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This document was produced by the Mississippi River Basin Panel on Aquatic Nuisance 
Species under award NA09OAR4170224 from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce.  The statements, findings, conclusions, 
and recommendations are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the 
views of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration or the Department of 
Commerce. 
 
The Mississippi River Basin Panel relied heavily on existing rapid response plans and 
reports in the development of this document.  Information and text from several existing 
documents has been modified or used directly, and the source noted.  In particular, 
extensive amounts of information were used with permission from the California Aquatic 
Invasive Species Management Plan (CDFG 2008), the Mid-Atlantic Panel on Aquatic 
Invasive Species’ Rapid Response Planning for Aquatic Invasive Species - A Template 
(Smits and Moser 2009), and the Western Regional Panel on Aquatic Nuisance 
Species’ Model Rapid Response Plan for Aquatic Nuisance Species (WRP undated).  
Information on the Incident Command System (ICS) was primarily developed using 
materials obtained from the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency’s National Incident Management System (USDHS 2008) and on-
line ICS Resource Center.   
 
Specific response procedures for fish, invertebrates, and plants will be developed as 
separate attachments to supplement the model rapid response plan. 
 
For more information on this and other publications, or about our program, contact: 
 

Mississippi River Basin Panel on Aquatic Nuisance Species (MRBP) 
9053 Route 148 
Marion, Illinois 62918 
www.mrbp.org 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) pose significant environmental and economic threats to 
ecosystems and residents throughout the Mississippi River Basin.  Preventing AIS 
introductions is the foremost management strategy and is crucial to avoiding their 
establishment, spread, and irreversible consequences.  Even the best prevention efforts 
will not stop all AIS introductions and managers must be prepared to take action when 
prevention measures fail. 
 
Rapid response actions are often complex, costly, and controversial (WRP undated), 
and therefore advanced planning for rapid response prior to an introduction is crucial.  
The Mississippi River Basin Panel on AIS (MRBP) has developed this model rapid 
response plan and supplemental attachments to assist natural resources management 
agencies effectively plan and quickly implement rapid response actions.  In addition to 
providing information on rapid response planning, the model plan includes a template 
that can be used by states in developing their own rapid response plans.  The model 
plan is based on the Incident Command System to utilize standardized procedures that 
allows for a coordinated response framework across agencies and jurisdictions 
 
Considerable preparation is necessary and can be initiated in advance of the need to 
implement a rapid response effort.  To the extent possible, managers should complete 
partner agreements, secure funding, determine and fulfill regulatory requirements, 
finalize protocols and procedures, and conduct needed training.  It should be apparent 
that adequate preparation will take considerable time and effort, and therefore as much 
work as possible should be completed before a new AIS introduction occurs. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Purpose 
The discovery of a new non-native species, or a new population of an established non-
native species that is outside of its known distribution, is considered an introduction.  
Preventing introductions is the foremost strategy in Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) 
management and is crucial to avoiding their establishment, spread, and irreversible 
consequences.  Experience has shown that once an AIS has become established and 
widespread, eradication is costly and unlikely (Lodge et. al 2006).  If not eradicated, 
control efforts to limit their distribution and abundance can become perpetual and costly 
programs (e.g., sea lamprey control in the Great Lakes).  Unfortunately prevention 
measures are not foolproof, and even the best efforts will not stop all introductions. 
 
Early detection and effective rapid response are a crucial second line of defense to 
prevent establishment (NISC 2008) and minimize the ecological and economic impacts 
of an AIS introduction (CDFG 2008).  The sooner a new introduction is detected, the 
greater probability there is that a systematic response effort can be implemented while 
the population is still localized and not beyond that which can be contained and 
eradicated (NISC 2003).  In many cases, actions must be taken quickly to be effective, 
possibly within only a few days of the introduction (USEPA 2005).  Successful rapid 
response is therefore dependent upon effective early detection monitoring and AIS 
reporting programs for alerting managers to new introductions.  Government officials 
and natural resource managers must be prepared and committed to take rapid and 
effective action following the report of an AIS introduction (Smits and Moser 2009).   
 
The Mississippi River Basin Panel on AIS (MRBP) has developed this model plan as a 
tool to assist natural resources management agencies in the preparation of effective 
Rapid Response Plans for AIS.  This document does not address the issues of 
prevention, early detection monitoring, or reporting systems, but rather focuses on the 
actions that occur once a potential AIS has been reported.  General information is 
provided on the major components of any rapid response effort, with specific response 
procedures for fish, invertebrates, and plants developed as supplemental attachments 
to this document.   This model plan provides instructions and considerations in the 
development of rapid response plans, but also provides materials that can be used 
directly or as a template by resource managers developing AIS rapid response plans. 
 
Rapid Response Planning 
Rapid response actions are often complex, costly, and controversial (WRP undated), 
and therefore advanced planning for rapid response prior to an introduction is crucial to 
allow for the significant coordination and analysis necessary for an appropriate 
response (Smits and Moser 2009).  Rapid response will often require cooperation 
among a variety of local, state, and federal agencies and organizations.  Responsible 
management agencies need a clear understanding of their legal authorities, and the 
advanced preparation of formal agreements between likely participants that address 
roles, responsibilities, and procedures will facilitate rapid response.  A collaborative 
advanced planning effort will assist in the identification and preparation of appropriate 
authorities, agreements, technical and communication protocols, training, personnel, 
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equipment, permits, and other resources prior to the need for a response.   Establishing 
a transparent, well documented, and effectively communicated decision-making process 
is essential (Heimowitz and Phillips 2008) to foster partner and public support.  An 
example of a multi-jurisdiction, multi-agency rapid response plan for aquatic invasive 
fish is provided in Appendix A. 
 
It is advisable for agencies with responsibilities in the implementation of rapid response 
actions to involve their legal and contracting departments early in the planning process 
so that concerns can be addressed before the need to implement a response arises.  
To ensure that the rapid response will comply with all applicable policies and 
regulations, planners should develop a comprehensive matrix that identifies the relevant 
federal and state laws, regulations, and agencies that pertain to AIS management and 
rapid response.  A summary of the federal authorizations and agencies pertaining to 
AIS and rapid response are provided in Appendix B.  Draft documents pertaining to 
regulatory compliance, access agreements, delegation of authority, and guidelines for 
responders from an Asian Carp rapid response action are provided in Appendix C.   
 
The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG 2008) identified the following 11 
basic task areas that are necessary in planning and preparing for rapid response (see 
Appendix D for an explanation of each task area):   

Task 1: Collaborate to complete plan 
Task 2: Enter into cooperative agreements 
Task 3: Secure funding 
Task 4: Finalize the Rapid Response Plan 
Task 5: Streamline permit processes for rapid response 
Task 6: Revise Rapid Response Plan 
Task 7: Develop species- or location-specific rapid response plans 
Task 8: Train employees, participants, and team members 
Task 9: Conduct education and outreach 
Task 10: Conduct research for improved rapid response 
Task 11: Develop interim rapid response protocols 

 
Adaptive Management  
To address uncertainties when implementing a management action in response to an 
AIS introduction, rapid response should be based on an adaptive management strategy.  
Adaptive management is a structured approach to decision making that allows 
managers to take action despite uncertainty, and in a manner that explicitly seeks to 
reduce uncertainty (Murray and Marmorek 2003).   
 
Not simply a “trial and error” approach, adaptive management involves the integration of 
design, management, and monitoring to systematically test assumptions in order to 
learn and adapt (Salafsky et al. 2001).  The iterative process is frequently characterized 
as a cycle of six discrete steps (Williams et al. 2009; Figure 1).  Adaptive management 
involves the synthesis of existing knowledge, exploring alternative ways to meet 
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management objectives, predicting the outcomes of these alternatives, implementing 
one or more alternatives, monitoring the outcome of management actions, and then 
using the results to update knowledge and adjust management actions (Murray and 
Marmorek 2003).   
 
Rapid response frequently involves numerous stakeholders including multiple levels of 
government agencies, non-government organizations, and the public.  Stakeholders 
should be involved early in the process of rapid response planning.   It is important that 
stakeholders assess the resource problem and reach agreement about its scope, 
objectives, and potential management actions (Williams et al. 2009).  Implemented 
correctly, adaptive management can help resource managers meet environmental, 
social, and economic goals; increase scientific knowledge; and reduce tensions among 
stakeholders (National Research Council 2004). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.  Diagram of the adaptive management process.  (Source: Adaptive Management: 

The U.S. Department of the Interior Technical Guide, Williams et al. 2009) 
 
 
Impediments to Rapid Response 
Numerous requirements will have to be met before a rapid response action can be 
initiated, and those requirements will vary depending on the specific type and location of 
the response.  Cooperative agreements, funding, regulatory requirements, response 
protocols and procedures, and training could all prevent a response effort from being 
implemented if not adequately addressed.  All potential impediments to rapid response 
should be addressed to the fullest extent possible before the need to implement a rapid 
response arises.   

• Cooperative Agreements:  Rapid response efforts will generally require 
cooperation among agencies and organizations, whether within an individual 
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state or multiple states.  Developing formal agreements on a plan in advance 
increases the likelihood of responding in an effective manner (CDFG 2008). 

• NEPA Compliance:  Prior to the involvement of any federal agency (including use 
of federal funds by a grantee or cooperator) in the implementation of rapid 
response actions, compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
is required.  The specifics of the situation will determine which NEPA document 
and process will be used to effect compliance.  At this time, the two types of 
compliance documents and processes that will most likely be used are 
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
Both of those documents and processes can be developed and implemented in 
advance of a rapid response action.  To cover a suite of possible actions, a: 1) 
Programmatic EA would be developed for situations where and when no 
significant impacts are likely, and a Programmatic EIS would be developed to 
cover situations where and when significant environmental impacts (and 
associated high levels of controversy) are likely.  It is possible that, even after 
developing and approving a Programmatic EA or EIS, a short addendum would 
need to be developed and approved (and possibly released to the public for 
comment, prior to a decision to act, in the case of a Programmatic EIS).  The 
Midwest Region of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has developed a 
draft Categorical Exclusion that, if approved, would cover aquatic invasive 
species rapid response actions.  A categorical exclusion, if approved, would 
expedite NEPA compliance.  However, until that approval is reached, 
Programmatic EAs or EISs are needed, at least to cover actions supported using 
USFWS funds. 

• Section 7 Consultation (Endangered Species Act): The Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) directs all Federal agencies to work to conserve endangered and 
threatened species and to use their authorities to further the purposes of the Act. 
Section 7 of the Act, called "Interagency Cooperation," is the mechanism by 
which Federal agencies or other entities funded by a Federal agency (action 
agency), ensure the actions they take, including those they fund or authorize, do 
not jeopardize the existence of any listed species.  A synopsis of the Section 7 
Consultation process is presented in Appendix E. 

• Regulatory Permits:  Rapid response actions may require federal and/or state 
permits.  The normal timeline for obtaining necessary permits may critically delay 
rapid response actions.  A streamlined regulatory permitting process for 
implementing the Rapid Response Plan should be developed and approved by 
participating agencies (CDFG 2008).  Similarly, necessary access agreements 
for work on private and public lands should be identified and developed.  Partner 
agencies should engage their legal departments early in the process of 
developing rapid response plans.   

• Funding:  Rapid response efforts can be prohibitively expensive.  Recent 
attempts to eradicate aquatic invasive fish in Arkansas, Illinois, and Louisiana 
have all exceeded one million dollars.  Immediate access to adequate funding is 
essential (Anderson 2005).  A revolving federal fund dedicated to rapid response 
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implementation would greatly facilitate states’ ability to implement rapid response 
plans when necessary. 

• Staff, Equipment, and Supplies:  Participating agencies should identify the staff, 
equipment, and supply resources necessary to implement the Rapid Response 
Plan.  The lead agency should develop a list of resource needs, available 
resources, and resource deficiencies.  Agreements for integrating resources 
during a response effort should be developed.  Resource deficiencies should be 
addressed immediately.  Partner agencies should engage their contracting 
and/or procurement department during the development of rapid response plans. 

• Training:  All personnel involved with planning or implementing a rapid response 
should be trained and develop a familiarity with ICS.  Responders should be 
adequately trained to be technically proficient in the safe execution of the 
procedures and protocols established in the Rapid Response Plan.  Specific 
training required for regulatory compliance should be identified and kept up to 
date.  Response preparedness should be maintained through continual training, 
practicing, exercising, and updating current plans and procedures. 

• Agency and Public Support:  Rapid response actions are often complex, costly, 
and controversial (WRP undated).  Stakeholder input in the development of rapid 
response plans is essential for building consensus; concerns should be 
addressed prior to the need to implement a response action.  Effective working 
relationships can be fostered among groups and individuals by collaborating with 
them in the development of response plans (NISC 2003).  Communication with 
agency administrators, legislators, stakeholders, and the public is essential to 
build understanding and support for potential actions.  Additionally, public 
notification and consultation may be legal requirements as part of NEPA 
compliance (see above). 
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II. INCIDENT COMMAND SYSTEM OVERVIEW 
 
As required by the Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force, this plan utilizes the Incident 
Command System (ICS), a component of the National Incident Management System 
(NIMS), to enable a coordinated response among various jurisdictions and functional 
agencies.  The following ICS overview is based on information summarized from the 
National Incident Management System (USDHS 2008). 
 
ICS provides a systematic approach to guide departments and agencies at all levels of 
government, nongovernmental organizations, and the private sector to work seamlessly 
to rapidly respond to an AIS introduction, regardless of cause, location, or complexity.  
ICS establishes common processes for planning and managing resources and allows 
for the integration of facilities, equipment, personnel, procedures, and communications 
operating within a common organizational structure.  All personnel involved with 
planning or implementing a rapid response should be trained and develop a familiarity 
with ICS.  An ICS resource center, including on-line ICS training, is available at 
http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/IS/ICSResource/index.htm.   
 
ICS provides an organizational structure for incident management (Figure 2) and guides 
the process for planning, building, and adapting that structure.  A description of the 
responsibilities of the Incident Command Officers and General Staff positions is 
provided in Appendix F.  The ICS organizational structure has 5 five major functional 
elements (i.e., command, operations, planning, logistics, and finance and 
administrations) and develops in a modular fashion as needed based on the size and 
complexity of the incident.  Responsibility for the establishment and expansion of the 
ICS modular organization ultimately rests with Incident Command, which bases the ICS 
organization on the requirements of the situation. 

 
Figure 2.  The basic ICS organizational structure.  (Source: National Incident Management 

System, USDHS 2008) 
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Incident command is accomplished using one of two approaches.  When an incident 
occurs within a single jurisdiction and there is no jurisdictional or functional agency 
overlap, a single Incident Commander (IC) is designated with overall incident 
management responsibility by the appropriate jurisdictional authority.  However, when 
an AIS rapid response involves multiple jurisdictions, a single jurisdiction with 
multiagency involvement, or multiple jurisdictions with multiagency involvement, Unified 
Command (UC) allows agencies with different legal, geographic, and functional 
authorities and responsibilities to work together effectively without affecting individual 
agency authority, responsibility, or accountability.  By working together as a team under 
UC, all agencies with jurisdictional authority or functional responsibility for the incident 
jointly provide management direction through a common set of incident objectives and a 
single planning process.  Under UC, a single agency may still be designated as the 
overall lead and that agency’s official identified as the IC for incident management. 
 
Centralized, coordinated incident action planning is used to guide all response activities 
and communicates management by objectives throughout the entire ICS organization.  
Management by objectives is accomplished through a systematic planning process that  

• establishes incident objectives, 
• develops strategies based on incident objectives, 
• develops and issues assignments, plans, procedures, and protocols, 
• establishes specific, measurable tactics or tasks for various incident 

management functional activities, and directs efforts to accomplish them, in 
support of defined strategies, and 

• documents results to measure performance and facilitate corrective actions.  
 
The Planning “P” (Figure 3) is a visual representation of the ICS planning process and  
serves as a step-by-step guide to response, from the onset of an incident to monitoring 
and evaluation of the response actions (Smits and Moser 2009).  The Planning P can 
be broken into two functional components: the leg of the “P” describes the initial 
response period, and the planning cycle at the top of the “P” is completed during each 
operational period of a rapid response action.  A more detailed discussion of the ICS 
planning process and the Planning P are presented in Appendix F.  An explanation of 
how to use the Planning P to organize an AIS rapid response is presented in Section IV.   
 
An Incident Action Plan (IAP) for the next operational period is developed during each 
planning cycle to provide a concise, coherent means of capturing and communicating 
the overall incident priorities, objectives, strategies, and tactics in the context of both 
operational and support activities.  Most initial response operations are not captured 
with a formal IAP; however, if an incident is likely to extend beyond one operational 
period, become more complex, or involve multiple jurisdictions and/or agencies, 
preparing a written IAP will become increasingly important to maintain effective, 
efficient, and safe operations (USDHS 2008).  The IAP consists of a series of standard 
forms and supporting documents (Appendix F) available on-line at: 
(http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/IS/ICSResource/Forms.htm).  Once the initial set of 
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forms has been completed, the IAP can be rapidly revised and updated for the next 
operational period (CDFG 2008).  An example IAP is provided in Appendix G. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 3.  The ICS Planning "P".  (Source: Rapid Response Planning for Aquatic Invasive Species: 
A Template, Smits and Moser 2009) 
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III. RAPID RESPONSE PROCESS OVERVIEW 
 
Discovery/Notification  
Anyone can discover new AIS, but a rapid response cannot occur if the finding is not 
reported to the appropriate management authority.  It is important that agency 
personnel, government officials, stakeholders and the public are made aware of the 
importance of reporting sightings of potential AIS and the preferred method for filing a 
report.  Two existing national notification tools are available for reporting potential AIS:  
the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) on-line Sighting Report Form 
(http://nas.er.usgs.gov/SightingReport.aspx)  and a toll-free notification hotline (1-877-
STOP-ANS).  Both systems are available 24 hours, 7 days per week.  Reports filed in 
either system are forwarded to the appropriate state authority by either a USGS AIS 
specialist or a USFWS Regional AIS Coordinator.  A single instructional message can 
be used by all MRBP member states by taking advantage of these existing notification 
systems.  
 
It is inevitable that some AIS sighting reports will be made directly to local, state, and 
other federal entities, rather than submitted using either of the preferred methods 
described above.  To ensure timely notification of the correct authority, the responsible 
state agency should establish and provide instructions for documenting and forwarding 
AIS sighting reports to agencies and entities that may receive a report.  A template AIS 
Sighting Report form is provided in Appendix H and is also available on the MRBP 
website (http://www.mrbp.org).  A standard AIS sighting report form and instructions 
should be made available on the responsible state agency’s website.   
 
Once notification of a potential new AIS has been received by the appropriate 
management authority within the state the discovery was made (e.g., state natural 
resources management agency aquatic invasive species coordinator), the rapid 
response procedure is initiated.  An overview of the general plan of operations for a 
rapid response is presented in Figure 4. 
 
Confirmation 
Following notification of a potential AIS sighting, the organism and geographic location 
of the discovery must be positively identified.  The person who reported the discovery 
should be interviewed to gather more detailed information on the specific location and 
circumstances of the discovery.  The specimen or photographs should be collected if 
available, and the location identified on a map.  The USGS Nonindigenous Aquatic 
Species (NAS) on-line Sighting Report offers both an upload tool for pictures and a 
mapping tool to document the sighting.  If necessary, the Invasive Species Program 
staff will work with taxonomic experts to confirm the species’ identification.   
 
Once the species’ identification has been confirmed by a taxonomic expert, the reported 
sighting is documented as either a negative or positive potential AIS and acted upon 
accordingly.  If the report was received via the NAS system, then the species’ confirmed 
identification is reported back; otherwise any positive ID should be registered as a new 
report in the NAS database (http://nas.er.usgs.gov/SightingReport.aspx). 
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a. Negative ID:  If the sighting is confirmed to be a native species, or is a known 
occurrence of a non-native species in the reported location or watershed, 
then no further action is necessary.  The rapid response process is 
terminated, and the results of the Sighting Report documented.   

b. Positive ID:  If the sighting is confirmed to be a new occurrence of a non-
native species within the state or watershed, then the response process 
proceeds and a rapid assessment is conducted.   

 

 
 
Figure 4.  Overview of the rapid response process.  (Source: Amended from Rapid Response 
Planning for Aquatic Invasive Species: A Template, Smits and Moser 2009) 
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Rapid Assessment 
The positive confirmation of a reported sighting as a new occurrence of a non-native 
species in the state or watershed will result in a rapid assessment (Figure 5).  The rapid 
assessment is an information gathering step that involves concurrent biological and 
literature surveys to provide decision support for determining if a response action is 
warranted.  Managers should consult experts from academia, state, and federal 
agencies, as appropriate, to aid in the rapid assessment (Smits and Moser 2009).   
 
A Scientific Advisory Committee is convened and is responsible for using the best 
available science to determine the species’ potential to be invasive.  If a full risk 
assessment has not been conducted prior to the rapid response, a rapid risk screening 
(Appendix I) is completed to quickly and efficiently evaluate the species as a low, 
medium, high, or unknown risk for detrimental impacts.   
 
Once the reported species’ identification has been confirmed and determined a potential 
invasive threat, a brief, but intensive field assessment is conducted to confirm the 
introduction, delineate the extent of the introduced species’ distribution, its potential for 
further distribution, and to quarantine the area if possible.  If the field assessment 
determines that the species’ distribution is sufficiently limited for an attempt at 
eradication (or alternative control actions), then the assessment is expanded to include 
a review of potential management options for the size and location of the introduction.  If 
the species’ distribution is too wide spread for eradication or other control actions to be 
effective, then alternative management options, and not a rapid response, should be 
recommended to decision makers.   
 

 
 
Figure 5.  Decision tree for aquatic invasive species rapid response decision support. 

(Source: Amended from Mike Hoff, USFWS) 
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Upon completion of the rapid assessment, the Invasive Species Program summarizes 
the information and provides an agency brief with a recommendation for “rapid 
response action” or “no action.”  Note: Managers may determine that control actions 
other than a rapid response are warranted and recommend alternative management 
actions to agency decision makers; however such alternatives are considered outside 
the context of a rapid response action and are not addressed in this document.   
 
Decision for Action 
A number of factors must be considered when making a recommendation to attempt a 
rapid response action.  The complexity and cost of a response action will increase, and 
likewise the chance for success decrease, as the size of an introduced population and 
the affected area increases (WRP undated).  Eradication of AIS can quickly become 
complicated  because of the mobility of the species, the unseen nature of aquatic 
species and their response to management actions, the open nature of many water 
bodies, the potential for a response to be a multijurisdictional issue (within or among 
states), and the extreme value and sensitivity of aquatic habitats (WRP undated).  The 
decision for action can be difficult, as it may require balancing conflicting social, political, 
and legal issues in a situation where good information is likely scarce (WRP undated).  
Decision makers are therefore dependent upon the quality of information and science 
provided from a rapid assessment and a Science Advisory Committee. 
 
The following factors for consideration are an excerpt from the Western Regional Panel 
on AIS Model Rapid Response Plan for Aquatic Nuisance Species (WRP undated). 

1. Is there knowledge of the risk of reintroduction, and is the risk low enough to 
justify eradication? 

2. Taken overall, can controls be initiated rapidly? 
a. Was the invasion detected early? That is, the infestation is small and there 

are only a few locations? 
b. Can the species continue to be contained to this small location while 

control measures are planned and implemented? 
c. Was the invader rapidly and accurately identified? 
d. Is information on species biology and management quickly available? 
e. Are treatment methods available? 
f. Are there serious environmental issues or regulatory hurdles that will lead 

to delays or greatly increase the cost of treatment? 
g. If permits are needed, can they be obtained in a timely fashion? 
h. Has the species been prioritized for response and is there a pre-existing 

action plan? 
3. Taken overall, is there a will to act? 

a. Are there decision-making procedures and structures with the power to 
determine whether eradication should proceed, how, and who should fund 
it? 
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b. Has there been a clear assessment of technical, field, administrative, 
funding, and legal resources available for an eradication campaign? 

c. Is there acceptance of the need to proceed on the best information 
available? 

d. Is there acceptance of short-term, local impacts in return for long-term, 
wide-area benefits? 

e. Is there acceptance that the “no action” response has serious impacts? 
f. Do a preponderance of the agencies (and their staff) feel they have a clear 

responsibility to act, or does one agency have a clear mandate and 
authority to act? 

g. Is there recognition and acceptance that the eradication effort can be a 
long-term effort, almost always taking years in the case of plants or other 
organisms with resistant resting stages? 

4. Taken overall, is organization adequate? 
a. Is there an ability to quarantine the infested area? 
b. Is there a capacity to survey, to determine whether the pest is restricted to 

the quarantine area? 
c. Will program staff with experience in pest management and eradication be 

assigned to direct the control efforts and monitor results? 
d. Are funding sources adequate and of sufficient duration? 
e. Is there effective collaboration among the parties carrying out the effort? 
f. Is there regional collaboration where infestations cross jurisdictions? 
g. Are there provisions for monitoring in order to modify, expand, or end an 

eradication campaign? 
5. Other factors 

a. Is there support for the effort by affected parties, including the public? 
b. Is there effective outreach and education for both the public and 

government decision makers? 
 

Once a decision is made to implement a rapid response, alternative management 
actions, or no action, the initial response is documented in a written Incident Brief 
(adapted from ICS-201 form).  A decision for no action or alternative management 
actions is not addressed further in this document and proceeds according to the agency 
procedures.  However, managers may continue to utilize the Planning P to implement 
and evaluate the alternative management actions. 
 
The decision by an agency to implement a rapid response initiates the formation of an 
ICS organizational structure (Figure 2).  The Agency must decide whether to pursue a 
single command response with one Incident Commander (IC), or in the case of a multi-
agency or multi-jurisdictional response, a Unified Command (UC) in which multiple 
agencies share incident management responsibilities (CDFG 2008).  An initial UC 
meeting is conducted to begin to establish a course of action.  During the UC meeting 
the rapid response objectives are developed and individuals are identified to fill the 
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Command and General Staff positions (Appendix F) that form the remainder of the 
Incident Management Team (IMT).  The initial UC meeting completes the Initial 
Response phase of the Planning P (Figure 3).   
 
Implementing the Rapid Response Action 
The second phase of the Planning P is the “planning cycle” (see P. 7).  The IMT uses 
the planning cycle to plan, implement, and evaluate rapid response actions.  A 
description of how the planning cycle is used to organize an AIS rapid response is 
presented in Section IV.   
 
The principal objective of a rapid response action is eradication of the introduced AIS, 
but unfortunately eradication is not always feasible.  Rapid response management 
strategies, therefore, include a spectrum of eradication, containment, population control, 
and/or mitigation measures (GLRP 2006).  There are many considerations when 
assessing potential management options to implement, including: 

• Efficacy of eradicating or controlling the target AIS 
• Access and ability to implement response actions throughout the targeted area 
• Need and ability to establish and enforce a quarantine during/after treatment 
• Non-target effects on aquatic and terrestrial organisms, habitat, and the public 
• Permitting and regulatory compliance 
• Funding and resources required 
• Authority and leadership (i.e., legal ability and operational capability) 
• Coordination and cooperation among responsible management agencies 
• Ability to monitor and evaluate treatment success 
• Public awareness and outreach to affected parties necessary before, during, and 

after treatment (WRP undated).   
 
Rapid response options will vary considerably for different types of aquatic organisms.  
The specific management actions selected for implementation will be determined by the 
specific conditions of the introduction and the technical, economic, and political 
feasibility of the available management tools (GLRP 2006).   
 
Evaluation of Actions 
The rapid response effort should utilize an adaptive management process to ensure that 
the response actions are effective.  Once complete, the effort should conclude with an 
intensive field sampling effort to evaluate the success of the response actions to 
eradicate or control the introduction.  A monitoring plan should be developed for long-
term evaluation of success.  If it is determined that the response actions were not 
successful in achieving the desired results (i.e., control or eradication), then an 
assessment of the introduction status and potential control actions is completed.  A 
briefing with recommended next steps is developed and presented to Agency decision 
makers.  If the Agency’s decision is take additional response actions, then the ICS 
response is continued, or a new response initiated.  
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IV. TEMPLATE RAPID RESPONSE PLAN 
 
The following template is provided to assist states develop guidance that directs AIS 
rapid response efforts.  The template includes a brief overview of the general steps 
involved in the rapid response process, followed by a detailed explanation of how to use 
the Planning P to organize an AIS rapid response.  Both sections of the template 
include generic text fields (RED CAPS) that are intended to be modified by the 
individual states when developing rapid response guidance.   
 
The following material is adapted from the Mid-Atlantic Panel on Aquatic Nuisance 
Species’ Rapid Response Planning for Aquatic Invasive Species: A Template (Smits 
and Moser 2009).   
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Overview 
 
The following guidance is intended to direct rapid response efforts for a new aquatic 
invasive species (AIS) incident in STATE.   
 
A flowchart (Figure 4 on page 9) details the general plan of operations for responding to 
a possible AIS incident.  The chart provides a holistic understanding of what needs to 
be accomplished in response to a new introduction.   
 
In STATE, the GROUP (e.g., Department of Natural Resources Invasive Species 
Program Staff) is the first point of contact for sighting reports of potential AIS.  Following 
notification of a potential AIS, the GROUP will work with taxonomic experts to positively 
identify the reported species.  If the report is a new occurrence of a potentially invasive 
non-native species in STATE, or a new watershed in STATE, then a rapid risk 
assessment will be conducted to determine the species’ potential to be invasive.  If the 
species is determined a potential invasive threat, a brief, but intensive field assessment 
is conducted to confirm the introduction, delineate the extent of the introduced species’ 
distribution and its potential for further distribution, and quarantine the area if possible.   
Upon completion of the rapid assessment, the GROUP will provide a written brief to the 
LEAD AGENCY’s DIRECTOR, COMMUNICATIONS DIRECTOR, and LEGAL 
DIRECTOR informing them of the incident (i.e., presence of AIS), the GROUP’S 
recommendation whether a response is warranted, and likely next steps.  
 
Once notified and the decision to act is made, the LEAD AGENCY’s DIRECTOR 
becomes (or appoints) the Incident Commander (IC).  If multiple agencies share 
management responsibility, a Unified Command (UC) may result. The IC/UC will 
appoint a General Staff to oversee operations, logistics, planning, and finance and 
administration for the rapid response effort. The IC/UC will also appoint a legal advisor, 
science advisor, liaison officer, and public information officer (Command Staff). The 
roles and responsibilities of each of these positions are described in Appendix F.  
 
The newly appointed Incident Management Team (IMT) assesses the current status of 
the introduction, analyzes management options, and determines what needs to occur 
next and how it will be accomplished.  To facilitate this process, the IMT uses the 
Planning P process to plan, implement, and evaluate actions.  An explanation of how to 
use the Planning P to organize an AIS rapid response is presented below.   
 
The timeline for AIS eradication and control efforts will vary widely according to a 
number of factors including: species involved, extent of infestation, location, weather 
conditions, etc.  At the end of each operational period, the IC/UC assesses progress 
and determines if further action is needed.  If additional action is needed, the ICS 
planning cycle begins again with the IC/UC updating response objectives for the next 
operational period.  At the conclusion of the rapid response, a final after action report 
and press release detailing actions and outcomes should be prepared and delivered.  
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Phase I: “The Initial Response” 
 

Incident 
 

The discovery of a possible aquatic invasive species (AIS) in 
STATE initiates the Planning “P” process.   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Notification 
 

Who: Anyone who sights, or receives notification, of a 
potential AIS in STATE  
 
What: Contacts local authorities, state or federal agencies to 
report sighting of an AIS.  Upon receiving the report, officials 
will notify the GROUP. 
 
How: Notification regarding a potential AIS in STATE may 
happen by a variety of ways. The preferred method is by 
calling the national notification hotline at 1-877-STOPANS. 
 
If other state and federal entities are the first to receive 
notification, they should gather information from the reporter 
as outlined on the AIS Sighting Report form (Appendix H).  
Send completed forms to the GROUP by email to HEAD OF 
GROUP.  The AIS Sighting Report form is available on the 
LEAD AGENCY website (WEBSITE URL) and the 
Mississippi River Basin Panel website (www.MRBP.org).  
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Initial Response and Assessment 
 

Response 
 

Who: GROUP.  
 
What: Receives report of potential AIS in STATE and 
contacts appropriate expert(s) to positively identify the AIS 
specimen. 
 
How: GROUP provides taxonomic experts with a specimen 
or photographs by mail, courier, or e-mail.  Note: 
Specimens should be handled in compliance with 
state/federal regulations regarding the transport of live 
prohibited species.  An expert can be located using the 
Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force’s Experts database 
(http://www.anstaskforce.gov/experts/search.php) if 
necessary.  A new occurrence of a non-native species in 
the state, or a new watershed in state, is documented in the 
USGS Nonindigenous Aquatic Species Alert System 
(http://nas.er.usgs.gov/SightingReport.aspx). 
 

 
Assessment 

 
Who: GROUP, Science Advisory Panel, and field biologists.  
 
What: Determine the non-native species potential to be 
invasive, confirm the introduction, and assess extent of 
occurrence and whether action is warranted and feasible. 
 
How:  
• Conduct a rapid risk assessment using available 

scientific literature and screening tools to evaluate the 
species’ potential to be invasive. 

• Interview person who made the report. 
• Visit site. (Approach landowner for permission if action is 

required on private property.  If landowner is non-
compliant, work with LEAD AGENCY legal department 
to secure necessary access permits.)  

• Conduct sampling to estimate extent of occurrence. 
• Record information on AIS Sighting Report form 

(Appendix H). 
• Assess potential management actions. 
• Assess whether or not action is warranted. 
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Incident Brief 
 
Who: GROUP. 

 
What: Notifies LEAD AGENCY’s DIRECTOR, 
COMMUNICATIONS DIRECTOR, and LEGAL DIRECTOR 
of presence of AIS, recommendation for rapid response 
action, and likely next steps. 
 
How: A written Incident Brief (adapted from ICS-201 form) 
that includes information such as: 
• Current situation 
• Potential risk 
• Recommended actions  
• Resources in use 
• Resources needed  
 

 
Initial Unified Command Meeting 

 
Who: Incident Commander (IC) / Unified Command (UC). 
This initial meeting will likely include the LEAD AGENCY 
DIRECTOR as Incident Commander or his/her designee 
and key scientific and legal support staff or advisors whom 
the LEAD AGENCY DIRECTOR identifies.  
 
What: Begin to establish course of action. 
 
How: 
• Identify members of UC if a multi-agency or multi-

jurisdictional response is warranted 
• Determine priorities for the incident.  For example: 

o Avoid ecological harm 
o Protect human health 
o Maintain economic value 
o Reduce risk of spread 

• Establish incident objectives that cover the entire course 
of the response. Objectives should be achievable, 
measurable, and flexible. 

• Identify funding mechanisms and agree on action to 
secure funding.  

• Agree on resource-ordering procedures. 
• Agree on basic organizational structure and best-

qualified individuals to fill desired General and 
Command Staff positions (Appendix F).  
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Phase II: “The Planning Cycle” 
 
 

Objectives Meeting 
 

Who: IC/UC. 
 
What: Develop response objectives (derived from overall 
incident objectives identified in previous section) for the 
next operational period.     
 
How: Evaluates the current incident status, what needs to 
occur next, and how it will be achieved. 
1. Determine time frame for the overall response action. 

Take into account pace of the operations, rate of change 
in incident situation, weather or other criteria (e.g., 
tides), safety and wellbeing of responders. 

2. Establish an incident organization that is capable of 
meeting initial and long-term challenges to respond to 
the introduction.  

3. Consider need for Deputy Incident Commander. 
4. Identify and select incident support facilities for control 

and/or eradication efforts (i.e., Incident Command Post, 
Base, Staging Areas). 

5. Ensure scene integrity and evidence preservation. 
6. Identify constraints and limitations, which may include: 

o Challenging sampling environment 
o Jurisdictional issues 
o Legislative authority  
o Regulatory compliance 
o Securing permits (time and authority) 
o Funding to pay for all aspects of rapid response 
o Availability of invasion control options 
o Training personnel 
o Access to private property (land ownership) 
o Gaps in knowledge of species biology 
o Ecological uncertainties 
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Command and General Staff Meeting 
 
Who: Members of the IC/UC, Command and General Staff. 
 
What: Ensure Command and General staff are apprised of 
situation and next steps. 
 
How: IC/UC will brief Command and General Staff on their 
decisions, objectives for the next operational period, 
priorities, limitations/constraints, and expectations.  
 
• Review situation status. 
• Determine message for Liaison Officer and Public 

Information Officer to dispense to local, state, and 
federal agencies, stakeholders, and the media. 

• If using Unified Command, determine if Joint Information 
Center is required. 

 
 

Preparing for the Tactics Meeting 
 
Who: Operations Section Chief, Planning Section Chief, 
Legal Advisor, Science Advisor. 
 
What: Prepare for the upcoming Tactics Meeting. 
 
How:  
• Develop draft strategies on how to accomplish each 

objective. 
• Detail the equipment and personnel required to 

implement the strategies. 
• Confirm who has authority to procure resources. 
• Identify any objectives that will require legal approval. 
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Tactics Meeting 
 
Who: Planning Section Chief, Operations Section Chief, 
Logistics Section Chief, Legal Advisor, Science Advisor, 
Safety Officer.  
 
What: Organize how the operation will be conducted. 
 
How: 
• Review the priorities and objectives.  
• Review the priorities and objectives with the Planning 

Section Chief and consider the incident’s limitations and 
constraints. 

• Determine control or eradication measures to be 
performed (methods may involve a mechanical, 
chemical, or biological treatment, or an integrated 
approach using a combination of methods). 

• Divide the Operations Section’s work into manageable 
units (Divisions, Groups, etc.). 

• Assign work tasks for each identified unit. 
• List the resources required to accomplish the work 

assignment. 
 

 
Preparing for the Planning Meeting 

 
Who: IC/UC, Command and General Staff, technical 
specialists as required. 
 
What: Prepare for the Planning Meeting. 
 
How:  
• Gather current incident information (including potential 

options for control/eradication). 
• Confirm availability of resources (e.g., boats, herbicides, 

etc.). 
• Verify that information to be presented at Planning 

Meeting is accurate. 
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Planning Meeting 
 
Who: Members of IC/UC, Command and General Staff, 
technical specialists as required. 
 
What: Bring primary players together to agree on proposed 
plan of action. 
 
How: Present Tactical Plan and produce a coordinated and 
sustainable Incident Action Plan (IAP) that everyone agrees 
they can support. 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Incident Action Plan Preparation and Approval 
 

Who: Planning Section Chief, Operations Section Chief. 
 
What: Assemble IAP for final approval by the IC/UC. 
 
How: The IAP consists of a series of standard forms and 
supporting documents.  Basic forms for an IAP include: 
• ICS-202, Incident Objectives. 
• ICS-203, Organization Assignment List. 
• ICS-204, Assignment List.  
• ICS-205, Communications Plan. 
• ICS-206, Medical Plan. 
• ICS-207, Organization Chart 
• ICS-230, Meeting Schedule 
 
Supporting documents are used to provide additional 
important information.  For example: 
• General safety message 
• Weather forecast 
• Maps 
• List of response personnel and cell phone numbers 

 
ICS forms are available on-line at: 
(http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/IS/ICSResource/Forms.ht
m).   
 
An example IAP is provided in Appendix G.   
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Operations Briefing 
 
Who: IC/UC, Command Staff, General Staff, Branch 
Directors, Division/Group Supervisors, Staging Area 
Managers, Task Force/Strike Team Leaders, and Unit 
Leaders; or all response personnel. 
 
What: Acknowledge that not everyone has been present at 
previous meetings; provide copies of the IAP; brief those 
who will carry out the plan to ensure that everyone 
understands his/her role. 
 
How: Cover the following areas: 
• Current situation 
• Overall strategy and priorities 
• Short and long range predictions 
• Safety and security issues 
• Accident/injuries reporting  
• Expected outputs and accomplishments 
• Resource ordering and re-supply 
• Resource status changes 
• Assigned tasks and resources 
• Chain of command 
• Internal and external communication 
• Transportation issues 
• Reporting time and location 
• Performance expectations 
• Sensitive/critical information reporting 
• Updating work accomplishments 
• Reporting any changes in tactics 
• Technical specialists assigned to Operations 
• Debriefing instructions 

 
Execute the Plan  

Execute Plan and Assess Progress 
 
Who: Entire ICS team. 
 
What: Carries out the Incident Action Plan and monitors 
results.  
 
How:  
• Follow steps outlined in prepared IAP. 
• Adjust objectives and actions as needed. 
• Monitor successes and failures of prepared objectives. 
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V. SELECT RAPID RESPONSE RESOURCES 
 

On-Line Resources 
 
Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force 
http://www.anstaskforce.gov/default.php 
 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
National Center for Research on Aquatic Invasive Species 
http://www.glerl.noaa.gov/res/Programs/ncrais/ 
 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
National Invasive Species Information Center 
http://www.invasivespeciesinfo.gov/ 
 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
Federal Emergency Management Administration, Emergency Management Institute 
ICS Resource Center 
http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/IS/ICSResource/index.htm 
NIMS Resource Center 
http://www.fema.gov/emergency/nims/index.shtm 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Pesticides 
http://www.epa.gov/opp00001/ 
 
 
Recommended Reading 
 
Clinton, W. J.  1999.  Executive Order 13112 of February 3, 1999: invasive species.  
Presidential documents.  Federal Register, Volume 64, Number 25.  Available at: 
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=1999_register&docid=99-
3184-filed.pdf 
 
Finlayson, B., R. Schnick, D. Skaar, J. Anderson, L. Demong, D. Duffield, W. Horton, 
and J. Steinkjer.  2010. Planning and standard operating procedures for the use of 
rotenone in fish management - rotenone SOP manual.  American Fisheries Society, 
Bethesda, Maryland.  Available at: http://www.afsbooks.org/55061P 
 
Moore, S.E, M.A. Kulp, B. Rosenlund, J. Brooks, and D. Propst. 2008. A field manual for 
the use of antimycin A for restoration of native fish populations. Natural Resource 
Report  NPS/NRPC/NRR—2008/001. National Park Service, Fort Collins, Colorado.  
Available at: 
http://www.nature.nps.gov/water/FisheriesReports/NPS_Antimycin_SOP_2008_reforma
t.pdf 
 



 

26 | P a g e  
 

USDHS (U.S. Department of Homeland Security).  2008.   National Incident 
Management System.  Federal Emergency Management Agency, Publication P-501.  
Washington, D.C.  156 pp.  Available at: 
http://www.fema.gov/pdf/emergency/nims/NIMS_core.pdf  
 
USEPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) 2005.  Overview of EPA authorities for 
natural resources managers developing aquatic invasive species rapid response and 
management plans.  EPA842-B-05-002.  Department of Wetlands, Oceans, and 
Watersheds, Washington, D.C.  Available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/invasive_species/invasives_management/pdf/AquaticInvasive
Species-final.pdf 
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The following information is from the California Aquatic Invasive Species Management 
Plan, Appendix B: Federal Authorities, Legislation & Agencies (CDFG 2008).   
 

 
FEDERAL AUTHORITIES 

 
No single federal agency has comprehensive authority for all aspects of aquatic 
invasive species management. Federal agencies with regulatory authority over the 
introduction and transport of aquatic species that may be invasive or noxious include 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal Plant Health Inspection Service, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Agricultural Marketing Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), the U.S. Department of Commerce (DOC), and the U.S. Coast 
Guard (USCG). Many other agencies have programs and responsibilities that address 
components of AIS, such as importation, interstate transport, exclusion, control and 
eradication.  
 
The primary federal authorities for managing and regulating AIS derive from the 
National Environmental Policy Act, the Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and 
Control Act (NANPCA, 1990), the National Invasive Species Act (NISA, 1996), the 
Lacey Act, the Plant Pest Act, the Federal Noxious Weed Act, and the Endangered 
Species Act. An Executive Order signed by President William J. Clinton on February 3, 
1999 expanded federal efforts to address AIS. The order created a National Invasive 
Species Council charged with developing a comprehensive plan to minimize the 
economic, ecological and human health impacts of invasive species.  
 
Brief descriptions of the President’s Executive Order, NANPCA and NISA are provided 
below, followed by an explanation of how federal activities are now coordinated through 
the national Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force (ANSTF) and the National Invasive 
Species Council (NISC), and by descriptions of some of the earlier acts and laws still 
enforced in AIS management.  
 
Primary Federal AIS Authorities  
 
1990 – Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act  
(NANPCA; Title I of P. No.101-646, 16 U.S.C. 4701 et seq.)  
http://www.anstaskforce.gov/default.php  
 
The Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990 (NANPCA) 
established a federal program to prevent the introduction and control the spread of 
introduced aquatic nuisance species. The act provides an institutional framework that 
promotes and coordinates research, develops and applies prevention and control 
strategies, establishes national priorities, educates and informs citizens, and 
coordinates public programs. The act calls upon states to develop and implement 
comprehensive state management plans to prevent introduction and control the spread 
of aquatic nuisance species (ANS). Section 1002 of NANPCA outlines five objectives of 
the law, as follows:  
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1. Prevent further unintentional introductions of nonindigenous aquatic species;  
 
2. Coordinate federally funded research, control efforts, and information dissemination;  
 
3. Develop and carry out environmentally sound control methods to prevent, monitor 
and control unintentional introductions;  
 
4. Understand and minimize economic and ecological damage; and  
 
5. Establish a program of research and technology development to assist state 
governments.  
 
Section 1201 of the act established the national ANSTF, co-chaired by the USFWS and 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. The Task Force is charged with 
coordinating governmental efforts related to ANS prevention and control. The ANSTF 
consists of 10 federal agency representatives and 12 ex officio members representing 
nonfederal governmental agencies. 
 
1996 – National Invasive Species Act  
(NISA; P. No.104-332)  
 
In 1996, the National Invasive Species Act (NISA) amended the NANPCA of 1990 to 
mandate ballast water exchange for vessels entering the Great Lakes and to implement 
voluntary ballast water exchange guidelines for all vessels with ballast on board that 
enter U.S. waters from outside the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (U.S. EEZ). Though 
the act did not make exchange mandatory, it did require all vessels to submit a report 
form to the USCG documenting specific ballast water management practices. It also 
authorized the USCG to toughen requirements if compliance proved unsatisfactory, 
which it did in 2004 (see below). NISA authorized funding for research on aquatic 
nuisance species prevention and control in Chesapeake Bay, the Gulf of Mexico, the 
Pacific coast, the Atlantic coast, and the San Francisco Bay-Delta Estuary. In addition, 
NISA required a ballast water management program to demonstrate technologies and 
practices to prevent ANS from being introduced into and spread through ballast water in 
U.S. waters. It modified both the composition and research priorities of the ANSTF and 
requirements for the zebra mussel demonstration program.  
 
1999 – Executive Order 13112  
(64 Fed. Reg. 6183)  
http://www.invasivespeciesinfo.gov/council/main.shtml 
  
President William J. Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species on 
February 3, 1999. The order seeks to prevent the introduction of invasive species, 
provide for their control and minimize their impacts through improved coordination of 
federal agency efforts under a National Invasive Species Management Plan developed 
by the newly created National Invasive Species Council (NISC). The order directs all 
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federal agencies to address invasive species concerns, as well as to refrain from 
actions likely to increase invasive species problems.  
 
The NISC has three co-chairs: the secretaries of Agriculture, Commerce, and the 
Interior. Members also include the secretaries of State, Defense, Homeland Security, 
Treasury, Transportation and Health and Human Services, as well as the administrators 
of USEPA, the U.S. Agency for International Development, the U.S Trade 
Representative and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. The NISC 
released the first National Invasive Species Management Plan in 2001. The NISC is 
currently working to establish federal and non-federal task teams to implement the 
plan’s action items.  
 
The NISC actively works with the Invasive Species Advisory Committee (ISAC), also 
established under the order. The ISAC is composed of stakeholder representatives from 
state governments, industry, conservation groups, academia and other interests. Its role 
is to advise the federal government on the issue of invasive species.  
 
To help coordinate the work of the NISC and the ANSTF, the Department of Commerce 
(DOC) Policy Liaison to the NISC also serves as the DOC representative to the ANSTF. 
In addition, NISC and the ANSTF have formed joint working groups on each of the 
following topics: pathways, risk analysis and screening.  
 
The ANSTF and the NISC are similar in that they perform coordinating functions but 
differ in their responsibilities: the NISC addresses all invasive species, while the ANSTF 
focuses on aquatic invasive species. Although many of the same principles apply to 
managing aquatic and terrestrial invasive species, many management issues are 
unique to the aquatic environment and need to be addressed separately. 
 
1993-2005 – Coast Guard Regulations under NISA  
(33 CFR 151)  
 
The USCG has promulgated a number of ballast water management regulations based 
on the authority given to it by NANPCA in 1990 and NISA in 1996. As directed by 
NANPCA, in 1993, the USCG implemented regulations requiring vessels entering the 
Great Lakes and the Hudson River to conduct ballast water management after 
operating outside the U.S. EEZ.  
 
To comply with the NISA, the USCG established regulations and guidelines to control 
the introduction of ANS via ballast water discharges in U.S. waters other than the Great 
Lakes. Compliance with the resulting voluntary ballast management and mandatory 
reporting program was only 30%, according to a 2002 Report to Congress. Therefore, 
under the authority of NISA, the USCG established mandatory ballast water 
management requirements and penalties for non-compliance. The mandatory program 
requires ships to use one of three ballast water management methods: 1) retaining 
ballast water on board, 2) conducting a mid-ocean exchange, and/or 3) using an 
approved ballast water treatment method. All vessels are required to submit ballast 
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water management reports (failure to submit a report can now result in penalties). 
These mandatory regulations came into effect on September 27, 2004. Federal 
regulations also require vessels to maintain a ballast water management plan that is 
specific for that vessel and assigns responsibility to the master or appropriate official to 
understand and execute the ballast water management strategy for that vessel.  
 
Under NANPCA/NISA, states are specifically permitted to regulate ballast water on 
ships. Several states have elected to do so to various degrees. In addition to reporting 
requirements, California, Oregon and Washington have ballast water exchange 
requirements and California will soon specify a ballast water discharge standard (see 
California Authorities section).  
 
Other Federal Authorities  
 
Animal Damage Control Act (1931)  
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/ 
  
Under the Animal Damage Control Act, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service has authority to control wildlife damage on 
federal, state, or private land, including damage from invasive species. The act protects 
field crops, vegetables, fruits, nuts, horticultural crops and commercial forests; 
freshwater aquaculture ponds and marine species cultivation areas; livestock on public 
and private range and in feedlots; public and private buildings and facilities; civilian and 
military aircraft; and public health.  
 
Animal Health Protection Act (2002)  
(7 U.S.C Sec. 8301, et seq.)  
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/ 
  
The Animal Health Protection Act provides a flexible statutory framework for protecting 
domestic livestock from foreign pests and diseases. This act authorizes the USDA to 
promulgate regulations and take measures to prevent the introduction and 
dissemination of pests and diseases of livestock. The scope of such regulatory authority 
extends to the movement of all animals, domestic and wild, except humans. The fact 
that a pest or disease primarily affects animals other than livestock, including humans, 
does not limit USDA’s authority to regulate a species, so long as it carries a pest or 
disease of livestock. Further, the act defines “livestock” to mean all farm-raised animals, 
clarifying the USDA’s authority to conduct animal health protection activities in 
connection with farm-raised aquatic animals. 
 
Clean Water Act  
http://www.epa.gov/r5water/cwa.htm 
http://unds.bah.com/default.htm 
 
Various sections of the Clean Water Act (CWA) regulate discharges of pollutants (such 
as AIS and ballast water) and fill material to waters of the United States. Section 402 of 



 

86 | P a g e   Appendix B 
 

the act authorizes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), a 
permit program intended to reduce and eliminate the discharge of pollutants from point 
sources that threaten to impair beneficial uses of water bodies. The act defines point 
sources to include vessels (Section 502(14)) and prohibits all point source discharges of 
pollutants into U.S. waters unless a permit has been issued either under Section 402 
(NPDES) or Section 404 (dredge and fill activities).  
 
California’s Waste Discharge Requirements, issued by the state’s Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), incorporate the authority of the federal NPDES 
permitting program for discharges of wastes to surface waters. In addition, under 
Section 303(d) of the each of the RWQCBs has the requirement to establish “a total 
maximum daily load for those pollutants which the (Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA)) Administrator identifies under Section 304(a) (2) as suitable for such 
calculation.” This section of the CWA was developed to support a water quality-based 
system of effluent limits for chemical pollutants; the interpretation of what an allowable 
load of invasive species is has not been defined.  
 
Under Section 305(b) of the CWA, California’s nine RWQCBs are required to assess 
water bodies for attainment of beneficial uses every two years and report to the USEPA. 
In cases where beneficial uses of water bodies are shown to be impaired, Section 
303(d) requires the Regional Boards to list the impaired water bodies and “establish a 
priority ranking for such waters, taking into account the severity of the pollution and the 
uses to be made of such waters.” Section 502(6) defines “pollutant” as dredged spoil, 
solid waste, incinerator residue, sewage, garbage, sewage sludge, munitions, chemical 
wastes, biological materials, radioactive materials, heat, wrecked or discarded 
equipment, rock, sand, cellar dirt, and industrial, municipal and agricultural waste 
discharged into water. Ballast water is considered to be a pollutant in discharges based 
on the above definition and definitions in the State Water Code.  
 
Endangered Species Act of 1973  
(ESA; 16 U.S.C.A. §§ 1531 to 1544)  
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/ 
  
The ESA aims to protect endangered and threatened species. When non-native 
invasive species threaten endangered species, this act could be used as basis for their 
eradication or control by the USFWS or by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration – National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA-Fisheries Service) The 
potential to harm a federally-listed species and the need to obtain a permit from the 
USFWS or NOAA-Fisheries Service should be taken into consideration when selecting 
methods to manage AIS. 
  
Lacey Act (1900; amended 1998)  
http://www.fws.gov/laws/lawsdigest/lacey.html 
  
As the first federal act that tried to control migrations and importations of nonindigenous 
species, the Lacey Act prohibits the importation of a list of designated species and other 
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vertebrates, mollusks and crustaceans that are “injurious to human beings, to the 
interests of agriculture, horticulture, forestry, or to wildlife or the wildlife resources of the 
United States.” Under this law, it is unlawful to import, export, sell, acquire, or purchase 
fish, wildlife or plants taken, possessed, transported, or sold: 1) in violation of U.S. or 
Indian law, or 2) in interstate or foreign commerce involving any fish, wildlife, or plants 
taken possessed or sold in violation of State or foreign law.  
 
The Lacey Act allows for the import of species for scientific, medical, education, 
exhibition or propagation purposes. The USFWS is the lead agency for enforcing the 
Lacey Act’s prohibition of fish and wildlife imports. 
 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1970  
(NEPA; 42 U.S.C.A. §§ 4321 to 4370e)  
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/index.html 
  
NEPA requires the consideration of environmental impacts for any federal action, 
including direct federal activities, permitting and federal funding of activities by another 
entity. NEPA environmental documents may include a “finding of no significant impact 
(FONSI),” an “environmental assessment (EA),” or a full “environmental impact 
statement (EIS).” Potential impacts of invasive species, both direct and indirect, may be 
among the issues that should be considered under NEPA.  
 
Noxious Weed Act  
(1974; 7 U.S.C. § 360)  
 
Section 15 of the Federal Noxious Weed Act requires federal land management 
agencies to develop and establish a management program for control of undesirable 
plants that are classified under state or federal law as undesirable, noxious, harmful, 
injurious or poisonous, on federal lands under the agency’s jurisdiction (7 U.S.C. 
2814(a)). The act also requires the federal land management agencies to enter into 
cooperative agreements to coordinate the management of undesirable plant species on 
federal lands where similar programs are being implemented on state and private lands 
in the same area (7 U.S.C. 2814(c)). The Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior 
must coordinate their respective control, research and educational efforts relating to 
noxious weeds (7 U.S.C. 2814(f)). USDA’s Departmental Regulation 9500-10 sets forth 
departmental policy relating to the management and coordination of noxious weeds 
activities among the agencies within USDA and other entities.  
 
Plant Protection Act  
(2000; 7 U.S.C. 7701)  
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/ 
  
The Plant Protection Act (PPA) authorizes the USDA to prohibit or restrict the 
importation or interstate movement of any plant, plant product, biological control 
organism, noxious weed, article or means of conveyance if the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines that the prohibition or restriction is necessary to prevent the introduction into 
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the United States, or the dissemination within the United States, of a plant pest or 
noxious weed.  
 
The PPA specifically authorizes USDA to develop integrated management plans for 
noxious weeds for the geographic region or ecological range where the noxious weed is 
found in the United States. In addition, the act authorizes the USDA to cooperate with 
other federal agencies or entities, states or political subdivisions of states, national 
governments, local governments of other nations, domestic or international 
organizations or associations, and other persons to carry out the provisions of the act.  
 
 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 
Numerous federal agencies, presented here in alphabetical order, have authority to 
implement the laws and policies described above. Other federal agencies have 
mandates impacted by AIS and thus engage in research, monitoring, prevention or 
control programs. Still others delegate primary responsibility for implementation to state 
and regional agencies (see next section). The following descriptions attempt to provide 
a general introduction to the scope of each agency’s work, as well as a brief review of 
the agency’s recent (as of 2006) major AIS-related activities. 
 
Bureau of Reclamation  
http://www.usbr.gov/ 
 
The Bureau of Reclamation is involved in several important projects related to this 
issue. The Bureau has partnered with the DFG, USFWS and others to investigate the 
Chinese mitten crab infestation in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The agency 
participates in the Giant Salvinia Task Force’s efforts to limit the spread of this invader 
in the Colorado River (see Appendix D), has a detection program for water hyacinth and 
participates in activities related to the New Zealand mudsnail infestation in Putah Creek. 
The agency also participated in DFA’s Hydrilla Eradication Program.  
 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)  
http://www.noaa.gov/ 
  
NOAA is the primary federal agency charged with management of marine resources. 
NOAA is the co-chair of the ANSTF and has been designated the Department of 
Commerce lead as co-chair of the National Invasive Species Council. Within NOAA, a 
number of national, state and regional agencies and programs are actively involved in 
AIS issues in California. These include: National Estuarine Research Reserve System 
(NERRS), a network of protected areas established for long-term research, education 
and stewardship; National Marine Fisheries Service, which works to protect fisheries 
habitat, commercial fisheries and endangered fish; National Marine Sanctuaries, the 
nation’s system of marine protected areas, and Sea Grant, a nationwide network of 30 
university-based programs that work with coastal communities and conduct scientific 
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research and education projects designed to foster science-based decisions for the use 
and conservation of U.S. aquatic resources. 
 
  

National Estuarine Research Reserve System (NOAA – NERRS)  
http://nerrs.noaa.gov/ 
http://sfbaynerr.org 
http://www.elkhornslough.org/ 
http://nerrs.noaa.gov/TijuanaRiver/ 
  
There are three reserves in California that provide a platform to increase 
communication between scientists, decision-makers, land managers, and the 
public in order to better deal with AIS issues. The San Francisco Bay reserve 
protects two large, relatively pristine, tidal wetlands: China Camp State Park in 
Marin County and Rush Ranch Open Space in Solano County. These sites are 
part of an AIS early detection and assessment study and detailed vegetation 
maps are being created to serve as a baseline to evaluate future invasions. 
China Camp serves as an uninvaded reference site for marshes invaded by 
Spartina hybrids in San Francisco Bay. Rush Ranch is a site of active research 
on invasive fish and invertebrates. The Elkhorn Slough reserve protects 
approximately 1,400 acres, including Elkhorn Slough, one of the few coastal 
wetlands remaining in California. Elkhorn estuarine habitats have over 60 
species of non-native invertebrates, over 20 species of non-native plants and a 
few non-native fish and algae. All of these are currently widespread, so 
eradication seems impossible. Efforts are focused on early detection and 
eradication of species identified as "least wanted" invaders such as Chinese 
mitten crabs and Caulerpa. The reserve launched an early detection program for 
aquatic non-native invaders in 2002. The Tijuana River reserve's 2,500 acres 
encompass beach, dune, mudflat, salt marsh, riparian, coastal sage and upland 
habitats surrounded by the growing cities of Tijuana, Imperial Beach and San 
Diego. Critical invasive species issues include: tamarisk, ice plant and other 
exotic plants displacing native species in the salt marsh and upland habitats; 
ongoing surveys to understand the dynamics of AIS; and efforts to understand 
ecosystem recovery following eradication of invasives. 
 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA – Fisheries Service)  
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/ 
  
NOAA-Fisheries Service is in charge sustaining the nation’s fisheries, many of 
which are being directly impacted by AIS, and is involved in many AIS projects in 
California. It has a key role on the Southern California Caulerpa Action Team. 
NOAA-Fisheries Service is also involved with a variety of other collaborative 
research projects including: ballast water exchange, AIS risk evaluation research 
and hull fouling research funded by the Port of Oakland; analysis of biofouling 
communities and community effects; and surveys and experimental treatments of 
several invasive species in San Francisco Bay. NOAA-Fisheries Service also 
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participates on several AIS advisory and coordinating committees including: the 
Pacific Ballast Water Group, Non-Native Invasive Species Advisory Council and 
the West Coast Ballast Outreach Project Advisory Team.  
 
National Marine Sanctuaries (NOAA – NMS)  
http://sanctuaries.noaa.gov/ 
http://channelislands.noaa.gov/ 
http://cordellbank.noaa.gov/ 
http://farallones.noaa.gov/ 
http://montereybay.noaa.gov/ 
 
California has four sanctuaries – Channel Islands NMS, Cordell Banks NMS, Gulf 
of Farallones NMS and Monterey Bay NMS. The latter two sanctuaries are in the 
process of developing aquatic invasive species management plans and have 
conducted monitoring programs for AIS.  
 
National Sea Grant (NOAA – Sea Grant)  
http://www.seagrant.noaa.gov/ 
http://www-csgc.ucsd.edu 
http://ballast-outreach-ucsgep.ucdavis.edu/ 
  
The National Sea Grant Program is a partnership between the nation’s 
universities and NOAA (under the Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research) 
that began in 1966. The California Sea Grant program is the largest of these 
programs. Sea Grant began the West Coast Ballast Outreach Project in 1999 
(co-sponsored by the CALFED Bay-Delta Program) to address concerns that 
ballast water discharges could be introducing foreign marine species into the 
state’s coastal and estuarine ecosystems. The project educates the maritime 
industry about the ecological seriousness of aquatic exotic species by publishing 
the newsletter “Ballast Exchange,” maintaining an educational Web site and 
coordinating workshops. In addition, California Sea Grant provides two major 
services to the state. First, the research arm of California Sea Grant, operating 
out of the Scripps Institute for Oceanography in La Jolla, funds critical coastal 
and marine research through an annual request for proposal and a National 
Strategic Initiative (NSI) program. Through both of these avenues, the college 
program funded approximately $2.6 million in research on invasive species 
between 1995 and 2003. Second, Sea Grant and the University of California 
Cooperative Extension jointly fund a network of eleven advisors and specialists 
who work on applied research and outreach projects throughout the state, 
including those related to AIS. Sea Grant funding has supported a wide variety of 
research projects on key invasive species, such as the Chinese mitten crab, 
European green crab, an exotic Australian isopod, several invasive seaweeds, 
and Spartina hybrids. Sea Grant sponsored research led to the eradication of the 
South African sabellid worm at the site near Cayucos, California, where it had 
become established. 
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National Park Service (NPS)  
www.nps.gov 
  
NPS strives to preserve the unimpaired natural and cultural resources of the national 
park system for the enjoyment, education and inspiration of this and future generations. 
The Park Service cooperates with partners to extend the benefits of natural and cultural 
resource conservation and outdoor recreation throughout this country. The NPS has 
several invasive species monitoring, control, research and eradication programs in 
California. Eradication and control are supported by two programs. The first is the 
(California) Exotic Plant Management Team (EPMT), which travels around the state to 
national parks that have requested assistance in removal and control projects. The 
EPMT has traditionally focused on terrestrial non-natives but could work on aquatic 
invaders. Through the second program, individual parks can request funds from 
Washington or the NPS Western Region for control and eradication projects. Natural 
resource inventories and monitoring activities occur in all of the National Parks in 
California, and these programs are well positioned to alert state managers to emerging 
and growing threats from invasive species. Information from these programs could be 
shared among the California AIS plan partners and benefit the state’s early detection 
efforts. Finally, the NPS actively supports and hosts research projects on impacts of 
invasive species on ecological communities. National Parks in California, that 
participate with the EPMT, conduct invasive species inventories, monitoring and 
research on lands totaling about 2.4 million acres and include hundreds of miles of 
coastline. Significant education and outreach occurs at all of these sites.  
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE)  
http://www.usace.army.mil/ 
  
The COE provides engineering, construction and environmental project services for the 
military and local governments. Congress authorizes the COE to assist local 
governments with water resource development needs, which include flood control, 
navigation, ecosystem restoration and watershed planning. For ecosystem restoration, 
this includes research on invasive species. Specific programs addressing invasive 
species issues include the Aquatic Nuisance Species Research Program, the Aquatic 
Plant Control Research Program and the Water Operations Technical Support Program. 
COE is also responsible for permitting aquaculture projects, including oyster farms, 
which often involves AIS considerations.  
 
U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)  
http://www.uscg.mil/hq/g-m/mso/bwm.htm 
  
The USCG has established a mandatory program aimed at keeping aquatic nuisance 
species out of U.S. waters using ballast water management methods. USCG activities 
focus on enforcement and monitoring to ensure compliance with the program, which 
includes regular on-board inspections. USCG coordinates with California’s State Lands 
Commission, manager of the state’s ballast water program. In 2004, USCG issued 
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“Ballast Water Management for the Control of Aquatic Nuisance Species in the Waters 
of the United States,” a guidance document concerning ballast water management.  
 
USCG activities related to AIS are diverse. The agency is working on the development 
of chemical and engineering methods to verify that a mid-ocean ballast water exchange 
has occurred. It is also evaluating technologies for the treatment of ballast water. USCG 
has determined that due to difficulties in establishing the effectiveness of ballast water 
exchange as it varies across ship types, voyages and from tank to tank, treatment 
technologies are best evaluated through a ballast water discharge standard (a 
benchmark for maximum numbers of organisms that may be discharged in ballast 
water). Such a standard will not only be helpful in evaluating the effectiveness of 
treatment technologies but also clearly establish when the ballast water no longer 
contains quantities of organisms that pose a significant risk. A Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement, detailing the evaluation of environmental impacts to 
the U.S. by several potential ballast water discharge standard alternatives, is currently 
in development. 
 
USCG has also initiated several projects designed to provide information on the state of 
development of treatment technologies and the basic characteristics of treatment 
processes. These efforts have included scientific audits that tested and evaluated three 
approaches: filtration, ultraviolet light and hydro cyclonic separation. In addition, USCG 
developed and launched the Shipboard Technology Evaluation Program (STEP) in 
2004 to encourage ship owners and operators to participate in evaluating technologies 
for shipboard application (see also CAISMP Action 7C3). This program allows for the 
review of experimental plans and treatment technology installations aboard ships. If 
they perform largely as designed and show promise for reducing the risk of 
introductions, treatment technology installations will be granted an equivalency with 
regulations for ballast water management and the Ballast Water Discharge Standard.  
 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)  
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/ 
http://www.ars.usda.gov/main/main.htm 
http://www.invasivespeciesinfo.gov 
  
USDA provides leadership on food, agriculture, natural resources and related issues. 
USDA conducts a number of programs and activities related to invasive species. 
USDA’s Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service’s (APHIS) deals with invaders like 
the South American wetland rodent, nutria, in the Mississippi Delta region and has also 
worked on other invasive animal, fish and crab problems around the country. APHIS 
has done extensive noxious weed work, including exclusion, permitting, eradication of 
incipient infestations, surveys, data management, public education, and (in cooperation 
with other agencies) integrated pest management of introduced weeds, including 
biological control. Aquatic weeds are included in the federal noxious weed list through 
the APHIS Cooperative Agricultural Pest Survey (CAPS).  
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The USDA’s Agricultural Research Service (ARS) has three Exotic and Invasive Weed 
Research (EIWR) units in the west: at Davis and Albany, California, and at Reno, 
Nevada. Scientists at these facilities are responsible for research, the transfer of 
technology for improvement of management and control, and eradication of invasive 
aquatic and riparian weeds affecting agriculture and natural resources. These projects 
address three current ARS program priorities: 1) the reduction of dependence on 
pesticide use (specifically herbicides); 2) implementation of Executive Order 13112 (see 
above subsection on this order); and 3) water-quality improvement.  
 
Research is conducted on the biology, reproduction, ecology, management or 
eradication of several important invasive aquatic weeds. The program provides 
technology transfer for the eradication and management of several problem species. 
The EIWR units are also involved in aquatic and riparian weed education for public, 
state and federal stakeholders.  
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)  
http://www.epa.gov/owow/invasive_species 
  
USEPA leads the nation’s environmental science, research, education and assessment 
efforts. It develops and enforces regulations, offers financial assistance, performs 
environmental research, sponsors voluntary partnerships and programs, furthers 
environmental education and publishes information. USEPA is responsible for enforcing 
the Clean Water Act (CWA). USEPA released its EPA Authorities for Natural Resource 
Managers Developing Aquatic Invasive Species Rapid Response and Management 
Plans in December 2005. This document provides an overview of USEPA authorities 
that apply to state or local AIS rapid response and control actions. The document 
summarizes relevant sections of the CWA and the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and 
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA); summarizes how to apply for CWA Section 404 permits to 
discharge dredged or fill material; summarizes how to apply for FIFRA Section 18 
emergency exemptions and FIFRA Section 24(c) special local need registrations; and 
describes case studies in which state and local natural resource managers successfully 
obtained FIFRA emergency exemptions and special local need registrations for AIS 
eradication or control actions.  
 
Within USEPA, there are three members of the National Estuary Program in California 
whose activities encompass AIS management.  
 

National Estuary Program (USEPA – NEP)  
http://www.epa.gov/nep 
San Francisco Estuary Project: http://www.abag.org/bayarea/sfep/sfep.html 
Morro Bay National Estuary Program: http://www.mbnep.org/index.php 
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission: http://www.santamonicabay.org/ 
 
Congress established the National Estuary Program in 1987 to protect and 
improve the water quality and natural resources of estuaries nationwide. There 
are three programs in California. The San Francisco Estuary Project (SFEP) was 
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formed in 1987 as a cooperative federal/state/local program to promote effective 
management of the San Francisco Bay-Delta Estuary, and created a consensus-
based management plan for the Estuary including concrete actions related to 
invasive species. More recently, SFEP identified invasive species as the number-
one priority issue in estuary restoration. SFEP holds an ex officio seat on the 
ANSTF and is a member of the Western Regional Panel.  

 
The Morro Bay National Estuary Program was established in July 1995. The 
estuary contains the most significant wetland system along California’s south-
central coast. It supports many species of internationally-protected migratory 
birds, offers rare wetland habitat to a number of threatened native plant and 
animal species, and provides a protected harbor for marine fisheries. There are 
plans to suppress or eliminate at least two aquatic invasive species present in 
the estuary: giant cane and Sacramento pikeminnow. Efforts to eliminate a 
pioneer population of giant cane growing along Chorro Creek, a major estuary 
waterway, and its tributaries, are ongoing; eradication is expected by 2008. 
Efforts to suppress the pikeminnow to the point where native steelhead 
populations can begin recovery are expected to begin in 2007.  
 
The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project was established in 1988 to ensure the 
long-term health of the 266-square-mile Santa Monica Bay and its 400-square-
mile watershed. In 2003, this project became an independent state organization, 
the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission. In terms of invasives, the 
commission has focused most recently on coastal bluff, wetland and riparian 
vegetation, funding extensive removal and replanting programs as well as 
outreach on "California friendly" gardens. The newest threat is the arrival of the 
New Zealand mudsnail in some Santa Monica mountains streams. The 
commission has convened experts to strategize how to slow the snail’s spread.  
 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)  
http://www.fws.gov/ 
http://www.100thmeridian.org 
  
USFWS has multiple programs that address AIS management. USFWS serves as co-
chair of the Federal ANSTF and is the agency that provides federal funding for the 
implementation of Task Force approved state AIS management plans. USFWS also 
provides technical assistance to states regarding AIS management. USFWS 
administers the Lacey Act, which prohibits importation and interstate delivery of listed 
species. USFWS prevention programs include the 100th Meridian Initiative (see 
Appendix D), which focuses on preventing the western spread of zebra mussels. In 
cooperation with the ANSTF, the USFWS has developed planning documents for 
Chinese mitten crab, European green crab, New Zealand mudsnail and Caulerpa. 
USFWS refuges support invasive species control programs as part of their overall 
habitat restoration activities. 
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U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)  
http://www.usgs.gov 
http://nas.er.usgs.gov/ 
  
USGS acknowledged its role in non-native species management in a White Paper on 
Invasive Species, which identifies the goal of developing new strategies for the 
prevention, early detection and prompt eradication of new invaders. The USGS further 
identifies information management and documentation of invasions as a priority for the 
agency. In keeping with this objective, the USGS developed and maintains an 
extensive, spatially referenced database of non-native species, which is accessible 
online. 
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A rapid response project was implemented in the Chicago Sanitary and Shipping Canal 
(CSSC) during December 2009 to control the movement of Asian carp.  A fish toxicant 
(rotenone) was applied to a 5.7-mile section of the CSSC to eradicate any Asian carp 
that might be between an electric barrier system and the Lockport Lock and Dam.  The 
rotenone was applied immediately before the electric barrier system, intended to 
prevent the movement of Asian carp into Lake Michigan, was turned off while U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) performed scheduled maintenance on the barrier system. 
 
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) led the response effort in 
coordination with more than 40 partner agencies.  IDNR has provided the following 
documents from the project (named Operation Silver Screen) to provide a few examples 
of the scores of legal considered that had to be addressed prior to the rapid response.  
Considerable work was required to fulfill the regulatory requirements of applying a 
restricted use fish toxicant to the waterway.  Access agreements had to be secured for 
all aspects of the project.  The IDNR Director issued a Delegation of Authority for all 
responders working as part of the ICS structure.  IDNR also developed a set of 
operational guidelines  
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The California Department of Fish and Game identified 11 basic task areas necessary 
to plan for rapid response (CADFG 2008).  An amended description of the 11 basic task 
areas follows (Smits and Moser 2009). 
 
Task 1: Collaborate to complete plan. 
Representatives from public agencies and other organizations that are currently 
involved in rapid response work, or likely to be involved in the foreseeable future, should 
collaborate to finalize the Rapid Response Plan.  The plan should become the basis for 
interagency agreements. 
 
Task 2: Enter into cooperative agreements. 
Invasive Species Program staff will work with cooperating agencies and organizations to 
produce a list of entities that should be invited to sign Memoranda of Understanding, 
Implementation Agreements or similar instruments to facilitate cooperation on rapid 
response to AIS.  
 
Task 3: Secure funding. 
This Plan cannot be sufficiently implemented without adequate, stable, and dedicated 
funding.  Agencies that sign the Rapid Response agreement should coordinate efforts 
to pursue funding options for Rapid Response program development, training, and 
implementation.  
 
Consider the following types of funding sources: 

1. Permanent funding source(s) maintained solely for rapid response actions. 
Without this, rapid response may not occur or may only occur by redirecting 
funds on short notice from other important programs. 

2. A user-fee system based on vectors for AIS introductions.  This would be similar 
in concept to fees paid by the shipping industry for ballast water inspections or 
fees paid by the petroleum industry for an oil spill response program.  Methods 
used by states that already have dedicated funding for rapid response can be 
emulated. 

3. Private/public partnerships for supporting rapid response efforts in the form of 
equipment, supplies, personnel or funding. 

4. One-time grants for specific planning or research projects related to rapid 
response. 

 
Task 4: Finalize the Rapid Response Plan. 
Work that needs completed to finalize the Rapid Response Plan includes: 

a. Implementation Criteria: Develop the process and criteria for the State to use in 
determining the course of action for any new AIS introduction. Circulate for peer 
review. 

b. Likely Species and Scenarios: Identify likely species and/or early detection 
scenarios for AIS. Run these scenarios through the implementation criteria 
developed for Task 4a. 
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c. Agency Preparation: Develop information needed to help cooperating agencies 
designate and train, in advance, potential responders to AIS introductions. 

d. Alternate Staff: Develop a procedure to designate and prepare potential alternate 
staff.  This could avoid gaps in work progress and minimize managerial time 
spent searching for substitutes during a response. 

e. Personnel Directory: Develop a statewide Rapid Response Personnel Directory.  
These people could be called upon to participate during rapid response activities, 
and into an ICS response.  The Directory should include staff that represent the 
full spectrum of knowledge and skills that might be necessary during rapid 
response activities (e.g., ICS implementation, logistics, finance, legal, and 
various technical experts).  The development of this list and staff participation in 
Rapid Response planning and training will likely require support of executive 
level staff from cooperating agencies.  In addition, a list of taxonomic experts and 
protocols for requesting and using their services needs to be developed and 
periodically reviewed and updated.  This would be a list of experts who have 
agreed to identify specimens for AIS Rapid Response efforts and appropriately 
preserve and catalog them. 

f. Resources Directory: Develop and maintain a Rapid Response Resources 
Directory of all cooperating agencies equipment, operations centers, supply 
sources, and associated contact people so that resources can be mobilized as 
quickly as possible during a response. 

g. Notification List: Develop a list of who, outside of those directly involved, needs to 
be notified when rapid response procedures are being planned and implemented. 

 
Task 5: Streamline permit processes for rapid response. 
Invasive Species Program staff will coordinate with staff from relevant agencies to 
investigate and pursue possibilities for streamlining the regulatory permit processes that 
might be required for rapid response measures.  General measures or best 
management practices necessary to comply with streamlined permitting can be 
incorporated into the Rapid Response Plan. 
 
Task 6: Revise Rapid Response Plan. 
• Incorporate New Information: Periodically revise the Plan and incorporate things 

learned by evaluating the Plan’s effectiveness and consulting current scientific 
research and related technological developments.  Revisions may also be 
necessary due to changes in funding, agency restructuring, and environmental 
regulations.  The interagency agreements to cooperate on rapid response should 
include a procedure for making revisions to the Plan. 

• Notification of Plan Changes: The adopted changes to the Plan should be 
circulated to people listed in the Rapid Response Personnel Directory and other 
appropriate staff among the cooperating agencies and organizations.   

• Update Directories: Invasive Species Program staff, with assistance and input from 
cooperating agencies and organizations, will be responsible for the periodic update 
and circulation of the Rapid Response Personnel and Resources directories. 
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Task 7: Develop species- or location-specific rapid response plans. 
Identify and prioritize certain species, groups of species or certain locations for the 
development of specific rapid response plans.  Detailed technical information can allow 
this type of response plan to be implemented more efficiently than a generic response 
plan.  The process of prioritizing which species warrant the development of rapid 
response plans will also help guide the development of outreach materials for early 
detection efforts. 
 
Task 8: Train employees, participants, and team members. 
Agencies that agree to cooperate on AIS rapid response should participate in the 
development of a training program and train the employees likely to be involved in rapid 
response activities.  Potential rapid response participants need to be familiar with the 
Rapid Response Plan, Incident Command System, and may need specialized training 
related to their likely duties during a response. ICS training is available on-line at: 
http://training/fema.gov/IS/. 
 
Training should also include AIS rapid response drills using a variety of scenarios and 
locations around the state. This will also assist in fine-tuning the Rapid Response Plan. 
 
Task 9: Conduct education and outreach. 
Outreach specialists from participating agencies and organizations should develop a 
plan of potential methods and protocols for conducting outreach to local communities, 
interest groups, and the media during rapid response procedures. This could include 
sharing contact information for key groups such as boaters, anglers, and marina 
owners. 
 
Task 10: Conduct research for improved rapid response. 
Academic institutions, government agencies, and other organizations that agree to 
cooperate on rapid response should work together through various AIS working groups, 
professional and environmental organizations, and commercial interests to promote 
research that can specifically improve or promote rapid response efforts. 
 
Research the costs of rapid response, possible funding mechanisms (Task 3) and, if 
feasible, study the environmental and economic benefits and costs of conducting rapid 
response efforts versus not conducting rapid response. This may help governments 
decide how much to invest in rapid response measures. 
 
Task 11: Develop interim rapid response protocols. 
Steps that can be taken to prepare to implement a rapid response effort while a formal 
plan is going through the review and approval processes: 
• Memorandum of Understanding (MOU): The Directors of the appropriate agencies 

could sign an interim MOU directing their staff to participate in rapid response 
planning and implementation if a new AIS introduction occurs prior to the approval 
of the final plan. 

• Interim Funding: Management staff could identify and pursue interim funding 
sources for implementing a rapid response program. 
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• Interim Strategy: Management level staff from cooperating agencies could 
informally agree upon an interim strategy regarding roles and responsibilities 
should an AIS introduction occur. 

• Permitting: Management level staff from cooperating agencies could discuss how, 
in the absence of a formal streamlined permitting process, their staff could work 
within the existing regulatory permit programs to facilitate a rapid response 
operation and direct staff to follow through on these interim measures. 

• Employee Assignment: Management level staff could assign employees to an 
interim core rapid response team or working group.  This team could participate in 
advance preparation and planning.  In the event of a rapid response, this team 
would need to be augmented by additional staff based on the location of the 
response and the necessary areas of expertise. 
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Synopsis of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation Process 
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The Endangered Species Act (ESA) directs all Federal agencies to work to conserve 
endangered and threatened species and to use their authorities to further the purposes 
of the Act. Section 7 of the Act, called "Interagency Cooperation," is the mechanism by 
which Federal agencies or other entities funded by a Federal agency (action agency), 
ensure the actions they take, including those they fund or authorize, do not jeopardize 
the existence of any listed species.  
 
Under Section 7, Federal agencies must consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS),  or National Marine Fisheries Service for marine or anadromous species, 
when any action the agency carries out, funds, or authorizes (such as through a permit) 
may affect a listed endangered or threatened species. This process usually begins as 
informal consultation. An action agency, in the early stages of project planning, 
approaches USFWS and requests informal consultation. Discussions between the two 
agencies may include what types of listed species may occur in the proposed action 
area, and what effect the proposed action may have on those species. 
 
If the action agency, after discussions with USFWS, determines that the proposed 
action is not likely to affect either any listed species or their critical habitats, in the 
project area, and if USFWS concurs, then the informal consultation is complete and the 
proposed project can proceed.  If it appears that the agency’s action may affect either a 
listed species or their critical habitats, then that agency may then prepare a biological 
assessment to assist in its determination of the project’s effect on a species. 
 
When an action agency determines, through a biological assessment or other review, 
that its action is likely to adversely affect a listed species, the agency submits to the 
USFWS a request for formal consultation. During formal consultation, USFWS and the 
action agency share information about the proposed project and the species likely to be 
affected. Formal consultation may last up to 90 days, after which USFWS will prepare a 
biological opinion on whether the proposed activity will jeopardize the continued 
existence of a listed species. USFWS has 45 days after completion of formal 
consultation to write the opinion. 
 
In making a determination on whether an action will result in jeopardy, the USFWS 
begins by looking at the current status of the species, or "baseline." Added to the 
baseline are the various effects – direct, indirect, interrelated, and interdependent – of 
the proposed action. USFWS also examines the cumulative effects of other non-Federal 
actions that may occur in the action area, including state, tribal, local, or private 
activities that are reasonably certain to occur in the project area. 
 
USFWS’s analysis is then measured against the definition of jeopardy. Under the ESA, 
jeopardy occurs when an action is reasonably expected, directly or indirectly, to 
diminish a species’ numbers, reproduction, or distribution so that the likelihood of 
survival and recovery in the wild is appreciably reduced.  When USFWS delivers a 
jeopardy determination, it also provides the consulting action agency with reasonable 
and prudent alternative actions. These alternatives are often developed with input and 
assistance from the action agency.  
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In some cases, USFWS finds that an action may adversely affect a species, but not 
jeopardize its continued existence. When this happens, the Service prepares an 
incidental take statement for the proposed Federal project. Under most circumstances, 
the ESA prohibits take, which is defined as harming (includes killing) or harassing a 
listed species. Incidental take – take that results from an action but is not the purpose of 
the action – may be allowed when USFWS approves it through an incidental take 
statement. The statement includes the amount or extent of anticipated take due to the 
action, reasonable and prudent measures to minimize the take, and terms and 
conditions that must be observed when implementing those measures. 
 
After USFWS issues its biological opinion, the action agency then decides how to 
proceed. With an opinion that determines adverse effects, the agency can adopt the 
reasonable and prudent measures outlined in an incidental take statement and proceed 
with the project. If USFWS makes a jeopardy determination, then the action agency has 
several options:  

• implement one of the reasonable and prudent alternatives;  
• modify the proposed project and consult again with the Service;  
• decide not to undertake (or fund, or authorize) the project;  
• disagree with the opinion and proceed;  
• apply for an exemption.  

 
An action agency may apply for an exemption if it believes it cannot comply with the 
requirements of the biological opinion. The application is considered by the Endangered 
Species Committee, composed of Cabinet-level members from various federal agencies 
and administered by the Interior Department’s Assistant Secretary for Policy, 
Management and Budget. To be considered by the Committee for an exemption, an 
action agency must have carried out the consultation in good faith and made a 
reasonable effort to develop and consider modifications or alternatives to the proposed 
action. It must also have conducted any required biological assessment, and refrained 
from making any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources to the project 
during consultation. 
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Incident Command System Review Document 
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Following is a Federal Emergency Management Agency, Emergency Management 
Institute Incident Command System (ICS) review document available on the Internet at 
http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/IS/ICSResource/assets/reviewMaterials.pdf.  The 
document provides a summary of the key features and principles of ICS. 
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Example Aquatic Invasive Species Rapid Response Incident Action Plan 
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Aquatic Invasive Species Sighting Report Form 
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Source: Rapid Response Planning for Aquatic Invasive Species: A Template, Smits and Moser 
(2009). 
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Rapid Risk Screening Tool 
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