IPSAWG

September 23, 2004 Meeting

Attending:  Lee Casebere (Div. of Nature Preserves), Bob Waltz (Div. of Entomology and Plant Pathology), Phil O’Connor (Div. of Forestry), Jeff Kiefer (U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service), Keith Johnson (Purdue Univ. Forage), Ken Collins (NRCS), Tom Good (Div. of Reclamation), Ellen Jacquart (TNC), Jackie Schubring (TNC), Mike Cline (INLA), Glenn Nice (Purdue).  

Today’s Agenda

1. Introductions

2. Tall Fescue Report

3. Next Species

4. White River Gardens (Ellen)

5. Fact Sheet

6. Update on Invasive Species (Bob W.)

7. Next Meeting, mid-November, Aquatic focus

1. Introductions were made around the table.

2. Tall Fescue Report

Ellen summarized the tall fescue assessment meeting for the group.  She went through the information that was shared by attendees of the meeting, shared the results of the invasive assessment, and finally discussed the recommendation table.  Jeff asked the group at what point does a company determine that tall fescue is determined low endophyte.  Keith answered that low endophyte means that the infection rate is less than 5%.  The seeds are tagged right after testing.  This brought about a discussion of the planting of low endophyte.  Is it worth planting low endophyte in areas that are not maintained (mowed or grazed) since they will become high endophyte in eight to ten years?  Keith asks the question, “Is there value in those ten years?”  There may be value in the ten year period of low endophyte depending on objective.  Max Q (the ‘friendly’ endophyte) was brought up but it was generally agreed that it was too new to recommend; more testing is needed.  Phil asked if endophyte infection decreases when tall fescue seeds are stored, and Keith replied yes.   Mike asked about the effects of tall fescue on wildlife.  Keith explained the effects on wildlife and pointed out that just because a product is Kentucky 31, doesn’t mean that it has a high endophyte infection.  Jeff asked if infected tall fescue is more aggressive.  The answer was yes.  Jeff then asked if this aggressive tendency could affect diversity and if so, would low endophyte types of tall fescue allow for more diversity.  The answer to both of his questions was yes.  Mike then talked about the vigor of tall fescue and the advantages this has to his field.  Ken  brought up the point that somehow animals know which plants are best for them nutritionally.  At this point Ellen asks the group to look at the recommendations table. 

The group takes this opportunity to discuss the recommendations table.  The first topic is the alternatives to using tall fescue as a “wildlife repellant”.  It was noted that the ‘cement’ recommendation was in jest – it’s not really a good option, but there are few species that are less attractive to wildlife than fescue, so alternatives are scarce.   Ellen talked about some FAA guidance she found that encourages noise and facility design in airports that would deter animals.  Mowing can be effective at decreasing the wildlife use of an area.  Lee states that saying tall fescue is not effective as wildlife repellant isn’t entirely accurate because it does reduce the amount of wildlife in an area.  Ellen agreed to add this point to the recommendation table.  Keith also asked that the word “graze” be added to the forage recommendations, so that the table reads, “mow or graze to prevent seed set”.  Ellen emphasizes at this point that tall fescue is good for some things and bad for others.

Lee discussed his concern regarding the results of the assessment.  The assessment of tall fescue showed a high potential for expansion; however, since tall fescue has been widely planted for decades and we have no examples of it moving into natural areas in the state this seems odd.  Could this be a weakness in the assessment tool?   Maybe a key factor to include in the assessment is how long has a species has been in an area and not moved.  However, we all recognize the lag time potential of invasives – how long does it take before you’re sure it won’t invade?  A century?  A discussion should take place about what questions might be added to make the assessment more accurate.  Bob believes that this conversation about the assessment tool is wonderful because it validates the whole process.  Questions regarding the assessment tool are good and should be continued.  He then gave the group two examples where models indicated a pest was potentially highly invasive in Indiana, but because of particular environmental needs of that pest, the risk was actually quite low in Indiana (e.g. dogwood anthracnose).  Ellen asked Lee to think about the assessment and other questions that he believes the group should include and to send an email out with his thoughts.    

3. Next Species to Assess:

Ellen would like to do Vinca minor, or periwinkle, next.  Lee voiced concern about the time line for getting field reports back in time to do vinca.  Mike also needed time to obtain economic reports.  Ellen suggested the first week of November for the assessment meeting.  Lee and Mike agreed with that amount of time.  Lee asked about inviting Don Miller for help on assessing of vinca given his work with it in Indy Parks.   Ellen will invite him.                                    

4. White River Gardens (Ellen)

Ellen went to White River Gardens over the weekend with her parents.  While there, she saw Oriental Bittersweet mislabeled as American bittersweet and a hedge of Glossy Buckthorn.  This seems like an opportunity to talk with the garden about IPSAWG and our recommendations regarding these species.  Since White River Gardens is designed as a teaching garden, it would be a great place to get a message to the public.   She would like to make contact with them on behalf of IPSAWG.  This brings up the larger question of how the group should interact with outside groups.   Mike had a similar concern about a recent visit he had to Minnetrista in Muncie – the information that they gave out on plant invasiveness was not consistent with what IPSAWG has found.  We would like to provide consistent information to everyone.  Ellen will contact White River Gardens, and we’ll continue to reach out where appropriate to share our information.  

5. Fact Sheet

Ellen started this section off by explaining the draft fact sheet she was passing out was put together by herself, Chip Sutton, and Jackie.  It is an attempt to develop a standard format we can use to summarize our findings and recommendations on each invasive species.   All were ok with including control information;  Ken noted we need to include ‘follow label directions’.  Glenn agreed to look over the control section and revise with his thoughts.  Mike believes that the alternatives have to be easy to find at nurseries to be effective.  Ken suggests that a date be put on the fact sheet for revision purposes.  Bob suggests we specify one the second recommendation that we’re asking people to control these species on “your own property only”.  We do not want people to trespass on other people’s property even if their intentions are good.  Keith believes that we should find specialist for each species to look over the fact sheets for correct content.  Glenn asks if we could give this out to master gardeners, he also states that we should pick one format and use it for every subsequent species.  Keith thinks that there should be a reference to the assessment tool.  Glenn asked about the graph and suggests that we change it to something simple like traffic lights.  Green for low; Yellow for medium; Red for high.  Lee suggests that the format allow for room to three-hole punch.  Jeff asked if there could be a summary sheet for all species assessed and links to each species individually.  Tom asked that any usage of the word dirt be changed to soil.           

6. Update on Invasive Species (Bob W.)

First up is Emerald Ash Borer.  These insects attack ash trees and at this point there are occurrences in two counties, Steuben and Lagrange.  In Steuben County the infected area is one square mile.  They have already taken out 1,100 trees and are going to take out around 600 more.  Lagrange County has one site in two townships,  Clay Township and in Vanburen Township.  There is about seven square miles infected.  23,000 trees have been marked for removal already.  The total will be closer to 24,000.  All of the infected trees will be burned.  The burning is taking place on site in Indiana.  Keith asked why the trees have to be transferred to be burned.  Bob states that they don’t have to be. Although the trees in the first cutting in Steuben County were chipped and taken to Michigan for a burn, trees in Lagrange County and the remaining trees in Steuben County will be burned on site here in Indiana.  It actually saves money to burn on site and not transport trees elsewhere; however, proper permits from IDEM are needed to do this.  That is in the works.  Jeff asks if there has been much resistance by the local landowners.  Bob said that there have been a few complaints but the issue is more about the landowners’ rights then about the Emerald Ash Borers.  Keith asks if the trees get replaced.  The answer is no, however there will be a fund to replace some the trees that were used in landscaping.  Ken asks if forestry shouldn’t be planting ash trees.  Bob states that forestry is not openly recommending planting ash.  If it is being planted it is recommended to be 20% or less of the total trees.  It obviously  should not be planted in areas of contamination but they hope that it will be okay in other places.  

The next topic is Sudden Oak Death.  This came on nursery stock from California and Oregon.  However, it apparently showed up in England and the west coast at the same time so there is a real question over where it originated.  Keith asks if terrorism could be involved.  It was answered that some have discussed this possibility; however; there is no evidence to suggest that at this time.  We currently have a state quarantine.   This fungus is a short distance airborne strain.  Not all species of Oak are equally infected; White Oak is especially vulnerable.  

The third topic is Yellow Water Heart (Nymphoides peltata).  This is a very aggressive aquatic plant that is very hard to control.  Three sites are already known in Indiana.  This plant can actually move from water across land to new water sites.  Mike believes he knows the plant; it helps filter ponds and keep the algae out.  Jeff states that if it is the same plant that he has seen, there is a site that he knows of that had none last year and this year it has taken over 2/3 of the waters surface.  

The final topic is Brazilian Elodea.  This has infected the boat docks in the area of Griffy Lake in Bloomington.  This is an aquarium plant that was probably dumped into the lake.  Both of these aquatic invasives and what the state is doing about them will be discussed at our next meeting, which will have an aquatics focus.   

7. Next Meeting, mid-November, Aquatic focus

The next meeting will be held on Tuesday, November 30, 2004, 9 am to noon, at the NRCS office.  

