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DATABASE MANAGERS RESULTS 

 

  

E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A RY  
 
 In the fall of 2009, the Oregon Invasive Species Council convened a committee 
consisting of representatives from The Nature Conservancy, Northwest Weed Management 
Partnership, Oregon Department of Agriculture, and Oregon Natural Heritage Program to 
conduct a gap analysis and develop a series of strategies to address the use and management 
of invasive species databases in Oregon.  

Specifically, the committee was charged with surveying invasive species database 
managers and users to understand what users of invasive species databases need and want, 
and to describe the questions that each type of database is capable of answering—and the 
formats and protocols in place to produce these data outcomes. 

In March of 2009, the Oregon Invasive Species Council launched two surveys using an 
online survey instrument (zoomerang.com). Survey respondents completed the surveys in 
June of 2009. 
 
The Database Manager Survey Results 
 

The database manager survey consisted of 43 questions and followed a format similar to 
invasive species database manager surveys conducted in the Southeast and Midwest. This 
survey was sent to eight individuals that manage invasive species databases throughout the 
United States, with a focus on databases that serve individuals interested in tracking invasive 
species in Oregon. All eight (100% response rate) completed the survey—Early Detection 
and Distribution Mapping System (EDDMaps), INVADERS, Weedmapper, Oregon Flora 
Project, USGS Nonindigenous Aquatic Species (NAS), Weed Information Management 
System (WIMS), Integrated Road Information System (IRIS), and iMapInvasives. 

The databases surveyed have been in existence from a few years to over three decades. 
They were developed for a variety of reasons and serve many clienteles, ranging from 
agency/organization staff to the general public. Most databases surveyed are 
password/account restricted. Only one survey respondent characterized their database as 
non user-friendly. All databases offer technical training and support to users.  

The geographic origins of the databases and the current clientele they serve reflect the 
scope and diversity of databases—national, state, county, and local. Four of the database 
managers expressed an interest in expanding the scope of their databases, however, most are 
restricted from expanding because of time and cost. 

All databases surveyed except for one include mapping as a component of the database, 
and a variety of mapping platforms are used. The most common type of location data is 
point and polygon. 
 For some database managers, information is restricted intentionally for several reasons—
for example, federal law prevents sharing some information, or in the case of another, the 
state agency respects private property rights. The way the database is managed (personal 
computer versus online, or access via password) restricts sharing sensitive information. 
 Each of the databases offers a variety of features associated with its mapping functions, 
ranging from very basic features to more sophisticated functions that allow users to enter 
their own information fields, pan/zoom maps, etc. 
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 All of the databases surveyed include aquatic and land plant taxa. USGS NAS focuses on 
nonindigenous aquatic species, excluding insects and diseases. iMapInvasives includes all 
taxa, except diseases and pathogens. 
 Five of the eight databases have a minimum data standard, and of those five, four 
provide for “customization” by allowing data to be input into special fields by the data 
provider. 
 Seven of the eight database managers indicated there was some quality control in terms 
of data verification, whether that be by oversight of the people that actually enter or review 
the data, or the accessibility of the database, which, because of its size and scope, provides 
for review by the thousands of people that both enter and review data inputs. 
 The majority of databases offer “extra” features, such as photo galleries, information 
about invasive species, etc. Seven of the eight respondents indicated their database is 
available online, however, four of the eight indicated there were restrictions in terms of 
access to downloading. Three databases allow users to download other people’s data. 
 Crediting the person that provides data to these databases does not seem important to 
the functioning of the database itself; however, the ability to identify the person that 
reported on an invasive species is important. 
 Five of the eight databases have an early detection module that can be customized to a 
specific region. 
 Six of the eight databases allow users to enter management information on a specific 
point/polygon, such as follow-up visits, eradication, and mechanical and chemical methods 
of control. And a few of the databases have mechanisms to identify eradications. 
 There is a cost to use one of the databases—iMapInvasives—all others have no cost, to 
both use the database and receive technical support. iMapInvasives has created a unique 
method to pay for the cost of the database and its long-term management; one organization 
in any state pays an initiation fee and annual fee, and all other entities within that state can 
use the system at no cost. 

Each of the databases is funded a variety of ways, from long-term federal funding to 
state support and donations. When asked what the predictability of funding was long-term, 
several commented this was unknown, while two expected continued federal funding, and 
one expects to continue to rely on subscriptions to pay for a portion of database 
management costs. 

Only one of the seven respondents, USGS NAS, indicated they were working with 
GISIN to link databases; in fact, USGS NAS is on the technical work group. 

 
 

The Database User Survey Results 
 
The database user survey consisted of 20 questions. The survey was available to anyone 
interested in completing it, however, each participant was required to provide their complete 
contact information for their survey to be included in the gap analysis. A total of 59 
individuals completed the survey; an additional 11 provided partial responses that were 
included in the results. A filter in the software prevented someone from completing the 
survey more than once. The overall goal of the database user survey was to better 
understand what users of invasive species databases need and want. 

A total of 70 individuals responded to the invasive species database user survey 
representing federal, state, county, and local governments, watershed councils, soil and water 
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conservation districts, cooperative weed management areas, nonprofit organizations, 
universities, and industry representatives. 

When asked what databases were used to track invasive species information, the majority 
(60%) used Weedmapper. The remaining percentage used a combination of 29 different 
databases. 

A total of 73% share their data outside of their organization on a regular basis, 
emphasizing the importance of providing access to invasive species information. 

The scope and scale of invasive species database user work was as diverse as the 
database users and the databases themselves. 

Aquatic and land plants are the most commonly tracked invasive species, however, many 
respondents indicated they tracked several different invasive species taxa. 

The most common types of questions database users are trying to answer by reporting 
and/or using an invasive species database can be summarized as follows: 

• What is the location/distribution of a species? 
• What management actions have been taken against this species, and which ones 

have been proven to be the most effective? How do I report the management 
actions I have taken and their corresponding results? 

• What invasive species is most likely to “threaten,” i.e., invade, the areas in which 
I work? 

• What is the population status and trend of a particular invasive species? 
• Where can I find funding to manage/track invasive species, and how much do I 

need to budget to be effective? 
Data access is very important to database users. Survey respondents indicate that people 

within their organization (84%), partner organizations (77%), and potential funding 
organizations (39%) need to access their information. 

In addition, database users need to access the information found in other databases. 
A total of 89% of the respondents indicated they need to support ArcGIS data. 
Time, cost, the inability for databases to “talk” with other databases, and the need to 

keep some data confidential are the primary barriers that prevent database users from 
sharing their data with others. 

A total of 94% of the respondents indicated that data verification was at least 
“important.” 

A total of 99% of the respondents indicated that the database needs to have mapping 
capabilities. 

Only 14% rate the importance of allowing volunteers/citizen scientists/public to submit 
reports as “not important.” 

A total of 86% of respondents report the production of summary reports as at least 
“important.” 

A total of 89% need to be able to track management/treatment information. 
When asked if funds were no object, what would database managers envision to meet all 

of their data needs, the responses supported the tools database users would need to answer 
the questions they have by using a database. They include:  

• Use of ArcGIS  and standard attributes across one all-taxa database that works 
across Macintosh and PC platforms 

• Up-to-date (real time) points and polygons in an easily collectible, shareable database  
• A web-based dataset with downloadable tabular and shapefile capabilities and map 

layers  
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• Web-based interface for viewing distribution maps 
• A system that tracks EDRR and GPS locations of high-priority weed infestations—

and locations where weeds have not been found— management status of each 
species 

• Tools to analyze year-to-year collected data 
• A mapping database that is accessible/compatible with Arc GIS & Arc Toolkit 

(NRCS version).  
• Ability to pull summary reports, query across databases  
• Publically accessible, but limited access to protect sensitive data. 
• Certification and identification of those who enter and verify data (quality control). 
• Batch uploading capabilities 
• Use of technology interfaces (GPS, laptop, Palm Pilot) 
• Identification keys, photos 
• Ability to integrate site photos with spatial coordinates into the database (Lat/long 

location values). 
A total of 91% of the respondents indicated that if a large group of stakeholders in 

Oregon decided by consensus to support one or more database solutions, that they would be 
willing to use the system and contributing data on a regular basis. 

Most of the 70 respondents indicated that they did not have funding; of those that have 
funding, most have restrictions on that funding. However, a few respondents indicated the 
potential to tap into federal funds to launch an invasive species database initiative for 
Oregon. 

 
Overall Conclusions 
 
 There are a number of invasive species databases in the United States that people in 
Oregon access to manage/record/inquire about invasive species information. A significant 
amount of personnel and financial resources are expended to maintain and report invasive 
species information throughout the United States and in Oregon. There is no “one-stop 
shopping” or clearinghouse nationally or within the state of Oregon, but more importantly, 
tools have not been created that allow database users to query across existing databases. 
Long-term reliable funding for database management is largely unknown—the larger, more 
well-known, robust database systems exhibit a higher degree of confidence in their ability to 
continue to receive funding to support their systems. 
 Database users understand their needs and wants relative to invasive species databases. 
However, if funding, knowledge, tools, or access limits the ability of a database user to use 
an existing database, many develop their own systems using off-the-shelf software, such as 
Excel or Access. These “stand-alone” databases add greatly to the overall cost of managing 
invasive species information in Oregon. 
 In summary, there are two potential approaches to reduce the ratio of the cost of 
database management to the benefits users receive from using invasive species databases: 

• Short-term, develop minimum standards for the most commonly used databases and 
develop tools that allow people to query across databases to record and extract 
information. 

• Long-term, analyze the specifics of each of the most commonly used databases, and 
make recommendations to pool resources and potentially reduce the number of 
databases while increasing the utility of those in existence. 



DATABASE MANAGERS RESULTS 

 

  

The following database managers participated in the 2009 Oregon Invasive Species 
Database Management Project: 

• EDDMaps (Early Detection and Distribution Mapping System—University of 
Georgia) 

o EDDMaps started in 2005 with southeastern U.S. focus, and is now 
providing a picture of the distribution of invasive species across the U.S. It 
requires no knowledge of GIS, has web-based mapping, facilitates EDRR 
implementation with online data entry, email alerts, and a network of expert 
verifiers, provides for data searches, queries, and downloads, and is capable 
of custom/hosted applications. 

o Chuck Bargeron, UGA Center for Invasive Species & Ecosystem Health, 
P.O. Box 748, , Tifton, GA, , http://www.eddmaps.org/, cbargero@uga.edu 
 

• INVADERS Database System— (University of Montana-Missoula) 
o The INVADERS Database is a comprehensive database of exotic plant 

names and weed distribution records for five states in the northwestern 
United States. The spatial and temporal spread of weeds can be displayed 
using the historic distribution records in INVADERS. The INVADERS web 
site contains actual examples of how land management and weed regulatory 
agencies are using these data to improve their weed management programs. 
Noxious weed listings are provided for all U.S. states and six southern tier 
Canadian provinces. The INVADERS database structures and web-based 
query interface are a generalized software design that can be adapted to cover 
other regions and/or provide a national/continental scale system for early 
detection, tracking, and strategic management of invasive species.  

o Peter Rice, University of Montana, Division of Biological Sciences, , 
Missoula, MT, 59812-4824, http://invader.dbs.umt.edu, 
peter.rice@umontana.edu 
 

• WeedMapper (Oregon State University and Oregon Department of Agriculture) 
o WeedMapper is a collection of spatial information on the distribution of 

weeds in the state of Oregon. The site shows known locations of noxious 
weeds throughout the state as collected by responsible federal, state, and 
local agencies. Maps are viewable at the state or county level. WeedMapper is 
designed to facilitate identification, reporting, and verification of noxious 
weeds in Oregon. Besides providing maps of known infestations of the most 
serious weed pests, it also contains detailed information on each weed with 
photographs to assist identification.  

o Shannon Brubaker & Dan Sharratt, ODA - Noxious Weed Control Program, 
635 Capitol St NE, , Salem, OR, 97301, http://www.weedmapper.org,  
sbrubaker@oda.state.or.us 
 

• Oregon Flora Project (Oregon State University) 
o The Oregon Flora Project seeks to present scientifically sound information 

about the vascular plants of Oregon that grow without cultivation in formats 
that are useful to generalists as well as to scientists. There are four basic 

http://www.eddmaps.org/�
mailto:cbargero@uga.edu�
http://invader.dbs.umt.edu/�
mailto:peter.rice@umontana.edu�
http://www.weedmapper.org/�
mailto:sbrubaker@oda.state.or.us�
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components to the Oregon Flora Project: the Atlas, the Checklist, the Flora, 
and the Photo Gallery. 

o Linda Hardison, Oregon Flora Project, Dept. Botany & Plant Path., Oregon 
State University, Corvallis, OR, 97331-2902, http://oregonflora.org,  
hardisol@science.oregonstate.edu 
 

• USGS NAS (Nonindigenous Aquatic Species) 
o Located at the Florida Integrated Science Center, this site has been 

established as a central repository for spatially referenced biogeographic 
accounts of nonindigenous aquatic species. 

o Pam Fuller, USGS, 7920 NW 71st Street, , Gainesville, FL, , 
http://nas.er.usgs.gov, pfuller@usgs.gov 
 

• WIMS (Weed Information Management System—The Nature Conservancy) 
o The Nature Conservancy's Weed Information Management System (WIMS) 

is a Microsoft Access-based relational database designed to assist natural 
resource managers in managing their weed data. WIMS 3 keeps track of three 
types of data records: weed occurrences (GPS point locations), assessments 
(size and status of the weed infestation to facilitate monitoring over time), 
management treatments applied to those weed infestations Data can be easily 
exchanged between multiple users, exported in NAWMA (North American 
Weed Management Association) standards, and written to shapefiles for 
mapping in any standard GIS program. WIMS can be also be used to 
generate reports. Additionally, WIMS 3 can be used on a handheld unit 
(either MS Windows-based Pocket PC or Trimble) with a GPS unit to 
capture data in the field.  

o Steven Buttrick, The Nature Conservancy in Oregon, 821 SE 14th Ave,  
Portland, Oregon, 97214, 
http://www.imapinvasives.org/GIST/WIMS/index.html, sbuttrick@tnc.org 
 

• IRIS (Integrated Road Information System—Oregon Association of Counties) 
o IRIS was developed by the Association of Oregon Counties specifically for 

use by the counties of Oregon to acquire and maintain data concerning the 
roads and related objects contained within the counties. IRIS provides a 
seamless method for any Oregon Road Department to have a complete 
computerized road inventory system in a Microsoft Windows environment. 
This system provides both managerial and technical assistance. The 
managerial assistance is provided in the large number of reports and graphs. 
The technical assistance is provided in the data entry checking and validation. 

o Larry Harker, Association of Oregon Counties, 1201 Court St NE, Suite 301, 
Salem, OR, lharker@aocweb.org 
 

• iMapInvasives 
o A consortium of five organizations developed iMapInvasives, an on-line, 

GIS-based, all-taxa invasive species mapping tool—its particular emphasis is 
on applications designed to aid in Early Detection Rapid Response efforts.  

o Meg Wilkinson, NYHNHP, 625 Broadway, Albany, NY, imapinvasives.org, 
mewilkin@gw.dec.state.ny.us  

http://oregonflora.org/�
mailto:hardisol@science.oregonstate.edu�
http://nas.er.usgs.gov/�
mailto:pfuller@usgs.gov�
http://www.imapinvasives.org/GIST/WIMS/index.html�
mailto:sbuttrick@tnc.org�
mailto:lharker@aocweb.org�
http://imapinvasives.org/�
mailto:mewilkin@gw.dec.state.ny.us�
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Question 2: What was the primary goal/mission for developing your database? 

The reasons survey respondents cited for creating their databases are diverse, including 
developing an electronic early detection rapid response system, creating distribution maps, 
tracking the spread of invasive species, providing online access to weed sites in Oregon, to 
inform the public about invasive species, to help land managers track occurrences and 
treatment applications, and to provide a tool for Oregon counties to record chemicals used 
for legal requirements of the Pesticide Use Reporting System. iMapInvasives noted they 
developed their database to serve the needs of Natural Resource Managers and Regional 
Planners, and designed it to ensure the organizational commitment necessary for the success 
of the project and to provide for the long-term viability of the database. Clearly, there are 
numerous questions database managers are trying to answer and needs they are attempting 
to respond to relative to invasive species information. 

Question 3: Who are your target user groups? 

 

  

Target user groups are very diverse, and almost equally distributed. The “other” category 
included one response for county public works departments (IRIS) and one response for 
PRISMs and CIISMAs (iMapInvasives). 
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Question 4: Who can enter new data into your database system? 

 

Five of the eight survey respondents indicated that their own agency/organization staff can 
enter data; two of the seven indicated the general public can, while three indicated scientists 
and researchers can enter data. Of the five “other” comments, three (USGS NAS, Oregon 
Flora Project, and WIMS) indicated that someone in the organization with training and/or 
knowledge reviewed the information, one (Weedmapper), indicated that reports and data 
were “coordinated,” and one (iMapInvasives) noted that adding data requires a password. 

Question 5: Do users need a password to enter data into your database? 

A total of 6 (75%) survey respondents said yes, while 2 (25%) said no. The comments 
section revealed a layer of oversight in the administration of passwords. For example, 
although an account must be created to access EDDMaps and IRIS, anyone can create an 
account, whereas the INVADERS database allows individuals to apply for a data entry 
account—the data base manager reviews the application and decides whether that individual 
would be considered “taxonomically qualified.” Users cannot enter data directly into 
Weedmapper or Oregon Flora Project. The USGS NAS database requires training before 
someone may enter information. WIMS is not an online database—it’s an Access database 
that resides on a personal pc. iMapInvasives has several different levels of users 
(observation-trained, assessment-trained, etc.)—all data is reviewed by a state iMap database 
administrator, who confirms the data, if applicable (or does not confirm it if it is mis-
identified; or seeks additional information if not enough is provided to make a decision). 
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Question 6: Can the general public enter data into your database for a trained user to 
verify? 

Not surprisingly, this question supported the results of question #5 – 2 (25%) said yes and 6 
(75%) said no. 

Question 7: How user-friendly is your system? In other words, how much training is 
required before a new user with little database experience can functionally use the 
system on their own? 

 

Seven of the eight database managers describe their databases as very to somewhat user-
friendly. The USGS NAS database manager characterized their database as not user-friendly, 
requiring a high degree of training. 

Question 8: Do you provide training to new users on how to use your system, and if 
so, how (describe "how" in the comment box)? 

All database managers indicated they provide training to new users. EDDMaps offers an 
online training course, INVADERS provides written instructions to what they consider to 
be an intuitive database, Weedmapper provides Powerpoint presentations on data entry as 
well as instructions via email and telephone, Oregon Flora Project provides a handbook and 
one-on-one training, USGS NAS provides 2.5 days of training if an organization enters into 
an agreement with USGS, TNC provides in-house training, and IRIS did not characterize the 
type of training they offer. iMapInvasives offers observation training online for partner 
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states that seek to provide that feature; lead partner organizations provide assessment, 
treatment, and Survey training. 

Question 9: Do you provide technical support to users? 

All provide technical support to users. 

Question 10: What geographic areas does your database system cover? 

 

EDDMaps is national and regional, INVADERS is regional, Weedmapper is county and 
state, Oregon Flora Project is state, USGS NAS is national and includes some areas in 
Canada, WIMS is local but can be rolled up to include results from larger geographic areas, 
IRIS is statewide in scope, and iMapInvasives includes local, county, and state for participating 
states; and regional, if applicable. The potential exists to consider developing tools that allow 
users to query across platforms to extract information at different scales. 

Question 11: Do you plan to expand the geographic area of your database system in 
the future, and if yes, to what extent? 

Half of the database managers stated there are plans to expand the geographic area of their 
databases. EDDMaps is currently a nationwide database, however, networks have not yet 
developed in some regions. INVADERS wants to expand to include western states, Great 
Plains states, and Canadian provinces, however, it does not have the funds to do so. IRIS 
wants to expand, but simply to add the function of being able to provide latitude and 
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longitude coordinates. iMapInvasives noted the initial cost of developing the mapping tool is 
expensive and being funded by several different sources, however, it is not expensive to 
replicate the features for a new state. iMapInvasives is available to any state that identifies an 
organization willing to serve as the Lead Partner Organization (quality control data, 
collaborate with partners in the state, provide feedback to iMapInvasives, etc.) and pays a 
start-up fee and an annual fee—then the database is available to all in the state.  

Resources (financial, personnel, time) are a barrier to expansion—one organization claimed 
they “have all we can handle.” Lack of ability/interest in expanding the geographic scope of 
existing databases may mean that the current databases are effectively providing the answers 
to questions their database users seek, or that the resources simply don’t exist to expand. 
Regardless, creating tools to query across databases to “connect” what currently exists could 
save time and money for both users and managers. 

Question 12: Does your system provide a mapping service? 

All databases in this survey provide a mapping service except for IRIS—this software only 
offers the ability to provide latitude and longitude coordinates. INVADERS maps are 
county resolution maps—not geocoordinate systems maps. USGS NAS maps are HUC 
(watersheds); they will soon provide point distribution maps; Google maps are used to 
display each specimen location; IMS for species maps. iMapInvasives provides both a Public 
Map Page (available to the public) and an iMapInvasives User Map page (password); it is a 
full GIS system users can create maps and data and spatial queries. 

Clearly, the ability to provide a mapping service of some type is important to users because it 
is a service offered by each database. 

Question 13: If your system provides a mapping service, what platform is used (e.g., 
Google maps, Arc IMS, etc.)? 

EDDMaps—Google and Flash county maps 
INVADERS—display maps based on custom code circa 1992 
Weedmapper— Arc GIS to generate jpg 
Oregon Flora Project—Java applet 
USGS NAS—Google Maps and Arc IMS 
WIMS—Arc IMS 
iMapInvasives—A combination of ESRI products and open source software 
 
Question 14:  What type of location data do you accept? 

EDDMaps—Point and polygon 
INVADERS—county is minimum resolution 
Weedmapper—Point, polygon, and line 
Oregon Flora Project—if data are not referenced, database managers assign lat/long 
USGS NAS—Point, polygon, and line 
WIMS—Point and polygon 
IRIS—Point and polygon 
iMapInvasives—currently point; polygons in the future 
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Point and polygon is, by far, the most common type of location data accepted. 
 
Question 15: Is all data in your database available for viewing by all users (pending 
any data sensitivity concerns)? 
 
Four of the eight databases managers responded yes. EDDMaps said yes, but noted the 
exception was for federal noxious weeds on private property. Weedmapper responded no, 
stating the data submitted remains the property of those who submit it—ODA respects 
ownership, and does freely share this data. USGS NAS noted that the only information not 
visible is personal contact information for the person reporting the occurrence. WIMS noted 
the data is not sensitive, however, because it resides on a personal pc, there is no way to 
access the program. IRIS said no because the information is restricted to a specific county 
username and password. iMapInvasives noted that the public cannot view point locations. 
 
For some database managers, information is restricted intentionally for several reasons. For 
others, either the way the database is managed (personal computer versus online, or access 
via password) restricts sharing information contained in the database.  
 
Question 16: Do you require users to enter location data in a specific coordinate 
system or datum (if yes, please indicate which coordinate system and datum)? 
 
Three of the eight database managers said yes. EDDMaps requires decimal degrees in 
NAD83/WGS84, but conversion tools are available on the website; also, tools exist to 
geocode a physical address and select a point on a Google map. USGS NAS requires 
lat/long in either DMS, decimal minutes or decimal degrees. WIMS requires WGS84. 
 
Question 17: Can maps be downloaded from your system as JPEGs, TIFFs or PDFs? 
 
Sixt of the eight respondents said yes. Oregon Flora Project indicated yes, but noted their 
mapping function is more like a copy function—a screen dump. IRIS does not have a 
mapping function. It’s possible drag and drop a jpeg on Weedmapper, but that is the extent 
of their map downloading function. 
 
Question 18: To what scale can data be mapped on your system? 
 
EDDMaps—Depends on accuracy of data entered and resolution of Google Maps 
INVADERS—County 
Weedmapper—Township 
Oregon Flora Project—Assign a “fuzz factor” from point data to within 12 miles of a point 
or a linear distance 
USGS NAS— Fields rate accuracy of each point (centroid, approximate, accurate)However, 
accurate means it is the correct lake, not the exact spot on the lake 
WIMS—Meter, dependent upon accuracy of GIS and resolution of aerial imagery 
iMapInvasives— designed in GIS and can be used at the local, site-level 
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Question 19: What data layers does your system provide that can be viewed as layers 
with user data? 
 
EDDMaps—Satellite, Terrain and topo maps along with standard Google street maps 
INVADERS, Oregon Flora Project, WIMS—None 
Weedmapper—Weed presence at state, county, and general level 
USGS NAS—State, county, rivers, lakes, interstates, major cities, all towns, HUCs 6 and 8; 
new version will have more options—topos, satellite photos, background colors, 
environmental layers 
iMapInvasives— Standard base layers (political boundaries, hydro,road,etc) are provided as 
well as any complementary data layers provided by the Lead Partner Organization (wetland 
boundaries, high quality natural areas, DOT regions, etc.) 
 
Question 20: What other mapping features does your system provide? 
 
EDDMaps has the ability to enter data by selecting a point on a Google Map, geocode a 
physical address, and estimate the area of a polygon. INVADERS, Weedmapper, and WIMS 
have no additional mapping features. Oregon Flora Project records of observations and 
vouchered specimens; ability to view all data for each record, including lists of associated 
species; 4 base maps; synonymy. USGS NAS can identify location, point to complete record 
including source of record, any voucher photos, and the ability to pan/zoom. iMapInvasives 
offers numerous features, including queries, reports, and the ability to pan/zoom. 
 
Question 21: What taxa are included in your database? 
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EDDMaps—Aquatic and land plants, and all taxa in Florida 
INVADERS—Aquatic and land plants 
Weedmapper—State-listed aquatic and land plants 
Oregon Flora Project—Aquatic and land plants 
USGS NAS— Aquatic plants, aquatic invertebrates, fish, mammals, reptiles, obligatory 
aquatics (except diseases and insects) 
WIMS—Aquatic and land plants 
iMapInvasives—all taxa except for diseases and pathogens 
 
The need to track invasive aquatic and land plants was likely the driver for the development 
of so many databases that serve as a repository of information for these species. USGS NAS 
seems to “fill the gap,” focusing its efforts on all aquatic-related invasives except diseases 
and insects. iMapInvasives has the most taxa in its database. 
 
Question 22: Do you have a minimum data standard? 
 
Five of the eight database managers responded they have a minimum data standard. 
INVADERS—species name, year of record, county & state, data source.  
Oregon Flora—scientific name, date observed/collected, mappable locality, and collector.  
USGS NAS—species, place, time 
IRIS—data required for Pesticide Use Reporting System and chemical usage recording law 
iMapInvasives— there are certain required fields covering the basics: who, what, when & 
where 
 
Establishing a minimum data standard among all databases would enhance the potential to 
access and share information. 
 
Question 23: What other types of data can be entered into your database, in addition 
to the minimum standard (if you have one)? 
 
EDDMaps—images 
INVADERS—locale, comments 
Weedmapper—type of location, land ownership, associated plants 
Oregon Flora Project—elevation, habitat, ecoregion, associated species 
USGS NAS—museum/herbarium numbers; life stage (ad/juv) 
WIMS—vegetation, land use, treatment, herbicide mixtures 
iMapInvasives—survey, project, treatment, assessment 
 
Question 24: Can the type of data entered be customized by the user (e.g., can the 
user enter unique fields)? 
 
INVADERS and Weedmapper do not allow for customization, however, the remaining 
database managers provide user fields or comments section that allow the user to enter 
unique fields—an important feature for those using the databases. The iMapInvasives user 
cannot directly add a field or a choice in a pick list; however, they can participate in the 
iMapInvasives User Group and provide such input/feedback. Also, the state iMap database 
administrator can add choices to pick lists for many of the fields. 
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Question 25: Can data entered in tabular form be downloaded by the user as shape 
files? 
 
Four of the eight respondents said yes. EDDMaps, INVADERS, Oregon Flora, and IRIS 
cannot. Weedmapper data can be entered in tabular form and downloaded as shape files, but 
only when requested through the ODA weed program, and ownership of data is released. 
Oregon Flora noted they would like to have this capability with their database. 
 
Question 26: Can your database accept digital images or reports tagged as an expert 
ID to assist in data verification? 
 
Five database managers responded no—three responded yes (EDDMaps, USGS NAS, and 
iMapInvasives). This “advanced” function is considered important for these databases. 
Digital photos are one of two accepted means to verify a record in iMapInvasives. 
 
Question 27: Is anyone responsible for maintaining data quality for your database? 
 
Seven of the eight database managers responded yes. WIMS responded no. EDDMaps have 
state or regional verifiers, along with their staff. INVADERS’ database manager, Peter Rice, 
maintains quality control. Staff at ODA and OSU oversee data quality issues with 
Weedmapper. Oregon Flora Project staff oversee their data quality management. USGS 
NAS notes that they perform periodic data checks, however, their thousands of daily users 
also serve as quality control. IRIS noted that each county is responsible for their own quality 
control. iMapInvasives database administrator(s) in each participating state ensures quality 
control. 
 
Question 28: How do you manage sensitive data, i.e., data that a user does not want 
to make available to other users or does not want exact locations shown? 
 
EDDMaps— We try to limit sensitive data, but can hide coordinates by marking record as 
private 
INVADERS—Resolution below county is provided at the option of the data provider 
Weedmapper— WeedMapper historically respects ownership of data and will continue with 
this level of restriction. Data is generalized at section level to allow for security of data 
Oregon Flora Project— The taxa are flagged, and locality data is not shown. A note appears 
explaining the data are protected and permission through ORNHIC is required 
USGS NAS— We can fudge exact location to something more general 
WIMS—Not an issue 
IRIS—Users are required to have a user name and password to login to the system 
iMapInvasives— Exact locations are only available to users with a password 
 
A combination of user names and passwords and the ability to either hide or generalize data 
are the two most common methods of managing sensitive data. 
 
Question 29: Does your system provide any additional data features not mentioned 
above? 
 
Six of the eight survey respondents said yes—WIMS and IRIS said no. EDDMaps links the 
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Invasive.org, WeedUS, and USDA PLANTS database. INVADERS offers spread rate 
graphs, time series maps of spread, lists of plants in geographic region, list of geographic 
regions for a plant, legal noxious listings, email alert system for user specified weed and/or 
region, and some other various minor services. Weedmapper offers plant biological 
information, photos for identification, and additional links for informational purposes. 
Oregon Flora links the data in their Atlas, photo gallery, and checklist databases. USGS NAS 
provides charts and graphs to analyze data by time, pathway, source, etc. An analysis of these 
additional features and how they relate to what database users want and need will help drive 
the tools that will be developed to enhance access and queries across databases. 
iMapInvasives notes that a robust mapping/database tool is only one piece of the puzzle, and thus 
have set up the iMapInvasives Partnership to include a Lead Partner Organization for each 
participating state. 
 
Question 30: Is your database system accessible online? 
 
Seven of the eight survey respondents indicated their system was accessible online. 
Weedmapper commented that maps and general weed information is available, but specific 
data is not. Oregon Flora noted that the Atlas mapping program is available to the public, 
but its data are not available in tabular form to the public (they would eventually like it to be 
available). iMapInvasives is online as participating states are added and stages of the database 
are introduced. 
 
Question 31: How is data entered into your system? 
 
EDDMaps—batches, through web services, manually online web services are available, but 
are not being used 
INVADERS—batches, through web services, manually online 
Weedmapper—batches, through web services 
Oregon Flora Project—batches 
USGS NAS—manually online 
WIMS—manually online, pocket PC with ArcPad in field and synched with PC 
IRIS—manually online 
iMapInvasives—batches, manually online, state iMapInvasives database administrator can do 
batch uploads 
 
Maintaining the ability to enter data via batches and through web services is an important 
consideration. 
 
Question 32: Do database users have access to download data at any time? 
 
Five respondents indicated yes—three indicated no.  
 
EDDMaps—Yes, with increased functionality this summer 
INVADERS— No. The web service is online 24/7 such that various list and graphic 
outputs can be downloaded but the underlying raw data is not currently available 
Weedmapper— No. Maps can be dragged and dropped but no site specific data can be 
downloaded 
Oregon Flora Project— No. Not as tables or shapefiles; those data requests are submitted to 
OFP staff to fill 
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USGS NAS—Yes. We have links to csv data downloads. They can also contact us for 
custom queries 
WIMS—Yes 
IRIS—Yes 
iMapInvasives—Users can download data they entered. If they want additional data 
downloaded they need to contact their state iMapInvasives database administrator. Requests 
will be reviewed by the administrator and filled or not-filled based on needs/requirements 
particular to their specific state. 
 
Question 33: Can users download other people’s data? 
 
Six of the eight respondents said no, however, after reviewing the comments, three databases 
allow users to download other people’s data—EDDMaps, Oregon Flora Report, and USGS 
NAS. INVADERS responded no, however, they added that the underlying raw data is not 
currently available for download. If people want underlying data they can request that 
INVADERS write and execute a custom query and email them the data. Depending on what 
data subset they want and who they are, INVADERS may or may not charge a fee. If a fee is 
charged, that money is used to pay students for new data entry and system maintenance. 
Those that responded yes indicated the exception was sensitive data. 
 
Question 34: How is credit given to those who provide data to your system if or when 
the data is used by another person for a different purpose? 
 
EDDMaps and INVADERS identify the original source of the data, although the 
INVADERS database manager acknowledged that INVADERS is usually cited. Because 
Weedmapper data cannot be used for another purpose without release by the data owner, 
ODA restricts this activity. Oregon Flora Project’s Plant Atlas is cited by database users, and 
contributors sign a data release form. USGS NAS notes that except for unique situations, 
credit isn’t given—usually USGS/NAS is cited. WIMS provides no credit. iMapInvasives 
users that provide data agree to have it shared as part of county distribution information, 
which will be shared with any web site, organization or database iMapInvasives decides is 
important to share the data with (e.g. GISIN). In the future, county distribution data may 
also be provided as a web map or web feature service. In addition users agree to share point 
data with NAS. Users will be able to search by “Contributing Organization” and the 
“Contributing Organization” will be included in the “Identify” window. 
 
Question 35: Does your system offer an Early Detection module that can be 
customized to a specific region (e.g., that can alert someone of new populations of a 
particular species of interest)? 
 
Five of the eight respondents indicated yes—EDDMaps, INVADERS, Weedmapper, USGS 
NAS, and iMapInvasives.  
 
Question 36: Does your system allow users to enter management information on a 
particular data point/line/polygon (e.g., species population)? 
 
Six of the eight respondents indicated yes. 
EDDMaps—Yes, limited in next version in summer of 2009 



 

Version 2.0 19 

INVADERS— Yes, only in the comments or locale field 
Weedmapper—Yes, through Weedmapper report form which is submitted to ODA  
USGS NAS— Yes, we have field for “impacts” at that location and time; and a comments 
field. If needed, we could add a field for management 
WIMS—Yes 
Oregon Flora Project and IRIS—No 
iMapInvasives—Detailed treatment data is part of Phase III. There are two treatment fields 
available in the roll-out this summer. 
 
Question 37: What types of management/control/eradication information can be 
entered for each data point/population? 
 
EDDMaps—follow-up visits 
INVADERS—has no systematic way to track eradications. Eradications are noted in the 
comments field. The original record is not deleted as it has value in revealing the historic 
spread rate.  
Weedmapper—Report form submitted to ODA  
USGS NAS—text in a comment field 
WIMS—chemical (detailed), mechanical 
iMapInvasives—The Treatment Tables in Phase III will be designed to accommodate many 
different types of management including fire, hand-pulling, herbicide-application, biocontrol, 
etc. 
 
Question 38: How are eradicated populations of invasive species mapped? 
 
EDDMaps currently does not map eradications, and INVADERS has no capacity to do this. 
Weedmapper historical sites are generalized at the county level through general mapping—a 
new feature in 2009. Oregon Flora Project records have a date associated with it; users can 
filter to view selected dates of occurrences for any species mapped. USGS NAS eradications 
are a different color. New maps will differentiate by population status and by geographic 
accuracy of the point. WIMS polygons or points are marked as historic. Each occurrence of 
a weed has multiple assessment records. One of these would indicate that the species has 
been eradicated. iMapInvasives will make this determination in phase III of their rollout. 
 
Question 39: Is there a financial cost to use your system or to receive technical 
support? 
 
Seven of the eight respondents indicated there was no cost to use their system or receive 
technical support. iMapInvasives requires participating states to have a Lead Partner 
Organization and to pay an annual iMapInvasives Service Fee. EDDMaps and USGS NAS 
may charge a cost for a large-scale project. Federal gas tax money was used to create IRIS, 
and it is only available to county public works departments. 
 
Question 40: How is your program currently funded? 
 
EDDMaps—part of the Center for Invasive Species and Ecosystem Health with special 
projects funded through grants and cooperative agreements with the USDA Forest Service, 
National Park Service, and US Fish and Wildlife Service  
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INVADERS—It is not funded, but the database manager may receive a couple of thousand 
dollars every year or two for fulfilling custom data query requests.  
Weedmapper—through Federal support/contracts such as BLM and USFS. In-kind 
contribution by OSU. Some and very limited support by State Lottery 
Oregon Flora Project—Individual donations, competitive grants from foundations and 
federal agencies 
USGS NAS—funded with federal funding from USGS, USFWS, NOAA 
WIMS—Not funded 
IRIS—Federal gas tax money 
iMapInvasives—The development costs for iMapInvasives are being funded by The Nature 
Conservancy, The State of New York and The State of Florida. 
 
Federal agencies are supporting an array of invasive species databases. 
 
Question 41: How do you anticipate being able to financially support your system in 
the long term (i.e., 20+ years)? 
 
EDDMaps—part of the objectives of the Center for Invasive Species and Ecosystem Health 
INVADERS—There has never been any base funding for INVADERS, since its inception 
in 1992. When the current database manager retires, he will need to find someone to manage 
it. 
Weedmapper—Unknown 
Oregon Flora Project—Subscriptions from private/state/federal/academic institutional 
users; individual donations; competitive grants; university support (currently we receive 
none). 
USGS NAS— Hopes federal support will continue; has had it for ~30 years. 
WIMS— Questionable. To be maintained in long run would require programming to keep 
up to date with new software updates. Funds currently lacking for this. 
IRIS—Federal Gas tax money 
iMapInvasives—In the future, the pooled iMap Service Fees will enable the maintenance and 
enhancement of the system. 
 
There is a great deal of uncertainty among the database managers regarding future funding. 
EDDMaps is housed within a larger Center, with the most certainty of future funding. 
USGS NAS has had federal funding for three decades, and does not anticipate a reduction in 
support. The remaining organizations surveyed are uncertain, or, in the case of IRIS, use 
federal gas tax money for a very limited purpose and scope. 
 
Question 42: Are you working with GISIN to link your database to other databases 
via web services? 
 
Two of the eight respondents, USGS NAS and iMapInvasives, indicated they were working 
with GISIN to link databases; in fact, USGS NAS is on the technical work group. 
 
Question 43: Last question - Is there anything else you would like to share about 
your database that we haven't covered in the questions that have already been asked? 
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INVADERS— INVADERS is unique in that it has historic data, from the 1873 to the 
present, and time series outputs. These data currently encompasses 887 invasive exotic plant 
species reported in five Pacific Northwest states (WA,OR,ID,MT,WY). There are 124,174 
records. The challenge in building the INVADERS Database System was not the database 
structure nor the user interface, but rather obtaining enough records to populate the 
database so that it would be useful for the intended purposes. 
Oregon Flora Project— My answers have mostly referred to the Oregon Plant Atlas. This is 
one component of the OFP dataset. All our information is linked as we develop resources; 
with funding we will provide this interconnectivity to users online. 
USGS NAS— We have developed "filtered views" for different groups: 
Great Lakes: http://www.glerl.noaa.gov/res/Programs/ncrais/nas_database.html 
 
Hawaii: http://pbin.nbii.gov/nashi/ 
Washington (in development): http://nas.er.usgs.gov/queries/washington/default3.asp 
NBII Invasive Species Node: 
http://www.nbii.gov/portal/server.pt?open=512&objID=1107&&PageID=3883&mode=2
&in_hi_userid=2&cached=true 
http://www.nbii.gov/portal/server.pt?open=512&objID=1107&&PageID=3884&mode=2
&in_hi_userid=2&cached=true 
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A total of 70 individuals responded to the invasive species database user survey representing 
federal, state, county, and local governments, watershed councils, soil and water 
conservation districts, cooperative weed management areas, nonprofit organizations, 
universities, and industry representatives. 
 

 
 

• Gary Page, Malheur County Weed Control, 251 B St. West, , Vale, OR, 97918, 
97918, gpage@malheurco.org 

• Greg Winans, Tri County CWMA, 2960 Broadway St., , Baker City, Oregon, 97814, 
(541) 523-2740, greg@tricountycwma.org 

• Helmuth Rogg, Oregon Department of Agriculture, 635 Capitol St NE, , Salem, OR, 
97301-2532, 503-986-4662, hrogg@oda.state.or.us 

• Vern Holm, Northwest Weed Management Partnership, 3960 NE Riverside Loop, , 
McMinnville, OR, 97128, 971-241-2173, vgholm1@verizon.net 

• Samuel Leininger, Clackamas County SWCD, 221 Molalla Ave Suite 102, , Oregon 
City, Oregon, 97045, 503-655-3144 ext 118, samuel.leininger@or.nacdnet.net 

• Angie Kimpo, Portland Water Bureau, 1120 SW 5th Avenue, , Portland, OR, 97222, 
503-823-7470, Angela.Kimpo@ci.portland.or.us 

• Ellen Bishop, Oregon PaleoLands Institute, POB 1021, , Madras, OR, 97741, 541 
398 1810, paleobishop@gmail.com 

• Doug Robin, Oregon Department of Forestry, 2600 State Street, , Salem, OR, 97310, 
503-945-7369, drobin@odf.state.or.us 

• Dan Sherwin, Deschutes County, 61150 SE 27th St., , Bend, Or, 97702, 541-322-
7135, Dan_Sherwin@co.deschutes.or.us 

• Robin, Clark County Weed Management, 11104 NE 149th Street, Building C, Suite 
200, Brush Prairie, wa, 98606, 360-397-9140, robin.simpson@clark.wa.gov 

•  Kyle Spinks, Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District, 5500 SW Arctic Drive, Suite 
2, Beaverton, OR, 97005, 503-629-6305 x2952, kspinks@thprd.org 
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•  Don Farrar, Gilliam County Weed Department, PO Box 427, , Condon, OR, 97823, 
541-384-4222, d_dweed@email.com 

• Shannon Brubaker & Dan Sharratt, ODA-Weed Control, 635 Capitol St NE, , 
Salem, OR, 97301, 503-986-4622, sbrubaker@oda.state.or.us 

• Gary W Brown, USDA APHIS, 6135 NE 80th Ave, Suite A-5, Portland, OR, 97218, 
503 326 2814 x239, gary.w.brown@aphis.usda.gov 

• Doug Kreuzer, The Nature Conservancy, 821 SE 14th Avenue, , Portland, OR, 
97214, 503-802-8151, dkreuzer@tnc.org 

• Nancy Osterbauer, Oregon Dept. of Agriculture, 635 Capitol St NE, , Salem, 
Oregon, 97301-2532, 503-986-4620, nosterba@oda.state.or.us 

• Tona Mortensen, ODF, 5005 Third Street, Tillamook, OR, 97141, 503-815-7064, 
tmortensen@odf.state.or.us 

• David Ambrose, Clatsop SWCD, 750 Commercial St., Room 207, , Astoria, OR, 
97103, 503-325-4571, clatsopswcd@iinet.com 

• Jonathan Soll, Nature Conservancy, *21 SE 14th Ave, , Portland, OR, 97214, 503-
802-8100, jsoll@tnc.org 

• Mary Logalbo, West Multnomah Soil & Water Conservation District, 2701 NW 
Vaughn Street, Ste 450, , Portland, OR, 97210, 503 238 4775, 
mary.logalbo@or.nacdnet.net 

• Berta Youtie, CRWMA, 498 SE Lynn Blvd, , Prineville, Oregon, 97754, 541-447-
6228, berta.youtie@oregonstae.edu 

• Mike Wynands, Tillamook County Public Works, 503 Marolf Loop, , Tillamook, 
Oregon, 95524, 503-842-3419, mwynands@co.tillamook.or.us 

• Mike Martin, Grant SWCD Weed Control, 721 S Canyon Blvd, , John Day , OR, 
97845, 541 575 1554, mmartin123@centurytel.net 

• Noel Bacheller, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, 725 Summer Street NE, 
Ste. C, , Salem, OR, 97301, 503-986-0732, noel.bacheller@state.or.us 

• Dave Pranger, Morrow County Weed Control, PO Box 428, , Lexington, OR, 97839, 
541-989-9502, mcweed@co.morrow.or.us 

• Jenny Barnett, CTUIR, PO Box 638, , Pendleton, OR, 97801, 541-966-2389, 
jennybarnett@ctuir.com 

• Doug Shaller, Lincoln County, 410 NE Harney St., , Newport, OR, 97365, (541)574-
1248, dshaller@co.lincoln.or.us 

• Kristin Ramstad, OR Dept Forestry, 2600 State Street, , Salem, OR, 97310, 503-945-
7390, kramstad@odf.state.or.us 

• Danny Cotton, Oregon Dept. Of Forestry, 5005 3rd St, , Tillamook, OR, 97141, 
503-815-7052, dcotton@odf.state.or.us 

• Robert Barrett, Oregon Dept. of Agriculture, 305 Main St., , Klamath Falls, Oregon, 
97601, 541.591.1575, rbarrett@oda.state.or.us 

• Michael McWilliams, Oregon Department of Forestry, 2600 State St., , Salem, 
Oregon, 97333, 503-945-7395, mmcwilliams@odf.state.or.us 

• Mitch Taylor, ODF, 801 Gales Creek Road, , Forest Grove, OR, 97116, 503-359-
7444, mtaylor@odf.state.or.us 

• Todd Pfeiffer, Klamath County Weed Control, 305 Main St., , Klamath Falls, OR, 
97601, 541-883-4696, tpfeiffer@co.klamath.or.us 
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• Mike Totey, Oregon Dept. of Forestry, 24533 Alsea Hwy, , Philomath, Oregon, 
97370, 541-929-3266, mtotey@odf.state.or.us 

• Robyn Draheim, Portland State University, PO box 751-ESM, , Portland, OR, 
97207, 503-725-4994, draheim@pdx.edu 

• Diana Kimberling, Oregon Department of Agriculture, 635 Capitol St. NE, , Salem, 
OR, 97301, 503-986-4665, dkimberl@oda.state.or.us 

• JO DAVIS, ODA, 635 CAPITOL ST NW, , SALEM, OR, 97301, 503-986-4621, 
jdavis@oda.state.or.us 

• Larry Cooper, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 3406 Cherry Ave. NE, , 
Salem, Oregon, 97303, 503-947-6311, larry.d.cooper@state.or.us 

• W. Dan Walters, DLF-International Seeds/Oregon Seed Trade Assoc., PO Box 229, 
, Halsey, OR, 97348, 541-369-2251, danw@intlseed.com 

• John Applegarth, self (BLM - retired), 1915 Terresa Avenue, , Eugene, Oregon, 
97408-5903, 541-345-9380, xona45@earthlink.net 

• Julie Reilly, Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District, 5500 SW Arctic Drive, Suite 2, 
Beaverton, Oregon, 97005, 503-629-6305 x2951, jreilly@thprd.org 

• Robin Taylor-Davenport, Bureau of Land Management, 2164 NE Spalding Ave, , 
Grants Pass , OR, 97526, 541-471-6549, robin_taylor@blm.gov 

• Tania Siemens, TNC and Oregon Sea Grant Extension, 2055 Grant St, , Eugene, 
OR, 97405, 541-914-0701, tania.siemens@oregonstate.edu 

• Mark Hitchcox, USDA-APHIS-PPQ, 6135 NE 80th Ave., Suite A-5, , Portland, OR, 
97218, 503-326-2919 x228, Mark.E.Hitchcox@aphis.usda.gov 

• Jennifer Lippert, Willamette NF, 3106 Pierce Parkway, , Springfield, Oregon , 97477, 
541 225-6440, jlippert@fs.fed.us 

• Nick Morris, Oregon Department of Forestry, 63612 5th Road, , Coos Bay, Oregon, 
97420, 541-267-1753, nmorris@odf.state.or.us 

• Jeff Saint, ODOT, 61036 Hwy 101 S., Coos Bay, OR, 97420, (541)269-1623, 
jefferson.c.saint@odot.state.or.us 

• John Cowan, oregon parks and recreation dept, PO box 100, Corbett, OR, 97019, 
503 281 0944, john.cowan@state.or.us 

• Julie DiLeone, EMSWCD, 5211 N Williams Ave, , Portland, OR, 97217, 503-935-
5360, julie@emswcd.org 

• Steve Lower, Portland Parks, 6437 SE Division Street, , Portland, OR, 97206, 503 
823 1640, steve.lower@ci.portland.or.us 

• Josh Darling, City of Portland Parks & Recreation, 1120 SW Fifth Ave., , Portland, 
OR, 97204, 503-823-2783, jdarling@ci.portland.or.us 

• Martin Nicholson, Portland Parks and Recreation, 4000 SW Fairview Blvd, , 
Portland, Oregon, 97221, 503 823 4475, mnicholson@ci.portland.or.us 

• Scott Dowling, ODF, 92219 Hwy 202, , Astoria, OR, 97103, 5053255876, 
sdowling@state.or.us 

• Michael Hinton, Seaside parks Advisory Committee, 1015 S. Irvine Pl., , Seaside, 
Oregon, 97138, 503.738.5748, tradesmn@theoregonshore.com 

• Andrea Thorpe, Institute for Applied Ecology, PO Box 2855, , Corvallis, OR, 97339, 
541-753-3099, andrea@appliedeco.org 
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• Joshua Lambert, Lincoln Soil and Water Conservation District, 23 N. Coast Hwy, , 
Newport, OR, 97365, 5412652631, jlambert@midcoastpartners.org 

• Lee Winslow, ODF, 405 E Street, , Columbia City, OR, 97018, 5033972636, 
lwinslow@odf.state.or.us 

• Evelyn Hukari, Oregon Department of Forestry, 24533 Alsea Highway, , Philomath, 
OR, 97370, 541-9293266, ehukari@odf.state.or.us 

• Mitch G. Nelson, usda aphis, 6135 ne 80th ave, ste a5, Portland, or, 97218, 
5033262814, mitchell.g.nelson@aphis.usda.gov 

• Thom Bruce, Monument Soil and Water/Wheeler County, 38854 Rudio Road, , 
Kimberly, Oregon, 97848, 541 934 2410, thom_bruce08@yahoo.com 

• Lucas Nipp, EMSWCD, 5211 N Williams Avenue, , Portland, OR, 97217, 503-935-
5363, lucas@emswcd.org 

• April Olbrich, Tualatin River Watershed Council, P.O. Box 338, , Hillsboro, OR, 
97123-0338, 503-846-4810, trwc@easystreet.net 

• Noah Jenkins, Johnson Creek Watershed Council, 1900 SE Milport Rd Ste B, , 
Milwaukie, OR, 97222, 503-652-7477, noah@jcwc.org 

• Jesse Cary-Hobbs, City of Eugene Parks and Open Space Division, 1820 Roosevelt 
Blvd., , Eugene, Oregon, 97402, 541-682-4843, jesse.a.caryhobbs@ci.eugene.or.us 

• Celia Cornett, Portland Water Bureau , Resource Protection & Planning, 1120 SW 
5th Ave, Rm 600, Portland, Oregon, 97204-1926, 503-823-3786, 
ccornett@water.ci.portland.or.us 

• Vanessa Morgan, Center for Lakes and Reservoirs, PO Box 751-ESM, , Portland, 
OR, 97207-0751, 503-725-1279, vhoward@pdx.edu 

• Jonathan Soll, The Nature Conservancy, 812 Se 14th Ave, , Portland, OR, 97214, 
503-802-8100, jsoll@tnc.org 

• Spring Olson, DSWCD, 625 SE Salmon Ave # 7, , Redmond, OR, 97756, 541-647-
9604, springalaska@hotmail.com 

• Barbara Mumblo, USDA Forest Service - Star Ranger Station, 6941 Upper Applegate 
Rd., , Jacksonville, OR, 97530, 541-899-3855, bmumblo@fs.fed.us 

• Berta Youtie, CRWMA, 498 SE Lynn Blvd, , Prineville, Oregon, 97754, 541 447-
6228, berta.youtie@oregonstate.edu 
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Question 2: What data system are you currently using to track invasive species? 

 
 
Although Weedmapper comprised 60% of the responses, “other” comprised 54%. The 
“other” category included Excel databases,  internal ARC GIS database, NAPIS, County 
GIS system, USA Photo Maps, Filemaker Pro, ISIS, Arc Toolkit, Virginia Tech dendrology 
database, USDA plants database, southeastern cooperative wildlife disease study, 
Appleworks 5, AQAS, NAPPFAST, CABI, EPPO, NPAG, PHIS, National Forest Service 
NRIS Invasives, and www.oregoninvasiveshotline.org.  
 
Question 3: Do you share your data with anyone outside of your 
organization/agency on a regular basis? 
 
A total of 73% share data with individuals outside of their respective organizations on a 
regular basis. 
 
Question 4: What is the scope and scale of your work (site, county, Cooperative 
Weed Management Area, watershed council, state, regional, national)? 
 

http://www.oregoninvasiveshotline.org/�
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Survey respondents that indicated other were very specific in their responses, nothing they 
work in basins, watersheds, on state or local-owned lands (state parks, state forests, e.g.), in 
an SWCD, and inside urban growth boundaries. 
 
Question 5: What taxa of invaders do you track? (Some of you work on very specific 
taxa, while others have broad responsibility - click on as many categories as is 
applicable). 
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The “other” category comprised 10% of the responses, and included specific categories such 
as bullfrogs, noxious weeds, mollusks, semi-aquatic plants. 
 
Question 6: What types of questions are you trying to answer by collecting 
information and putting it into a database or using an existing database? 
 
Sixty-seven respondents answered this question, and many included multiple answers in their 
response. Based on these responses, a total of 5 primary categories were identified. Location 
and distribution, management actions and the efficacy of those actions, and emerging threats 
were the three highest categories of interest expressed by respondents. 
 

 
Questions 7: What are your specific data needs? 
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Location/distribution

Management actions

Emerging threats
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Funding and budgeting 
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The answers respondents provided to this question support the results of the previous 
question: database users are most interested in learning about the distribution of an invasive 
species, reporting on-the-ground management of invasive species, reporting the suspected 
sighting of an invasive species, and verifying the location of a reported invasive species. The 
14 responses recorded in the “other” category support the results in question 6 (e.g., track 
and analyze treatment strategies). 
 
Question 8: Who needs to be able to access your data? 

 
 
Survey respondents need to share their data with their own staff, partners, and potential 
funding sources. In addition, the “other” category revealed a desire for database users to 
share information with the public. 
 
Question 9: Whose data do you need to access? 
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The responses to this question reflect the job duties of the survey respondents. However, 
the “other” responses indicated many respondents wanted the opportunity to access either 
databases that were not listed here (WIMS, NAPIS, USDA Plants Database) or all 
databases—they wanted the ability to query across databases. 
 
Question 10:  What type of data (points, polygons, etc.) do you need to be able to 
support? 
 
A total of 89% of the survey respondents indicated they need to be able to support ArcGIS 
data. The remaining 10% provided a variety of responses, including tables, queries, 
spreadsheet data, UTMs for manual mapping on USGS quads, conversion to Microstation, 
and GNIS location name or lat/long. 
 
Question 11: What barriers prevent you from sharing your data with others? 
 

 
The top 3 answers to this question are inextricably linked—time, money, and the inability  
for databases to talk to one another. Other comments included: there are too many 
databases with too many formats, software programs are old, it’s difficult to work across 
Macintosh and PC platforms, and there isn’t a good understanding of who is managing what 
databases. 
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Question 12: How important is data verification? 
 

 
None of the respondents said that data verification was not important. The majority (94%) 
described it as important, very important, or mandatory. 
 
Question 13: How much is the need to limit access an obstacle to sharing? 
 

 
 
Responses indicate that there is a need to protect sensitive information from full public 
disclosure. This is particularly true for some state and federal data, which is protected from 
public disclosure by law. 
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Question 14: How important is it that the database have mapping capabilities?

 
Results indicate that database users need and want the ability to map invasive species. 
 
Question 15: How important is it to allow volunteers/citizen scientists/public to 
submit reports? 
 

 
 
Results indicate that allowing volunteers/citizen scientists/public to submit reports is at least 
important to 67% of the respondents. 
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Question 16: How important is the production of summary reports? 

 
Results indicate that the production of summary reports is at least important to 86% of the 
respondents. 
 
Question 17: Do you need to be able to track management/treatment information? 
 
A total of 89% of the respondents indicated they need to be able to track 
management/treatment information. In addition, respondents provided the following 
helpful insights: 

• This is an important feature because it allows the locations to be updated with 
treatment information. Many current databases lack this ability, and it hinders our 
management scheme. We need to know what has been treated and whether or not 
local eradication has occurred. 

• It is required by law. 
• Very much so. This is the way to track whether your treatment is working and how 

your population is responding. 
• This is a missing component. I need a graphical map to display query data and to 

generate reports that stay in the database. 
• Must be able to include: active control taking place vs. not; successfully eradicated 

areas; surveyed and not found 
 
Question 18: If funds were no object, what would you want/envision to meet all of 
your data needs? 
 

• Use of ArcGIS across all databases 
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• Up-to-date (real time) points and polygons in an easily collectible, shareable database 
- each point would have attributes that would tell you size of infestation, who 
submitted, what control is going on. 

• Uniform (standard) attributes in an all-taxa database 
• One database system that combines all information on invasives in OR  
• A web-based dataset with downloadable tabular and shapefile capabilities and map 

layers with customizable time and spatial constraints, presence/absence data, verified 
location data queries by species and watershed/HUC 

• Web-based interface for viewing distribution maps, zoomable with rollover summary 
information similar to Google Maps 

• A system that tracks EDRR and GPS locations of high-priority weed infestations—
and locations where weeds have not been found— management status of each 
species 

• User-friendly interface that works across Mac and PC platforms 
• Tools to analyze year-to-year collected data 
• A mapping database that is accessible/compatible with Arc GIS & Arc Toolkit 

(NRCS version). The data input would include: organizational lead, population size, 
control efforts, monitoring efforts and restoration work. One option would allow 
anyone to view the displayed synthesis of infestations, management and monitoring 
work being done that couldn't be scaled down to the landowner level - unless 
granted the special OK by supplying agencies with passwords. There would be a 
separate database for public input of infestation sightings with an indicator of if a 
professional has field verified the sightings and who will be following up on the sight 
and with what management actions are planned to occur.  

• Ability to pull summary reports of weed infestations, treatments, and weed 
population trend. 

• Ability to query across databases and graphical queries that can generate new 
graphical summaries instead of having to export data to reporting software that does 
not have the capacity to retain the query in the database. 

• Publically accessible, but limited access to protect sensitive data. 
• Certification and identification of those who enter and verify data (quality control). 
• Batch uploading capabilities 
• Use of technology interfaces (GPS, laptop, Palm Pilot) 
• Dedicated mapping staff/treatment assistant 
• Online database that is maintained by one entity in Oregon. We email them data, 

they enter it, and give access to it. 
• Ability to track management treatments from year to year. 
• Identification keys ad photos 
• Feature classes or data objects that are spatially aware, for instance instead of a point 

feature, have a polygon defined as a one pixel size (6" or 1')to determine if a single 
siting is increasing in area. 

• Ability to integrate site photos with spatial coordinates into the database (Lat/long 
location values). 
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Question 19: If a large group of stakeholders in Oregon decides by consensus to 
support one or more database solutions, would you be willing to support this 
decision - by using the system and contributing data on a regular basis? 
 
A total of 91% of survey respondents indicated yes. Many that responded yes indicated they 
would support a new system only if the new system could at least meet the capabilities of the 
current system they were using. Others reiterated their comments in question 18—as long as 
it was user-friendly, could query across databases, etc. 
 
Question 20: Do you have available funding to work on managing information on 
invasive species? What would need to happen to allow you to use this money with 
others to create a multi-agency application? 
 
Most of the 70 respondents indicated that they did not have funding; of those that have 
funding, most have restrictions on that funding. However, a few respondents indicated the 
potential to tap into federal funds, such as BLM, to launch an invasive species database 
initiative for Oregon. 


	The Nature Conservancy's Weed Information Management System (WIMS) is a Microsoft Access-based relational database designed to assist natural resource managers in managing their weed data. WIMS 3 keeps track of three types of data records: weed occurr...

