment. Our expectation is that we will soon be able to describe with accuracy the extent of the
problem and the rate at which invasive species are spreading. We will be able to gauge the progress of our
prevention, containment, and control efforts.

Using information to measure and define problems is a starting point. This workshop has provided
pertinent information for those groups and agencies that wish to address this issue. Human and fiscal
resources must be committed at the federal, state, tribal, corporate, and private levels. We must bring
noxious weeds under control before irreversible damage occurs.

The attached workshop proceedings “Western Rangeland Noxious Weeds: Collecting, Sharing, and Using
Information” will be of great value to you, as you start the important work of locating and mapping
invasive species infestations.

Sincerghy,

DIRK KEMPTHORNE

Governor

DK:em

STAaTE CAPITOL * BOISE, IDAHO 83720 « (208) 334-2100




vi



COLLECTING, SHARING AND USING INFORMATION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Western rangeland weeds such as yellow starthis-
tle, leafy spurge, Canada thistle and Russian knap-
weed are causing tremendous losses to agricultur-
al industries, including both crop and livestock
production, and to environmental resources on
private lands. Concurrently, many public lands
managed by federal agencies are being steadily
invaded. As a result, these lands held in the public
trust are experiencing reductions in commodity
yields, recreational opportunities, biodiversity and
ecosystem function.

Selected Federal Programs. Over 20 federal agen-

cies are involved with invasive species; nine of
these agencies with specific interests in western
rangeland weeds were represented at the work-
shop. Three agencies have responsibility for man-
aging invasive plants on especially large amounts
of public land. Tens of millions of acres infested
with noxious weeds are scattered among the 264
million, 192 million and 83 million acres under the
purview of the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), U.S. Forest Service (FS) and National Park
Service (NPS), respectively. These agencies all
have programs specifically targeted towards inva-
sive plants, with BLM and FS having major respon-
sibilities on rangeland. However, grazing is also
permitted on over 100 NPS units and invasive
plants are of concern on most units. Each agency
has an inventory and mapping program with
emphasis being placed on the unit, state and
regional levels by NPS, BLM and FS, respectively.
However, all three agencies have plans for some
information to be integrated into national agency
databases, and realize that sharing detailed weed
inventory, treatment and monitoring information
with local and state governments is essential to
have efficient, on-the-ground weed management
programs.

State Inventory and Mapping Programs. Sixteen
contiguous western states that are members of
the Western Governors’ Association share com-
mon interests in the management of noxious
rangeland weeds. To address the significant eco-
nomic and environmental impacts inflicted by
these invasive, nonnative species, western states
have designed and are implementing a variety of

state-level programs. Presently, three states
(California, Idaho and Montana) have developed
and are actively implementing statewide noxious
weed inventory and mapping programs. Colorado
is just beginning its program and several other
western states are actively investigating opportu-
nities. Existing state inventory and mapping
efforts share a number of similarities but also
exhibit unique characteristics that address the
conditions and needs of the individual states. As
these programs demonstrate their capacity to
address management needs, it is likely that other
western states will incorporate mapping efforts
into statewide weed management programs.
Ultimately, such efforts may help to catalyze a
truly regional approach to weed control through-
out the West.

Selected Projects. Three local weed mapping proj-
ects and three multi-state invasive pest projects
provided important insights into the challenges and
successes associated with such efforts. A combi-
nation of early involvement of landowners in plan-
ning data collection efforts and technical assis-
tance from outside the county or district was key
to development and use of local mapping efforts.
In the three multi-state projects reviewed, valuable
leadership from federal agencies was evident. The
Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA)
component of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem
involves four federal agencies, three state agen-
cies, at least five counties, and some local manage-
ment areas. Mapping in the CWMA, much of it fully
computerized with assistance particularly from
the NPS, is becoming an increasing part of setting
management priorities, recording treatments and
evaluating progress. In the two other multi-state
projects, a regional database on exotic plant distri-
butions and an aerial detection survey on insects,
disease, and other disturbances to forested
ecosystems provided useful perspectives on
methodologies that have other applications.

Overarching Data Issues. Discussion of data
standards, quality assurance and accuracy and
data sharing provided workshop participants with
a range of opportunities from which they might
select specific “pieces” that could be useful to
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individual and/or group efforts. Efficiency of col-
lection, processing and sharing of data can be sub-
stantially enhanced through the use of a common
language that can be defined through standards.
The standards developed under the auspices

of the North American Weed Management
Association provide such a common language. The
use of this common language is being encouraged
and accepted by many of those who are collecting
data on invasive weeds. However, how that com-
mon language will be used will vary since the
scope and accuracy of data will depend on intend-
ed use. For instance, land owners and weed man-
agers often will need precise information as to
location and density, whereas regulators may be
more interested in distribution over large areas
and changes over time. Use of a common language
is particularly important for sharing data in elec-
tronic databases. The desirability of sharing data
is widely recognized, but the development and
acceptance of protocols for sharing of data, partic-
ularly through extensive integration of databases,
is in its infancy. A range of issues related to priva-
cy and ownership as well as the availability of
technology and resources will determine what
data can and should be shared.

Non-Federal Stakeholders. Six non-federal stake-
holders, representing agricultural interests and
state fish and game agencies, interacted with par-
ticipants throughout the workshop. The message
was clear that they agreed broadly about the seri-
ous problems being caused by invasive plants and
other invasive organisms and that they supported
mapping invasive weeds if it is “done right.”
However, views expressed indicated that there
was a critical need to clarify the circumstances
under which the federal government is likely to
take action or encourage others to take action.
The concerns about actions of governments, par-
ticularly the federal government, varied from
“some” concern to a strong desire for farmers and
ranchers to receive “rock solid protection.”
Although adequate representation existed to iden-
tify concerns of non-federal stakeholders, repre-
sentation was not adequate to quantitatively
access attitudes.

Issues, Impediments and Opportunities. In-
depth discussions in four breakout groups tended
to coalesce around three issues:

e Private landowner involvement, including
private users of public lands

« Developing mapping capacity

* Privacy

A wide range of impediments and concerns as well
as opportunities for dealing with those impedi-
ments and concerns were identified for each issue.
Examples of opportunities for removing impedi-
ments include increased involvement of the pri-
vate sector at the local level, additional technical
assistance with mapping and developing trust by
involving landowners in the collecting and use of
data. Also, there appears to be a need to establish
unambiguous exemptions to the release of data to
third parties by federal and state agencies that
will prevent, directly by name or indirectly by geo-
graphical description, identifying individual own-
ers of property. Also, adopting a scale for report-
ing data that will avoid identifying individual own-
ers can be particularly useful in dealing with priva-
cy concerns. The guidance provided prior to the
workshop that “... we always have to strike a bal-
ance between the resources that we are expending
on data gathering, data management, data access
and data use with the need to get stuff done on
the ground.” ... proved to be highly relevant to
discussions in the breakout groups as well as
throughout the workshop.

Principles and Leadership. The need to move
forward in addressing how to apply technology, to
involve all stakeholders and to understand their
needs and concerns was emphasized in the con-
cluding observations. Operating principles and
leadership for moving forward were highlighted.
Three operating principles include:

* Use processes that already have been identified
* Involve the public
= Remember one size does not fit all

Key elements that must be provided by leadership
are:

* Vision

* Alignment (moving in the same direction, but
not necessarily in lock step)

* Motivation

Outcomes, Needs and Suggestions. A major
outcome from the workshop was the extensive
exchange of information among workers with
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similar interests. Some were synergised to improve
what they were doing; some refined their plans

to initiate electronic-based programs; and some
began to learn about the many possibilities for the
first time.

Many opportunities and needs for improving pro-
grams were identified. The two greatest overall
needs were increased capacity at all levels and
increased inputs from non-federal stakeholders.
Carefully designed mapping efforts can contribute
to more effective utilization of resources for pre-
venting and controlling noxious weeds. However,
it also was clear that, with hundreds of millions of
acres of land threatened and tens of millions of
acres already infested, the current total capacity is
not adequate to deal with the problem. Total
capacity needs to be increased to take full advan-
tage of mapping and related database efforts.
Some approaches to building capacity include:

< Increase emphasis on the development of
CWMAs to increase the interaction among
local, state, tribal and federal agencies

e Expand capability to conduct field surveys and
produce associated computerized maps

e Increase technical assistance to local programs
and to on-the-ground federal personnel

< Provide additional cost-sharing for local map-
ping programs from state and/or federal sources

e Streamline systems so that there are more
compatible databases so that sharing and
integration of data are more feasible

= Utilize at the operational level a minimum
number of basic elements from uniform
standards

« Develop or refine state and federal agency
strategic and implementation plans to provide
more specific guidance for on-the-ground
actions

* Increase resources available at all levels

In addition to encouraging increased inputs from
non-federal stakeholders at the local level, there is
a need for an overall quantitative understanding of
how users of both private and public lands view
noxious weeds and how they should be managed.
Specifically, the needs in question could be
addressed by the following actions:

* Conduct a quantitative professional survey of
users of public and private lands in the western
states to assess attitudes and of state agencies
and state-level interest groups to assess their
activities and interests

= Analyze results of the surveys to develop
guidance for federal, state, tribal and local
organizations and develop policy options,
including possible incentives, for improving the
management of noxious weeds on private and
public lands

INTRODUCTION

Western rangeland weeds such as yellow starthis-
tle, leafy spurge, Canada thistle and Russian knap-
weed are causing tremendous losses to agricultur-
al industries including both crop and livestock
production. Concurrently, many public lands
managed by federal agencies are being steadily
invaded. As a result, these lands held in the public
trust are experiencing reductions in commodity
yields, recreational opportunities, biodiversity and
ecosystem function. Consequently, every state in
the West has noxious weed management programs
that endeavor to enhance the financial and techni-
cal resources available for weed management and
to assist in coordination across the diverse public

and private land ownership mosaic common to
the region. The opportunities for increasing coop-
eration and collaboration on information systems
associated with western rangeland weeds are
perhaps unique because of these circumstances.
Thus, western rangeland weeds were selected by
the Riley Memorial Foundation for special empha-
sis in exploring ways to enhance collecting, shar-
ing and using information on invasive species.

The Western Rangeland Noxious Weeds Workshop
was organized to bring together state weed coordi-
nators, federal weed management specialists,
weed mapping systems administrators, represen-
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tative local weed management supervisors, select-
ed non-federal stakeholders and others concerned
with the management of invasive plants in western
rangelands on both private and public lands. The
purpose of the workshop was to provide opportu-
nities for participants to:

e Enhance the understanding of weed manage-
ment programs at all levels and of the status
of mapping and databases

e Explore existing mapping systems that enhance
weed management efforts

e Develop a more extensive understanding of
how local, state and federal mapping systems
are or will be implemented in the future

= Discuss some of the complexities of mapping
efforts including privacy concerns, data quality
and limitations on data gathering at the local
level

e Confer among colleagues about the possibilities
of sharing mapping data across jurisdictional
boundaries to develop powerful management
tools

e Review the principles associated with organiza-
tional function and collaboration

As the 19-member program advisory committee
began to design the workshop program, the need
for some refinements in terminology became
apparent. Although the term “invasive plant” is
accurate, the term “noxious weeds” was preferred
as being more meaningful, particularly at the local
level. Also, although distributional databases are
very close to computerized mapping, from an
operational perspective the program committee
chose to design the program around mapping and
inventories to be inclusive of what is happening
broadly. The committee also chose to explore how
distributional databases and computerized map-
ping is being used and can be used to support
operational programs. Also, immediately before
the workshop, participants were provided with
some quotes from the Invasive Species Stakeholders
Roundtable held on April 26, 2000, in Washington,
DC, (http://www.invasivespecies.gov/other/
stkhldr.pdf) as examples of private stakeholder
inputs specifically related to collecting, sharing
and using information:

“We need to make sure that the level of data that
we are gathering and putting into databases ... is

always commensurate with the use that we are
going to be putting them to.” Paul Gertler, Western
Governors’ Association

“...we always have to strike a balance between the
resources that we are expending on data gather-
ing, data management, data access, data use with
the need to get stuff done on the ground.” Tom
Hebert, Capitolink, LLC

“Simplistic or user-friendly databases on the inter-
net are not necessarily a virtue. They can lead to
misinformation, disinformation or misinterpreta-
tions.” N. Marshall Meyers, Pet Industry Joint
Advisory Counsel

Persons representing nine federal agencies, 18
state agencies and tribes, eight local jurisdictions
and eight different private sector organizations
and interests participated in the workshop
(Appendix A). Over 30 formal presentations were
made; four breakout groups provided the opportu-
nity to have in-depth interactions on key issues;
and 13 posters, displays and demonstrations
(Appendix B) served as the focal point for an
evening reception that provided a venue for exten-
sive informal discussion. Twenty-three database
and mapping resource persons were identified
who are in a position to provide information on
databases and mapping and identify additional
resource persons (Appendix C). Representatives
of organizations from production agriculture par-
ticipated in the opening and mid-day sessions. A
panel of three representatives from the private
sector concluded the workshop, following reports
from the breakout groups. A total of 73 persons
participated in the workshop (Appendix D).

The range of topics covered by presentations,
panels, posters and in breakout groups included
(1) the Invasive Species Advisory Committee, (2)
federal programs, (3) state programs, (4) selected
special projects, (5) standardizing, collecting, pro-
cessing and sharing data, (6) views from non-fed-
eral stakeholders, (7) a review of issues and
opportunities and (8) concluding observations.
The information exchanged at the workshop is
summarized in these proceedings and includes a
final section on outcomes, needs and suggestions.
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A VIEW FROM THE INVASIVE SPECIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Nelroy Jackson
Invasive Species Advisory Committee

The Invasive Species Advisory Committee (ISAC)
consists of 32 members (http://www.invasivespec
ies.gov/ council/advisory.shtml) appointed by the
U.S. Secretary of Interior. ISAC includes broad rep-
resentation from industry, scientific disciplines,
academics, extension personnel, managers, as well
as technical personnel. Why are invasive species
important to such a broad range of interests?
Invasive species are a threat to biodiversity. They
are particularly important in the western United
States in terms of fire prevention, water recovery,
benefits to wildlife and grazing for livestock.
Additionally, invasive species cost a lot of money.
The economic problems associated with invasive
species are increasing due to their spread by trav-
el, trade, tourism and transport. The world is very
different from what it was 10 or 20 years ago in
terms of the volume of people who are moving by
car or airplane and the amount of trade among
states and countries.

What is important to ISAC? The concerns of ISAC
can be summarized in the form of a slogan, “Do
the doable.” Let’s take the resources that we have
and focus them on getting things done, and let’s
focus as well on increasing resources and cooper-
ation. No single entity can do this job alone. It
takes the melding of federal, state, county, non-
government organizations and private efforts.
Communications on invasive species need to be
substantially increased within the federal govern-
ment starting at the highest levels — the Executive
Office of the President and the Secretaries of the
most concerned Departments — and throughout
the more than 20 federal agencies (http://www.
invasivespecies.gov/other/org.shtml) concerned
with invasive species. In addition, we need com-
munication between land managers and those aca-
demics that are composing the databases. Thus,
the important thing is communication in order to
“Do the doable.”

OVERVIEWS OF SELECTED FEDERAL PROGRAMS

The nine federal agencies represented at the work-
shop were Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
U.S. Forest Service (FS), National Park Service
(NPS), U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), Agricultural
Research Service (ARS), Fish and Wildlife Service,
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service,
Natural Resources Conservation Service, and U.S.
Air Force. All of these agencies have specific inter-
ests and responsibilities related to invasive plants.
However, three of them perhaps have the greatest
responsibility for managing invasive plants on
public lands. Tens of millions of acres infested
with noxious weeds are involved among the 264
million, 192 million and 83 million acres under the
purview of BLM, FS and NPS, respectively.
Therefore, representatives from these agencies
were asked to provide overviews of their agencies’
programs with special reference to mapping,
inventories, and databases.

Bureau of Land Management

Tim Reuwsaat, Gina Ramos, and Kathie Jewell,
Bureau of Land Management

Damages to property and the cost to treat inva-
sive species rise every year. Weed inventory and
mapping data are important so that we can imme-
diately identify and attack invasive weed problems
in order to lower costs. As part of BLM’s Partners
Against Weed Strategy Plan (http://www.blm.gov/
education/weed/paws/) BLM’s overall objective is
to control and manage the presence of weed infes-
tations on public lands and prevent any future
infestations. In FY-2000, BLM spent $7.2 million to
inventory, monitor and treat noxious and invasive
weeds on BLM-managed lands. By the end of FY-
2000, BLM had inventoried nearly 7 million acres
of public lands for weed occurrences. By 2001,
BLM expects to complete an inventory for weed
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occurrences on another 7 million acres. Lands
inventoried to date for weeds represent only 12
percent of the 264 million acres of public land that
BLM manages. We should be inventorying three
times as much as we are annually.

Approach. Tools such as mapping and inventory
are only part of the integrated approach to man-
age invasive and noxious weeds. A successful
strategy to accomplish our overall objective must
include an effective inventory and mapping sys-
tem populated with reliable data. A dependable
inventory is essential to set priorities for weed
treatments and to make the most efficient use of
resources. Therefore, we must continually discuss
data issues, common data standards and data col-
lections as we carry out the comprehensive inven-
tory and mapping for invasive species. As a coop-
erator with county, state and other federal agen-
cies, BLM is committed to detect, report, control
and manage invasive species in a boundary-less
environment. From a national perspective, one
step is to work with FS and other agencies in the
Department of Interior to use the same inventory
standards and protocols. BLM is already employ-
ing the standards developed by the North
American Weed Management Association
(NAWMA). BLM is seeking agreement on using the
same definitions and standards for reporting the
variety of weed treatments that occur by each
agency. BLM’s long term goal is to share and
exchange information between the federal agen-
cies. We also are looking for ways to house that
information so that it is available to private, local,
state and federal entities. By doing this, we are
assured that there is a common format for evalua-
tion, assessment and interpretation for all of the
weed inventory and monitoring information that
is being reported among federal, state and local
agencies.

Inventory, Treatment and Monitoring
Information. Currently, inventory activities are
underway by BLM in each state. Primary comput-
erized database and mapping efforts in coopera-
tion with state and local efforts are ongoing in the
states of Idaho, Montana and Oregon. By the end
of 2002, BLM will deploy a bureau-wide database
system that will link BLM field, state and

Washington offices. The database system also will
include web-based entries for BLM cooperators
and be accessible for their needs. BLM’s goal is to
be able to exchange weed inventory, treatment
and monitoring information with the public, coun-
ty, state and federal agencies. Additional informa-
tion on the BLM program is available at
http://www.blm.gov/weeds/.

The Forest Service Perspective

James Olivarez and Rita Beard,
Forest Service

FS has been involved in the fight associated with
noxious weeds for over 20 years. However, an
overall updated agency approach to dealing with
noxious and nonnative invasive plants was devel-
oped and published in 1998 in “Stemming the
Invasive Tide” (http://www. fs.fed.us/r6/weeds/fs_
strat_doc.pdf). In this particular discussion, we
will deal primarily with noxious weeds efforts in
the National Forest System (NFS). Six of the eight
NFS regions oversee lands in the western states
and each region has a noxious weed coordinator —
with two or three of these regions most active in
noxious weed management. Our best estimate is
that there are about 4 million acres of rangeland
infested with noxious weeds in the NFS. About

$5 million are allocated annually by NFS for its
noxious weed program. With limited resources,
allocation of resources between inventories and
mapping and weed control is a real challenge.
However, inventory and mapping are essential,
since the resulting information is one of a three-
component budget allocation formula that the
agency operates under. Thus, inventory and map-
ping not only play an important role in how funds
are allocated within the agency, but also provide
information that we want to share with Congress
and our partners.

Approach and Status. A key emphasis in the NFS
strategy in dealing with noxious weeks is partner-
ships. That emphasis was launched in the early
1990’s with the NFS as a charter member in the
greater Yellowstone effort. The memoranda of
understanding that we initiated and instigated
have become models for other efforts and have
led to subsequent guidelines for use with our
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other partners like the BLM as well as state agen-
cies. The Yellowstone effort also has provided the
basis for some of the mapping that is being done
now in other areas and in other versions of map-
ping and standards that are being pursued.

Computerized inventories and mapping with
extensive integration of databases and the inclu-
sion of treatment information is our goal. Further,
FS needs a corporate database as well as opera-
tional databases at the local level that can readily
be shared with partners. The FS corporate data-
base is intended to provide a total natural
resource information system known as TERRA,
which is just getting past the development stage.
This database has a vegetation and soils module
within which we would like to incorporate our
weed inventory and mapping data. Efforts are
underway to draw heavily on the NAWMA stan-
dards and to integrate them into the vegetation
and soil module of TERRA and to implement the
use of these same standards in collecting data that
might be managed at the forest or regional level or
by partners. As FS mapping and inventory efforts
on noxious weeds are improved and expanded, we
fully intend for the standards and databases to be
useful to the states and the private sector as well
as the federal agencies, but the information and
data must also be compatible with internal FS
reporting needs.

Currently, a variety of weed inventory systems
exist in FS, including a lot of variable spread-
sheets. However, perhaps 40 percent of the forest
managers have Geographical Information System
(GIS) available and national inventory and moni-
toring protocols have been developed and are
being implemented.

Future Considerations. As we look to the future,
we will place increased emphasis on implementing
uniform standards, automation in collecting and
processing data, efficient sharing of data at the
local and state levels and contributions to the FS
corporate database. Also, the pesticide database
maintained by FS will be upgraded and considera-
tion will be given to adding release and distribu-
tion of biocontrol agents to one of the FS databas-
es. Additional information on the FS program may
be found by searching http://www.fs.fed.us/.

National Park Service

Ron Hiebert,
National Park Service

NPS is very concerned about invasive species.
Weeds are considered one of the top threats to the
natural resources that NPS is charged to protect.
This includes weeds in rangelands. Although graz-
ing is not permitted in most parks, grazing is
authorized by enabling legislation in about 100
units. Service-wide efforts to map, inventory and
manage invasive plants in parks thus include west-
ern rangelands.

General Approach. Noxious weed management in
western rangelands is a priority for NPS. Although
NPS does not have a service-wide programmatic
weed inventory and mapping program, individual
parks are developing programs for weed invento-
ry, mapping and management. There are many
examples of excellent park-based programs includ-
ing those in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem
and Theodore Roosevelt National Park.

All park managers are interested in new tools and
procedures to help them manage weeds. They rec-
ognize the importance of cooperating with their
neighbors. They recognize the value of quality
inventory and mapping data and do support shar-
ing information and working with other agencies,
states, counties, and private landholders. What
they want and expect from regional and national
offices is for them to listen to their needs and to
be advocates for obtaining the needed technology
and funds. NPS relies on the Biological Resources
Division (BRD) of the USGS and universities,
through the newly created Cooperative Ecosystem
Studies Units, for needed research, and protocol
and tool development to help us do the job of
weed management more effectively and efficiently.

Activities and Plans. NPS has developed a strate-
gic plan for invasive species management. That
plan, among other things, calls for the inventory
and monitoring of nonnative plants. Specific goals
and activities include:

* Working with the service-wide inventory and
monitoring program to initiate inventories to
gather information needed to make invasive
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plant management decisions. This is in progress
as a major part of the Natural Resource
Challenge in NPS. A $7.3 million increase to the
NPS budget was approved by Congress in FY-
2000 to conduct biological inventories in parks.
A program is underway to compile inventories
of all vertebrates and vascular plants in all NPS
sites with significant natural resources by 2004.
A national database (NPSpecies) has been
developed. Data fields will indicate if a species
is native or nonnative, when it was observed
and exact location, if known. So, as part of this
effort, we should, at a minimum, have an inven-
tory of the presence of nonnative plants that
can be mapped within all parks. The data will
be available to the public on a web site. In
addition, if a park manager asks for distribution
and abundance surveys of specific weed
species, and funds are available to support the
work, this more detailed information will be
gathered.

« Developing standards for nonnative plant
inventories that would be used by all federal
land management agencies. NPS has funded
projects and worked with BRD to develop
inventory and mapping protocols. ARS is a key
cooperator in the leafy spurge control efforts in
the Dakotas. Also, NPS is an active participant
in the development of mapping and data
standards by NAWMA.

e Supporting development of remote sensing and
GIS technologies. An excellent example of the
application of new technologies is the coopera-
tion of ARS, National Aeronautics and Space
Administration and NPS in the mapping of leafy
spurge in North Dakota.

e Creating partnerships with adjacent landholders
and with county weed districts to share resources
in the preparation of landscape inventory maps.

This is being done in many areas. Parks are
active in weed management areas in regional
weed councils.

= Establishment of a national invasive species
coordinator. The coordinator has been
employed.

e Establishment of four invasive species control
teams with plans for more teams. One of these
teams will be operating out of Carlsbad
Caverns National Park and will serve multiple
parks in the Southwest.

e Development of a decision support system to
help managers decide which weeds should be
given priority for management. The system is
called the Alien Plant Ranking System (APRS)
and includes databases on invasive species
characteristics, control and fact sheets. The
system is automated and web based (http://
WWW.Npwrc.usgs.gov/resource/2000/aprs/aprs.
htm). The system is now being combined with
the Southwest Exotic Mapping Program
(SWEMP) to form the Southwest Exotic Plant
Information Clearinghouse. The web site will be
based at Northern Arizona University.

Future Considerations. Biological Inventory with-
in the National Resources Challenge will provide
data on the presence and absence of weeds in all
national parks. Multiple parks have active cooper-
ative weed management programs and these are
expected to increase in number. Also, with the
establishment of a service-wide invasive species
coo