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AQUATIC NUISANCE SPECIES TASK FORCE:
MINUTES OF THE 2006 FALL MEETING

On November 7-9, 2006, the ANSTF met at the Holiday Inn in Arlington, VA. This document
includes the following sections:

e Summary of the three-day ANSTF meeting
e Alist of acronyms used (Appendix A)
e Flipchart notes from breakout sessions on rapid response (Appendix B)

ANSTF SPRING MEETING
NOVEMBER 7-9, 2006

Decisions
The ANSTF made the following decisions:

e Approved minutes of the May 2006 ANSTF meeting.

e Approved definition of “rapid response,” pending the addition of qualifying language about
economics being part of the assessment.

e Approved cosponsorship of a symposium on genetic methods of biological control of invasive fish
as the opportunity presents itself.

e Confirmed Kim Bogenschutz (lowa DNR) as co-chair of the MRBP.

e Confirmed David Yeager (Mobile Bay National Estuary Program) as chair and Earl Chilton
(Texas Parks and Wildlife Department) as vice-chair of the GSARP.

e Authorized Executive Secretary to work as necessary to amend the Intel ISEF rules to incorporate
concerns about nonnative species in science fairs.

Action Items
e (ANSTF members) Submit review comments on the rapid response plan for zebra mussels
(Dreissena polymorpha) in the Columbia River Basin by December 1.

e (Detection and Monitoring Committee) Review/revise the committee description and provide a
draft to the Executive Secretary by the end of January.

e (CEO Committee) Review the committee description and revise if necessary.
e (CEO Committee) Coordinate with regional panels on potential education/outreach direction.

e (Research Committee) Revise the research protocols and present the draft at the next ANSTF
meeting.

e (ANSTF/Executive Secretary) Send a letter to the federal agencies conveying the high priority that
the ANSTF places on research into economic impacts of ANS, encourage the agencies to fund
studies, and request existing economic studies.

e (ANSTF/Executive Secretary) Send a letter to the ACOE expressing support for the Aquatic Plant
Control Cost Share Research Program.

e (ANSTF/Executive Secretary) Prepare a letter to state governors for co-chairs’ signature
(recognition and appreciation for state efforts to date and encouragement of future efforts in this
area).

For easy reference, an acronym list is provided in Appendix A.
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Action Items Specific to Rapid Response

1.

(ANSTF) Form an ad hoc working group to explore ICS applicability to AIS rapid response. Ask
regional panels to explore its applicability at the regional/state level.

(ANSTF) Explore options for the establishment of a funding mechanism for rapid response to
confirmed sightings of potentially invasive nonnative species. Convey to the Administration and
Congress that the absence of this mechanism is viewed as the key barrier to reducing impacts of
nonnative species.

(Executive Secretary) Report on the above efforts at the next ANSTF meeting.

(Federal agencies with Executive Secretary) Form an interagency work group to develop
environmental compliance documents (e.g., programmatic environmental assessments, categorical
exclusions, Section 7 consultation, and permits [CWA]).

(Research Committee) Investigate what federal research and development is being done to develop
tools for eradication and control of invasives, develop a gap analysis, and recommend research
priorities.

(Executive Secretary) Gather examples of memoranda of understanding in place for cooperative
environmental response efforts with an eye toward a model for invasive species rapid response.

(Executive Secretary) Promote development of USEPA-like permit guidance documents by other
federal agencies and states. Coordinate this effort with regional panels.

(Prevention Committee) Develop decision-making tools to guide response actions.

(Executive Secretary) Gather information on existing rapid response capacities of states.
Coordinate this effort with regional panels.

For easy reference, an acronym list is provided in Appendix A.
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November 7 Welcome and Preliminary Business

Co-chair Tim Keeney, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere (NOAA), welcomed
ANSTF members and observers. He introduced CDR Vickie Hyuck, the USCG representative
replacing CDR Kathy Moore. William Howland replaces Linda Windhausen as representative for the
Lake Champlain Basin Program. Fredrika Moser (Maryland Sea Grant) was on hand to represent the
MARP. Gary Johnson served as the alternate for Michael Soukup (NPS), Chris O’Bara for Mike
Armstrong (MICRA), Richard Corley for Carolyn Junemann (MARAD), and Sharon Gross for Susan
Haseltine (USGS). Co-chair Mamie Parker, Assistant Director, Fisheries and Habitat Conservation
(USFWS), acknowledged Roger Helm, who replaced Everett Wilson as the new chief of the Division
of Environmental Contaminants.

Keeney reviewed the agenda. From participants, he encouraged discussion and feedback for state and
federal agencies involved. He also asked that participants focus on action items and recommendations.
A public comment period was scheduled at the end of the day’s session.

After the ANSTF approved minutes for the May 2006 meeting, Newsham reviewed progress on the
following action items (in italics) from that meeting:

e Executive Secretary Scott Newsham (USFWS) will collaborate with Paul Zajicek (NASAC) and
Larry Riley (AFWA) to revise the letter to the Boy Scouts of America in support of an invasive
species merit badge. This action item was completed within a few days of the spring meeting. The
letter was signed by ANSTF co-chairs and submitted. No response has been received from the
Boy Scouts of America.

e The Executive Secretary will coordinate the effort to revise the ANS Program document and
ANSTF strategic plan. This task will include examining how to best incorporate the regional
panels in pursuing the overall program and clarifying the ANSTF’s relationship and NISC and the
ISAC. The draft strategic plan revision has been completed and will be reviewed later in the
meeting. The NISC/ISAC issue still needs to be addressed.

e Jonathan McKnight (committee chair) will analyze the five invasive species NMPs; confer with
management plan chairs; and make recommendations on the role, functions and membership of
the Control and Management Committee at the next ANSTF. The ANSTF will then discuss the
future of this committee at the next meeting. McKnight’s review continues. The item originally
had McKnight reviewing eight plans, but only five are ANSTF approved. Three others are
included on the website but are not considered ANSTF control plans. McKnight continues to
review the plans and will report on Thursday, November 9.

e Steve Kendrot (APHIS) will continue with development of a nutria (Myocastor coypus) NMP.
Interest is still there but progress has been slow. No timeline has been established yet.

e Comments on the New Zealand mudsnail (Potamopyrgus antipodarum) NMP are due to Tina
Proctor (USFWS) by June 15. Availability of the draft plan was published in the Federal Register
on October 19, and comments are due by December 4.

e Comments on the Asian carp NMP are due to Greg Conover (USFWS) by June 30. Availability of
the draft plan was published in the Federal Register on October 24, and comments are due by
December 26. Based on concerns that USGS comments were not addressed, Sharon Gross
requested that there be better clarification of the types of comments that will be addressed when
the ANSTF grants conditional approval of a plan.

e The Executive Secretary will e-mail the primary priorities of the Caulerpa NMP that are still in
need of support. ANSTF members are to contact Jeff Herod (USFWS) regarding any activities
within their agencies that address NMP actions or proposals that would meet these actions. The
priorities were mailed shortly after the spring meeting. Herod received three responses with good

For easy reference, an acronym list is provided in Appendix A.
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detail. He hopes to reconvene the working group to assess short-term actions. Herod has also
requested that Newsham resend these priorities to various agencies and solicit feedback on current
and future activities.

e The Executive Secretary will revise the process for the annual report per issues discussed and
e-mail for review. The annual report, a work in progress, took second place to revision of the
strategic plan. Newsham hopes to discuss a process later in the meeting and mentioned that the
annual report could serve as a feedback loop between the ANSTF and entities making
recommendations to the ANSTF. For a variety of reasons, budgetary data will not be included in
the report.

e The Executive Secretary will request input on the development of a day-long session on rapid
response for the next meeting and coordinate with others to implement it. The day’s focus on rapid
response reflects the intersessional work.

o A letter will be sent from the ANSTF co-chairs to agencies/organizations participating in ANSTF
activities. The intent of this letter is to thank recipients for their past support; outline ANSTF
accomplishments, current activities, and goals; and ask for their continued support and
suggestions for how the ANSTF could be more relevant to them. This letter is awaiting co-chair
signatures and will shortly be mailed to 16 of 22 organizations (those that provided contact
information).

Rapid Response Presentations and Discussion

At its spring meeting, the ANSTF discussed dedicating one day of the fall meeting to a theme, and
rapid response was chosen as that theme. Rapid response to invasive species has been problematic
because of complex regulations and authorities. Members of the ANSTF have been interested in
approaches for dealing with various obstacles to rapid response once an invasive has been identified in
an area. Newsham introduced several presentations about rapid response in preparation for afternoon
breakout sessions.

Working Definition of Rapid Response
NISC previously developed the following definition of rapid response:

Rapid response is a systematic effort to eradicate, contain, or control a potentially invasive
non-native species introduced into an ecosystem while the infestation of that ecosystem is still
localized.

Dean Wilkinson (NOAA) said the definition includes two elements that people wanted to make sure
were represented: the spatial and temporal aspects of an invasion. He added that this definition is
accompanied by a page of qualifying language (bullets). For consistency between NISC and the
ANSTF, he suggested that the definition be adopted since federal agencies involved in the NISC
definition negotiations had already agreed to it. During discussion, several issues were raised:

e Any definition of rapid response should include the determination that no action is necessary. This
course of action was covered in the qualifying language for the NISC definition.

e Some people felt that rapid assessment/early detection was inherent in the definition while others
would like to see this part of the process explicitly stated.

e ANSTF members discussed consideration of economic factors, as well as the already stated
environmental factors, during the assessment process.

e Although ANSTF members understood the need for a concise definition, they believed it should
always be accompanied by the bullets that explain aspects of the definition.

For easy reference, an acronym list is provided in Appendix A.
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After the discussion, ANSTF moved to accept the NISC definition pending the addition of qualifying
language about economics being part of the assessment for rapid response.

National Framework

Sharon Gross (USGS) spoke about an assessment being conducted for a national early detection, rapid
assessment, and rapid response (EDRR) framework to ensure that it meets agency needs. Although
housed in the USGS, this effort is a partnership of federal and nonfederal groups. Gross listed
members of the team of invasive species scientists who began creating this national framework for
EDRR about a year ago. Their goal is to identify and coherently portray existing EDRR efforts,
projects, and elements throughout the United States. Multiple databases and resources are available,
but coverage is not necessarily comprehensive or linked. National coordination is needed to determine
gaps (geographic, taxonomic, and thematic), avoid duplication of effort, and enable more effective
rapid response to new invasions. By using broad platforms throughout the invasive species science
community, future cross-agency funding can be better allocated.

NISC staff developed a needs assessment questionnaire that included a draft diagram to help illustrate
the national framework and its components. It was built based on models proposed by the Federal
Interagency Committee for the Management of Noxious and Exotic Weeds, Department of the
Interior, U.S. Forest Service, and others. Seven framework components include identification,
reporting, expertise, occurrences, assessment, planning, and response. In essence, the national
framework will serve as a portal to databases, directories, listservs, management plans and reports, and
other tools addressing any of these components. Gross reviewed some of the resources available for
each component.

After distributing the needs assessment questionnaire to 70 federal employees, the team received 27
responses (35%) from five federal departments (U.S. Departments of Agriculture, Defense,
Commerce, the Interior, and Homeland Security). Most (93%) of the respondents are interested in
participating in the EDRR national framework project. The questionnaire covered two areas: 1) names
and contact information for experts in EDRR and 2) EDRR resources and where they fit within the
framework. Thirty experts were suggested, and 66 EDRR elements described.

The results were incorporated into a website hosted by the National Biological Information
Infrastructure (http://edrr.nbii.gov/). Submission of the 38 online resources resulted in a greater
number of resources being identified. Each resource has been catalogued under the relevant
component(s). Since the website was launched, the team has received three other submissions from
website visitors. In addition to hosting the website, the National Biological Information Infrastructure
has contributed over 1,100 resources to the site. Gross encouraged ANSTF members to take the survey
or e-mail her with specific EDRR resources or programs.

Based on efforts to date, the team has concluded that there are a number of differing perspectives and
interpretations on EDRR, that organizations are incorporating the EDRR concept into more of their
activities and websites, and that people are important to the process. Increased recognition and
application of the concept will help to better define it and education people about it.

One primary concern is follow-up. If the website leads someone to a telephone hotline for reporting an
invasive species sighting, then it is vital that someone is responsible for answering that call, verifying
the report, distributing valid reports to the appropriate EDRR participants, responding to the initial
reporter, ensuring that the event is resolved, and ultimately documenting the event for future reference.
Gross showed a simple flowchart of the EDRR process, beginning with a decision leading people to
resources on the EDRR website. Users find a catalog of useful resources that help them identify,
validate, assess, plan, and respond to a report. Users then take action on the ground.

For easy reference, an acronym list is provided in Appendix A.
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The assessment and resulting website have helped the invasive species community visualize how
various resources and services might be combined. But more work is needed to identify and classify
existing EDRR efforts from around the country. Gross invited input on how to achieve broad buy-in
on quantifying and classifying EDRR efforts for future reference by everyone. Additional questions
exist about the architecture of the EDRR community. She showed a diagram of a land-based
architecture vs. an organism-based architecture. So more work is needed to responsibility for
communications.

Gross demonstrated use of the website. The resources are arranged and grouped under each of the
seven framework components, and each component page provides an introduction, list of online
EDRR resources catalogued by the National Biological Information Infrastructure, and a list of
resources specifically gathered through the needs assessment questionnaire. An additional link
provides access to offline resources gathered.

Gross added that the next step will be to get nonfederal input. It takes longer to go through the
bureaucratic process to query these entities (states and NGOs). She will have Annie Simpson
(asimpson@usgs.gov) contact ANSTF members for names once the project is ready for nonfederal
participation. She also hoped that the regional panels would review the website later in the process and
ensure that any known resources are included, especially any rapid response plans. Ron Lukens
(GSMFC) commented that each regional panel has been developing a rapid response contingency plan
and looking for opportunities to test interstate responses.

Zebra Mussel Rapid Response Plan for the Columbia River Basin

Keeney commented that several states are anticipating high-profile ANS and developing rapid
response plan to address possible invasion. He then introduced Paul Heimowitz (USFWS) and Stephen
Phillips (PSMFC) to talk about one such plan for zebra mussels (Dreissena polymorpha) and the
Columbia River Basin. Phillips gave some background on the PSMFC ANS Program, which began in
1999. Because salmon and steelhead (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha and O. mykiss, both listed species)
are important to the Pacific Northwest culture, there was concern about the immense impact that zebra
mussels could have on the industry if they established in the Columbia River system. As it is, salmon
and steelhead migrate upstream and downstream through several hydropower projects. Those fish
migrating to/from Idaho pass through eight such projects. In addition, the Columbia River Basin
includes 55 major hydro projects, 31 of which are federally owned and operated. The economic
impacts alone of zebra mussel invasion could be huge.

So the Bonneville Power Administration funded a scoping study to determine potential economic
impacts of zebra mussels on its hydropower facilities in the Columbia River Basin. Portland State
University (Mark Sytsma) and the ACOE (Tim Darland) were also authors on the study. For the
scoping study, PSMFC investigators assessed two potential mitigations: a sodium hypochlorite
injection system and trash rack antifouling paint. Ultimately, the estimated capital costs of installing
the sodium hypochlorite injection system and using antifouling paint were approximately $150,000
per generator. Using these estimates, the total capital costs of implementing these mitigation
technologies at the 13 hydropower facilities assessed would be $23,621,000. These estimates, which
don’t include annual maintenance, provided a strong economic and ecological basis for rapid response.

In the late 1990s, Jim Athearn (ACOE, now retired) established an ANS ad hoc group that has since
been brought under the 100th Meridian Initiative and PSMFC administration. This group, now called
the Columbia River Basin Team, develops project priorities using USFWS funding, which is matched
by the Bonneville Power Administration, PSMFC, NOAA, and USEPA. Rapid response for zebra
mussels in the Columbia River Basin has been a high priority for the last three years. Phillips listed
participating organizations and the timeline for the last three years. In 2003, the WRP produced a
regional model rapid response plan, and the next year, it approved the zebra mussel project. A

For easy reference, an acronym list is provided in Appendix A.
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contractor hired in 2004 delivered a draft plan in 2005. In the meantime, a jar of zebra mussels was left
near Fort Peck Reservoir in Montana, and Virginia succeeded in eradicating zebra mussels from a
quarry. These events caught the attention of the Bonneville Power Administration and other agencies.
Since then, the Columbia River Basin Team has continued refining the plan, which is now available at
http://100thmeridian.org/ColumbiaRT.asp for review and comment.

Heimowitz then discussed the plan. He acknowledged a number of gaps, but given the Fort Peck
incident, they decided that the draft should be available for people to use if necessary. The purpose of
the plan, which is operational and not strategic, is to serve as a roadmap to actively guide response
activities, so it is organized accordingly into a who, what, how format. Emphasis is on “rapid,”
meaning the initial steps that take hours and days, not weeks, although implementation of the full plan
may take much longer if zebra mussels are found in the basin. The plan is not intended to guide land-
based watercraft interception since other activities already deal with this prevention issue. Heimowitz
added that they hope to build new contacts in Canada since Canadian participation has not been at the
level needed so far.

Ten activities are covered in the rapid response plan. These activities are not necessarily sequential but
may happen concurrently.

e Verifying a reported detection

e Making initial notifications

e Defining the initial extent of colonization

e Setting up a coordination mechanism

e Establishing an external communications system

e Organizing resources

e Initiating quarantine/pathway management

e Initiating available/relevant control measures

e Monitoring for the long term

e Evaluating the response and plan

The appendices include notification lists and procedures, as well as a matrix of eradication and control
options.

Next steps include developing MOUs and agreements to clarify roles and secure commitments,
reviewing and developing regulatory and permit materials in advance, developing abbreviated
scenarios for the plan, evaluating gaps through a table-top exercise, identifying associated plans, and
securing a funding source for emergency response. Just a few days ago, a contractor began the
advance review of regulatory and permit materials.

When asked what the ANSTF could do, Heimowitz mentioned the usefulness of the Overview of EPA
Authorities for Natural Resource Managers Developing Aquatic Invasive Species Rapid Response and
Management Plans (www.epa.gov/owow/invasive_species). Other agencies might consider
developing similar documents. In addition, he asked people to review the draft plan and provide
comments by December 1.

Response to Report of Chinese Mitten Crab in Chesapeake Bay

Lynn Fegley (Maryland DNR) was scheduled to talk about the response to a recent report of a Chinese
mitten crab (Eriocheir sinensis) in Chesapeake Bay, but she was unable to attend, so Whitman Miller
(SERC) discussed the response process in her place. This process included report of the discovery,
formation of the response, development of a media strategy, and evaluation of results and lessons

For easy reference, an acronym list is provided in Appendix A.
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learned. He hoped that this response process to a new potential invasive would inform later discussion
on rapid response.

A male mitten crab that was found in June at the mouth of the Patapsco River near Baltimore, MD,
was discovered not by scientists or agency staff, but by a waterman who sent a photograph and note to
the Maryland Waterman’s Gazette, a local industry newspaper. Fegley happened to see it and
contacted the waterman, asking that the specimen be saved and available for examination. An Internet
search revealed that the crab could be problematic if introduced to Chesapeake Bay tributaries. During
juveniles migration from tributaries to an estuary, generally from September through November, the
crabs can reach tremendous densities.

In forming its response, the Maryland DNR generated several questions covering identification, prior
occurrence in Chesapeake Bay, proper contacts and actions, and an effective media strategy. A graph
showed Fegley’s first points of contact, including people who could help with identification, species
expertise, media coverage, and rapid response. This group became the Mitten Crab Ad Hoc Response
Team (McAHRT). Fortunately, in contacting Dr. Greg Ruiz (SERC Marine Invasions Research Lab),
she was able to draw upon the expertise of visitor Yongxu Cheng. Mitten crabs are cultured in China
for commercial purposes, and he was knowledgeable with mitten crab ecology and biology. He said
that the specimen was more similar to those introduced into northeastern Europe than those native to
China. The specimen is now catalogued and in the National Museum of Natural History. No other
occurrences were documented for Chesapeake Bay.

The McAHRT convened within days of the discovery and developed three primary objectives:
developing a strategy for assessing the extent of introduction, developing a strategy for media
involvement, and discussing potential funding sources for monitoring and outreach. The first outcome
was a watch statement with species identification and contact information, which was assembled and
distributed to a large number and diversity of people working in the bay within potential range of this
animal. In compiling that list of people, they ended up with a master list of contacts that formed the
backbone of the response strategy that they subsequently relayed to the press.

The second outcome was a collaborative media strategy with a coordinated response structure in place
before media contact was made. This strategy was successful and prevented “wild card” quotes to the
media that might lead to sensationalism of the issue. The third outcome was a proposal seeking
funding for communication and outreach, target reconnaissance for mitten crab, and documentation
and coordination of existing surveys that could encounter mitten crabs.

Feedback from the alert network has been promising. Despite the hundreds of people now searching
for mitten crabs through various other efforts (state fish surveys and commercial eel fishing), no new
specimens have been found. Media coverage, which was brief, informative, and noninflammatory,
netted a number of calls about other crabs and the report of a second crab collected at least a year
before the June 2006 discovery. Fortunately, this second specimen had been frozen and could be
verified. Two other reports are likely; however, these specimens were not saved.

As a result of the funding proposal, MARP responded quickly and has funded efforts by several
agencies to educate the public and target groups, provide a central source of current information on
mitten crab status in Chesapeake Bay, document existing sampling/fishing efforts and gaps in the bay,
and conduct target surveys and reconnaissance for the mitten crab.

In September, an article about the mitten crab in Chesapeake Bay was published (G.M. Ruiz,

L. Fegley, P. Fofonoff, Y. Cheng, and R. Lemaitre. 2006. First records of Eriocheir sinensis H. Milne
Edwards, 1853 [Crestacea: Brachyura: Varunidae] for Chesapeake Bay and the mid-Atlantic coast of
North America. Aquatic Invasions 1(3):137-142.). This article describes the biology of the species and
the real impacts where it was introduced elsewhere.

For easy reference, an acronym list is provided in Appendix A.
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October 19 was spent trawling the river around North Point State Park and the mouths of the Back and
Middle river. Fortunately, no mitten crabs were found. Long slinky-like traps are also being deployed
to intercept animals migrating to saline waters for spawning. Per Cheng, these are the most effective
traps for capturing mitten crabs.

Miller then summarized the current status. Two male mitten crabs have been confirmed in Chesapeake
Bay, but no reproductive population has been confirmed. Future specimens are expected, either
through further introduction or reproduction of any resident crabs, because of the suitability of
Chesapeake Bay habitat for mitten crabs. Although eradication may be impossible, the MCAHRT is
developing the infrastructure to coordinate, store, and disseminate information to facilitate rapid
response to the next encounter.

Fegley learned some personal lessons through this project. Although not an invasive species expert,
she learned the concepts fairly quickly. She started by asking about the worst-case scenario. Answers
to that question guided future efforts. Effective lines of communication, strategic media relations, and
understanding of regulations resulted in a controlled and comprehensive response to a small-scale
event. Education is also vital. Although ballast water discharge is a likely culprit, other possibilities
warrant community outreach. For example, the Maryland DNR works with a Buddhist prayer group
that sponsors an annual prayer release of animals to ensure that these animals are native and
appropriate. However, there is a cultural favoritism toward male mitten crabs.

Potential ecological and economic impacts of mitten crab establishment are considerable. They can
impact water supply and management, cause erosion and slumping of earthen banks and levees,
interfere with fisheries gear, and damage aquatic vegetation via feeding. On the bright side, however,
crab biologists have said that there is not much niche overlap between the native blue crab (Callinectes
sapidus) and the mitten crab.

ANSTF wondered how useful the mitten crab management plan, developed seven years ago, was in
the response effort. Such feedback could be very helpful. Miller agreed to pursue that issue and
contact Newsham with the results.

Incident Command System as a Framework for ANS Response

CDR Vickie Huyck (USCG) provided an overview of the ICS, which has been used for
multijurisdictional emergency response, so that ANSTF members could consider it as a potential tool
for rapid response. Although ANS issues are new to her, emergency response is not.

ICS is a response management system that can be used for emergencies and event planning (such as
the Olympics). It transcends the unique organizational structures and processes used in people’s daily
jobs and provides a common structure and process for everyone involved in the response. ICS was
first developed in the 1970s following a series of catastrophic fires in the California urban interface.
Lack of coordination and weak management were determined to be the primary problems leading to
loss of life and exorbitant property damage. Initially, the system was fire specific. Other problems
such as the Exxon Valdez oil spill and 9/11 highlighted the need for a coordinated multijurisdictional
response. Following 9/11, the President signed Homeland Security Presidential Directive 5 requiring
federal departments to adopt the National Incident Management System, of which ICS is one aspect.

ICS includes a number of features, including unity of command, management by objectives, scalable
organization, span of control, common terminology, resource management, integrated
communications, organizational flexibility, and common processes, that allow it to be an effective
tool. Substantial training in ICS is available, some online and some in classrooms.

Based on the size and specifics of an event, the command can be a single agency or organization, or it
can be a unified command consisting of multiple agencies with jurisdiction and authority. A unified
command (UC) ensures that a single response organization with a single planning process yields a
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single response plan that dictates how to use available resources in a coordinated fashion. The UC
develops incident objectives and priorities, ensuring that no agency’s authority is compromised. Such
coordination reduces duplicative efforts and enhances communication. To be considered for inclusion
in the UC, a member has to be able to speak for the agency and commit resources, the incident has to
impact the agency’s area or responsibility, and the agency must have some jurisdictional authority or
functional responsibility pertinent to the response. Technical experts can be brought in at the
discretion of the UC, but they are not typically members of the UC. Vickie Huyck showed an
organizational chart for a standard, full-blown ICS organization. The organization is scalable and built
to support the needs of the specific incident.

She then discussed how ICS was used to manage the major oil spill on the Delaware River from the
tank vessel Athos | in 2004. This spill affected three states, shut the port for 11 days, threatened to
impact several endangered species and water intakes (including those for a nuclear power plant), and
involved over 1,800 people from 12 federal, state, and local agencies. This response took about a year
and had the potential for overwhelming chaos. The UC started with eight members but was eventually
whittled to five members. The Athos | UC had to consider a number of issues, including submerged
oil, vessel salvage, the media, wildlife impacts, and port closure, among others. In this incident,
everyone in the community had agreed to use this common response management system, so they
were able to work as a team and develop an effective plan.

Huyck then shared suggestions for using ICS for ANS invasions. She said that the most effective UCs
are those where members know each other and have practiced together. She suggested developing
worst-case scenarios and identifying who would be involved in those responses. People identified
could meet each other in advance so that, if an incident does arise, they aren’t working with complete
strangers. Potential strategies can also be developed in advance and then modified or refined for a real
incident. She also suggested drafting a generic incident action plan and trying it out in a drill or
exercise to see how it works. In her words, “how you practice is how you play.” Numerous forms are
available to use.

Discussion after the presentation focused on the UC and coordination among members. Tim Deal, an
ICS instructor, commented that the UC for the Athos I was fairly small, allowing the group to come to
consensus. If the UC is too large, consensus is very difficult. If the UC cannot reach consensus on an
issue, then the agency with the greatest authority on that issue decides. The decision is recorded, and
the group moves on. Vickie Huyck added that, in crisis situations, people are often more willing to
compromise than they would be otherwise. Regarding concerns about funding, Huyck said that it is
important to understand economic costs of ANS establishment. She thought it might be easier to
convince decision makers of the need to have a plan and funding in place if they understand these
economic costs.

Breakout Sessions

ANSTF and audience members were invited to participate in breakout sessions, first to brainstorm
ideas related to the three questions listed below and then to prioritize and refine these ideas into
several recommendations for how the ANSTF could advance rapid response. Breakout sessions were
facilitated by Paul Heimowitz (Group 1), Tina Proctor (Group 2), and Erin Williams (Group 3), and
people were free to join whichever group they chose.

1. What are the organizational/regulatory barriers to response and how might these be removed?

2. What types of tools are needed to conduct an effective response? How could these be developed?
3. What should a model response plan contain and how should it be organized?

Following the first round of breakout sessions, spokespeople for the groups shared their flipchart notes
(see Appendix B) and reported their discussions to the plenary. Then the groups reconvened to distill
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their lists into a few recommendations to the ANSTF. The three groups developed and then presented
the following recommendations:

Group 1 recommendations
e Promote information sharing about rapid response models, MOUs as examples (include on
ANSTF website) and ask regional panels to promote model MOUEs.

e Provide statement/background in next report to Congress regarding lack of dedicated funds as a
barrier.

e Promote development of USEPA-like permit guidance documents and review of regulating
authorities by other federal and state agencies.

e Risk assessment: Promote development of decision-making tools to guide response actions and
determine risk of no action.

e Request information on rapid response capacity (self assessment) to state management plan budget
requests.

e Promote public outreach regarding ANS impacts and costs of not responding.
Group 2 recommendations

e More funding for rapid response (pool of money, protected).
— Pool existing funds from each agency
— New budget initiative with support from nonfederal sources
—  $5 million
— Process to allocate funds
— Explore options for funding outside the federal government (e.g., industry funding)

e Sponsor workshop to develop environmental compliance documents. Examples: programmatic
EAs, categorical exclusions, Section 7 consultation, permits (CWA). Or could be interagency
working group (federal, states, tribes, NGOSs).

e Sponsor meetings to discuss what each agency is doing regarding eradication and control tool
development. Gap analysis and coordinate future research and funding requirements.

e Encourage panels to support ICS training for members. Panels report to ANSTF regarding
benefits, weaknesses, and ways to modify regarding ANS.

Group 3 recommendations

e Implement ICS (regional panels, local, states/management)
— 4-hour executive overview of ICS at next meeting
— Analysis of agency-specific implementation of ICS
e ANSTF develop ICS rapid response model (ad hoc group) that utilizes today’s brainstorming
e Seek options for dedicated rapid response fund
e Examine existing ANSTF MOU to see if applicable to rapid response

e  Submit rapid response contact list to Scott for web posting
ANSTF members talked about the brainstormed recommendations and a process for continuing. It was
decided that Newsham and Natalie Chavez (Chavez Writing & Editing) would work after the meeting

to identify overlap or categories and compile the recommendations into a document for consideration
the next day.
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November 8 Welcome and Committee Reports

Newsham circulated the compilation of rapid response recommendations from the previous day’s
breakout sessions for ANSTF members and observers to review before further discussion later in the
day.

Keeney then introduced committee representatives to report on 2006 accomplishments and 2007 work
plans. Because the ANSTF is revising its strategic plan and making decisions on where to focus its
efforts, he thought this meeting was an appropriate forum for reviewing each committee’s roles and
responsibilities and either confirm or modify them. Roles and responsibilities for each committee were
available at the ANSTF website prior to the meeting and during the reports.

Prevention

Richard Orr (NISC) reported that joint NISC/ANSTF Prevention Committee members reviewed and
updated the roles and responsibilities in March. The committee also reviewed the revised “Prevention”
section of the NISC national management plan (Meeting the Invasive Species Challenge, pp. 29-34).
Once the ANSTF strategic plan revision is further along, the committee will assess the roles and
responsibilities against it. The next meeting of the Prevention Committee will be held at the ISAC
meeting during the week of April 30 in Florida. The committee will also meet at the next ANSTF
meeting in May.

Orr also talked about the three working groups:

e The Pathways Work Team, chaired by Penny Kriesch (APHIS), is developing two products: a
ranking guide and a training and implementation guide. Mexico and Canada asked to participate in
the working group after hearing Kriesch speak at an international conference.

e On the Risk Analysis Working Group, Annie Simpson (USEPA) was the chair until she changed
jobs, so Cindy Kolar (USGS) has replaced her as chair. This working group will be updating the
1994 ANSTF risk analysis document.

e The Aquatic Organisms Screening Working Group also had a change in leadership after Pam
Thibideaux was replaced by Kari Duncan (USFWS). This group is struggling, but it has a
challenging set of roles and responsibilities. Orr has given Duncan considerable freedom to rework
the group so that it can function more effectively. Orr will report the progress at the next
Prevention Committee meeting.

Newsham asked whether the committee or working groups were looking for new members. Orr
thought that the working groups may appreciate additional membership, although they are already
fairly large and well balanced. He added that, if someone was interested in participating, that person
would probably not be turned away. He also asked that the ANSTF review the membership of the
committee and working groups for possible gaps in coverage.

Detection and Monitoring

Pam Fuller (USGS) acknowledged her co-chair, Greg Ruiz (SERC). Tasks of the Detection and
Monitoring Committee are 1) development of standard protocols for aquatic monitoring efforts, 2) an
inventory of existing AIS monitoring efforts, and 3) data management of monitoring efforts and aid in
establishing database standards. The committee has had great difficulty with the first task for a number
of reasons: Some protocols are general while others are specific, and protocols vary widely depending
on species, number of personnel available, funding levels, habitat conditions, consistency of data
collection, and other factors. Originally, it was hoped that there might be one or two protocols per
species or habitat so that data collected could be compared, but the committee concluded very quickly
that that approach was unrealistic. After compiling a large number of protocols for various species and
habitats, the committee chose to focus on four species and has compared protocols for those species,
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highlighting strengths and weaknesses of each. Results will be posted to the ANSTF website at some
point.

The committee held off on work for the second task until the National Resources Monitoring
Partnership (a national initiative) finished developing its database to hold information about
monitoring efforts around the country. Fuller was involved with the beta testing, and the database is
about ready to populate. Information about monitoring in the Southeast will be inputted first.

Fuller commented that the committee has few people who are actively engaged. Scheduling meetings
has been difficult, given limited or no funding for interstate travel. Teleconferencing may work for
some sessions, but it is not very effective for brainstorming. She suggested seeking new membership,
although she wasn’t sure how to solve the funding problems. A member suggested that regional
compacts among states might facilitate travel. Committees of the American Fisheries Society might
also be a good source for new members.

Several issues were raised during follow-up discussion. Detection and monitoring are vital as first
steps in rapid response, so the real importance of the protocols database is with new invaders. People
are unlikely to change protocols for existing efforts, but the database could guide researchers by
providing information about what has worked in other places. Of course, for the database to work and
for the committee to meet other tasks of developing long-term priorities and recommendations to the
ANSTF, agencies and people have to share their data. Fuller agreed that efforts for the next few years
will likely focus on conducting inventories and identifying data gaps.

Newsham commented that, because of the Detection and Monitoring Committee’s difficulties, it might
be very important to review and revise the committee description. Several people on the committee
agreed that such a review was necessary; otherwise, they aren’t sure how they can meet their
responsibilities. They agreed to review the current roles and responsibilities and provide a draft
revision by the end of January.

Communication, Education and Outreach

Joe Starinchak (USFWS) spoke about the status of two outreach programs: Stop Aquatic Hitchhikers!
and Habitattitude. The first campaign continues to grow and is now international, with New Zealand
and Ireland as partners. Although it is being promoted further at the spring AFWA conference and in
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem region, it is still primarily restricted to the public sector and
NGOs. Starinchak would like to see more corporate involvement.

Habitattitude has also been a great effort, drawing on the strengths of its two co-chair agencies
(NOAA Sea Grant and USFWS) and PIJAC and allowing the committee to take Stop Aquatic
Hitchhikers! to a new level. In a survey done by the Minnesota Sea Grant College Program, members
saw themselves as being part of the solution. The campaign gave them the opportunity to promote
their environmental ethics. Work now focuses on defining the future of the campaign.

Starinchak commented that the committee is now in a kind of advisory holding pattern. Members need
guidance on future efforts. He suggested that a new task might be working with regional panels on
additional target audiences and communication strategies to make the best use of the two campaigns.
The regional panels have education and outreach committees or working groups, but there may be
opportunities to leverage strategies and information.

ANSTF members discussed means for evaluating outcomes of the campaigns. Social marketing can be
difficult to evaluate because it involves behavioral changes. Sometimes the baseline is unclear, and
other factors can be difficult to tease out. Starinchak commented that the WRP has provided funding
for adoption of Habitattitude for the outer Hawaiian Islands, with the addition of an evaluation
component.
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The ANSTF advised that the CEO Committee review the committee description, revising it if
necessary, and coordinate with regional panels on potential education and outreach direction. They
suggested that the committee include representatives from all regional panels.

Research

Dorn Carlson (NOAA) reviewed the Research Committee’s four actions: research protocols, inventory
of research projects (information gathering), inventory of research priorities (from individual
agencies), and response to the NISC national management plan (Meeting the Invasive Species
Challenge, October 2001), which is being revised. He said that the committee had been inactive this
year. Revised roles and responsibilities were approved a year ago, and the one scheduled meeting for
this year was canceled.

The committee has taken the first steps toward updating research protocols by forming a working
group led by Dave Reid (NOAA Great Lakes Environmental Research Lab). The HACCP approach
has been discussed, but no draft is available yet. Regarding the second action, Carlson has asked for
research plans. The committee has received very few but plans to pursue its request more aggressively.

Inventorying research priorities has been difficult. Although different agencies have different
priorities, the committee doesn’t just want to compile and communicate those priorities. Members
would like to come up with a harmonized process to help the agencies develop their research priorities.

Overall, Carlson is pleased with the membership and working relationships with other committees and
regional panels. He did comment on one gap in membership, the National Science Foundation. The
committee will submit a letter to the ANSTF requesting that it invite a representative from this entity.
Other challenges include staff time and competing projects. Because deadlines and definition for some
tasks are clearer, other tasks, such as identifying research needs and priorities, are put off.

When asked whether the Research Committee could revisit the roles and responsibilities, Carlson
responded that the committee could probably concentrate on revising the research protocols and
presenting that draft at the next ANSTF meeting. He will also submit the committee’s 2007 work plan
to Newsham. ANSTF members discussed the importance of ANS research, especially regarding
economic impacts, and the need to communicate that importance to the federal agencies. Ultimately,
the ANSTF decided to send a letter to the federal agencies conveying the high priority that the ANSTF
places on research into economic impacts of ANS, encouraging the agencies to fund studies, and
requesting existing economic studies.

Control

Jonathan McKnight (Maryland DNR) commented that, as sole member of the Control Committee, he
has had no problem scheduling meetings! Over the last six months, he has reviewed the ANSTF-
approved NMPs. Checking the status of implementation quickly escalated into the more complex task
of reading entire plans. But he is assessing how to tease out individual tasks and benchmarks, after
which he’d like to interview those who led plan development and find out where they are in
implementation (two people for each plan—writer and implementer). He has two staff members who
can help.

The ANSTF then discussed the appropriateness of the committee name. One possible alternative is the
National Management Plan Implementation Committee. McKnight believed that the committee could
take a broader look at control. He considered reviewing the NMPs and their implementation as an
initial phase. Others commented on the need, whether here or elsewhere, to track what is being done
and whether NMPs need to be revised periodically.
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Ballast Water Management

Heather St. Pierre (USCG) distributed a copy of the USCG newsletter and updated the group on
USCG policy and international activity on ballast water. The USCG leads the U.S. delegation to the
MEPC and participated in development of the Ballast Water Management Convention of 2004. The
MEPC is still in the process of developing guidelines to accompany the Convention, although 12 of
the 15 total sets of guidelines have been adopted. One set of guidelines will be implemented upon
ratification of the Convention. Five sets were adopted at MEPC 55 in October 2006, and three
remaining sets will be further developed at BLG 11 in April 2007. The Ballast Water Management
Convention will be effective upon ratification by 30 member states representing 35% of the world’s
merchant shipping tonnage. To date, the Convention has been ratified by six member states.

The MEPC completed a review of BW management technologies that will be available to meet the
2009 deadline. This review is important because, once the Convention enters into force, from 2009 to
2016, BW discharges will be required to meet the discharge standard, depending on ship construction
date and BW capacity of the vessel. At this review, 15 technologies were presented. It was determined
on the basis of this information that treatment technologies will probably be available by 2009. The
next review is scheduled for MEPC 56 in July.

The USCG is developing a domestic BW discharge standard because BW exchange is not as effective
or protective as once thought (confirming exchange is difficult). The USCG needs a benchmark to
approve and monitor BW management systems used in lieu of BW exchange. In developing a
discharge standard, the USCG is conducting an environmental and regulatory analysis. Five
alternatives are being evaluated, including maintaining our current polic