Handout – Implementation Planning /

Early Detection Rapid Response Examples

Excerpt from Olympic National Forest DEIS

Early Detection-Rapid Response Approach

Under the Early Detection/Rapid Response approach, new or previously undiscovered infestations would be treated using the range of methods described in this EIS, according to the Project Design Features listed later in this section.  This approach is needed because 1) the precise location of individual target plants, including those mapped in the current inventory, is subject to rapid and/or unpredictable change and 2) the NEPA process does not allow for rapid response; infestations may grow and spread into new areas during the time it takes to prepare NEPA documentation.  

The intent of the Early Detection/Rapid Response approach is to treat new infestations when they are small so that the likelihood of adverse treatment effects is minimized.  The approach is based on the premise that the impacts of similar treatments are predictable, even though the precise location or timing of the treatment may be unpredictable.   

The Early Detection/Rapid Response approach included in all action alternatives allows the Forest Service to treat anywhere on the Forest that the need exists, based on, but not limited to the current inventory and anticipated rates of spread.  The Implementation Planning process detailed in section 2.5.7 is intended to ensure that effects are within the scope of those disclosed in this EIS; new situations that may have different effects would be subject to further NEPA analysis. In addition, further NEPA would be required for the following types of treatments:

· Aerial Herbicide Application

· Herbicides other than the ten listed in table 11.

· Prescribed Burning

· Plowing/Tilling/Disking/Digging With Heavy Equipment

· Grazing Or Other Cultural Treatments

· Flooding/Drowning

The procedure used to develop this approach is as follows:

1. The 2004 invasive plant inventory and database was developed to provide site-specific basis for the Proposed Action.  Infested sites were aggregated into treatment areas.  See Appendix A data tables that correspond to maps depicting each treatment area. 

2. The IDT considered the kinds of site conditions encountered throughout the treatment areas and analyzed the effects of applying a range of treatment prescriptions to these situations.  

3. The IDT developed Project Design Features intended to minimize potential for significant adverse effects to such a degree that even though precise treatment locations may be uncertain, the character of the impacts can be predicted, and pose low risk to people and/or the environment.  

4. The Implementation Planning process detailed below would ensure that treatments of currently undetected invasive plants would have effects within the scope of those disclosed in this EIS because the Project Design Features were developed considering a wide range of conditions that occur throughout the Forest.  The Project Design Features serve to eliminate or minimize the likelihood of adverse effects. Uncertainty is addressed through monitoring and adaptive management.  

Implementation Planning
This section outlines the process that would be used to ensure that the selected alternative is properly implemented. The methodology follows Integrated Weed Management (IWM) principles (R6 2005 FEIS, 3-3) and satisfies pesticide use planning requirements at FSH 2109.14.  It applies to currently known and new sites found during ongoing inventory.  

1. Characterize invasive plant infestations to be treated

· Map and describe target species, density, extent, treatment strategy and priority. 

· Add or refine target species information to database. 

· Validate affected environment at the treatment site and ensure no extraordinary site conditions exist that were not considered in EIS.

2. Develop site-specific prescriptions 

· Use Integrated Weed Management principles to identify possible effective treatment                               methods.
  Considerations include the biology of the target species and surrounding environment.  Determine whether effective methods are within the scope of those analyzed in the EIS. 
    Prescribe herbicides as needed based on the biology of the target species and size of the infestations (for instance, manual treatment alone cannot effectively eradicate rhizomatous species).  Broadcast application of herbicide would be considered for situations warranted by the density (70-80 percent cover) and/or the distribution of invasive plants, unless limited by PDFs. 
· Apply appropriate PDFs from section 2.5.8, and Project Design Criteria (PDC) from ESA Consultation results, based on:

· The size of the infestation, its treatment history and response to past treatment, 

· Proximity to species of local interest or their habitats

· Proximity to streams, lakes, wetlands

· Whether the treatment site is along a road associated with high risk of herbicide delivery

· Soil conditions 

· Municipal watersheds XE "Municipal watersheds"  and/or domestic water intakes

· Places people gather (recreation areas, special forest product and special use areas).

· Review compliance criteria for Forest Plan and other environmental standards that apply to a given treatment site. 

· If treatments would not be effective once PDFs are applied, further NEPA would be required to authorize the effective treatment.  

· Review manual Scotch broom treatments to ensure no effect on heritage resources.

· Complete Form FS-2100-2 (reproduced in Appendix E), Pesticide Use Proposal.  This form lists treatment objectives, specific herbicide(s) that would be used, the rate and method of application, and PDFs that apply. Apply for an herbicide application permit from the Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) for treatments within the Aquatic Influence Zone.

· Confirm restoration XE "restoration"  plan and ensure acceptable plant or mulch materials are available.

· Determine need for pre-project surveys for species of local interest and/or their habitats.

· Coordinate with adjacent landowners, water users, agencies, and partners.

· Document the public notification plan.

3. Accomplishment and Compliance Monitoring

· Develop a project work plan for herbicide use as per FSH 2109.14.3.  This work plan presents organizational and operational details including the precise treatment objectives, the equipment, materials, and supplies needed, the herbicide application method and rate; field crew organization and lines of responsibility and a description of interagency coordination.

· Ensure contracts and agreements include appropriate prescriptions and that herbicide ingredients and application rates meet label requirements, Standards 16 and 18, and site-specific PDFs.   

· Document and report herbicide use and certified applicator information in the National pesticide use database, via the Forest Service Activity Tracking System (FACTS), and other forms.
  

· WSDA is the responsible agency for pesticide management. WSDA also holds the Non-Point Discharge permit for use of herbicides to control aquatic and/or emergent noxious weeds in Washington State.  Permits would be sought for herbicide treatments within 100 feet of live streams and other water bodies.   
· Implement the public notification plan and document accomplishments.

4. Post-treatment Monitoring and Adaptive Management  

· Implementation monitoring would occur during implementation to ensure Project Design Features are implemented as planned.  Post-treatment reviews would occur on a sample basis to determine whether treatments were effective and whether or not passive/active restoration XE "restoration"  has occurred as expected.  

· Post-treatment monitoring would also be used to detect whether PDFs were appropriately applied. 

· Contract administration and other existing mechanisms would be used to correct deficiencies.  Herbicide use would be reported as required by the FSH 2109.14 and FACTS (see Appendix E). 

· Re-treatment and active restoration prescriptions would be developed based on post-treatment results.  Changes in herbicide or non-herbicide methods would occur based on results. For instance, an invasive plant population treated with a broadcast herbicide may be retreated with a spot spray, or later manually pulled, once the size of the infestation is sufficiently reduced following the initial treatment.  

· Effectiveness monitoring would occur in sample sites to ensure non-target vegetation, especially botanical species of local interest, is adequately protected.  Non-target vegetation in selected areas would be evaluated before and immediately after treatment, and two to three months later.  Treatment buffers would be expanded if damage were found as indicated by a decrease in the size of any non-target plant population, leaf discoloration or chlorophyll change, or mortality to individual species of local interest.  

· Additional monitoring may be included as part of the Olympic National Forest Annual Monitoring Plan or other ongoing programs such as state water quality monitoring. 

Project Design Features and Buffers

The following Project Design Features (PDFs) are intended to reduce the potential impacts of invasive plant treatment and provide sideboards for early detection/rapid response and adaptive management.
  The PDFs are based on site-specific resource conditions within the treatment areas, including (but not limited to) the current invasive plant inventory, the presence of special interest species and their habitats, potential for herbicide delivery to water, and the social environment.  Implementation of the PDFs ensures that treatments would have effects within the scope of those disclosed in Chapter 3.  All buffer distances are slope distances.  

For emphasis, some design features include herbicide label guidance and Forest Plan standards, however, not all Forest Plan standards or label directions are repeated here. However, Forest Plan standards and label directions would be followed, regardless of whether they are listed in the following table. 

Herbicides differ in their toxicity and other chemical properties, and consequently also in how they are transported and degraded in air, soil and water. Restrictions on herbicide selection or method are displayed in table 12.  Buffers act as a safety zone to keep herbicides of moderate or higher concern for aquatic resources from leaching, running off, or drifting into water.  Aquatic labeled herbicides are available for use on emergent vegetation or other areas of likely delivery to water.  Some non-aquatic labeled herbicides that pose low risks to aquatic organisms would be favored near streams and other water bodies in accordance with label directions.   

Excerpt from Mount Hood National Forest DEIS

Treatment Acreage/Early-Detection Rapid Response

In an effort to tackle the problem, an invasive plant inventory was completed in 2004, which surveyed about 50 percent of the areas of the Forest and Scenic Area likely to be infested with invasive plants (Stein, 2005). The inventory revealed that approximately 3,600 acres are infested with invasive plants. Realizing that some invasive plants or infested areas were missed during past surveys an uncertainty factor was applied to bring the estimated total infested area up to approximately 3,700 acres. In addition, evidence shows that the species present in the Forest and Scenic Area would likely expand their population at a rate of 8 to 12 percent each year (USDA Forest Service, 1999). To account for this growth over the life of the project (15 years), a “foreseeable” rate of spread of 10 percent per year was also applied to estimate the total forseeable infested acres 15 years from now (Table 1-1), hereafter referred to as the treatment acres. 

Table 1-1: Rate of Spread for Treatment Area Acres

	Year
	Acres at start of Year
	10% Rate of Spread

	1
	3672
	367

	2
	4039
	404

	3
	4443
	444

	4
	4887
	489

	5
	5376
	538

	6
	5914
	594

	7
	6505
	651

	8
	7156
	716

	9
	7871
	787

	10
	8658
	866

	11
	9524
	952

	12
	10477
	1048

	13
	11524
	1152

	14
	12676
	1268

	15
	13000
	


The total treatment acres were adjusted slightly to incorporate anecdotal evidence and expert knowledge, including delays in treatment, spread of invasive plants and other factors which spread plant seeds. The expansion in population size is due to plant growth as well as spread by a variety of vectors including wind, water, animals, and human activities where they are present. Also, due to the high cost of treatment, it is highly unlikely that we would be able to take action in all inventoried areas immediately. During the time between the inventory and treatment, plant populations would grow and spread. Invasive plant spread is unpredictable and over the life of the project, target species could spread, expanding the size of the populations and thus, the size of the area needing treatment. Therefore, these acres considered for treatment include the 208 treatment areas containing known populations analyzed in this document and cover approximately 13,000 acres, with 11,000 acres on the Forest and 2,000 acres on the Scenic Area.. To account for the unpredictability of growth and spread, all 13,000 acres are analyzed for potential treatment; however, only the acres infested at the time of treatment would treated with manual, mechanical, cultural (goat grazing), and herbicide methods.
An example is invasive plant infestations along road systems within the Forest and Scenic Area (Figure 1-2). The inventoried infestations are displayed as black circles. Since these infestations are along a road and are likely to spread via vehicular traffic, it is probable the infestations would continue to expand. In addition, given current budget levels and project timelines, the treatment area may not be treated for several years. As a result, individual infested areas adjacent to one another were combined to form one site, or treatment area, because they are likely to spread together. Only areas actually infested with invasive plants at the time of treatment, however, would be treated.
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In addition to the treatment areas known to be infested with invasive plants, additional infestations are likely to be found. These additional infestations may be areas missed during the last inventory, uninventoried infestations, or areas containing newly established invasive plant species, such as garlic mustard or False broom. These additional infestations pose the same threats associated with currently known invasive plant infestations.
Overall, treatment can not exceed 30,000 acres of the project area landscape over 15 years for both known and future infestations. The former Forest botanist estimated that 50 percent of the Forest likely to be infested with invasive plants had been inventoried (Stein, 2005). Assuming that the infestations on the remaining 50 percent of the likely infested areas follow a similar pattern and assuming that the Scenic Area mirrors the Forest, only an additional 13,000 acres would be infested with invasive plants. In order to account for the uncertainity and unpredictability associated with invasive plants and their treatments, the treatments acres were expanded by an additional 15 percent (4,000 acres). Combining the known infestations (13,000 acres), future estimate (13,000 acres), and expansion acres (4,000), the total landscape assessed to be treated is 30,000 acres on the Forest and Scenic Area over the next 15 years.

Within these acres, the annual treatments would not exceed 13,000 acres within the Forest and Scenic Area: these treatments would be a combination of known treatment sites and newly discovered uninventoried treatment sites. In year 1, all acres would be new acres for treatment and would count towards the overall cap of 30,000 acres. In year 2, the acres treated in year 1 that require re-treatments would count towards the annual cap of 13,000 acres, but not the overall cap of 30,000 total landscape acres within the project area. And so forth. This annual cap was chosen because Chapter 3 analyzes the effects of treating 13,000 acres, so the effects are known and inform the decision.

Within these 13,000 acres that can be treated annually, the treatments areas located in riparian reserves could not exceed 5,000 acres. Further, the acres of treatment would be capped within each 5th field watershed: treatment could not exceed three percent per year in any one 5th field watershed. If the areas of National Forest System lands within each 5th field watershed are less than three percent, treatment can not exceed the amount of National Forest Service lands. Only 40 percent of the potential treatment acres could be within riparian reserves (see Table 2-9).

Triggers and thresholds are designed to prescribe the potential treatment methods that would be effective and ensure that treatments would be consistent with those analyzed in this EIS, as detailed in Figure 1-4. If the proposed treatments are outside these triggers and thresholds, new NEPA analysis would be required. Examples include conducting invasive plant treatments that could not be fully mitigated using the PDC; aerial spraying herbicides; using prescribed burning, tilling, plowing, or cattle grazing as invasive plant treatment methods; treating more than the designated acres (e.g., 13,000 per year); applying herbicides not analyzed in EIS; or applying herbicides within Bull Run hydrologic unit. Annually, the Forest and Scenic Area would identify sites for potential treatment and review the criteria for appropriateness of prescribed methods to ensure consistency and effectiveness for each site. All recommended treatment methods would be documented and approved by the appropriate responsible official(s). Section 2.1.3 and 2.1.4 contain more details on the EDRR.
Applying the Early Detection / Rapid Response Strategy

Step 1:
Is the treatment method analyzed in this EIS?


Yes:
Continue to Step 2


No:
Choose another treatment method OR conduct additional NEPA on treatment methods (e.g., prescribed burning, aerial applications).

Step 2:
Is there an unforeseen combination of physical conditions (e.g., disturbance, distance to water, slope, soils) that is not addressed in the PDC (Section 2.2 – Project Design Criteria)?


Yes:
Conduct additional NEPA on proposed treatment area and treatment method OR abandon treatment.

No:
Apply PDC to all treatments. Continue to Step 3A.
Step 3A:
Is the site in a designated Wilderness Area?


Yes:
Continue to Step 3B.


No:
Continue to Step 4.

Step 3B:
If action is not taken, will the natural processes of the Wilderness Area be adversely affected?


Yes:
Continue to Step 4.


No:
Continue to Step 3C.

Step 3C:
Is there imminent risk of invasive plants spreading outside the Wilderness Area?


Yes:
Continue to Step 4.


No:
Monitor invasive plant infestation.

Step 4:
Are special status fish, wildlife or plant species, designated critical and essential fish habitat, or heritage resources present?  Special status species are threatened, endangered and proposed species; USDA Forest Service Pacific Northwest sensitive species, management indicator species, Survey and Manage species, and other rare or endemic species of concern. This is determined using maps and/or site conditions (See Appendices C and K)

Yes:
Use treatment methods that pose low or negligible risk to fish, wildlife and plant species, water, and heritage resources. Examples include use of selected herbicides, manual and mechanical treatments, in conjunction with PDC. Continue to Step 5.
No:   Use treatment methods appropriate for sites. Use Common Control Measures as a treatment guide, when appropriate. Implement all appropriate PDC. Continue to Step 5.
Step 5:
Are surveys required for special status species? 


Yes:
Conduct necessary surveys. Evaluate results of surveys. If surveys illustrate a risk to the species surveyed, use treatment methods that pose low or negligible risk to fish, wildlife and plant species. Examples include use of selected herbicides, manual and mechanical treatments, in conjunction with PDC. Continue to Step 6.

No: 
Continue to Step 6.
Step 6:
Is the proposed treatment area in a municipal watershed or designated irrigation district?

Yes:
Notify the municipal watershed and irrigation districts of proposed treatments. Ensure all applicable, existing agreements are being implemented and followed.

No:
Continue to Step 7.
Step 7A:
Is the proposed treatment within the designated annual treatment caps of 13,000 acres per year, with the acres within riparian reserves not exceeding 5,000 per year?

Yes:
Continue to Step 7B.

No:
Conduct additional NEPA on proposed treatment area and treatment method OR abandon treatment.

Step 7B:
Is the proposed treatment within the allowable treatment acres in each 5th field watershed? (See Table 2-X)


Yes:
Continue to Step 8.

No:
Conduct additional NEPA on proposed treatment area and treatment method OR abandon treatment.

Step 8:
Is active restoration necessary?

Yes:
Implement appropriate restoration strategies, in conjunction with PDC.


No:
Allow passive restoration to revegetate treatment site.
Figure 1-2: Diagram of treatment areas.
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� Conditions throughout current treatment areas are assessed in Chapter 3.  New treatment areas found during future inventories need to be evaluated for extraordinary site conditions that may trigger additional NEPA requirements.   


� Table 10 displays a summary of current control measures for various target species.  These methods are intended to be refined through monitoring and adaptive management


� If preferred methods have effects that are outside the scope of those analyzed in the EIS, additional NEPA would be required.  


� See Appendix E for mandatory and optional reporting forms. 


� In this EIS, the terms project design feature and project Design Features are synonymous.  
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