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Invasive Plant Species Assessment Working Group
Meeting Minutes - November 30, 2004

Attending:  Ellen Jacquart (TNC), Reuben Keller (University of Notre Dame), Lee Casebere (DNP), Tom Good (Div of Rec.), Tom Flatt (DFW), Glen Nice (Purdue), Larry Nees (IN Seed Commissioner), Chris Pierce (Purdue – CAPS), Rick Phillabaum (INDOT), Bob Waltz (Div. Ent.& PP), Jim Bean (BASF), David Gorden (ASLA), Lori Johnson-Roedell (Indy Zoo/White River Gardens), Cecil Rich (Div. SC), Darrell Brown, (NRCS – forage), Ken Collins (NRCS – forestry), Keith Johnson (Purdue – agronomy), Mike Cline (INLA-GIA), Jeff Kiefer (USFWS),
Agenda:

1. Introductions – We welcomed first time attendees Reuben Keller (graduate student in Dr. David Lodge’s lab at Notre Dame and guest speaker on aquatic invasive species), Tom Flatt (Div. of Fish and Wildlife’s current aquatic invasive species coordinator), Cecil Rich (Div. of Soil Conservation’s coordinator of the Lake and River Enhancement program), and Lori Johnson-Roedell (horticulturist for Indy Zoo).
2. Aquatic invasive plant species. Reuben Keller  (note – Reuben’s powerpoint show is now posted on the IPSAWG website, www.invasivespecies.in.gov.
Introduction-

- Most aquatic invasive plant species are coming from water garden/aquarium trade

- $803,000/year spent on herbicide control alone in IN for aquatic invasives
- Currently, 19 federal noxious aquatic weeds plus Lythrum are illegal in Indiana
Bob Waltz noted that IN does have provisions in the law that allows us to address unlisted species if they become a problem

- Possible ways to reduce impacts of aquatic invasives:

1. Prevent introduction – difficult to do, but very effective; generally considered to be the BEST alternative.


2.  Prevent establishment – keep propagules from escaping cultivation,

difficult to do and probably ineffective

3.  Prevent invasion – keep established species from invading; use rapid response to control invasions quickly. This depends on active survey, response mechanism.  Unlikely to work.
4.  Mitigate damage – control spread, eradicate if possible – but eradication is usually not possible in aquatic situations.

Species available-
Lots of aquatic invasive plant species are commercially available, through lots of outlets

45% of US restricted plants (federal noxious weeds) are available for purchase over web

40% of identifications of purchased plants were incorrect, and common names are ambiguous


Lots of contaminants were found in purchased plants – ‘hitchhiker’ species
Risk assessment-

Obviously, many potential invaders are in the trade. Risk assessment can help identify the potential problems and keep them out while allowing benign species in.  Take one step in process – an established species becoming an invasive species.  There are 48 established aquatic plant species and 23 invasive aquatic plant species in the Great Lakes region.  What are the biological differences between those species?  Maximum latitude, duration (annual, perennial, etc.), submerged, floating, vegetation zones, non-native elsewhere, propagation (vegetative, sexual, both).  These factors can be used to predict potential for invasiveness.  Using these factors, they found invasive species were predicted correctly 88% of the time and non-invasive species 78% of the time.  They continue to work to increase the accuracy of the predictions.
Summary-
Aquatics should be assessed before entering trade, and likely invaders should be excluded.  Risk assessment is possible and accurate.
Group discussion-
It is incredibly difficult to control on-line purchases, but there is a group in APHIS that follows up on websites which are selling illegal species.  Education of public and retailers is very important - PIJAC (Pet Industry Joint Advisory Committee) has such a project going on (Habitude) to try to control introductions – PetSmart and others will be reminding consumers not to dump fish, plants, etc. in lakes.  The water garden trade is not as well-organized as the pet industry.

Quantifying the damage aquatic invasives are causing is difficult – especially lost opportunities.  

Misidentification problem – retail vendors are not checking what they are receiving – they are assuming it is correct.  At wholesale level, there is little incentive to identify stock correctly.  Complicating this is that some of the species are new to science, not yet described.

3. IN Aquatic Invasive Species Program and Coordinator – Tom Flatt, DFW
The program is in its early stages and developed from IN Aquatic Nuisance Species Management Plan approved a few years ago.  Once that plan was approved, DFW applied for grant funds for an Aquatic Invasive Species Coordinator.  They have received this grant and are advertising for this position now.  
The emphasis of the program is on prevention.   However, it is important to get a federal screening process established, as it’s not feasible to control it at a state-level.  The effort to implement such a federal screening process seems to be stalled.  The second emphasis of the program is rapid response – species on the leading edge of invasion that can still be controlled.  Brazilian elodea in Griffy Lake in Bloomington is an example; they were able to use Lake and River Enhancement (LARE) funds to control it.  Lack of inventory makes it difficult to determine when new species are found, versus existing populations that have just not been noticed before.  
4. Lake and River Enhancement Program (LARE) – Cecil Rich (Div. of Soil Conservation).  LARE is a program aimed at enhancing lakes and rivers in Indiana, paid for by a boat registration fee.  The money was generally used for dredging sediments and killing ‘weeds’ in the early years of the program.  In 2003 legislature increased fee to $25 (max) and part goes to enforcement and part to LARE (for exotic invasive species) – a total of $1.3 to $1.5 million/year available.  More of this funding is being aimed at causes rather than effects – for instance, rather than dredging the money is put into decreasing sedimentation and non-point source pollution.  The program has certainly raised public awareness about the effects their activities can have on water bodies.  To receive money, first an aquatic plant control plan must be written and approved.  The plan needs to have a demonstrable benefit.  When the plan is approved, activities in it may be funded through LARE.  The money can be put toward biocontrol efforts, which have potentially a much longer effect against invasives like purple loosestrife and Eurasian water milfoil.  A very successful purple loosestrife biocontrol program has been going on with little funding or coordinator for several years; this may be an opportunity to enhance that program.  
5.  IPSAWG Reviews-

Ken Collins reported that the Vinca minor assessment team found it had very high impacts, low potential for expansion, medium mgmt difficulty, and commercial value was high.  Given the high impact, we felt restrictions on its use were appropriate.  Given that it appears to have only vegetative spread, we felt it was appropriate to restrict planting to next to concrete and lawn.  As long as it is not planted next to natural areas, the risk of impact is minimal.  The assessment and recommendations are posted on the website.
Next species for review will be Japanese hops and Japanese knotweed.  The assessment will take place in mid-January.  Ellen will send out a note to all.  There was discussion about assessing an aquatic species – Bob suggested Nymphoides peltata.  To do this we would need to bring in additional expertise- we’ll plan to do this in future (perhaps after hops and knotweed are finished).
6.  Kudzu – quick comments and soybean rust – Bob Waltz

Have collected >60 kudzu locations all over Indiana; information on size and location are being provided to Chris Pierce to put into NAPIS database.  A map will be generated.  Kudzu is a viable alternative host for soybean rust, which is a great potential threat to soybeans.  Glenn is doing a session on IP (satellite linked educational programs) of kudzu for ‘first responders’ – which are crop watchers who are linked to Homeland Security looking for pests and pathogens which pose a threat.
Some kudzu control has occurred on private land and on INDOT property; more will occur in the future.  There will be some encouragement to agricultural landowners to control kudzu on their land, and some EQIP money may be available for landowners.  
7.  Emerald ash borer update – Bob Waltz

Lagrange (7 sq. miles) and Steuben Co (smaller area) cutting operations are going on to eliminate ash in those areas.  All other reported sites are negative so far.
8.  Jim Bean, BASF – Jim is Environmental Resources Specialist for eastern half of US.  He works fulltime on invasive species.  He 1) Helps people access existing funding for invasive control; 2) Works to get more funding appropriated for invasive control 3) Technology transfer on control methods.  He is active in many groups.  He is working with MI DNR and ACOE on Phragmites control project, working with Chesapeake Bay aquatic nuisance species task force, working with NRCS to broaden Farm Bill programs to better include invasive control in natural areas.  He is active in the Mid-south Regional Invasives group who are working across state lines to organize and coordinate invasive species work.   The biggest challenge he sees is knowing who’s doing what – aquatics vs. terrestrial, animal vs. plant, etc. – and reaching the right audience with our message.  In some cases, aquatic control techniques are ahead of terrestrial control techniques and collaboration could be very useful.  Some key points: economic impact must be measured; must work in coalitions; must have perpetual funding source; must have monitoring in order to justify further funding; BASF is working on products for EAB, SOD.  Jim would like to be involved with education, demo sites, research questions, legislation.  BASF has just published a BMP approach to Aquatic Plant Management.
9.  Mike Cline, INLA – Green Industry Alliance has been formed to deal with legislative issues (e.g. potential for Dept. of Ag. and other issues that affect the industry) and increase networking within the alliance.  Communication and education will be dealt with by a separate group of partners (headed by Donna Sheets of INLA) which is as yet unnamed.  They are conducting a survey of nurseries to provide better information on the green industry in Indiana.
10.  Fact sheets – Ellen

There are draft fact sheets for Asian bush honeysuckle, Oriental bittersweet, Japanese honeysuckle, and an overall summary guide.  She’ll send out by email (pdf) to the group for review.  The summary sheet especially needs editing to effectively communicate the message in a very small space.
11.  Website – Bob Waltz.  Tad Stahl is webmaster for DNR and he needs someone in this group to connect with to update/enhance website.  We need a volunteer to serve as a ‘hub’ for us – someone who helps get the right information put on the site.
Next meeting – February 8, 2005
9 am to noon, NRCS office
