Appendix C: 2025 Annual Review Feedback Summary

Executive Summary

In October 2025, a Google feedback form was shared with TWIST partners to give them an
opportunity to review the current draft of the TWIST Plan and offer suggestions for improvement.
The form was designed to gather input on what is working well, what could be clearer or more
useful, and how the plan can better support on-the-ground implementation.

Feedback on the TWIST Plan shows strong support for its action-focused, data-driven elements,
especially the Priority Sub-watershed Actions, WHIPPET results, patch-level prioritization, and
basin overview. Overall, respondents appreciate having solid science paired with a clear path to
on-the-ground work. At the same time, they’re asking for more practical, site-specific tools,
including finer-scale prioritization, clearer roles for partners, easier access to spatial data, and
better ways to track progress and adapt over time. Many also noted a need for goals that are more
concise, measurable, and clearly tied to fish and wildlife outcomes, along with clearer outreach
goals and criteria for species removal. Across the board, respondents want more transparency in
how prioritization scores are developed and used, supported by simpler explanations, clearer maps,
and stronger connections between WHIPPET outputs and funding decisions. Suggestions for
improvement focused on reducing redundancy, better tailoring actions to sub-watershed conditions
and partner capacity, clarifying timelines, and more clearly linking basin-level priorities to site-level
work. Respondents also encouraged expanding restoration actions, improving coordination among
groups, and clarifying and diversifying funding strategies, particularly by developing
ready-to-implement projects and standardizing data collection. Taken together, the feedback
highlights the need for clearer communication, stronger structure, and more practical,
partner-informed tools to support successful implementation across the Tualatin Basin.

Survey Results

Overall, how clear and useful did you find the Five-Year Invasive Weed Management Plan?
10 responses

6 6 (60%)

3 (30%)

0 (0%) 1(10%) 0 (c‘)%)




What sections of the plan were most useful or relevant to your work or interests? (select all that
apply)

10 responses

Overview of the Tualatin River... 4 (40%)

Invasive Species Impacts

Technical Advisory Group Surv... 3 (30%)

Patch Prioritization Methods
WHIPPET Results

Priority Sub-watersheds’ Actions 9 (90%)

Funding Opportunities and Impl...

What topics or information would help you better apply the strategies in this plan to your work?

e Data and GIS tools: Making layers available on ArcGIS Online to allow partners to integrate
their own data and see interactions with other work, and incorporating data collected across
agencies into the plan with regular analysis by the TWIST team.

e Prioritization and treatment details: Request for more fine-scale prioritization, alternative
treatment options, and specific actions partners will take on their properties for invasive
species control.

e Funding and coordination: Identification of funding opportunities benefiting multiple partners
and coordination for application, ideally with a consistent fiscal administrator.

e Information sharing and collaboration: Need for more information sharing among TAG
participants about effective control strategies, new things being tried, what's working, and
leveraging collective learning.

e Progress and success assessment: Showing progress, successes, constraints, and identifying
key gaps to justify work, as well as assessing success at the subwatershed and watershed
level using available data and knowledge.

Restoration: Interest in restoration approaches or potential partners for restoration.
Private landowner outreach: Questions about strategies for working with Backyard Habitat to
reach out to private landowners, including desired outcomes and geographic focus.



Do the Five-Year Action Plan Goals (summarized on page 5) align with your understanding of

regional weed management priorities?
10 responses

6

5 (50%)

4 (40%)

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1(10%)

0 | |
1 2 3 4 5

Are there any key goals or outcomes you feel should be added or clarified?

e Need for Quantification and Specificity: There is a need for more quantitative goals and
objectives, adding specificity to existing goals, and assessing progress on each goal annually.

e Goal Clarity and Phrasing: Clarification is needed for some goals, such as the one regarding
outreach through the BHCP, and some feel more like actionable items than goals; some
respondents suggested shortening and simplifying the goals.

e Collaboration and Outreach Details: Respondents asked for specifics on what collaboration
across agencies means, how outreach to tribes and Indigenous communities is progressing,
and the specific steps for reaching out.

e Plan Scope and Removal: One question was about at what point certain weeds are removed
from the plan.

e Ecological Connections: Suggestion to identify key sensitive fish/wildlife species impacted by
invasive or pest plants and consider tying this work to the state wildlife action plan.

Did the Plan provide enough context about the Tualatin River Basin’s ecological, economic, and

cultural importance?
10 responses

©® Yes
@ Somewhat
No




How clear and transparent was the explanation of the WHIPPET process and prioritization

methodology?
10 responses

@ Very clear

@ Somewhat clear
@ Somewhat unclear
@ Not clear

Do you think the prioritization results (e.g. selected sub-watersheds) reflect the areas of greatest

need?
©® Yes
@ Partially
@ No
@ Not sure

10 responses

Do you have suggestions for improving how site value or prioritization scores are communicated?

e Clarity and Explanation: Explanations for site value or prioritization scores should be in
simpler, plain terms, and it would be helpful to label the Treatment Planning Maps values as
"Weed Population WHIPPET Results" to avoid confusion with occurrence.

e Simplification of Scores: Suggestions were made to simplify the prioritization scores by only
using the current year's data, simplifying vector scores by species (0 or 1), reassessing
co-specific separation distance, and only using the total risk assessment score.

e Process Confusion and Discrepancies: The process was found confusing, particularly how
scores translate to priority rankings for weeds and subwatersheds, with specific examples
like Beaverton Creek, Garlic mustard, and Butterbur having high WHIPPET scores but lower
priority rankings.



e Prioritization Factors: One response expressed doubt about adding partners into the mix,
suggesting a better prioritization would focus only on on-the-ground factors (geographical,
hydrological, plants, land use).

e Informative Tool: The flowchart was noted as very informative.

How well do you think the priority actions listed in the current plan reflect key needs and

opportunities across the Tualatin River Basin?
10 responses

@ Very well

@ Somewhat well
@ Neutral

@ Not very well

&

How actionable and realistic do you find the proposed priority actions' descriptions for each of the

priority sub-watersheds?
10 responses

@ Very actionable

@ Somewhat actionable

@ Not very actionable

@ Unsure

@ Not very actionable for my organization

@ | like the list of EDRR species ranked by
priority. For Containment/Eradication, it
wasn't immediately clear to me which...

@ Goals seem overall lofty and detailed
considering number of priority subwat...

L

Do you have suggestions for actions that are currently missing from the Five-Year Plan?

e Restoration efforts: Consider broader coordination among groups in sub-watersheds and
address restoration more broadly, beyond just Early Detection Rapid Response (EDRR)
weeds.

e Resource allocation/WHIPPET scores: Question the deprioritization of the West Hills when
the highest WHIPPET scores indicate resources should be spent there.



Fish and Wildlife (F/W) impact: Include more detailed information on how projects and plans
will positively affect F/W species, and identify key populations in the watershed for
protection or enhancement through weed management to potentially open up resource
opportunities.

As we update this section, how specific should we make the actions?
10 responses

@ Keep them general and strategic (broad
direction-setting actions)

@ Make them more specific and
measurable (clear next steps and
responsible parties)

A mix, general strategies supported by
specific example actions

Would it be helpful to reorganize how actions are listed under each priority sub-watershed (for
example, grouping by theme, goal, or feasibility)?

Affirmative responses: Most respondents indicated that reorganizing the actions would be
helpful.

Suggested grouping methods: Reorganization suggestions included grouping by impact and
feasibility, or by theme or goal.

Concerns about feasibility: One respondent noted that there seem to be too many actions
for the available resources and requested clarity on how the goals will be met and by whom.
Repetitive actions: One respondent suggested picking a single action, as the same actions
appear to be repeated across the sub-watersheds.

Negative responses and clarity: The respondents who answered 'No' mentioned that the
current organization makes sense but requested clear descriptions if any changes are made.

Do you have any additional suggestions for improving how the Priority Sub-Watershed Action Plans
are presented or updated in the next version?

Action Prioritization and Specificity: Prioritize specific actions within watersheds, potentially
by breaking goals into timelines to avoid attempting all goals simultaneously. Also, talk more
specifically about individual sub-watersheds, including project details, gaps, and challenges.
Repetitiveness: Reduce the repetitiveness of priority actions across different priority
sub-watersheds, and consider listing standard actions that apply to all sub-watersheds
once.

Goal Clarity: Clarify containment and eradication goals.

Engagement/Process: Suggested the next step should be priority sub-basin meetings to
discuss partner actions for the year and identify gaps.

Partner Limitations: Acknowledged that many partners are limited to working on their own
properties, leaving the rest of the work to entities like CWS and TSWCD.



Was the Funding and Implementation Plan clearly explained and feasible?
10 responses

©® Yes
@ Somewhat
No

What additional funding strategies should TWIST consider including to make the Plan more useful
and implementable?

e Ready-to-go projects: A major gap is having ready-to-go projects to quickly apply for grants
as they become available.

e Partner organization and collaboration: Consider noting active partners in each watershed
and organizing these groups to increase awareness, communication, and collaboration.

e Direct partner funding and district reserves: The plan should include direct partner funding
resources, which currently fund most of the work, and detail how the District's large funding
reserves are being applied.

e Contractor training and unified data reporting: Organize contractor training for reporting on
invasive species data as a unified front, since the same contractors are used by multiple
partners.

e Funding source alignment and grant writing support: TWIST should align funding sources
with the Plan goals and partners to prepare for grant writing.

e Federal and specific funding inquiries: Check into BLM timber receipts due to potential
federal changes and provide an update on PFA funding.

How effective is the Communications Plan in promoting collaboration and outreach?

10 responses
@ Very effective
@ Somewhat effective
Not effective
A @ Not sure
@ Hard to assess based on the goals

alone - how has it been going?

@ What actions are currently being taken (
for instance TAG meetings?) What is the
timeline for reaching these “future
goals?” How are these goals ranked a...




Summary of Recommended Plan Updates

1. Priority Sub-Watershed Action Section
e Reduce repetitive language across sub-watersheds; avoid restating the same
strategies (e.g., prevention, monitoring).
e Clearly distinguish:
o General strategies (broad prevention, monitoring, restoration approaches)
o Concrete, actionable steps (specific protocols, field tasks, data requirements)
e Incorporate a clearer geographic lens by discussing how priority sub-watersheds
relate to surrounding tributaries and landscape context.
e Reorganize actions using a “scale of invasion” framework:
o Prevention for intact areas
o Survey/site assessment for areas with emerging concerns
o Treatment/restoration for highly impacted sites
e Add a prioritization matrix (impact x feasibility) to help partners determine which
actions to elevate in Years 2-5.
e Maintain flexibility in action language to avoid overly prescriptive metrics and allow
for partner-specific implementation.
e Add a list or table of EDRR species for each sub-watershed.
2. Data Collection & Standardization
e Define clear expectations for standardized data submission across partners.
e Recommend using contractor-submitted data through a shared tool to reduce
inconsistencies and administrative burden.
Align contracting language and expectations across partner organizations.
Encourage collecting treatment and monitoring data concurrently to reduce
redundant site visits.
e Build out guidance on contractor coordination, training, and shared standards.
3. Maps & Visuals
e Reduce the number of maps shown in each sub-watershed section; provide more
contextualized, easier-to-read maps.
e Move original or highly detailed maps into an Appendix.
e Add landmarks or orientation elements to help partners locate priority areas.
4. Year One Progress & Metrics Integration
e Clarify that current metrics rely heavily on TSWCD data; integrate partner datasets as
they are submitted.
e Strengthen guidance on shared metrics and reporting expectations for annual
updates.
e Emphasize opportunities to connect restoration funding with treatment workflows to
maximize long-term ecological outcomes.
5. Species Prioritization
e Add a process for reassessing and updating priority species lists, including criteria for:
o Elevating emerging threats
o Deprioritizing species with reduced impacts or successful control history
6. Funding Context & Strategy
e Acknowledge reduced federal funding and articulate the growing importance of
partner-driven work.
e Highlight opportunities for collaborative funding, restoration integration, and joint
project development.



7. Implementation Timeline & Partner Engagement
e Integrate the online feedback form as part of the annual review workflow.
e Include a description of how annual partner feedback will inform plan revisions.
e Add a procedural section outlining:
o How partner data will be compiled
o How updates will be incorporated
o The review/approval steps before annual release
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