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VWhile | was not able to attend the neeting, here is a report of sone of the
hi ghlights of the [atest meeting of the Advisory Committee and I nvasive

Speci es Council on May 17 - 18, 2000 in Washington. The Invasive Species
Advi sory Conmittee (1SAC) had not net since January, while work has proceeded
in 6 nuch [ arger working groups. The six working groups are: Conmunication
Educati on, and Qutreach; International Cooperation; Mnagenent; Policy and
Regul ation; Research and Information; and Ri sk Analysis and Prevention
Sunmari es of the working groups report presentations with | SAC reaction are
presented below. | have all the fornal reports as well as agency budget
presentations if you like - just ask

TI MELI NE: The Wbrki ng Groups, Council staff, and sone witers hired for the
purpose wi Il produce a draft Management Plan by the end of June. This report
wi || be nade available for public coment through a number of LI STEN NG
SESSI ONS during the period 10 - 18 July; the listening sessions are
tentatively to be held in California, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, New York
State governnents will also be encouraged to corment at this time (severa
representatives of state agencies are on the Advisory Committee).

Fol l owi ng the listening sessions, the | SAC will reconvene and devote two full
days to discussing the draft, the comrents received, etc. One goal will be to
expl ore areas of diverging views and see if the | SAC can devel op consensus on
some of them The | SAC may al so di scuss what to say in the Managenent Pl an
about those areas on which they could not reach consensus. The gover nnent
agencies in the Invasive Species Council will also review the draft.

Later in August, a revised draft Managenent Plan will be published with ful
Federal Register announcenents, etc. and everyone will have a period to
comment on it (either 60 or 90 days). Then, in Cctober/Novenber, the

Advi sory Conmmittee will again review the comments and recommend changes.
Agai n, the governnent agencies in the Invasive Species Council will review
the draft. The Council (governnment) has the final word on the report.

The final version of the initial Management Plan is to be rel eased before the
end of 2000. The Managenent Plan is then to be revised every two years to
refl ect progress, new information, etc.

MEETI NG HI GHLI GHTS: CGover nor Kenpt horne of |daho (a nenmber of the | SAQ
addressed the group and stressed the need to nove ahead. The | SAC adopted a
provi sional set of Guiding Principles which will guide its work on devel opi ng
t he Managenent Plan. These principles have the followi ng headings: 1) take
action now, 2) be cautious [about relocating species to new areas] and
conprehensive; 3) work smart, be adaptive; 4) find balance; 5) pull together
6) be inclusive while neeting specific needs. The full set of "guiding
principles" will be available in the draft Managenent Plan to be sent out to
the "listening sessions" in July.

On the second day of the neeting, the General Accounting O fice explained
that it has been asked by Congress to do two reports on the invasive species

program The first will look at how effectively federal and state agencies
are addressing the problemand includes an effort to identify how much noney
is currently being spent. The GAO will also ask the states how well the

federal agencies coordinate with them The states included in the review are
New Yor k, Maryland, Florida, Mchigan, Idaho, California, and Hawai i -
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states which have active prograns and represent a geographic range. Over the
longer term the GAOw |l do a nore substantive review of the federal
programs, with an enphasis on excl usion/prevention

The federal agencies then presented reports on progress and their budgets.
Sone of the | SAC nenbers asked for a nore frank discussi on of problens,

i ncludi ng fundi ng needs. One | SAC nenber specifically asked about the failure
to provide additional funds for Forest Service research on ways to mnimze
damage by exotic "pests". The | SAC di scussed how they can nobst productively
push the agencies and O fice of Management and Budget to provide additiona
funding for invasive species prograns. The |SAC al so raised the continuing
probl em of inproving vari ous agencies' cooperation.

At the conclusion of the neeting, the USDA announced funding for two weed
projects: $265,000 to conbat recently discovered infestations of giant
salvinia, an aquatic weed, in Texas and other states of the Southeast; and
$100,000 to start a nulti-partner weed eradication programin the Frank
Church River of No Return WI derness on the |daho-Oregon border

The I nvasive Species Council will soon have on line a new web page

i nvasi vespecies.gov. It is intended to provide both information on invasive
species and the Council's activities; and links to other sites with bio-

i nvasion information. Several nenbers of the public observed parts or even
all of the 2-day neeting and a few nade comments nostly offers to assist on
vari ous aspects.

SUMVARY OF CONTENTS OF WORKI NG GROUP REPORTS

Each Worki ng Group prepared a draft report for the overall ISAC in which it
laid out its vision of what needs to be done and, in sone cases, how to get
it done. During its neeting, the Comrmittee reacted to these reports and
instructed the Wbrki ng Groups on products and directions needed in the

i mediate future -- for preparation of the draft to be sent to the l|istening
sessions in July, etc.

Conmmmuni cati on Worki ng Group: Everyone agreed that gaining public support for
a

strong i nvasive species programw || depend on an effective communication
program This comittee has nmade consi derable progress in elaborating the
contents and nechani sns of a conprehensive plan and the need to target
appropriate nessages to specific audiences, integrate the many existing
educational efforts, etc. There will be a need for |ong-term fundi ng and
infrastructure to carry out an effective program The conmittee believes
that the report nust state that biological invasion is a nechani smof gl oba
ecol ogi cal change and that sol utions require changi ng hunan behavi or

Sone | SAC nmenbers asked the working group to provide nore gui dance on what

t he nmessage should be and help in devel opi ng the conmuni cation strategy for

t he Managenent Plan itself. Several suggested that we learn fromthe
Australian and New Zeal and efforts, which are nore advanced — what worked,
what didn't. Sone suggested enphasizing "heritage" as a way to build support
and interest.
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International Wrking Group : This conmittee has recomrended a nunber of
specific actions intended to rai se awareness anong both U S. foreign policy
| eaders and | eaders of foreign governments; to push ahead with cooperative
efforts with governnments that are already interested (Australia, New Zeal and,
Norway, South Africa) and in international organizations that already have

t he

i ssue on their agendas (Convention on Biological Diversity). Mich of the
proposed work will be done in conjunction with the ongoi ng d obal |nvasive
Speci es Programme which is a collaborative effort of the UN Scientific
Conmittee on Problens of the Environment (SCOPE), |UCN |Invasive Species
Specialist Goup, and others. In addition, there are several efforts under
way to inprove collection and sharing of information about invasive species.
Government participants have conpiled a lengthy list of internationa
agreenents that relate to invasive species (sonetimes the relationship is
rather distant). Additional areas for which work is proposed, but fewer
concrete "projects" outlined, include exam ning how to ensure that foreign
assi stance prograns do not pronote invasive species, |ooking again at

i nternational trade agreenents to see whether they allow aggressive programns
to prevent transport of potentially invasive species, and hel pi ng exporting
countries to neet tighter requirenents intended to halt such transport.
There is also interest in exploring what kinds of international agreenents
expressly addressing invasive species night be appropriate. The Convention
on Biological Diversity will devote much of its 6'" Conference of the Parties
(in 2002 or 2003) to the invasive species issue and ni ght explore devel opi ng
a protocol

Several menbers of the Advisory Committee encouraged greater efforts to

i nvol ve international professional societies and other NGOs in this work
One urged the working group to try to target our "outreach" efforts to
tradi ng partners who are either nmajor "suppliers" of potentially invasive
species in the U S. or recipients of potentially invasive species fromus.

Managenent Wor ki ng Group: The management working group stated that efforts to
control or manage invasions needs to be in the context of overall managenent
goals for the area or ecosysteny restoration goals and nmethods rmust "infornt
the choi ce of nanagenent tools. The working group recognized all nanagenent
tool s as valuable in that context wi th choices anmong themto be gui ded by
that premise. The working group called for faster risk analysis processes
for halting introduction and spread of species, but it did not reconmend
either a "clean" or "dirty" list approach. The group called for beefing up
capabilities for detection and rapid response. It also called for finding
ways to overcone jurisdictional disputes and conflicting mandates so that
action can proceed. There was di scussion but no agreenent on how to speed up
conpliance with NEPA and other statutes that require anal ysis, approval

etc.).

In the discussion, one nenber of the | SAC wel coned the working group's |ist
of unresol ved i ssues and asked the group to give nore gui dance on acting
while information is still inconplete At what point is there "enough”
information? Some felt the group did not give adequate attention to the
states' efforts. Another suggested that the recomrendati on for using native
plants in restoration also discuss the ways to overconme the barriers that
reduce availability of native plants.
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An | SAC nenber pointed out the dearth of experts on ani mal di seases and
parasites in the various working groups. Another gap is forest "pests". The
| SAC agreed to encourage a broader range of experts to participate in
devel opi ng the plan

Ri sk Assessnent Worki ng Group: The group focused nore on prevention strategy,
and outlined informati on needs about pathways, organi sns, and ecosystens.
Several | SAC nmenbers asked for nore "action" gui dance. For exanple, a

di scussion of how to use risk assessnment as an operational tool in the face
of the nmany "unknowns" -- and to conduct risk analysis nost efficiently.
Several noted that sone introduction pathways are well recognized -- how
can we nove rapidly to "close" those? Wat are the priority issue areas

t hat need research? The National Research Council is finalizing a study
of risk assessnent for plant pests, which should be out for reviewin
August. Participants nay be able to insert elenents of this study into
current work on the initial Managenent Pl an

Pol i cy and Regul ati on Working Group: The Policy group got a late start; it is
now at an early stage of trying to devel op consensus around an "ideal" program
to which it would then conpare the existing maze of |aws and "needs"
identified by agency staffs, by previous reports such as that by the Ofice

of Technol ogy Assessnent, and by the working groups. A contractor is also
wor ki ng on devel opi ng "NEPA Gui dance" for both aspects of the invasive

speci es issue, examning the ways that proposed action mght influence

bi o-i nvasi on, and how to nake the NEPA anal ysis of proposed invasive species
actions nore efficient.

The | SAC said that the draft report due in weeks needs to include at |east a
"first cut" analysis of gaps in legislative authority. The working group wll
have to focus on that conplex task now, it will probably rely largely on
"gaps" identified by agency staffs, and nay not be able to include even nmany
of the "gaps" identified or inplied in the other groups' drafts. The nore
substantive review of the "big picture” will have to wait. The group wants the
draft Managenent Plan to clearly state that the "l egislative gap" information
is quite prelimnary because many believe that a nore conprehensive review
will result in nmuch broader policy recomendati ons perhaps creating new
agenci es, consolidating authorities, etc. Further, several nmenbers of the
wor ki ng group and the | SAC expressed the inportance of review ng even the
"narrow' list of legislative gaps before it appears in the draft Managenent
Plan. It was agreed that an analysis of "inplenentation gaps" situations in
whi ch agenci es have authority, but have not used it will also have to wait
until later.
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