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Purple Loosestrife Prevention, Detection, and Control Actions
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and Associated Hydrological Units
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Executive Summary
Purple loosestrffe is a perennial plant from the European Continent wltich l~as invaded North America.
It has moved extermively throughout the wetlands of the U~ited Slates causing immense ecological
destruction. It is now showing up in California in a number of small, but growing, imCestntinns that are
em’renfly not under eradication or containment, it poses an aggressive threat to almost all the wetland
and riparian habitats in the CALFED focus area. Tlais threat is of greatest concern in the Sacramento-
Sart Joaquln Delta where there ere a number of threatened and declining species due to a multitude of
environmental stressors.

The following project pmsants a general hypothesis, based on historic evidence and a~ecdotal
observations, that purple loosas~rife is present in multiple locations in the Sacramento-San Juaquin
I:~lta system, and furthermore, that it can be eradicated by implementing an adaptive management
program which addresses each im"estation with the most appropriate management technique, as
determined by CDFA personnel and outside collaborators. Over athree yeer period, the Integrated Pest
Control Branch of the California Department of Food and Agtieulture will carry out a aeries of tasks
wlfich will result in:

1)Exhar~tive yearly survey of the Sacramento-San Joaqtfin Delta;
2)Local eradication of hiosestrlfe hi the Della and other hydrological traits;
3)Foensed perimeter delimitation and survey of all loosestrife infestations in the CALFED

focus area;
4) Training of agency personnel, working in and neer the Delta, to recognize purple

lunsestrife and other aquatic normative invasive species; and
5) Education of the beating, water fowl hunting, and similar pchlic citizenry.

Benefits and Linkage to CALFED: if loosestrife is allowed to invade the CALFED s~’stem, all of the
following attribntes w:dl suffer major negative impacts: fish, threataned and endangered native wetland
plants and wild[ire, interface between farm land and water, recreation opportunities, productivity and
nutrient cycling, water flow mad quality.

The actions contained within this proposal are fully compatible with and flow directly from the Dra~
Strategic Plan for the CALFED Nounative Invasive Species Program (NISP) and the Strategic Plan for
Ecosystem Restoration (ERP StratPlan). The mission of the NISP is to "Prevent establishment of
additional non-native species and reduec the negative biological and ~c.onomic impacts of established
non-native speoies"(pp 6,7,12, NIS StratPlan). The goals of the NISP Strategic Management Plan are:

(l) Prevention of new introductions and establishment;
(II) Limiting the spread and/or astablishraent; and
(l~I) Reducing harmful ecological impacts; ecosystem alteration and displacement

of native species (p 2, NIS StratPlan).

This project is fully consistent with Goal 5, of the Strategic Plan for Ecosystem Restoration Program
(Table 5-1, ERP StratPlan). The ERP objectives identified for this goal include: Halt the introduction
nfinvasive arluntie and terrestrial plants into Central CalLfomia (Objective 6) (p 6, ERE’ StratPlan) and
develop focused anntrdi effoas on those introduced species where control is most feasible and of
gyentast benefit (Objective 9) (p 6-7, ERP S~ttPlan).
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Project Phases and Costs: CDFA has been very recently solicited (4/5/99) to implement a "directed
action" by the CALFED Non-native Lnvasive Species Program (NISP) for the prevention and
eradication of purple loosestrife with a primary focus of detection and eradication in the Delt~ This
direct action will al3o cover detection and eradication of populations in the nearby hydrologica! units.
The mount of the proposed direct action contract is $201,306.00. Because the directed action is only
tentative at tiffs point, and does not address protection of the whole CALFED watershed, we have been
advised to submit this proposal for the full amount of an area-wide project, but to break the proposal
into two phases which separate the proposed contract for the directed action and the extra work plan
to protect the whole watershed. These two phases will be referred to as Phase I and Phase IL Although
this terminology counotes a temporal sequence, it actually refers to a geographic separation which
reflects distance for the Sacramanto-San Joaquin Delta system and the finding limitations of the
~ad action. The total for the entire project is $328,779.47. Tha total personnel related costs are:
$240,779. Costs for other items such as travel, chemicals, transportmion, educational, materials, and
miscellaneous equipment is $98,000.

Monitoring and Adaptive Management: Consistent with the adaptive management approach, the
CDFA and cooperators wi21 be continuously monitoring three different aspects of the project.
Evaluation of the overall treatment and detection hypotheses and the yearly tactical integrated control
plan will be ongoing throughout the duration of the project. Specifically, we will be monitoring:
1) treatment efficacy, 2) eradication efficacy, and 3) water adjacent to certain treatments.

Collaboration; There will be local collaboration and coordination with the following groups: County
Agfienltural Commissioners of Butte, Contra Costa, Fresno, Nevada, Placer, San ffoaquin, Sacramento,
Stanislaus, Shasta, Solann, Sonoma, Sutter, Tehama, Yolo, and Yuba Counties; local CDFA Integrated
Pest Control Branch District Weed Eradication Biologists; local Weed Management Areas; and the CA
Department offish and Game, CA Department orb eating and Waterways, US Bureau of Reclamation,
US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Department of Agricuitore - ARS Resource Conservation Districts,
Local Watershed Groups and the California Native Plant Society.

Applicant Qualifi~tions: The Integrated Pest Control Branch has a long history of weed management
action~ and has taken the lead in noxious weed prevention~ detection, education, and control in
California. The Weed and Vertebrate Program is largely focused on the detection and eradication of
A-rated, listed State Noxious Weeds. The B nmch has totally eradicated 13 weed species from the state.
This group surveys the entire Delta hi the Fall for Hydrilla (another serious aquatic weed) and thus has
the specific experience to conduct purple loosestrife detection and mapping. The Hydrilla Program is
very similar, but focuses on a specific aquatic weed of special concern. This program, which has
similar componants/structure ~o our proposed Purple Loosestrife Project, has shown great success.
Hydrilla has been eradicated from nine out of 17 infested counties, and is nearing eradication in the
others. The specific pea’sonnel who would ran the project have vast knowledge and demonstrated
experience to do the job.
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Prelect Deserivtion
The followin4~ project presents two general hypotheses, based on historic evidence and anecdotal
observations: 1) That purple loosestrife is present in multiple, but small population in the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta system and nearby hydrological units; and 2) That it can be eradicated by
implementing an adaptive and integrated management program which addresses each infestation with
the most appropriate naaengement technique, as determined by CDFA personnel and outside

Project Phases: CDFA has been veD’ recently solicited (4/5/99) to impIemertt a "directed action" by
the eALFED Nun-native Invasive Species Program ~ SP) for the prevention and eradication of purple
loosestdfc with a primary focus of detection and aradieafion in the Delta. This direct action wili als0
cover detection and eradication of populatinr~s in the nearby hydrological units. The amount of the
proposed direct action co~tract is $201,306.00. Because the directed action is only tentative at this
point, and doesn’t address protection of the whole CALFED watershed, we have been advised to submit
this proposal for the full amount ef an area-wide pro.~ect, but to break the proposal into two phases
which separate the proposed contract for the directed action and the extra work plan to protect the
whuie watershed. These two phases will be referred to as Phase I and Phase II. Although this
terminology connotes a temporal sequence, it actually refers to a geographic separation which reflects
distance for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta system and the funding limitations of the directed
action.

Proposed Work Plan
Over a three year period, the Integrated Pest Control B ranch of the Cafiforain Department of Food and
Agriculture will carry out a series of tasks (see table 1) which will result in:

1)Exhaustive survey of the Sacramento-San J’oaquin Delta.
2)Local eradication ofleoassttife in the Phase I and II areas.
3)Focused delimitation and survey of all loosestrife irufestations in the Coifed focus area~
4)Training of agancy personnel, working ha and near the Delta, to recognize purple

loosestrife and other aquatic non-native iavasive species.
5) Education of the boating, water fowl hunting, and similar public citizenry.

The first year’s work will focus on:
1) Survey of existing populations and nearby downstream areas in Phase I end II areas.
2) A complete Delta survey.
3) Early eradication efforts for Delta resident and other small loosastdfc populations.
4) Education and training.

The second year’s work wilJ focus on:
1) Continuing survey of existhag populations and extended downstream areas.
2) A complete Delta survey.
3) An assessment meeting and formulation of site specific adaptive management plan.
4) Eradication, biological control, or containment in accordance with the adaptive
management plan ha Phase I and II areas.
5) Continued education and training.
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The third year’s work will focus on:
1) Cominuing stttwey of existing populations and extended dovc~tream areas.
2) A complete Delta survey.
3) Eradication and biological control in accordance with the adaptive management plan.
4) Coutinued education and training.

There will be a consistent pattern to the staffing on the project. A Senior Ertvtranmental Research
Scientist will provide formal management and oversight averaging 25 billable hottrs per year. An
Agrianltural Biologist will be lead person for the field crews, multi-agency coordination, Ueatment
c~ordination and perform the education activities. The Agrinulmral Biologist will average
approximately 50% fime for 3 years. The total field crew will consist of ti~rec Seiantifie Aids working
3 months fuli time during the summer. Pesticide applications and Biological Control releases ~vill be
made by t~ained CDFA applicators or collaborating agency personnel.

Boats and vehicles will be obtained on an as needed basis through agency in-kind loans or comm~’eial
rentals.

Adaptive Management Plan and Control Options
The first year of the plan will focus on education and survey. Upon collection of the survey da~a it will
be possible to conven� a meeting of aquadc weed control experts and interested parties to assess the
size~ geographical position, and anvironmental conditions of each population and produ~ v, tactical
Adaptive Management Plan to assign an appreptiate t~antmant method to each population. The thrce
main ttantr~ant options arc:

1) Manual and Mechanical Control- Hand removal and/or the use of mowing/cutfi~g
implements has be~n th~md to be effective ou small (<tO0 plants) infestations. Pulled plants
should be bagged and destroyed as to not spread seed and f~a~ments. Additional cv.re should
be taken in mechanically removing large~ mature plants because soil disturbance often results
in a new flush of seedlings. Regrowth flora ma’~re plants may require reposed follow-up

2) Chemical Control- Only two herbicides, that have been feuod t~ be effective in controlling
pu~le loosestrife, are registered for ~e in semi-aquatic and aquatic habitats in California. They
arc Rodeo (active ingredient Glyphos~te) and 2,4-D. Of those herbicides eurrently registered,
Rodeo is the mos~ onvi~nmentally benign and has been used extensively in other states ~ in
California. There hns b~an past use of Rodco on CALFED funded re~taration projects removiv~
Arundo from creeks an watersheds. 9.egistration for a third aquatically approved herbicide,
Ca~Ion 3A (active ingredient Triclopyr), selective for dicots, ks currently pending.

3) Biological Control- The� are currantly fou~ pu~131e loosestrife feeding beetles per~fitted for
release in California by the USDA and the CDFA. They are Galerueella calmarien~is, ~.
pu~lla, Hylobiux tra,~ver~o~ittatus, ond Nanophyte~ marmoratu~. The Biological ConU~ol
Program of CDFA has made releases of all four beetles, collected in Oregon, in 1997 and 1998.
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At this point it has not been determined if any of the speeie~ have become established in
California. The introduction of beetles has Ied to substantial reductions of lansestrffe in other
states. It is not knowa at this time whether the beetles will eanse similar results in CaliforoJa.
There is evidence �.hal the beetles may feed on a native congener of purple ioosestrife, Lythrum
cal~fornicum, a wetlands species, wldeh occurs throughout California.

A Special Publication of the Mirmesota Department of Natural Resources has made the foliov, dng
recommendations for the types oftreaanent appropriate for different sizes of Ioosestrife population:

I) 1-20 plants (scattered)- hand removal or selectively spot spray with herbicide.
2)20-100 plants (scattered/sma!l clumps)- hand removal or spot-spray with Rodeo.
3)100-1, 000 plants (small clumps/dense stands)- spot-spray Rodeo or broadcast-spray

selective herbicide.
4)>1,000plants (large stands cover >75% coverage)- broad-caat spray selective herbicide,

biological control, when available.
5)Foe sensitive sites (e.g. rare plants)- hand removal or wick applications of Redan for small

infestations and biological control, when available, for large populations.
6)In areas where chemleal use is prohibited- hand removal for small infestations and

biologica! control, when available, for large populations.

Recommendations such a.s the above and the judgement of the assessment panel will be used to assign
a treatment method each year in accordance with the monitoring data. Tkis is the essence of the
proposed adaptive management approach.

Loeation and Gengraphie Bondaries of the Project: The only compiled distribution information on
purple tonsesUife is based on samples submitted to the CDFA Boteny Lab over ¢he past 50 years.
Figure 1 shows the distribution of known infested townships. The summary data for the populations
is in Table 2. ~ao boundary of the Phase I and Phase II actions are also shown in Figure 1. The Phase
I boundary excludes infestations not within the CALFED area and also the Butte, Shasta, and Fresno
County infestations. It is clear from Figure 1 that purple lonsestrife is in the Delta and gaining ground
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Table 1- Proposed Actions for Prevention, Detection, and Control Plan
Task                      Description of Task

PHASE I- Calfsd Area-Wide Actions
DUCATION

tp

GIS

DETECTION PROGRAM- Implementation of survey crews for;

(GIS analysis)

survey

ASSESSMENT

MANAGEMENT

MONITORING

PHASE H- Actions Beyond CalFed Watershed-
Butte, Shasta, a.nd Phase II Area Rivers

EDUCATION

GPS
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Table I continued
PHASE II- Actions Beyond CalFed Watershed Continued

DETECTION PROGRAM- Implementation of survey crews for:

Ta~k~urveyTask 1~-1~" UpdateBUtte’ Shasta,GiS upper riverP~’oduce’C°mpletea,-~d~tecfi°nupdate of GisIooscstrifemaps of im’estad ons.ha Butte, Shasta, and Phase lI Area l~ivvrs.

ASSESSlVIENT

MANAGEMENT

MONITORING
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l~rtmmt of Food aad Agriculture Plant Pest Diagnostic Center.

Coaaty # of iofestRtions Size of largest Ia CalFed Date last surveyed
infection* Watershed

~atle 7 1/4 acre Yes 1997

~ 2 X Yes 1998

~ 1 X Yes 1986
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California Department of Food & Ak~iculture
Integrated Pest Control/~mch - Noxious Weed Information Project

Figure 1: M~p showing the Phase I and Phase II boundaries of the proposed e~adication
and survey of purple Ioosest~fe, Lythrum sallcsria, and townships of past sightings.
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[~16~ical and Biological Benefits/Harm Prevented
~ Hypothesfs
The distribution of purple loosastrife is currently in multiple, but small populations, in the Saeramcuto-San
Jcaquin Delta system and r~arby hydrological units, bused on preliminary surveys (see map, Figure 1 ), such that
m-adlcation, containment, and control are attainable goals. Primary objectives will address: a broad education
end Waining campai~, exmnsive surveying and mapping, a collaborative assessment meeting and the
d~vehipment of site spseifm adaptive manng~raent plans, and comprehensive local eradication and control

The California Department of Food and Agriculture has statutory responsibility for the prevention of exotic
a~ricdltural and environmental pests fi’om entering the State. Within the CDFA, the Integrated Pest Control
Branch has a long history of weed management end has taken the lead in noxious weed prevention, detection,
oducation, and cnntrol in California. To date, purple loosestrife, a State Listed "B" rated pest, has not been the
focus of state eradication and control efforts.

~ projects include the CDFA’s Hydrilla Eradication and Minnesota Purple Loosas~fa Programs.
Hydrilla Program is laxgely focused on the detection and eradication of hydrllla in the State. This program,
!which has similar oomponents/stmcture to our proposed Purple Loosestzife Project, has shown great success,
i kydrdlla has been eradicated from 9 out of 17 in£ested Counties and is nearing eradication in the others. The
Minnesota Purple Loosestrife Program (Skinner et al. 1994) was established ha 1987 by the Minnesota legislature
topmteet state’s vast acres of wetlands, lake shores, and streams from the negative h-npacts of purple looseslrife.
The fL-’St of its kind in the United States, the program included public awareness, inventories, researching control
methods, and control, similar components as outlined in our proposed Project Plan. The Minnesota Program has
: bonn widely used as a model program for neighboring states.

As part of adaptive management plash our proposed project will be self sustaining, beyond the CALFED
time, area, through continual reassessment and follow-up carried out through entvey~ and monitoring conducted
a~lually by CDFA seasnnals, State Biologists and County Ag Commissioners Offices, as wail as outside RCD
ned Weed Management Area collabomtorsiaxperts.

N’~I. fur pro]eet; Why enitlcal to the Bay-Delta
:The ecological integrity of the Bay-Delta system is threatened by the lnnming invasion of purple hiosas~fe.
Lensestrife is listed by the California Depar~ent of Fnnd and Agriculture as a "B" rated noxious weed end as
a’sl~cies with potential to spread explosively" by the California Exotle Pest Plant Conncil. Loosestrife, which
¯ lZ~asds In~aarily by copious production of seed the size of ground-pepper, will quickly becomes established end
form dense stands that emwd out native wetland vegetation and associated wildlife, thus threatening the overall
i biodivmsity of aquatic, wetland, and riparian areas. Minnesota and U.S. distribution maps (Figures 2 and 3) are
~amples of how widespread purple loosastrife vail become if le~ unchecked.

]gc~logir.al/Biohigical Ob|ectivas ,
~ displacement ofvaluedflora and fauna end/he dimiinshment of critical fish end wildlife habitats has been
¯ well documented throughout the United States. in many States, lonseslrife makes up more than 50°/* of the
biomaas of emergent vegetation causing cnnopy closure that results in a virtual biological "desert" underneath.
Resea~h has shown that common emergent aquatics such as cattails (Typha spp.), sedges (Carex spp.), end
amartweed (Polygonum spp.), and floating plants such as Potamogeton spp., and Latona minor cannot
~ag~sef~lly cumpete with loosastrife (Thompson et al. 1987; Weihe and Neely 1997; Fernberg 1998). A
~ review also reveals that dramatic shengee in the physical as well as tha tmphic structure of wetland
habitat has threatened the following wildLife species: Muskrat, mink, Canada goose, fox, wood duck, mallard,
;hlask ~ canvasback, and sandtdll (Coddingtnn and Field 1978; Maleeki et al. 1993; Skinner et al. 1994).
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!~l~x food v~bs that am maintained by a diversity of nmive wetland plants and aquatic habitats be~om,~
simplified or excluded. Animals that rely on the native vegetation for food, shelter, breeuln$ and nesting areas
~ennot use these heavily infestvd are~ (Skinner at el. 1994; Thompson ct el. 1987).

i~’sMt species will also be affected. The rapid decay rate of purple loosastrife leaves has been shown to supply
d~tritns to the ecosystem in Autunm, whereas a much slower decay rate of resident vegetation supplies deU~tus
throughout the winter and early spring (Grout et el. 1997). Consumer orgadisms important in juvenile Salmon
food webs appear to be adapted to take advantage of the detritus provided in these later seasons. In addition,
~d terrestrial vegetation that provides habitat for spawning and zooplankton critical to early survival, will
b~ crowded-out by the establishment of loosestrife (Skinner et al. 1994).

Looseatrife has also j eoparulzed various threatened and endangered uat~ve wetland plants and wildlife such as
: a local bulrush (Scirpus longi0 in Massachusetts, rare inland populations of dwarf spike rush (Eleoeh~ris
parvula) in New York, native fiat.sedge (Cyperus erythrorhizos), and the bog tin-tie (Clemmys muhlenbergi) in
/he northeastern United States (P, awinzl6 1982; Thompson et al. 1987; Malecki et el. 1993; Skinner et el. 1994).
Divar~e wildlife and wetland vegetation, including Delta special status plant ape¢ias and listed wetland-
dcp~dent species would sin~ilarly be threatened.

i l’h¢ complex interface between farm land an d water in the Bay-Delta cstcary provides rich and varied habitat
for wildlife, especially birds. In the Delta, the principle attraction for waterfowl is winter-flooded agricultural
fields. Duri~ fall and wlnt¢~, fields provide a food source and a resting area for migratory birds. Waterways,
i~igation canals, and channels feeding these unique systems are at risk. Sraall mammals also find suitable
habitat in the Bay-Delta. Vegetated levees, remnants of ripex~an forest, and undeveloped islands provide some
of the best mmnmahan habitat in the r¢gion. The area also supports a variety of non-game wildlife, including
songbirds, hawks° owls, reptiles, and amphibians.

Infestations have also been documented to diminish wildlife-related recreation opportunities such as bird
watching, fishing, and hunting (Skinner at el. 1994; Piper 1996).

Compa/ibillty with Non-Ecosystem Objectives
Loosastrife may interfere with wetland functions, including productivity and nutrient cycling by r~placing
mosaics of ~ubraergant and emergent vegetation. Leaves of Lythrum have a rapid decay rata resulting in a
release of sig~ficnnt amounts ofHH~+ and PO43- (Emery and Perry 1995). It is further said that dead lousestrife
is not as usable for food by zooplankton and other dcq~xitivores as is native wetland vegetation (Skinner et el.
1~94). Suppmssiun of the resident plant community eventually leads to the alteration of wetland stntctare,
dlcmiatry, and fonctinn (Thompson et el. 1987). The fact that purple loosestrifo imi~das the rata of natural water

i !ltm,, causing increased silt deposition and reduction in water quallty has generated substantial cunce~n in
! v,~stvm states (Malecki et el. 1993). Loosastrife infestations would also decrease storage eapanifies of
impounded watcrbodies.

~ystem-Wide Ecosystem Benefita ~

Both established and f~t~re Floodplai~P,.cstoratio~ and Watershed Stewardship projects will be sexlously
j~,lmrdlzed if purple loo st~-’i fo is allowed to spread, further throughout the Bay-Delta. In addition, experianeed
�~vcs conducting extensive purple Ioosestrife surveys in the Delta will be equipped to identify the occurrence
ofaay other aggre~iv¢ invasive weed populations not previously recorded.

Linkage t~ Called Goals and Objectives
The aziit~s conlained within this pmpusal are fully consistont and flow directly from the Draft Strategic Plan
~’the C~ Hannative Invasive Species Program (I~SP) and the Strategic Plan for .~oosysta~ ReStol"a~on
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i
The mission of the NISP is to "Prevent establishment of additional non-native species and reduce tho negative
biological and economic Lmpacts of established non-native species"(pp 6,7,12,NIS StratPlan) The goals oft,he
NISP Strategic Menagemunt Plan are:

~I) Prevention of new hitroduetiuns and estabiishraent
(II) Limiting the spread and/or establishment, and
OIF) Redueing harmful ecologieal impacts; ecosystem alteration and displacement

of native species (p 2, NIS StratP1an).

The goals reflect a desire for: (a)"Ecosystems that are not continually being disrupted by unpredictable events,
and~ as the invasion of non-native species capable of altering ecosystem processes, (b) A landscape that is
aesthetically pleasing and that contains large-scale reminders of the original ecosystem, such as, expanses of
�lean, open water, (e) Ecosystems that will result will be made up of mixtures of native andnon-native species
that will interact in an environment in which many of the basic processes..." OP 28, NIS StratPlan).

This project is fully consistent with Goal 5, of the Strategic Plan for Ecosystem Restoration Program (Table 5-1,
’ ERP SttalPlan). The ERP objectives identified for this goal include: Halt the introduction ofinvasive aquatic
~ terreseial plants into Central California (Objective 6) (p6, ERP StrstPlan) and develop focused cunta’ol
dl~)rls on those introduced species where control is most feasible and of greatest benefit (Objective 9) (p 6-7,
ERP StrstPLan).

"To effectively eontrel aquatic weeds, existing programs willneed to be expanded and funded or newprograms
created" (p 451, ERP Plan Vol 1). "The Strategic approach to this plan recognizes prevention a.s the most
lX’actical, economic, and environmentally safe method for dealing with new or incipient infestations" (p 8, NIS
StratPlan). "Long term restoration and management nfthe Bay-Delta ecosystem requ2respublie support and

¯ education.., publie education will be necessary to help reduce or elimdnate ecological strassors; education may
iaelud~ production of brochures, workshops, ete." 0P 24, NIS StratPlan). "An effective program includes: a
d, teetion component to identify incipient hifestation and a.n integrated pest management cemponent to eradicate
or control spedies with minimal or Iransitory impact to the habitat and non-target species" (p 8, NIS Sh-stPlan).
"Comprehensive mapping throughout the study area is needed for all weeds that threaten aquatic habitats as a
first step to monito rin4,~ and controlling infestations (p 452, ERP Plan Vol l ). Further monitoring, mapping and
¢~ntrol are necessary..."(p 452 ERP Plan Vol 1 ). "Adaptive management involves continual inventory, analysis,
sad interpretation of sdienfifie data. GIS is absolutely essential for a number of critical functions, including

~ simple project trecking, database management, mon~toring, analysis of connections between actions, and
g~ogr~phie visualization of complex scientific and planrdng information" (p 26, ERP StratPlan). There is an
immediate need to develop ways by which to control these plants that are not, in themselves, environmentally
~ (goal 5, objective 9).

,.
Link~© of invasive aquatic plants adversely influencing other ecosystem alernents iucludes: ecological
laroeesse~, habitats, andspecies (p 456, Vol 1). For example, like other recognized invasiws, Egeria (p 452,
ERP Plan Vol 1), Hyth’illa (.p 453, ERP Plan Vol 1), and Water hyacinth (p 453, ER.P Ptan Vol 1), Purple
Ioosc~xife has been furred to form dense stands that "displace native plant species, harmfish and wildlife, create
environments that are unfavorable for native fishes, reducefoodweb productivity, impede water conveyance, and
obstruct commercial and recreational navigation" (p 451-454, ERP Plan Vol 1). "The vision for
~ltUlfin plants is to reduce their adverse effects on native species and ecological processes, water quality, and
~rance systems, and major rivers and their tributaries" (Visions for reducing or elJmJn.~g siav, asors-
.iavasiv~ aquatic plant~, p451 ERP Plan Volt).
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Table 3- Literature Cited
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Figure 2- Distribution of purple Ioosestrife, Lythrum saficaHa, in Minnesota
by township section, Skinner et al. 1989.
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Figure 3- Distribution of purple’ |oosestrife, Lythrum sallcarla, in North
America as of 1986 (’rhopson et ;~1. 1987).



~ Tec~aieal Feasibili _ty and Timing
The alternative to the current plan is to not take action. Inaction would inevitably result in the continuation of
tim invasion process, only postponing prevention, detection, and treatment, q’his alternative is tmaccaptablo due
to grave threats to the Bay-Delta wildIands, riparian systems, and endangered species posed by large populations
of this explosive weed (see Ecological and Biological Benefits/Harm Prevented Section). Purple loosestrife can
spread quickly and with increases in popalafion size there is a greater relianca on herbicide tzeaianents for
ta’edication and the probability of eradication decreases. Alternative control methods for each loosesttife
population, adch~sased in the adaptive management plan, will enable the implementation of best Integrated Weed
Management practices/tools, appropriate to each siUmtlon.

All eta’rarity proposed methods of purple loosesttife management are either inherently benign or have passed
through CEQA equivalent environmental reviews (refer to Project Description, Section 4, a summary of the
proposed control options). The herbicide Rodeo has bean registered in California for over a decade mad has
possed review by both the US EPA and the California EPA for labal compliant usage on aquatic vegetation.
CDFA will follow all use restxictlon requirements recommended by CalEPAin their approval of the material use.
The CDFA will consult with the Calitbmia Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service to determine if additional measures are needed for site specific actions in sensitive habitats (e.g.,
habitats of threatened and endangered species identified in the Natural Diversity Database). When used in
sensitive habitats, water sampling will be conducted by the Pesticide Investigation Unit of the California

¯ IX.partment offish and Game. Recent water sampling after the use of Rodeo for Giant Cane removal showed
eoneantmtions in nearby water far lower that known toxicity to fish and amphibians.

The use of biological control agents for purple lonsestrife (Galeruce!la calmariensis, G. pusilla, Hylobius
trana~rsovittatus, and Nanophytes matvnoratas) have bean approved nationally for release by the Technical
Advisory Group (TAG) of US Department of Agrianlture based on host specificity, aRer extensive feeding trims
on appropriate native and horticultural plants. They have been approved for release in California after testing and
review by California Deparmleat of Food and Agriculture scientists and regulators.

Project leaders do not foresee any impIementafion issuasmonstreints. Such issues are not expected because the
proposed purple loosnstrife project has been modeled closely after the very sueeassful Hydrilla Eradication
Program. Fm’thermare, Hydrilla was initially more widespread and, due to it’s submersed state, is more difficult
to eradicate. Additionally, the Integrated Pest Control Branch has had success in totally eradicating 13 weeds
from California and over hundreds of weed population from local areas. ONLY if massive, previously unknown
populations were discovered, would the project shift from an eradication effort to containment and biological
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Consistent with the adaptive management approach, the CDFA and cooperators will be continuously monitoring
~ different aspects of the project. Evaluation of the overall treatment and detection hypotheses and the yearly
tantieal integrated control plan witI be ongoing throughout the duration of the project. Specifically we will be
addressing:

Treatment efficacy - Depending on which management tools are employed, follow-up will ensure that
mmmaent results in purple loosestrife mortality and/or non-reproduction within the same season as treatment.
ARer a follar appliestion, herbicides often take one or two months to be translocated to the roots and stems. Due
to this delay in activity, there is a lag time in determining treatment efficacy. Follow-up will involve a visual
assessment after sufficient time has passed for treatment effects to be adequately measured. Follow-up in terms
ofbinlogica[ control, is necessary in both the same season, as well as subsequent seasons,to determine if agents
~ successfi.dly established. The CDFA has vast expertise in treatment follow-up, inherently a straight forward
activity. Determining the long term impacts of bin-control agents un populations numbers is a much more
complicated activity which would extend beyond the time-line of this project.

~xadication �fficacy - Follow-up in subsequent years, at all U’eatment sites, will determine population status-
i.e. ffpopulations are approacl~xg eradication, contaimnen~, or con~’ol. A visual sampling for both flowering and
vegetative plant material will be carded out by trained personnel in a thorough and systematic manner-even ff
total kill of existing plants is achieved in a given year. Follow-up must be done for at a minimum of five years
to ~ that seeds in the soil do not germinate and re-infest the area. The CDFA and cooperators will carry-out
follow-up monitaring for the duzation of seed viability.

Water sampling - In sensitive habitats, herbicide applieatiuns will be accompanied by both before and after
testing for herbicide residues in adjacent non-flowing water sources. Such precautionary Jesting will serve as
an overall programmatic cheek. The California Department ofFish and Game’s Pesticide Investigations Unit will
be contracted for water sampling analysis. The CDFA will sample water in non-flowing situations immediately
be, fore and after herbicide trealmants and one week later. The project budgeted accounts for a total of gl
individual samples ($148/sample). With thxee replicates and three sampling dates this allows for investigated
.residues from nine tranlmants. Because there will probably be over a hundred treatments, the sampling will be
used as a programmatic cheek and for high sensitivity situations, rather titan providing a direct cheek for every
Iranlment. It should be re-emphasized that all treatments are eonsis~nt with state and federal EPA requirements
and have been extensively tested for toxicity to fish and amphibians. Furthermore, the California Department
offish and Game’s Pesticide Investigations Unit has been testing Rodeo used for A.rundo application in semi-
, aquatic habitats and detailed toxicity tests on larval amphibians and has found a lack of detectable residues post
I~a¢maent in the water.

All monitoring will be carried out in accordance with the scientific litereture and foIlowing the guidelines and
�one~lRaml models of the Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment and Research Program (CMARP).
S~’tfically, issues fzom the CMAILP document chapter un Monitoring for Nun-indigenous Organisms will be
a~lda~ased.
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Tsble 4 Biolog|e~d/Eeological Objeciives
Hypothesis to be Evaluated Monitoring Parameters and Data Collection Data Evaluatien Approach Comments/

Approach Data priori/y

Treatment efficacy - DependingFollow-up will involve a visual asscs~nent after safl~cientFollow-up wil] involve a visual assessment afterHigh
on which management tools arelime has p~.~ed for t~a©nt effects to be adequatelysufficient time has pa~vd for Ueah~ent effects to be



Table 4 (Contimued) Biological/Ecological Objectives



Local Involvement
County Agricultural Commissioners oftens~e or ~e ~e load role ~th ~e CDFA on~l Co~ w~ed proj~ts.
~ ~ ~ ~s ~ori~ p~ers~p~ ~ CDFA h~ ~r~ady ~ont~ted ~ Ag Commissioner ~ each
~ ~temive s~ey or ~c~on ~ents ~e pl~ed. ~ Co~fios ~lly suppo~ ~e proposed project,
~ P~s I ~d H. F~o~, we have sent out a l~er noticing each Co~ Bo~d of Su~,
~ D~ent, ~d A~e~ Co~issioner’s o~¢e in compli~ce ~ ~e ~s~ctio~ ~
~ Solicitation P~e. ~e Co,ties which have b~n eon~eted i~lude: B~e, Conga Cos~ Fresno,
Ne~ Pla~r, S~ Jo~ui~ Sac~eato, S~slaus, Sh~ Sol~o, Sonom~ Su~er, T~ Yolo, ~ Yuba.
A ~y of~e 1~ is a~hed Mong ~J~ ~ mMli~ list.

W~ ~1 Mso ~ working el~sdy ~ o~ o~ loom CDFA In,grated Pest Con~ol Broth Dis~ct Weed
~on Biologi~s. ~ey ~H be ~sistMg ~ ~e detection ~d er~cation work in-Mnd = well
~g ~age of boats md ~c~ offbudg~.

~er ~fidpated Local Collaborato~ and
:~ W~d Management Areas
~ ~m~d Pest M~agement Bmch ~ been t~ng a le~ role in ~e promotion ~d coord~ation ofeo~-
~ We~ M~gement ~ (~A’s). ~ey ~ loom we~ m~ent ~oups made-~ of concerned
~, membe~ ~om private gro~s ~d State, FederM, Co~ Agencies. ~oups si~ memomda
~m~g, hold ~#~ meetings, fo~flate we~ m~ement plus, ~d condu~ a ~de ~ge ofw~d
~ ~on, d~eetion, ~d eon~l projects. We will give ~esentadons on p~le ioos~fe at
:~ md ~i~ ~e~ ~ppo~ md in-~d work eon~bufions.

~mte infl Fefle~l Ag~nei~
~on ~11 ~elude, but not ~ l~ited to loc~y ~ployees of ~e following agencies: CMifo~a
:.~t offish md ~e, Cflifo~a Dep~ent of Boa~g md Wat~ays, US B~au of Recl~fion,
~ F~ ~ Wildli~ Se~ice, US Dep~eat ofA~cul~e - Aquatic Pl~t Lab. We ~11 ~ #ring foc~ed
~ ~ p~le loo~s~e identification md ~lieit~g p~eipation ~om Io~ agency ~meI in dete~ion
~ mMm~g wo~. We ~11 be seeMng ~-~d con~butions of~ time whoever possible.

~u~ Cons*~afion Dh~i~s~ Lo¢al Wate~hed Groups, Calffo~ia Native Plant Soei~
~ ~ssible ~u~on md detection a~ivifies ~11 be coor~mted ~5~ o~er e~g locM ~ups. Each
~a Native Plmt Society (C~S) h~ ~ exotic pl~t chfi~mon. ~y ~1 fll be contacted md
~ ~ ~e education ~d detection work if ~H~g. J~e Sigg, ~e C~S p~sid~t is a leader ~
~ p~t field ~ ~ed to st~ping up ~ek ~volvemem h ~is ~ea. ~e Re~e Con~afion
~ ~ be ~clud~ into ~e proj~t when appropriate.

~ ~c~s ~11 be f~ilimted ~ugh ~e Co~ A#cd~ Co~ssiomn o~ce if on private l~d.
MOU ~ by ~e m~bers of ~’C~fo~a ~terag~ey Noxiom Weed Coordinating Co~i~ee e~s
~fion ~ ~g ~eess to public I~.
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I~EPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE

1220 N Street, Reom A-357
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 654-0768

April 14, 1999

TO: COUNTY AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SUBJECT:      Notification of grant proposal submitted to the CALFED Pogram.
Proposal Title: Purple Loosestrifs Prevention, Detection, and Control Actions for the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta System and Associated Hydrological Units.

The Integrated Pest Control Branch of the California Department of Food and
Agriculture has submitted a grant proposal to the CALFED Ecosystem Restoration
Projects and Programs’ "Solicitation for Proposals". As part of the application process
we are required to notify the Board of Supervisors and the Planning Departments in
each County where work is proposed. The proposal is titled: Purple Loosestrife
Prevention, Detection, and Control Actions for the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta
System and Associated Hydrological Units. Purple Ioostrife is a Noxious aquatic weed
~at poses a great threat to the wetlands and waterways of the State. We are
notifying the County Agricultural Commissioner as well, since they are considered to
be collaborators on the project. An executive summary of the project is enclosed and
a project map showing where purple Ioosestrife is located and where control and
detection will be done.

If you would like a full copy of the proposal or have any question contact myself or
Steve Schoenig at (916)-654-O768.

Sincerely,

PIInt H#iltk and Peat Prevention Servi;es

Enclosures
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Butte County Planning Commission
County Board of Supervisors #7 County Center Drive

~ounty Drive Oroville, CA 95965
~ille, CA 95965

Contra Costa County Planning Commission
~ Costa County Board of Supervisors 651 Pine Street
’;Pine Street 4th Floor, North Wing
!linez, CA 94553 Martinez, CA 94553

Nevada County Planning Commission
~la County Board of Supervisors 950 Maidu Avenue
i Maidu Avenue Nevada City, CA 95959
k~da City, CA 95959

Placer County Planning Commission
~ Cour¢o/" Board of Supervisors 11414 B Avenue
~ Fulweilar Avenue Auburn, CA 95603
~,~rn, CA 95603

San Joaquin County Planning Commission
I;Jloaquin County Board of Supervisors 1810 E. Hazeltnn
IF.. Weber Avenue Stockton, CA 95205

n, CA 95202

Sacramento County Planning Commission

~2s~ento County Board of Supervisors 827 7~ Street, Room 101
est Sacramento, CA 95814
0

~ento, CA 95814

Stanislaus County Planning Commission
~aus County Board of Supervisors 1100 H Street, 2"~ Floor

Street Modesto, CA 95354
t~l~to, CA 95354
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==ta County Board of Supervisors Shasta County Planning Commission
15 Yuba Street 1855 Placer Street
i~ 1 Redding, CA 96001
~dtng, CA 96001

~ano County Board of Supervisors Solano County Planning Commission
Texas Street 601 Texas Street

rSeld, CA 94533 Fairfield, CA 94533

IIoma County Board of Supervisors Sonoma County Planning Commission
|.Administration Drive 2550 Ventura Avenue
nta Rosa, CA 95403 Santa Rosa, CA 95403

tte~ County Board of Supervisors Sutter County Planning Commission
80 Civic Cen~:er Drive 1160 Civic Center Drive
ba City, CA 95993 Suite E

Yuba City, CA 95993

Io County Board of Supervisors Yolo County Planning Commission
Court Street 929 W. Beamer

mdland, CA 95695 Woodland, CA 95695

ba County Board of Supervisors Yuba County Planning Commission _
Fifth Street 938 14t" Street

Iryaville, CA 95901 Marysville, CA 95901

~lard Price Edward Meyer
tte County Ag Commissioner Office Co~tra Costa County Ag Commissioner Office

Nelson Avenue 2366 "A" Stanwell Circle
~villa. CA 95965 Concord, CA 94520
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Griffith Yamamcto
Boch Placer County Ag Commissioner Office

veda County Ag Commissioner Office 11477 "E" Avenue
South Auburn Street Auburn, CA 95603

I~s Valley, CA 95945

ett Hudson Frank Carl
Ii Joaquin County Ag Commissioner Office Sacramento County Ag Commissioner Office
B8 E. Hazelton Avenue 4137 Branch Center Rd
~ekton, CA 95201 Sacramento, CA 95~]27

~ald Cripe Mary Pfeiffer
lnislaus County Ag Commssioner Office Shasta County Ag Commissioner Office
~0 Corucopia Way, Suite B 3179 Bechelli Lane, Suite 210
Idesto, CA 95358 Redding, CA 96002

man Cohen Mark Quisenberry
I~ano County Ag Commissioner Office , Sutter County Ag Commissioner Office
~K}4 Venture Avenue Room 101 142 Garden Hwy
|nta Rosa, CA 95403 Yuba City, CA 95991

~ Paulsen Dennis Pooler
=1o County Ag Commissioner Office Yuba County Ag Commissioner Office

Cottonwood Street 938- 14th Street
10odland, CA 95695 Marysville, CA 95901

Westoby Tehama County Board of Supervisors
=k’loma County Ag Commissioner Office P.O. Box 250

Venture Avenue Room 101 Red Bluff, CA 96080
Rosa, CA 95403

Ma~k Black
Tehama County Ag Commissioner Office

Ihama County Ranning Commission 1760 Walnut Street
14 Oak Street P.O. Box 38
b;I Bluff, CA 96080 Red Bluff, CA 96060
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r~sno County Board of Supervisers Fresno County Planning Commission
281 Tulare Street, Room 300 2281 Tulare Street, Room 300
~sno, CA 93721 Fresno, CA 93721

osmo Insalaco
r~sno County Ag Commissioner Office
730 S. Maple Avenue
r~sno, CA 937024596
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For Task specific line budgets see Table 5

General Budget Category Notes and Explanations
personnel There will be a consistent pattern to the staffing on ~he project. A Serdor Environmental Research
t~ientist will provide formal management and oversight averaging 25 billable hours per year. The Senior
EavLronmental Research Scientist makes $37.25/lu" including benefits. An Agricultural Biniogist vdll be 1earl
laea~on for the field crews, multi-agency coordination, treatment coordination and perform the education
a~dvilies. The Agricullm’al Biologist will average approximately V~ time for 3 years. The Agrlenltaral Biologist
mak~ $21.94/hr including benefits The total field crew will consi~ of three Scientific Aids working 3 months
fatll time during the summer. The Scientific Aids makes $10.72/hr including benefits. Pesticide applications and
Biological Control releases will be made by trained CDFA Biologists or collaborating agency personnel.

Scrvie~ Contracts The following services will be contracted out- Printing ofa Ioosestdfe educational brochure
will ¢ost approximately $10,000.00 for 40,000 copies. Water sampling and analysis will cost $12,000.00 for
Phase I and an additional $24,000.00 for Phase II.

gquipment Phase I eqnipmer~t costs: $5,000.00 for a Tdmble GPS unit and soRazcare. Phase II equipment costs:
$5,000.00 for a Tdmble GPS unit and soib, vare.

Materials Phase I materials costs: $5,000.00 for herbicides and $1000 for an informational poster for meetings.
Phase II equipment costs: $5,000.00 for herbicides.

Travel/Per Diem Phase I per/diem costs: $6000 for 60 days. Phase II per!diem costs: $4000 for 40 days.

~l’ramlmrtatien Phase I ~ansportation costs: $12,5000.00 for ~e months vehicle rental($1000.0/month) and
tiw months boat rental($500.0/month). Phase II transportation costs: $9,5000.00 for eight months vehicle rental
and five months boat rental.

Indirect Costs These costs are calcuiated as 15% of personnel costs. They cover CDFA Depm-Waeatal and State
overhead costs. Phase [ indirect costs: $19,539.98. Phase II indirect costs: $11,866.04.
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Table 5 Phase I & II Combined BUDGET -
Pur)le Loosestrifa Prevention and Eradication Action

Taskl-Educa~Jonalbrochure 0 120 4 124 $2,751.80 $10,000.00 $417.27 $13,199.07

Tssk2-Educa6onaloutrsach 0 400 10 410 $9,148.50 $1,000.90 $4,090.00 $1,372.28! $15,520.75

Task 3 - Training o~ 240 o 240 $5,265,60 $600.00 $759.64 $6,555.44

Talk 4 - Map vulnerable      12o 15 135 $3,191,55                         $2,00000 $478,73    $5,670.28
habltata{Gl$ analysis)

TaskS-GPSofexistingsitas ~78 126 20 524 $7,561,69 $5,000.00 $1,134,24 $13,695.64

Task 6- Delta ~de Ioosestrifm 1134 376 20 1532 $21,194.80 $3,000,00 $3,179,22 $27,374.02

Task 7- Contiguous basi~ 1134 37820 1532 $21,194.80 $3,000.00 $3,17922 $27,374.02

Task g - UNste GIS 180 60 10 270 $4,057.30 ~60g.60 $4,665.9(]
TaskS-Assessment 240 40 280 $6,755.60 $1,013.34 $7~768,94
Task t0 - Produce adaptive 240 40 280 $6,755.60 $1,013.34 $7,768,94

Task 11- Envlronmantal 240 10 250 $5,638.10 $845.72 $6,483,82
consultation and planning

r=sk12.1mplementcontrols 1134 378 15 1527 $21,008.55 $5,000.0(~ $3,000.00 $3,151.28 $32,15983

raak 13- Monitor Ioosestdfe 75~ 252 lS 1023 $14,191,95 $3,000.00 $2,128.79 $19,32074

Phase I SUBTOTAL 1477613232 219 $130,266.55 $22,~0,0~: $1 ,,~0.0~ $18,500.00 $19,539.98 $201,306.53



TableS- Budget, Continued
Task17.GPSol’exl~ngs~m 370 126 20 524 $7,561.60 $5~000.00 $1,134.24 $13,695.84

Task 18. Butte, shasta, Upper 1t34 3;’8 20 1532 $21,194.80 $3,000.00 $3,179.22 $27,374.02

Task 19 - Update GIS       90 4O 10 140 $2,214.90 $332,24 $2,547,14
Ta~k 20 -Assessment 0 60 t0 70 $1,688.90 $253.34 $1,942.24
Ta=d~ 21- Produce adaptive o 6o 1o 70 $1,688.90 $253.34 $1,942.24

Task 22- Environmental 0 120 tO 130 $3,005.30 $450.80 $3,456.10

~’ask23-1mplementcontrols 1;34 37a 15 1527 $21,005.55 $5~00000 $3,000.00 $3,151,25 $32,159.03

~’ask 24- Monitor Ioosestrife 756 252 Is 1023 $14,191.95 $3,000.00 $2,128.70 $19,320.74

I"a=k 25- Monitor water       12o 8o o 2~0 $3,041.60 $24,000.0(~                          $456.24 $27,497.84
I



Cost-Sharin~
It is appropriate to disclose in this section that Phase ] of this proposal has been very recently selected as a
Die,ted Action by the CALFED Non-native Invasive Species Program (NISP) for a three year project with
$200,000.00 funding. Because tl~is award is tentative (must have full CALFED approval) and only represents
imrtial funding for a CALFED region-wide eradic~ttian, we have been advised to still follow the proposal
solicitalion process and to break the project into two phases. The Phase ~I work ia this proposal is not ineinded
in the NI SP directed a~tion because o f limited NI SP fimding. It was felt that with limited landing, the infestatians
olosest to the Delta should be worked on In’st.

While Ibere is no fortrml cost-share with may other sources of outside funding, the Integrated Pest Control Branch
will be making contributions to dfis project in terms of already existing equlpmenl~ technical support personnel

ii(anmputers, OlS, pesticide applications, etc.). We will also be working closely with our own local CDFA
Integrated Pest ConU’ol Branch District Weed Eradication Biologists. They will be assisting with the detection
~A eradication work in-kind as well as providing usage of boats and trucks not budgeted explicitly.

Cotmty Agrianlmral Commissioners often share or take the lead role on all County weed projects with CDFA.
In line with this historic partnership CDFA has already contacted the Ag Commissioner in each county where
intensive survey or eradication treato]ents are planned. The counties we have contacted are: Butte, Contra Costa,
Nevada, Placer, San Joaquln, Sacramento, Stanlslans, Shasta, Solano, Sonoma, SuRer, Yolo, and Yuba. These
Counties will be providing in-kind logistical support for site visits, follow-up work, primary detection, and
eradiration. The exact natttm oftbese contributions will be determined by meeting with each county separately.

Collaboration will include, but not be limited to locally employees of the following state and federal agencies.
California Depar~nant offish and Game, California Department of Boating and Waterways, US Bureau of
Reclamation, US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Department of AgricuIlure - Aquatic Plant Lab. We will be
8ivi~ focused training in purple loosesttife identification and soliciting partieipatlan fi~om local agency
personnelin detection and monitoring work. We will be seeking in-kind contributions of boat time; logistics help,
mad in detection whenever possible.
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~alifications

California Department of Food and Agriculture
Th~ California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) has statutory responsibility for the prevention of
e~otic agricaltural and environmental pests from entering the State. The CDFA is concerned with invasive
weeds, insects, animals, and diseases. The Department’s pest prevention strategy consists of four major
anmpenents:

1)Exclusion- preventing exotic pests from entering California
2)Detection- locating existing pest populations
3)Eradication- eliminating existing pest populmions
4)Education, informing the public about the importance of keepkag California pest-free.

Inl~rated Pest Control Branch
Pe*t prevention is a major part of the CDFA’s many different functions, particularly in the Plant Health and Pest
Prevention Service (PHPPS). PHPPS is divided into four branches, including the Integrated Pest Canna’el Branch
(IPC). The IPC has four major programs that are directly involved in weed control:

1)Weed and Vertebrate Program
2)Hydrilla Eradication Program
3)Biological Control Program
4)Noxious Weed lnformatior~ Mapping, and GIS Project

IPC works closely with the County Agricultural Commissioner Offices, local Weed Menagement Areas (local
w~dmanagement action and coordination groups) mad other State and Federal ageneiesinprevendon, education,
detection, and control efforts. The Integrated Pest Control Branch has a long history of weed nmrtagement
aOions and has taken the lead in noxious weed prevention, detection, education, and central in California. The
W¢~I and Vertebrate Program is l~galy focused on the detection and eradication of A-rated, listed State Noxious
Weeds. This group surveys the entire Delta annually (for hydrilla-at a time too late for loosesffife) and thus will
serve as an invaluable resource in purple loosestrife detection and mapping. The Hydfilla Program is very
.,timil~, but focuses on a specific aquatic weed of special concern. This program, which has similar
components/structure to our proposed Purple Loosestrife Project, lxas shown great success, hydrilla h~ been
eradicated from 9 out of 17 infested Counties and is nearing eradication in the others. The Biological Control
P~gram, in cooperation with the USDA and the University of California, brings natural enemies of pests into
the State to permanently reduce pest populations. This group is in its second year of carrying out purple
loeses~-ife biocontrol agent test releases in California. The Noxious Weed Information, Mapping, and (SIS
Projeet has developed a GI S and database system for mapping and Wacking A-rated weed populatlons. This group
has also faeilitatad formation of loc~ Weed Management Areas throughout the State and produces a quarterly
interagency weed control newsle~er sent to 1500 subscribers, the "Noxious Times."

Natltan Dechoret~ Principle Investigstur
~enee inehides over 30 years working in the field of aquatic weed control Received B.S. in Biological
Science from the University of Arizona in 1967. Prom 1967 to 1987 managed and conducted research at the
USDA Aquatic Weed Control Research Laboratory in Davis, CA. Since 1987 has served as Program Supervisor
for lhe Weed and Vertebrate Control, Hydrilla Eradication and Biological Control Programs, and the Weed
Information, Mapping, and GIS Project at the CDFA. Has successfully organized and eonduc.ted re*enreh on

i kydffila, water hyacinth, as well as, many other noxious weeds. Has conducted numerous workshops, given
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enlmfless presentations, and has authored/co-authored over 50 publications, abstracts, and reports in the field of
yard management. Currently Chairs the California lnteragency Noxious Weed Coordinating Committee and
i~ alead member of the Western Weed Coordinating Committee. Is also a member of the Weed Science Society
of Ainedca, Western Society of Weed Science, Western Aquatic Plant Management Society, and Aquatic Plant
Managemem Society.

¯ ~lew Se,.hoeaig, Project Manager, Co-Pdnclple Invastigator
I-Ins 15 years experience in the fields of biological pest control weed educatien/reseerch. In 1981 received B.S.
in Biology of Natural Resources from UC Berkeley. At UC Davis earned two Master’s degrees in Statistics and
Entomology in 1981 and 1987, rcspeetively. From 1991 to 1995 provided Departmental statistical consultation
~ implemented biological pest control projects/studies while serving as Associate Environmental Keseareh
~ :~ientist with the Biological Control Program at CDFA. 1996 to present, serves as lead Senior Environmental
Reseaw, h Scientist for the Weed Information, Mapping, and ~[S Pmjeet within the Integrated Pest Control
Br~tmh at the CDFA. Duties include: supervising 6 people, oversees mapping, database, education, research,
and interageney weed management coordination projects. Has given eourtflcss presentations on weed
~&r.afion/control, authuredtco-authored over 20 publicatinns. Currently a board member of the California Exotic
Past Plant Council, and a member of the American Statistical Association, and the California Native Plant

C=rri Beneficial, Project Coordinator
Graduated in 1996 from Saint Mary’s College of Califortda with a B.S. in Biology. Spring of 1998 earned a
Ma.ga~s Degree ~ Plant Biology, emphasis in Weed Science, from UC Davis. Fall 1998 to present, serves as
a Sdentific Aid for the CDFA and as Field Crops Outreach Coordinator with the UC Sustainable Research and
Edggatian Program, Davis CA. Scientific Aid duties include: Editor of"Noxious Times" quarterly newsletter
and various weed education projects under the direction of the Noxious Weed Information, Mapping and GIS
Project leadperson. Field Crop Outreach Coordinator duties include: organizing and facilitating farmer/acientist

! feem seasions and related meetings, coordinating field tours, guiding on-farm research, locating funding sources,
~ authoring a field manual. Has conducted, organized, and!or led research on yellow sturthistle, cape ivy

(~aerly known as German ivy), Scotch thistle, and French broom. C~fly a member oftha California Exotic
P~st Plant Counall, California Weed Scie~e Society, and Western Society of Weed Science. Has presented at

National Conference of Undergraduate Reseamh, Fish and Game Applicators Conferenca, as well as at the above
m~nfioned Sanieties. Has 10 abstracts and currently has 3 manuscripts under review (Weed Science and Weed
Technology), one in press (California Agtieniture), and was a contributor of a chapter on purple loosestrife to
"W’fldlami Weeds of California," book (due out October, 1999).

I --020236
1-020236



~/~’rlON FOR oMa ~a~ No. o~e-oo~ I

April 16, 1999 ~A ~pt. of Food and Agricultu~

~r~nto, CA 95814 Nathan Dechoretz (916) 65~-0768

Joaquin Delta hydrological

7/I/02 California California

]~J~I~A ~ ~~ 17. is ~E APP~CA~ DELIN~E~ ON ANY FEDERAL ~
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pART E: Certification Regarding Lobbying     .:
Certification for Contract=~ Gr~nt.s, Lo=tns, and Cooperative Agreements

TYPED NAME AND TITLE ~,~

o~ -V/.~/~’~
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U.S. Department of the Interior

Certifications Regarding Debarment, Suspension and
Other Responsibility Matters, Drug-Free Workplace

Requirements and Lobbying

PART ,~ Certification Regarding Debarment~ Suspension, and Qther Responsibil!t~ Ma~ters -
Primary Covered Transactions
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PART C: Certification Regarding Dru~]-Free Workplace Requirements

(b), (c), (d), (e) and (f).
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE $F-424

~ ntlx~ling burden for this cntle~tion of information is estimated to average 45 minutes per response, including tJme for reviewing
If~, se~rchieg existing d~ta sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of
Ixmatl~:~. Sm~d comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collectien of informatien, including suggestions for
Ig~ng this burden, to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduc~en Project (0348-0043), Washington, DC 20503.

.F.~SI= DO NOT RETURN YOUR COMPLETED FORM TO THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET.
END IT TO THE ADDRESS PROVIDED BY THE SPONSORINGAGENCY.

coundes, cities).

iea~-e blank, lundiP~udget period by each contributor. Value of in-

Enter the appropriate letter in the space provided. 16. Applicants should contact the State Single Point ~f
Contact (SPOC) for Federal Execu~ve Ord~" 12372 to

Check apprspdata box and enter appropriate letter(s) in the detsnmine whether the application is subject l~ the
space(s} provided: Sta~e inte=govemrnentsJ re~,iew process.

- "New= means a new assistance award. 17. This question applies Io the applicant org~talzatien, not
the person w~o signs as the authodze~ representative.

- "ContlnL~tion’ means an exlensioh for an additional Categories of debt Include delinquent audit

funding/budgel pedod for a project with a projected dlsallowance.S, Ioa~s and taxes.

completion date.
18. To be signed by the a~thorizsd representative of the

- "Revision" means any change In the Federal applicant. A copy of the govemieg body’s

Go~en’~nent’s I]nancial obligation or,.contingent ~uthor[Zalion for you to sig~ this application as official

Ilabilily from an e~dsting obligation, representative must be on file in the pppflc~nt’s office.
(Certain Feder~.l agencies may require that this

Name of Federal agency from which assistance is being                authorization be submitted as part of the appli¢~ation,)

Use the Catalog ot Federal Domestic Assistance number and
title of the program under which assistance is requested.

d~=f~n of thi~ proj~’~.
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I
Grant Program        Catalog of Federal          Estimated Unobligat~d Funds                         New or Revised Budget

Function Domestic Ass~stanca
or Activity Number Federal Non-Federal Federal Non-Federal Total

(=) (b) (c) (d) (e) d)

Purple loosestri ~e Program 339,779.47 339,779.47

>" Totals $ $ 33g,779,47 $ 339,779,47

-- a. Personnel 106,946.38 65,949.81 $ 209~373.45

~I 23,320.17 13,157.09

’=~ d. Equipment 5,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00

.~ e. Supplies 6,000.00 5,000.00 ll,000.00

I~ f. Contractual 22,000.00 24,000.00 46,000.00

g. Const~ucfion

it. Other Vehicle rental 12,500.00 9,500.00 22,000.00

L Total Direct Charges (sum of 6a-eh) ]81,766.53 126,606.90 308,373.45

j. Indirect Charges 19,539.98 ii,866.04 31,406.02

k. TOTALS (sum of 6i and 8~1 201,306.53 $138,472.94 $ ~ 339,779.47

7. Program Income $ $

Prsvioul EdiSon Usat~a Authorized f~r L~st Reproductio~ StandaKl Form 424A (Rev. 4-92)
Pres=nbed by OMB Circular .~-102



(a) Granl Program (b) Appticant (c) Stale Olher Sources       (e) TOTALS

8, $

12. TOTAL(sumoflines8-11)
339,779.47 $ $ 339,779.47

13. Fedeml

14. NonFederal 143,382,73 86,283,92 24,329.23       17, ]97.25        ]5,572;33

15. TOT~ (sum of li~s 13 and 14) 143,382,73 8~,283.92 24,329.23 17,197.25 15,572.33

(a) ~rant Program                                           FUTURE FUNDING PERIODS (Yearn}

17,

20. TOTAL (~um DrOnes 18-19)                                                    $



INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SF-424A
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|l¸

L~STRUCTIONS FOR THE SF-424A (continued)

project cv~r the succeeding fimding period (usually in years).

~ by quar~r daring the first year.
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ASSURANCES - NGN~ONSTRUC~ION PROGRAMS

NOTRETURNYOUR COMPLETED
~1) IT TO THE ADDRESS PROVIDED BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY,
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r~ comto~y, asapplic~bte, with the ptov~L.,~$ ofthe Davis. 12. Will comply with tl,a Wild and Scenic Rive~s Act of
Act (40 U.S.C. §§276s Io 276a~7), the Copel~nd Act 1968 (16 U.S.C. §§1271 et ssq.) related to p~otec~ng

~TURE OF AUTHORIZED CERTIFYING OFFICIAL Ti’R.E ~ I,I

~.. ORGANIZATION
DATE SUBMITTED
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~IUT.JUOIRi~A ~ GO0"I ’~0 T~-~IQ -~’3
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