


Newer weeds like South American
spongeplant (Limnobium laevigatum) are
also a threat. Cal-IPC sponsored a bill in
2013 that now enables DBW to work on
new weeds once the California Dept. of
Fish and Wildlife has completed a risk
assessment rather than wait for legislation
to add a new weed to their jurisdiction.

Remote sensing, whether from satellite
or airplane imagery, has been a useful
tool to monitor invasive plants in the
Delta. One of the common challenges to
using remote sensing for mapping weeds
is that other vegetation can form a
canopy that blocks the view. This is much
less of a factor in open water.

Biological controls are an important
potential approach, though efficacy to
date has been low. The USDA Agricul-
tural Research Service lab in Albany,
California is working to develop biocon-
trol agents for alligator weed (Alternan-
thera philoxeroides) and invasive Lud-
wigia species in the Delta, though for the
latter it has been difficult to find agents
that are sufficiently host specific and not
a potential threat to native Ludwigia
species. For giant reed, a shoot-tip galling
wasp and a shoot-feeding armored scale
have been released and their establish-
ment is being monitored.

UC Davis postdoc measuring reinvasion rate of water primrose in previously treated experimental control

Aguatic weeds are a big problem across
the globe. (In some places, they receive
more attention than terrestrial weeds, as |
realized in a recent meeting with Minne-
sota’s state interagency invasive species
council.) Control in lentic systems like
lakes, where water is relatively motionless,
is one thing. Control in lotic systems like
the Delta, where water is flowing,
presents additional challenges. Plus, the
hydrology of the Delta is affected by both
river flows and ocean tides, which makes
aquatic weeds literally a moving target in
the Delta.

Another challenge is the presence of
rare and endangered species, such as
Delta smelt and Sacramento Winter-run
Chinook salmon. Regulatory protections
can make it harder to control aquatic
weeds, even when the control is de-
signed to protect habitat for the sensitive
species. Invasive plants can impact
sensitive species directly, and when the
vegetation dies back its decomposition
can harm them indirectly as it consumes
dissolved oxygen in the water column.

Managers from the California Dept. of
Water Resources, UC Davis, the USDA
Agricultural Research Service, and the
California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
recently published an overview of the

plots at a restoration study site in the Delta. Photo: Gina Darin, California Dept. of Water Resources.

history and science of invasive aquatic
weed control efforts in the journal San
Francisco Estuary & Watershed Science.
The paper cites studies showing signifi-
cant expansion of many weeds over the
last two decades, despite control efforts
using a range of approaches including
chemical treatments, mechanical remov-
al, and biological control.

Unlike a weed management effort
where the goal may be to contain and
eventually eradicate populations of an
invasive plant, DBW's work each year
necessarily focuses on keeping ports,
harbors and waterways navigable. Is this
annual clean up, costing $15 million a year,
the sole long-term goal, or can we do
more? The paper recommends that
agencies determine a set of appropriate
goals, which may require social science
tools to ascertain stakeholder needs in
each area and consideration of the desired
outcomes from wetland restoration
projects. Continued experimentation is
needed to improve the effectiveness of
integrated physical, mechanical, chemical,
and biological control methods, and
regulatory rules are needed to make this
possible.

The paper points out that a consistent
monitoring program is needed for
submerged, floating, and emergent
weeds. Ecological modeling can help
prepare for climate change, and “bioeco-
nomic” modeling can assess the social
and ecological tradeoffs between differ-
ent weed management alternatives.

While the aquatic weed management in
the Delta is huge and complex, there is
some cause for optimism. As the paper
points out, collaborative science is on the
rise, which “provides the needed platform
for discussions among managers and scien-
tists to inform adaptive management.” The
formation of the Delta Interagency Invasive
Species Coordination (DIISC) Team in
recent years reflects this collaborative
approach, which will be essential to
success in managing invasive aquatic
vegetation in the Delta in the future.

Stay tuned for the date of the next
biennial Delta Invasive Species Sympo-
sium later this year.
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Opportunity lost: EDRR for Geranium lucidum

Doug Johnson, Executive Director, Cal-IPC

hining geranium (Gera-
S nium lucidum) is a low-

growing Eurasian annual
that escaped from gardens into
wildlands in coastal Washington
and Oregon in the early 2000s.
It can spread in woodland
habitats, dominating the
understory.

It was found in California
along Highway 101 in the
northwestern part of the state
in 2011, first in Del Norte
County on the Oregon border,
then in Humboldt County in
2013 (per Calflora records). The Califor-
nia Dept. of Food and Agriculture gave
the species an “A” rating in 2017,
indicating that it was a candidate for
statewide eradication.

The Landscape Specialist for Caltrans
District 1 brought the issue to the local
Weed Management Area. One of the
local participants, the Redwood Commu-
nity Action Agency (RCAA), was apply-
ing to the state’s Wildlife Conservation
Board for funding to eradicate invasive
knotweeds and Arundo, both of which
occurred sparsely in the region and were
deemed a significant threat to expansion.
They decided to include Geranium
lucidum in the project as well, since it
was also an eradication target. At this
stage, shining geranium was an “early
detection and rapid response” (EDDR)
target. The grant proposal indicated a
total of six known populations totaling
three acres.

Control of shining geranium can be
difficult without herbicides. Deep mulch-
ing can work, where appropriate, though
that is nonselective and kills all other
plants, too. It is also not suitable or
practical for many roadside sites and
depends on availability of wood chips.
However, Caltrans has long abstained
from herbicide use on roadsides in
Humboldt County based on an agreement
with the county board of supervisors.

A roadside invasion of shining geranium in 2015. Photo courtesy of the
California Department of Water Regulations.

Geranium lucidum (shining geranium) flower and
leaf detail. Photo: Amadej Trnkoczy

Progress has been made in Del Norte
County, where herbicide has been used
to reduce the extent of the infestation by
30%. Whereas in Humboldt County, the
infestation has more than doubled and is
now found scattered over 100 miles of
Highway 101. Despite the state funding
starting in 2016 dedicated to eradicating
regional priority weeds including Gera-
nium lucidum, at this point the EDRR
opportunity for eradication has most
likely been lost.

The County Agricultural Commissioner’s
office, which is responsible for controlling

A-rated weeds in the county,
and RCAA have both tried
hand-pulling shining geranium,
but found that the plant’s
sometimes miniscule size makes
manual removal labor intensive
and not effective. The county is
now trying full removal of the
top layer of soil. Staff at Red-
wood National Park tried diligent
hand treatment of shining
geranium for several years, with
retreatment several times a year,
but saw no progress and
switched to chemical treatment.
They have since seen a significant reduc
tion at all locations in the park, and
eradication at two locations. However,
shining geranium continues to spread into
the park, especially in the south, from
mowing on 101, with a small new
infestation recently found in the park’s
interior, possibly spread by cyclists.
lllustrating how the actions (or inac-
tion) of one county can affect another,
shining geranium has now been found
along Highway 101 south of Humboldt
County in northern Mendocino County.
Historically, Caltrans has not used
herbicides on Mendocino County
roadsides. So, unless they can negotiate
an exception, Geranium lucidum will
continue its southern spread, with
Sonoma and Marin counties next.

Roads are a primary vector for spread-
ing weeds around California. Some of
these weeds remain ruderal, only growing
in the disturbed roadside environment.
Others spread into undisturbed neighbor-
ing wildlands, impacting habitat. This
spread may not happen immediately,
given the “lag phase” that is common in
invasive species. A “precautionary ap-
proach” dictates removing new non-
native plant species before they spread
when feasible. We were not able to do
that with shining geranium. Time will tell
what price native plants and animals will
pay for us missing that opportunity.
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Reuniting for Resilience

23 CaI-IPC Symposmm
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Connect with your colleagues in Iand management at the
2023 Cal-IPC Symposium!

Join us at CSU Chico, October 25 - 28, to
share the latest in invasive plant manage-
ment. This year’s theme, “Reuniting for
Resilience,” shares our excitement to
gather once again in-person. It's a
reminder that we are most effective
when we come together — whether it's
to share landscape-level insights across
agency borders, to pull weeds side-by-
side, or to mentor the next generation of
California stewards.

Over the last three years, we saw the
value of an interactive online platform,
gathering more than 700 people from
across the state (and beyond) to join the
conversation. This year, for those unable
to join us in Chico, we are keeping an
online platform to stream talks, take
questions from both virtual and in-
person attendees, and offer our virtual
attendees an upgraded suite of
accessibility features (including
automated language translation and
screen reader options).

SHARE YOUR WORK

We want to hear from you! Your re-
search and insights inform our commu-
nity. Submit your proposal for a full talk,
lightning talk, or poster to the Call for
Abstracts by June 15. Find guidance at
the May 17 workshop, “How to Write
and Submit an Abstract.”

Share your photos, too! The 2023
Photo Contest will be open for submis-
sions July 14 - September 14. Winners
will be announced at the Symposium.

SESSION TOPICS INCLUDE:
Agquatics, riparian, and wetlands; Biocon-
trol; Community engagement; New
weeds; Grasslands; Indigenous perspec-
tives; Intersection of art and science;
Changing landscapes; Rare plants;
Regional updates; Restoration; Tools and
techniques; Wildlife responses; and more.
Attendees to CSU Chico can extend
their learning experience with a Wednes-
day half-day workshop and a Saturday
field trip to explore stewardship projects
in and around Chico.

2023 STATEWIDE WMA MEETING
Meet with representatives from Weed
Management Areas across the state to
share information on funding, coordina-
tion, mapping, early detection, and
collaborative projects.

DPR CREDITS

We will apply for continuing education
units from the California Dept. of
Pesticide Regulation, including 2 units
fulfilling Laws & Regulations require-
ments. Limited CEU credits will also be
available for online attendees.

SPONSORSHIP

Your organization can sponsor the Sympo-
sium! Help us keep registration affordable
and support our work. Benefits for
sponsoring organizations include attendees
for in-person or online streaming content,
exhibitor space, recognition on Symposium
materials, and Cal-IPC membership.

STUDENTS AND EARLY CAREER
Student presenters who choose to
participate in our Student Contests for
talks and posters receive feedback from
expert reviewers. Cash prizes are award-
ed to top presenters!

Students and emerging professionals,
join the Career Panel and ask advice
from the experts in land management.

Limited Income and Student rates are
available for individuals who find regis-
tration costs prohibitive. We encourage
field techs, conservation corps members,
and other front-line staff to use this rate.
Limited Travel Awards are also available
for student presenters to share their
knowledge in Chico.

REGISTER AND MORE

All the latest Symposium information is
online. Submit an abstract, join the
workshop, register to attend, sign up as
a sponsor, and more at cal-ipc.org/
symposium.
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Tracking progress on regional EDRR targets

in the Bay Area

Nikki Valentine, Conservation Specialist, Cal-IPC

Over the last three years, Cal-IPC has
worked with the California Dept. of Food
& Agriculture (CDFA), county depart-
ments of agriculture, and Weed Man-
agement Areas (WMA) partners across
the state to select target Early Detection
Rapid Response (EDRR) species for each
of 18 regions. These target species are
invasive plants that are (1) listed by
CDFA, (2) relatively rare in the region,
and (3) deemed a priority for control by
local partners. Cal-IPC has worked with
Bay Area partners to track progress on
controlling the region’s EDRR targets.

he Bay Area is made up of seven
TWI\/IAs spanning nine counties,

including Alameda, Contra Costa,
Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma. All
WMASs are active except the Alameda-
Contra Costa WMA. In late 2020,
Cal-IPC began meeting with Bay Area
WMA leaders to identify target EDRR
weeds in the area. Together, we finalized
the Bay Area EDRR list in 2021, which
includes 15 species of forbs, grasses,
shrubs, and vines.

Our goal is to visit, map, control, and
track progress each year for all reported
populations of the Bay Area EDRR list.
Cal-IPC recently evaluated management
progress for 2022 using publicly acces-
sible data from Calflora. Both Calflora’s
“management status” field and history
stack functionality enable users to track
progress. Management status informs us
of whether a population is being man-
aged, or even eradicated. History stacks
allow a user to reassess a population and
tie these multiple assessments to a single
population, tracking progress over time.

There are a total of 184 Bay Area EDRR
populations given our search parameters
(date restrictions, record type exclusions,
and excluding the extensive Japanese
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represent the number of EDRR populations in each county.

knotweed in Marin already under
management by the Marin Knotweed
Action Team). Russian knapweed (Rha-
ponticum repens) and Japanese dodder
(Cuscuta japonica) are the most prevalent
of the EDRR species, accounting for 23%
and 20% respectively of EDRR popula-
tions.

On the other end of the spectrum,
there is only one population each of Jeru-
salem artichoke (Helianthus tuberosus)
and stinknet (Oncosiphon pilulifer).
Although there is a range in the number
of populations, all these species are still
in the early detection phase and are not
widespread in the Bay Area. Likewise, the
distribution of EDRR species varies
among counties. Alameda has the most
populations with 47, whereas Napa
County represents the low range with
only 2 populations.

The 2022 data shows a decrease from

2021 in visits to existing populations as
well as management. Only 26 of the 184
populations, or 14%, were visited in
2022 and only 9% were managed.
Although Alameda and Santa Clara
Counties managed a greater percentage
of their populations in 2022 than 2021,
the number of populations visited or
managed in 2022 decreased in all other
counties. A few counties had no visits to
EDRR populations in 2022. Alameda and
Contra Costa have the most populations,
yet they were in the low range for
populations visited and managed in both
2021 and 2022.

There were 12 new populations of the
target species reported in 2022, resulting
in a 7% increase in the total number of
EDRR populations. (This increase in
populations is not enough to account for
the disparity between populations visited
or managed in 2022 and 2021.) One
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bright spot was the single popula-
tion of Jerusalem artichoke (Helian-
thus tuberosus). This population
was visited and managed in both
2022 and 2021, meaning 100% of
Jerusalem artichoke was controlled
both years.

Our evaluation was performed
using publicly accessible records
published in Calflora. As a result,
this may not include all EDRR
records in the Bay Area. Private
records in Calflora or records kept
through other means will not
appear publicly in Calflora or in our
evaluation unless intentionally
shared. We are collaborating with
partners to access this information
so that we can incorporate this data
into future evaluations to more
accurately represent EDRR manage-
ment. Additionally, the “manage-
ment status” field and “history
stack” functionality in Calflora may
not be used consistently at this
point and thus some records may
not accurately reflect the work
happening on the ground. We are
encouraging the use of both of
these tools to better track manage-
ment at the landscape scale.

Some populations of the target
species in Calflora are only docu-
mented via records shared from the
California Consortium of Herbaria.
Visiting the sites of these herbarium
records and creating new records
for them in Calflora will allow us to
confirm whether populations exist
at these sites. Unconfirmed her-
barium records could be falsely
inflating the number of Bay Area
EDRR populations. Russian knap-
weed and Japanese dodder account
for over half of the unconfirmed
herbarium records.

The sites of two unconfirmed
herbarium records were visited in
2022 and new records entered into
Calflora. There remain 43
unconfirmed herbarium records
that have not been visited,
accounting for 23% of the Bay
Area EDRR populations.

Japanese dodder (Cuscuta japonica) in Contra Cost County.
Photo: Contra Costa CAC.,

a"

g L

Russian knapweed (Rhaponticum repens) is the m

ost widespread
of the Bay Area EDRR species. Photo: © 2019 Richard Spellenberg

Herbarium records are unique
in Calflora in that you cannot
update their management status
or include them as part of a
history stack. To address this, we
have encouraged Bay WMA
partners to make new records
when visiting unconfirmed
herbarium records, so that these
new records can have a manage-
ment status and can become
history stacks.

To help with ongoing monitor-
ing and detection efforts, we
created a Calflora “email alert”
specifically for any of the Bay Area
EDRR weeds discovered in any of
the Bay Area counties. This alert
system will notify users of any
new or modified records in their
area, which could be a single
county or the entire Bay Area.

While the Bay Area EDRR
weeds were only recently
identified for coordinated
management in 2021, the
current status of Bay Area EDRR
management has highlighted
significant shortcomings in
WMA capacity. The goal is to
eradicate all 184 target popula-
tions across the region, and we
are currently only controlling 9%
of them. To address this short-
coming, increased funding for
WMA:s is crucial to enhance their
capacity to manage EDRR weeds
consistently and effectively.
Regular evaluations are neces-
sary to monitor progress and
identify areas for improvement.

On a positive note, history
stacks and management status
are being used more frequently
in Calflora and email alerts are
available to notify all partners of
new observations. By consistent-
ly utilizing these tools and active-
ly addressing populations only
documented by herbarium
records, we can work towards
achieving our goal of tracking
and managing all populations of
EDRR weeds in the Bay Area.
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Impressions from north of the border: Oregon’s 2022

Interagency Noxious Weed Symposium

Jutta Burger, PhD, Science Program Director, Cal-IPC

ast December, | had the
Lopportunity to attend

Oregon’s Interagency
Noxious Weed Symposium in
Corvallis. It was a treat! Every
other year, the Oregon
Department of Agriculture’s
(ODA) Noxious Weed Program
organizes this event, which
includes updates from agencies
and other natural resource
partners, applied research
reports, regulatory updates, and
a chance for land managers
and agencies to mingle and
learn from one another.

Like many groups, Oregon
folks were just coming out of a
three-year COVID-induced social
drought, which made getting together in
person even more meaningful. Tim
Butler, ODA's Weed Program Manager
and past organizer, also got a fitting
retirement send-off at the meeting,
complete with testimonials, standing ova-
tion, slide show, and cake celebrating
44.5 years of service protecting Oregon'’s
resources from noxious weeds.

As a newcomer to this meeting, | was
impressed with the level of state and
federal agency involvement and collabo-
ration around weed work. The Bureau of
Land Management, the US Forest
Service, ODA, and others all shared their
recent weed discoveries and manage-
ment actions from across the five Oregon
regions that represent Oregon’s 27
Cooperative Weed Management Areas
(WMAS).

Californians were also invited and well
represented. Cal-IPC’'s Executive Director,
Doug Johnson, reviewed progress on
rebooting California’s WMA program. |
presented on an inter-regional plant risk
evaluation working group that includes
Oregon (funded by Western IPM,
reported on in Dispatch Summer 2022),
Dr. Brenda Grewell, from the US Dept. of

=

Mem

bers of the Oregon State Weed Board gather at the annua
meeting. Photo courtesy Oregon Dept. of Agriculture.

Agriculture and UC Davis, presented on
aquatic weed research, and Dr. Chris
Borkent, CA Dept. of Food and Agricul-
ture (CDFA), gave an update on biologi-
cal control agents under development.
Aside from meeting old and new
colleagues, highlights for me were
learning about new Oregon “early
detection rapid response” priorities,
seeing interagency collaboration, hearing
about tribal “first food"-based manage-
ment priorities, and getting introduced to
the large-scale “Defend the Core, Grow
the Core” annual grass management and
sagebrush conservation initiative being
launched for the intermountain West.
Several of the early detection and local
eradication targets discussed in Oregon
are familiar foes to us in California, but
others are not. Speakers reported on
progress hunting for and treating oblong
spurge (Euphorbia oblongata; Cal-IPC
“Limited,” CDFA noxious weed list), a
relative newcomer to Oregon that
probably spread from California. Another
species, Turkish thistle (Carduus cinereus;
to date unknown in California), was a
newer find which (unfortunately) looks
almost identical to Italian and slender
thistle. It was confirmed along the
Oregon/ldaho border in 2014 and is now

I fal

being targeted for eradication
in both states.

Dense-flowered cordgrass
(Spartina densiflora; Cal-IPC
“High,” CDFA noxious weed
list) was highlighted as a priority
species by ODA, which is using
a combination of chemical and
mechanical techniques to
combat the species. (Spartina
densiflora has also been
aggressively controlled in
California in the San Francisco
Bay, where it has nearly been
eradicated!) Several speakers
provided updates on yellow
floatingheart (Nymphoides
peltata; CDFA “A," highlighted
in Cal-IPC's 2022 Weed Alerts), an
aquatic invasive plant that is a very high
priority in Oregon and being treated at
all accessible ponds where it is known to
occur.

Orange hawkweed (Hieracium auran-
tiacum; Cal-IPC “Watch,” CDFA “B"”) was
also mentioned as a species that is being
treated at many sites but becoming
difficult to contain. Major management
successes celebrated in Oregon include
removal of the only known occurrence of
giant hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzia-
num; Cal-IPC "Watch,” CDFA “A"),
consistent control and reduction of
matgrass (Nardus stricta; Cal-IPC
“Watch”), and collaborative manage-
ment and population reduction of
plumeless thistle (Carduus acanthoides;
Cal-IPC “Limited,” CDFA noxious weed
list) and Scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius,
Cal-IPC “High,” CDFA noxious weed list).

Oregon agencies are targeting several
other species at a statewide level that are
not listed here. In general, the outlook
was optimistic, thanks to new pulses of
federal and state funding that were
available for control programs.

Habitat protection and feedback loops
(Continued on page 14)
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Check out the Cal-IPC Video Library

Claire F. Meyler, Communications and Donor Relations Manager, Cal-IPC

ave you visited the
Cal-IPC Video Library
online? Find record-

ings from past workshops,
trainings, and online
Symposia. Land manage-
ment experts from across
California share years of
experience and best prac-
tices on topics such as
prevention, mechanical
control, herbicide control,
and more. Here are a few
highlights to enjoy.

Symposium Archive:
Discover inspiring speakers,

projects, and lessons learned Ken Moore shares h/s too/ expertrse Photo Ca/ IPC arch/ve

from the past three years of

Cal-IPC Symposia (2020-

2022). Review your favorite recorded
sessions, including workshops, herbicide
laws and regulations sessions, and most
discussion groups. Jump to the archive to
find PowerPoint presentations or pro-
ceedings from 31 years of shared
knowledge.

Bob Case shares insights on plant ID and control.
Photo: Cal-IPC archive.

Introduction to Invasive Thistles of
the Bay Area: Led by Bob Case,
formerly with Contra Costa Department
of Agriculture, this 4-part guide has
excellent information on plant ID and
control for several invasive thistles,
including yellow starthistle, Italian thistle,
bull thistle, and more.

Mechanical Control Tools: Educator
and tool innovator Ken Moore, formerly
with Wildlands Restoration Team, leads
several detailed instructional videos on
manually controlling invasive plants. Of
special note, the 40-minute video, A
Weed Worker’s Tool Guide, shares Ken's
wisdom and insights from a lifetime of
work in weed management. He gener-
ously created this video and shared it
with Cal-IPC in his final years.

Non-Chemical Weed Control: In 2020
and 2021, Cal-IPC hosted a series of
trainings for non-chemical weed control,
thanks to funding from the California
Department of Pesticide Regulation’s
AIIrance Grant Program In short demon-

R

Shani Pynn, Riverside-Corona Resource
Conservation District, demonstrates how to
severe tree roots. Photo courtesy Shani Pynn.

stration videos, experts from
around the state share best
practices for some common-
ly-used tools and methods of
removal: whole plant
removal, severing roots,
bladed hand tools, scuffle
hoes and grub hoes, string
trimmers and brush cutters,
steaming, solarization, and
targeted grazing. The
training and video series
share research collected for
the 291-page manual, Best
Management Practices for
Non-Chemical Weed Control,
available in the Cal-IPC
Publication Library. This
knowledge also formed the
foundation for the WeedCUT online
decision-support tool.

Joe DiTomaso holds (clean and empty) equipment
for a Field Course demonstration on herbicide
control methods. Photo: Bob Case.

Herbicide Control Methods: Cal-IPC
hosted a 2009 Wildland Weed Field
Course titled Herbicide Control Methods.
We partnered with the National Park
Service's California Exotic Plant Manage-
ment Team and the Pacific Coast Science
and Learning Center to film this training
and make it available online. Find nine
videos capturing a full day of learning on
herbicide application.

Expand your knowledge or share expert
tips with your staff! Find the Video
Library online at cal-ipc.org/video
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Oregon’s 2022 Interagency Noxious Weed
Symposium
(Continued from page 12)

between annual grasses and wildfire were a special topic at the
Symposium. Matt Cahill, Sagebrush Sea Program Director at
The Nature Conservancy, and Megan Creutzburg from Oregon
State University described research and strategies to protect
sagebrush and sage grouse habitat under the impacts of
invasive grasses and grass-fueled wildfires. Sagebrush habitat is
notoriously slow to regenerate after fire: mature shrubs are
killed and establishment from seed is rare. Invasive annual
grasses such as cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) have fueled
wildfires and reduced shrub recruitment.

Matt described tools that the Sagebrush Conservation

Initiative has created, including an impressive management
strategy map for land managers in Oregon to identify sites
where invasive grass cover can be reduced to protect high
quality sagebrush and a management toolkit to help guide
control. Megan showed maps of annual grasses that helped to
create strategies. Claire Tortorelli, a postdoctoral researcher at
UC Davis, described how Ventenata dubia, a newer invasive
grass to Oregon, has occupied new sites that downy brome has
not been able to colonize and made them more flammable.

A big thanks from Cal-IPC goes out to Carri Pirosko and Troy
Abercrombie, both of ODA, for the invitation to speak and to
exchange ideas with Oregon colleagues.

Find the Sagebrush Conservation Initiative tools online at
oreqonexplorer.info. Find the management tool kits online at
westgov.org.

Grassroots Ecology’s Habitat Restoration Internship

(Continued from page 5) ?

alongside Grassroots Ecology staff in the
field and with the community for 10
months. Their roles vary based on the
ecosystems that they are assigned to
steward, which can include bayside
marshlands, grassland meadows, oak
woodlands, creeks, and more. Interns
work with staff to manage the site’s
seasonal restoration priorities. They also
gain valuable experience delivering
environmental education and volunteer
engagement at community workdays.
Here are a few direct quotes from
participants:

“Before | joined Grassroots Ecology, | had
lost my confidence in pursuing a career in
STEM. | felt like | wasn’t smart enough and
wasn't prepared enough, partially because
of the lack of representation of women
and people of color in the STEM fields.
Grassroots Ecology has helped me gain
confidence and interact with and learn
from staff members who represent me as a
woman of color.” — Cheyenne Lopez Gil

Intern Cheyenne Lopez Gi
palm while conducting a biological study to
measure and analyze various crab species’ health
in Redwood Creek, Redwood City.

“The paid internship made a huge
difference for me because | needed a
part time job throughout the school year,
and it was a great opportunity for me to
actually work in the field | am interested
in.” — Melissa Murphy

“This is a region of California that |
consider myself to be a stakeholder of, and
[ want to find somewhere to work that will
allow me to bring positive physical change
to our environment. Being at Grassroots
[Ecology] has allowed me to pursue this
goal, and I'm incredibly grateful.” — Chris-
tian Tensuan

The Habitat Restoration Internship has
enabled these individuals to develop
valuable job skills and field experience in
local conservation efforts, without sacrific
ing income. Over the course of interns’
field work with Grassroots Ecology, nature
has become a space for action, growth,
and empowerment.

We can all help new generations take
the reins of land stewardship. Institutional-
ize, support, and tend to youth presence in
these conversations — because we will not
be successful in this fight without them.

U 00
| shows a crab in her

Learn more about Grassroots Ecology
and their mission to engage the public

to restore local ecosystems at www.
grassrootsecology.org. All photos courtesy
Grassroots Ecology.

Individual Membership

Organizational Membership

Stewardship Circle $1000 Benefactor ~ $2000  Pro membership for 8 Quarter-page in newsletter
Champion $ 500 Patron $1000  Pro membership for 6 Eighth-page in newsletter
Partner $ 250 Sustainer $500  Pro membership for 4 Logo in newsletter

Professional $ 100 Supporter $250  Pro membership for 3 Name in newsletter

Friend § 50

Student/Early Career $ 25 Organizations receive Professional membership for their staff and newsletter recognition

o . for 12 months!
Members receive Dispatch and discount

on Symposium registration!

See cal-ipc.org for full membership details
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Thank You for Supporting Our Work

MARIN COUNTY

¥ paRks
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\“: Collective o
USDA
bt 1993 — United States Department of Agriculture
Friends of
pRﬁf.w(.i;? 3‘,5‘3593?1‘393 Agricultural Research Service

Aulaire Design Studio, LLC

Big Sur Land Trust

Blankinship & Associates, Inc.

Calflora

California Assoc. of Local Conservation Corps
California Assoc. of Resource Cons. Dist.
California Botanic Garden

California Native Grasslands Association
California State Parks, Orange Coast District
California Wildlife Conservation Board
Catalina Island Conservancy

Chambers Group, Inc.

Channel Islands Restoration

City of Brisbane

Civicorps

CNPS — Dorothy King Young Chapter
CNPS — East Bay Chapter

CNPS — El Dorado Chapter

CNPS — Marin Chapter

CNPS — Milo Baker Chapter

CNPS — Monterey Bay Chapter

CNPS — Mount Lassen Chapter

CNPS — Napa Valley Chapter

CNPS — North Coast Chapter

CNPS — Riverside San Bernardino Chapter
CNPS — Sacramento Valley Chapter

CNPS — San Diego Chapter

CNPS — San Luis Obispo Chapter

CNPS — Santa Cruz County Chapter
CNPS — Shasta Chapter

CNPS — South Coast Chapter

CNPS — Yerba Buena Chapter

Coastal San Luis Resource Cons. Dist.

County of Santa Clara

Dendra, Inc.

Ecological Concerns, Inc

H.T. Harvey & Associates

The Huntington Library

Irvine Ranch Conservancy

Irvine Ranch Water District

McGuirk Dispute Resolution Services

Palos Verdes Peninsula Land Company

PlantRight

The Presidio Trust

S&S Seeds, Inc. and Hedgerow Farms

Sage Environmental Group

San Jose Conservation Corps & Charter School

San Mateo County Dept. of Agriculture,
W&M

Santa Ana Watershed Association

Santa Barbara Botanic Garden

Santa Barbara County Agricultural Comm.

Siskiyou County Department of Agriculture

SERCAL

Solano Resource Conservation District

State Coastal Conservancy

Triangle Properties

UC Integrated Pest Management

Valley Water

Ventura County Watershed Protection

Lcdia

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
FOOD & AGRICULTURE

7YACS

HABITAT MANAGEMENT

MIDPENINSULA
REGIONAL

OPEN
SPACE

CALIFORNIA
NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY

o, NHABITAT WEST

Riparian
Repairs

Individual Supporters
(New and renewing)
Gifts received from January 3 — March 24, 2023

Stewardship Circle

Edith Allen, Riverside
Anonymous (2)

Jack A. Bartley, Gilbert, AZ
Doug Gibson, Encinitas
Stephen Rosenthal, San Jose
Jake Sigg, San Francisco

Champion

Mike Kelly, San Diego
Stasia McGehee, Redwood City

Partner

Frederick McGarrity, Pacific Grove
Marcos Trinidad, Montclair

A special thank you to our 2023
Spring Campaign donors! Gifts will be
recognized in the next issue.
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CALIFORNIA INVASIVE PLANT COUNCIL

1442-A Walnut Street, #462
Berkeley, CA 94709

ADDRESS SERVICE REQUESTED

WILDLAND WEED CALENDAR

Check all websites for latest event updates

California Invasive Species Action

Week
June 3-11

wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Invasives/

Action-Week

California Forest Pest Council Weed

Tour
June 21-22, Blue Lake, CA
caforestpestcouncil.org/events

Land Trust Alliance Rally
September 6-9, Portland, OR
alliancerally.org

NAISMA Annual Conference
October 16-19, Lincoln, NE
conference.naisma.org

Cal-IPC Symposium
October 25-28, CSU Chico, CA and

cal-ipc.org/symposium

Southern California Botanists
Symposium

November 5, Pomona, CA
socalbot.org/symposia

California Islands Symposium
November 6-10, Ventura Beach, CA
californiaislands.net/symposium

Non-Profit Org.
U.S. Postage
PAID
Oakland, CA
Permit No. 8435

“We agree that risks associated
with using this herbicide on a
large scale exist, but on a small
scale, such as in invasive plants
control, glyphosate has an
important role and is not easy

to replace.”

— Jan Pergl and others, from “Don't
throw the baby out with the bathwater
- ban of glyphosate use depends on
context,” NeoBiota, April 23, 2020



