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Dear Reviewer:

This is the final environmental impact statement (EIS) on vegetation treatment
on BLM lands in 13 Western States using integrated pest management
methods. The final EIS is based on substantive comments received on the draft.
The statement analyzes the probable impacts of the Proposed Action and
Alternatives, and will be used in the development of all vegetation treatment
proposals in the 13 Western States.

The final EIS has been revised and updated as a result of public comment,
peer review, and internal review of the draft EIS. Over 400 letters of comment
were received. Because of the volume of letters, it was impossible to print them
in this statement. Some issues/concerns were often repeated by reviewers.
These general concerns were grouped under the nature of common concern
and responded to. Specific comments needing more in-depth responses are
listed in this document according to each letter’s identification number. Copies
of individual letters received are on file and will not be provided in this
document.

Comments received on this final EIS as well as those received on the draft
will be considered in the decision process. Decisions for each state will be
prepared and issued after the close of the comment period on this final EIS.

Please address comments on this final EIS, or requests for coples of the final
EIS to:

Wyoming State Director Bureau of Land Management
c¢/o Jim Melton, Team Leader

1701 East “E" Street

Casper, Wyoming 82601

Sincerely yours,

~ ot chattn)

Ray Brubaker
State Director, Wyoming



VEGETATION TREATMENT ON BLM LANDS
IN 13 WESTERN STATES

() Draft (X) Final

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Abstract

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) assesses the environmental
consequences of Federal approval of implementing a vegetation treatment
program to manage a variety of vegetation species on public land in the
Western United States. The program would apply to BLM-administered public
lands in the 13 contiguous Western States of Arizona, Colorado, Idaho,
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, eastern Oregon,
South Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.

Based on the issues and concerns within the stﬁdy area identified during the
public scoping process and internal review, this EIS focuses analysis in the
following areas:

* How each vegetation treatment method affects vegetation on a regional
basis

» How each method affects flsh and wildlife and their habitats

* How mechanical treatments and prescribed burning affect soils

* How all natural resources may be affected positively as well as negatively
* How herbicides and prescribed burning affect human health and safety

The FEIS analyzes direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to various
resources from the proposed vegetation treatment project and alternatives. It
incorporates, and in some places modifies, analysis for the Draft EIS. In
addition, it makes factual corrections from the draft document, responds to
public comments or explains why comments do not warrant further agency
response. This FEIS is not a decision document. Records of Decisions will be
provided for each state after the final EIS is distributed.

EIS Contact

Comments on this EiS should be directed to:

Wyoming State Director
Bureau of Land Management
¢/o0 Jim Melton, Team Leader
1701 East “"E” Street

Casper, Wyoming 82601

Date EIS Made Available to EPA and the Public
Final: June 5, 1991
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This final environmental impact statement (FEIS)
describes and analyzes the impacts of a program the
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Man-
agement (BLM), proposestoimplementtotreatvege-
tation on public lands in 13 Western States—Ariz-
ona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New
Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, eastern QOregon,
South Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.
The impacts of BLM’s program to manage vegeta-
tionin California and western Oregon have been cov-
ered in separate EIS documents and therefore will
not be analyzed here. The impacts of BLM's program
to manage noxious weeds in the states of Washing-
ton, Oregon, ldaho, Montana and Wyoming have
been covered in a separate EIS document. See Ap-
pendix I-2 (1 thru 3) taken from the USDI-BLM, 1985
“Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program,
final environmental impact statement.” The list of
noxious weed species that are being treated or might
be treated is also in that document. The program is
required to fulfill BLM’s legal mandate, particularly
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of
1976, to manage public lands and their resources.

The vegetation treatment methods described in
this final EIS include manual, mechanical, biologi-
cal, prescribed burning, and chemical. Manual
methods involve using hand or power tools; mechan-
ical methods, heavy equipment, such as bulldozers;
biological methods, plant-eating organisms, such as
goats and insects; prescribed burning, controlled
fire; and chemical methods (herbicides) to treat vege-
tation. Treatments would be made on selected sites
to cut back or eliminate some part of the existing
plant community or to eliminate selected plants.
Treating vegetation is necessary to develop or
restore a desired plant community, create biological
diversity, increase forage or cover for animals, pro-
tect buildings and other facilities, manage fuels to
reduce wildfire hazard, manage vegetation commu-
nity structure, rejuvenate decadent vegetation,
enhance forage/browse quality, or remove noxious
weeds or poisonous plants. The areas that would be
treated include rangelands, public domain forest
lands, oil and gas sites, rights-of-way, and recre-
ation and cultural sites.

In accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), this programmatic final EIS iden-
tifies impacts on the human environment by ana-
lyzing potential impacts of each vegetation treat-
ment method and then, of vegetation treatment
program alternatives, including the proposed pro-
gram, that combine several methods.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

A primary consideration in developing the scope
of this EIS was to determine which issues concern
the public. When the decision was made to complete
this vegetation treatment EIS, a public participation
and coordination plan was developed to solicit pub-
lic comments. A Notice of Intent was published in
July 1988 describing the proposed program and so-
liciting comments in writing and through a number
of public scoping meetings. Public participation is
continuing as this FEIS undergoes public review and
comment.

Many members of the public supported the pro-
posed treatment program and recommended certain
methods for specific target vegetation. Others were
concerned about possible health effects or environ-
mental damage from using herbicides and pre-
scribed fire and about adverse effects from altering
ecological systems in general. Because of the con-
cern about using chemical herbicides and pre-
scribed fire, particularly in terms of human heaith
risk, those methods are given the greatest emphasis
in the analysis. Separate detailed risk assessments,
done on herbicides and on prescribed fire effects,
are included as appendixes to this EIS. Emphasis is
also given to potential program impacts on impor-
tant vegetation communities of the West.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Methods and alternative programs are analyzed
for potential impacts on 14 resource categories of
the 13 Western States: vegetation, climate and air
quality, geology and topography, soils, aquatic
resources, fish and wildlife, cultural resources, rec-
reation and visual resources, livestock, wild horses
and burros, special status species, wilderness and
special areas, human health and safety, and social
and economic resources. Because impacts on many
of these resources are likely to vary with the domi-
nant type of vegatation on and near the treated sites,
they are discussed where they apply in each of eight
vegetation analysis regions of the Western States:
sagebrush, desert shrub, southwestern shrub-
steppe, chaparral-mountain shrub, pinyon-juniper,
plains grassland, mountain/plateau grassland, and
coniferous/deciduous forest.
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EIS ORGANIZATION

Chapter 1 of this final EIS discusses the purpose
and need for the proposed action, describes the
methods of vegetation treatment and alternative pro-
grams, and summarizes the impacts of the pro-
grams. Appendixes C and E (Section E-2) give more
detail about the treatment methods. Chapter 2 de-
scribes the 14 categories of resources in the EIS area
that may be affected by the aiternative programs;
Chapter 3 discusses the impacts of the methods
(Chapter 3, Section 1) and alternative programs
(Chapter 3, Section 2). Chapter 4 describes the pub-
lic's participation in the preparation of the EIS and
Chapter § lists the EIS preparers and reviewers. Ap-
pendixes D and E present the detailed risk assess-
ments on prescribed burning and herbicides, respec-

tively.

ALTERNATIVES

Based on the concerns identified in scoping, the
EIS analyzes the impacts of five alternative vegeta-

tion treatment programs (Table ES-1) that combine
the various methods of treating vegetation. Alterna-
tive 1, the proposed action, which allows use of all

available treatment methods—manual, mechanical,
biological, prescribed burning, and chemical—to
treat up to 372,000 acres of public lands annually,
is the preferred alternative.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, respectively, limit herbi-
cides to ground application, eliminate herbicide use,
and prohibit prescribed fire. The acreages proposed
for treatment under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are less
than those under the preferred alternative because
the terrain or other factors on some sites limit treat-
ment to certain methods. Alternative 5, the No
Action Alternative, continues BLM's existing level of
vegetation management.

Because the proposed program covers such a
wide and diverse area of the country, the FEIS does
not analyze impacts on any specific site or group of
sites. Instead, the FEIS provides an overview of the
possible impacts of the different vegetation treat-
ment methods and their combined use in the alter-
native programs, based on broad regional character-
istics of the 13 Western States. Site-specific
analyses tiered to this EIS will be done at the local
level.

impiementing the selected treatment program
wouid involve coordination with State and county
agencies, public land lessees, and adjoining land-
owners to accomplish a vegetation treatment and to
ensure that adequate safety measures are followed.

Table ES-1

Estimated Annual Average Acreage (In Thousands) by Treatment
Method for Each BLM Vegetation Treatment Alternative

Method Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5

Manual 141 14.2
Mechanical 58.1 71.2
Biological 60.2 60.1
Prescribed

Burning 97.8 132.3
Chemical 141.5 45.2
Total Acres arvz 323.0

13.9 13.7 12.8
742 69.2 41.9
60.2 60.2 57.6
136.4 0 92.7
0 175.5 37.5
284.7 318.6 2425

Note: Several factors may cause a reduction or increase in acreage in any given year,
such as available funds, other workloads, revised land use planning, Threatened and
Endangered species conflicts, cultural and visual resources and management concerns,
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Alternative 1: The Proposed Action

Under the proposed action, all vegetation treat-
ment methods would be available for use, to treat
an estimated average 372,000 acres of public lands
annually in the 13 States. This alternative is pre-
ferred because it gives BLM the greatest flexibility
in specifying site treatments using the most effective
and economical method available. The estimated
average of 372,000 acres to be treated under the pro-
posed action conforms to land use plan objectives
and budget capabilities on public lands. Chemicals
and prescribed burning would be used on most (64
percent) of the proposed treated acreage in this pro-
gram. All safety requirements and project design fea-
tures would be followed in accordance with BLM pol-
icy and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
registration restrictions, asthey would underall aiter-
natives.

Alternative 2: No Aerial Application
of Herbicides

This alternative would treat fewer acres (estimated
average 323,000) because it would eliminate aerial
herbicide application because of concerns about
public health and potential damage to aquatic eco-
systems from offsite chemical drift. Ground meth-
ods of herbicide application would be used for
45,000 acres. Manual and mechanical methods
would be used on 14,000 and 71,000 acres, respec-
tively. Theacreage for biological treatmentwould de-
crease slightly from Alternative 1 at 60,000 acres,
while prescribed burning would increase to 132,000
acres.

Alternative 3: No Use of Herbicides

Because of public health and worker safety con-
cerns and a general concern about pesticides in the
environment, no herbicides would be used under
this alternative. This alternative would have the high-
est acreages specified for mechanical (74,000 acres)
and prescribed burning (136,000 acres) treatments
of any of the alternatives, but the overall treated acre-
age would be lower than Alternatives 1 or 2, with an
estimated average of 285,000 acres treated.

Alternative 4: No Use of Prescribed
Burning
Under this alternative, prescribed burning would

not be permitted because of concerns about the
effects of smoke on human health and the effects

of burning on ecological systems. To compensate
in part for the loss of fire as a tool, this alternative
would have the highest annual average acreage
(175,000) treated chemically, with biological being
60,000 acres. Herbicides would be applied aerially
on 141,000 acres, and ground application methods
would be used on 35,000 acres. Manual methods
would be used to treat 14,000 acres, and mechanical
methods would be used to treat 69,000 acres. The
average estimated treated acreage would be 318,000
acres.

Alternative 5: No Action (Continue
Current Management)

Under this alternative BLM would continue using
the existing vegetation treatment program. An esti-
mated average of 243,000 acres would be treated an-
nually using manual, mechanical, biological, pre-
scribed burning, and chemical methods. Approx-
imately 62 percent would continue to be treated
using prescribed burning and biological methods.

METHODS OF ANALYSIS

Impacts in this final EIS were evaluated by an inter-
disciplinary team of BLM and contract scientists that
included experts in vegetation ecology in the
Western States and in the human health and environ-
mental effects of pesticides. Available studies on the
effects of different treatment methods on western
plant communities were researched and summa-
rized and conclusions about program impacts were
drawn from that body of scientific literature. The
analysis of effects in the EIS is, in general, qualita-
tive, but where impacts could be quantified, such as
in the areas of human health and impacts of herbi-
cides on wildlife, a quantitative risk assessment was
done.

The herbicide risk assessment evaluated human
and wildlife exposures and potential risks from using
19 different herbicides and two additives. However,
after impact and risk assessment analyses, 17 are
proposed for use in the vegetation treatment pro-
gram. BLM has reexamined the risk assessment and
examined additional data for amitrole. BLM has
determined that amitrole is no longer considered for
proposed use in this document. Amitrole will be
deleted in the Record of Decision. Since drafting this
document, producers are no longer manufacturing
dalapon formulations registered for proposed use.
Therefore, dalapon is no longer considered for use.
However, information on all 19 herbicides is
included throughout the document.
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Human health effects evaluated included general
systemic effects, effects on reproduction, cancer,
heritable mutations, and effects on the nervous and
immune systems. For the estimation of worker and
public exposures from aerial and ground applica-
tions, both a typical and maximum likely rate of her-
bicide application was used for each type of pro-
gram area application (for example, rangeland,
right-of-way). The actual rate of herbicide applica-
tion on a particular site is expected to be lower than
the maximum rate used in the analysis and will
depend on target vegetation species, time of year,
application equipment, and herbicide formulation.

Herbicide formulations (Appendix M) may also
contain one or more inert ingredients that may pre-
sent health risks. BLM has determined that no formu-
lation would be used in the program if it contains
inert ingredients on EPA's List 1 (inerts of toxicolog-
ical concern) or List 2 (inerts of high priority for test-
ing), with the exception of petroleum distillate car-
riers, kerosene and diesel oil (their risks are
evaluated in this analysis). However, if there is no
product available that does not contain inert ingre-
dients on EPA 1 or 2, then an herbicide product that
does contain inert ingredients identified on EPA List
1 or 2 may be considered for use, with the under-
standing that the risk will be evaluated before treat-
ment.

Environmental Consequences

Vegetation

Vegetation treatments would benefit as well as
adversely impact both target and nontarget vegeta-
tion within the EIS area. Where individual plant spe-
cies are the target, such as in noxious weed control,
some injury or loss of nontarget vegetation may
occur from all methods, particularly from herbicide
use. Changes in species composition, plant commu-
nity structure, species diversity, and productivity will
result on sites where all vegetation is treated. Some
species will be enhanced by treatment; others will
be suppressed on the treated site. Treatment
method and number of acres treated would deter-
mine the degree of vegetation impact. Positive
impacts, the principal program objectives, would
include wildlife habitat improvement, fuel hazard
reduction, selection of desired timber species, and
reduction or elimination of populations of noxious
weeds.

Manual treatment methods should have no
adverse impacts on nontarget vegetation for two rea-
sons: 1) they are the most selective for target species
and 2) they have limited application in the program
because they are labor intensive and ineffective in

controlling established creeping perennials, so they
would notbe usedforlarge-scalerangeland improve-
ment projects or for prescribed burning pretreat-
ment.

Mechanical treatments generally kill woody spe-
cies that do not have below-ground growing points.
Root-sprouting shrub species will replace damaged
canopies, and growth may actually be stimulated by
mechanical treatments unless such species are
treated by a method which severs them below the
root crown. Herbaceous species are damaged by
treatment methods that cause the most soil disturb-
ance, in contrast to methods which cause more su-
perficial soil disturbance and result in minimal dam-
age. Plowing or root-cutting would generally require
subsequent revegetation.

Normally mechanical treatment methods would
affect woody plants more than herbaceous plants
because root-sprouting woody species cannot
quickly replace above-ground structure, whereas
herbaceous species can replace their canopies an-
nually. However during periods of drought, resprout-
ing woody species such as rabbitbrushes, mesquite,
and acacias can replace above-ground structures
more rapidly than herbaceous species because they
may have more extensive root systems to tap deep
soil moisture.

Biological treatments with sheep, cattle, and goats
would have slight impacts on a localized basis from
feeding.on nontarget vegetation to the extent that
nontargets are interspersed with target species on
a grazed site. Insect and pathogen treatments
should have no impacts on nontarget plants because
these techniques are species specific.

Prescribed burning could help prevent wildfires
by removing fuel ladders and excess litter accumu-
lations. Prescribed burning might decrease total
plant productivity on a site but shift species compo-
sition from dominance by woody species to domi-
nance by herbaceous species and stimulate new
growth of certain woody species. Fire would signif-
icantly affect plant competition by changing the
numbers and species of existing plants, altering site
conditions, and requiring plants to reestablish on a
site. Parennial plants with existing root systems usu-
ally have an advantage over plants that must develop
from seed. There would be short-term reductions in
productivity of many species but longer term desired
results on target species. A particular plant species
may or may not be desired on a treatment site,
depending on land use objectives; therefore, the
determination would be made on a site-specific
basis according to individual goals of the manage-
ment plan.

The impacts of chemical treatments would vary
depending on how closely related the targetand non-
target species are, the selectivity of the herbicide,
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and the application rate. More sensitive annual
plants would be affected to agreater degree than per-
ennials, especially if killed before producing seed,
although the ability of plants to maintain viable
seeds in the soil for several years should reduce the
susceptibility of a plant species to herbicides.

Adverse impacts discussed above for all vegeta-
tion treatment methods could apply under Aiterna-
tive 1. The overall positive impacts would be to
achieve desired vegetation communities on treated
rangeland and forestland sites, create stratified age
structure dynamics in some shrublands for wildlife
habitat improvement, reduce hazardous fuel build-
up, reclaim certain areas to native perennial vegeta-
tion, reduce populations and spread of noxious
weeds, remove vegetation that was a potential haz-
ard to recreationists, and maintain safe conditions
in rights-of-ways and oil and gas facilities. Specific
areas of some shrub-dominated rangeland commu-
nities would have higher production of herbaceous
vegetation mixed with shrubs. Alternative 1 offers
the greatest degree of flexibility of any alternative for
general vegetation management and for control of
noxious weeds and poisonous plants.

Under Alternative 2, elimination of aerial chemical
treatments would reduce the potential for offgite
impacts on nontarget plants. Desired vegetation
communities prescribed in land use or activity plans
would not be achieved in some areas where treat-
ment would be foregone because other treatments
could not be substituted. Managerial ability to select
the most appropriate and cost-effective treatment
method for rangeland situations would be reduced
under this alternative. Most treatments for riparian
areas, recreation areas, oil and gas facilities, and
most rights-of-way would not be affected by this
alternative. Noxious weeds would continue to be
controlled in most infestation situations. More pre-
scribed fire would be used than under the Proposed
Action. Because aerial chemical treatment would
not be available, target areas for treatment of shrub
and brush species that do not carry fire might not
be treated at all. Noxious weeds would be controlled,
but overall management effectiveness would be less
than under Alternative 1.

With no use of herbicides under Alternative 3,
impacts discussed above for chemical methods
would not occur. Desired vegetation communities
prescribed in land use plans or activity plans would
not be achieved in some areas where treatment
would be foregone because other treatments could
not be substituted. Managerial ability to select the
most appropriate and cost-effective treatment in
nearly all situations would be limited under this al-
ternative. Most noxious weeds would not be con-
trolled, and safety hazards from proliferation of unde-
sired plants could develop on on oil and gas
facilities, rights-of-way, and recreation areas

because of ineffective treatments by other methods.
Reclamation effortsins:itcedarand cheatgrass com-
munities would be far less effective relative to the
Proposed Action.

More acreage would be treated with chemicals
under Alternative 4 than under any other alternative.
Therefore, the impacts of chemical methods would
apply to the greatest degree here, but the impacts
of prescribed burning would not. The likelihood of
catastrophic wildfire increases without the use of
prescribed fire. Vegetation management objectives
in land use or activity plans would not be met in spe-
cific areas. Managerial ability to select the most
appropriate and cost-effective treatment method for
rangeland situations would be limited under this
alternative. There will be long-term undesirable ef-
fects from no use of prescribed fire in nearly all vege-
tation analysis regions, where fire was historically an
ecological factor.

Fewer acres would be treated under Alternative 5
thanunderany otheralternative. Vegetation manage-
ment objectives in land use or activity plans would
not be met in specific areas. Although all treatment
methods would be available under this alternative
and the impacts discussed under all methods would
apply here, program use of herbicides would be
more limited than under Alternative 1, and fewer
acres would be treated with herbicides than under
any other alternative except Alternative 3. Control-
ling noxious weeds and poisonous plants would not
be as effective as under Alternative 1.

Climate and Air Quality

The most significant impact to air quality would
be moderate, short-term increases in dust and
exhaust generated by manual and mechanical treat-
ment methods, smoke and particulates from pre-
scribed burns, and chemical drift from herbicide
applications. Air quality standards would not be vio-
lated. The aircraft and equipment used in vegetation
treatments would create temporary, localized noise.
Alternative 3 would cause the highest overall
impacts to air quality because it involves the highest
acreage of burning. Alternative 4 should have the
fewest impacts because no acreage would be
burned (although smoke impacts from wildfires
would increase).

Geology and Topography

Because treatments are likely to affect only the
soil surface on relatively small geographic areas
compared to the extent of geologic and major top-
ographic features, none of the alternatives should
impact these resource elements.
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On a smaller scale, local topography could be
affected to some extent where significant vegetation
removal from a treated site leads to wind or water
erosion. Proper management practices should pre-
vent this from occurring on most sites.

Soils

The impacts of manual and biological treatment
methods on soils would be negligible. Chemical
treatments would not impact soils directly but could
indirectly affect soil microorganisms. Mechanical
and prescribed burning treatment methods have the
greatest potential to impact soils. Alternative 3 has
the greatest potential to impact soils because it has
the highest combined acreage of mechanical and
burning treatments. Alternative 4 would have the
fewest impacts on soils because no prescribed burn-
ing would be used and relatively few acres would be
treated mechanically.

Aquatic Resources

Manual and biological treatment methods would
have a negligible impact on aquatic resources pro-
vided that Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)
are followed. Mechanical and prescribed burning
treatments would increase short-term erosion. Sed-
imentation from these treatments could be mini-
mized using SOPs and Best Management Practices
(BMPs). Herbicide treatments could cause drift onto
surface water, however, the SOPs would minimize
this occurrence. Contamination potential exists for
ground water from herbicides if SOPs are not fol-
lowed. The use of the screening procedure given in
the SOP should eliminate any ground water contam-
ination from herbicides. Alternative 3 could cause
the greatest impacts because it has the highest com-
bined acreage of mechanical and prescribed burn-
ing treatments. Alternative 4 should have the least
impacts because no prescribed burning would be
used and relatively few acres would be treated by
mechanical methods. More acres are treated by her-
bicides than under any other alternative, thus
increasing the potential for ground and surface
water contamination because of accidents.

Fish and Wildlife

Fisheries and riparian resources are not likely to
be significantly impacted under any of the treatment
methods or alternatives, if suggested mitigation is
incorporated into the individual treatment propos-
als. Impacts to wildlife from forage and habitat reduc-
tions would likely be temporary and localized,
except when permanent vegetation type-conversion
is planned.

There will be a permanent or long-term change in
the wildlife community using these type-conversion
areas. Alternative 1 would have the most potential
beneficial impacts on wildlife because the best
and/or least impacting method for treating a specific
habitat would be available for use. Alternative 1 also
has the greatest potential for adverse impacts. Ap-
propriate mitigation and control of aerial spraying
are necessary to avoid adverse impacts, as are appli-
cation of proper project designs on site-specific
treatments. The most acres of current habitat will be
disturbed.

Alternative 2 would have impacts similar to Alter-
native 1, except the potential adverse impacts from
aerial spraying are eliminated, and competition be-
tween noxious weeds and native forage plants would
be greater with the less effective control of the nox-
ious weeds. Few projects directly beneficial to wild-
life would be foregone. Under Alternative 3the poten-
tial adverse effects of herbicides on fish and other
wildlife would be eliminated. Impacts from pre-
scribed burning would largely be substituted for
impacts from herbicides. Fewer acres of beneficial
projects, available in Alternative 1, would be accom-
plishedin thisalternative. Feweracres of currenthab-
itat would be disturbed than in Alternatives 1, 2, and
4. The least acres of noxious weeds would be
treated, and an associated loss of native forage
plants would occur. There would be no effective
method for treating saltcedar-invaded areas to re-
store native riparian areas.

In Alternative 4, with no use of prescribed fire, one
of the most practical and cost effective methods of
wildlife habitat improvement is eliminated. Excess
plant and timber residue, as a result of other treat-
ment methods, would not be effectively removed
and movement of some wildlife species would be
inhibited. The most acres of aerial and total herbi-
cide application would occur in this alternative, with
the highest potential for adverse impacts to wildlife.
Also, many acres of herbicide application would be
less effective because it was not considered the pre-
ferred method of control.

Alternative 5 would have fewer impacts from treat-
ments because fewer overall acres would be treated
under this alternative. No potential adverse impacts
from herbicide application would occur in some
states where herbicide use is restricted. The fewest
acres of current wildlife habitat would be disturbed
in this alternative, and the least acres of beneficial
habitat improvements accomplished.

Cultural Resources

Some of the proposed vegetation treatments, par-
ticularly mechanical, could impact cultural
resources and traditional lifeways; however, the
exact probability of damaging cultural resources
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and lifeways cannot be determined at the level of analy-
sis possible in a study of this scope. No proposed
treatment project will be autherized until specific impacts
to cultural resources and lifeways are considered. In
keeping with BLM policy, proposed treatments will be
modified to avoid adverse effects on significant cultural
resources and lifeways. Alternative 5 has the lowest
probability of impact because this alternative has the
fewest acres treated with manual and mechanical meth-
ods. Alternative 3 could have the greatest impacts
because more mechanical treatments would be used
than under any other alternative.

Recreation and Visual Resources

All program alternatives would result in short-term
scenic degradation. Recreation areas infested with nox-
ious weeds and poisonous plants would benefit by
reducing potential visitor exposure to harmful vegeta-
tion species. Alternative 3 could have the greatest
adverse impacts because without herbicides some nox-
ious weeds would be difficult to control. Alternative 1
could have the most beneficial impact overall because it
would enable use of the best treatment method for a
particular site.

Livestock

Livestock should not be directly affected by any of the
treatment methods, and the adverse impacts on live-
stock forage would be short term. Alternative 1 would
have the most beneficial impacts for livestock because
forage production could be maintained orimproved, and
toxic plants could be controlled by the best suited
methods. Without using herbicides (Alternative 3), nox-
ious weeds and poisonous plants would be more difficult
to control and therefore could adversely affect livestock.

Wild Horses and Burros

Wild horses and burros should not be adversely af-
fected under any of the alternatives. In fact, they should
benefit from increased forage quantity and quality, re-
ceiving the most benefit from Alternative 1.

Special Status Species

The possible impacts to special status plant and ani-
mal species are potentially the same as those discussed
under vegetation and fish and wildlife. However, analy-
ses completed before any site is treated would identify

any special status species at the site, and appropriate
measures would be taken to protect that species. There-
fore, the impacts from treatment methods and alterna-
tives to special status species should be negligible. In
addition, treatments such as removal of exotic species
should enhance habitats for special status species.

Wilderness and Special Areas

Wildermess and special areas are not likely to be
adversely affected by the treatment methods under any
ofthe alternatives. Undesirable vegetation in wilderness
areas and wilderness study areas may be controlled,
allowing native plants in the natural ecosystem to better
compete. Site-specific impacts to special areas will be
addressed further in district or resource area analyses
that precede vegetation treatment actions.

Human Health and Safety

Manual methods of vegetation treatment should not
affect members of the public because they would not
handle any of the equipment involved. Workers using
hand tools could receive minor injuries or major injuries
from using power tools.

Mechanical methods should not affect members of the
public. Workers would be at risk of the same types of
injuries that agricultural or construction workers might
incur when using tractors and other heavy equipment.

Neither members of the public nor workers would be
affected by biological methods of vegetation treatment.

Sensitive members of the public and some workers
may experience minor ill effects, such as eye and lung
irritation, for the smoke of prescribed fires. In addition,
workers may suffer burns when igniting or managing
prescribed fires, although BLM guidance policies and
required protective clothing minimize this risk.

None of the proposed herbicide uses pose a health risk
to members of the public from typical exposures in any
prograrn area. Exposures to workers involved in herbi-
cide application were conservatively calculated to avoid
underestimation. Workers may be at risk from some
herbicides if they receive these exposures. However,
mitigation, such as protective clothing and strict adher-
ence to BLM herbicide application guidance, should
reduce the actual exposures workers receive to levels
that do not pose any significant risks. Some workers on
rangeland are at risk of systemic effects from atrazine,
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2,4-D, dalapon, dicamba, tebuthiuron, triciopyr, and
diesel oil; reproductive effects from atrazine, 2,4-D,
dicamba, glyphosate, and tebuthiuron; and a theoretical
cancer risk from atrazine and 2,4-D.

Under typical conditions of public-domain forest land
herbicide applications, members of the public are not at
risk from systemic effects. No adverse reproductive
effects are expected from any herbicide use. Workers in
this scenario are at risk of systemic effects from using
2,4-D and triclopyr; reproductive effects from atrazine
and tebuthiuron; and increased cancer risks from ami-
trole, atrazine, 2,4-D, and simazine.

Undertypical conditions for oil and gas treatment sites,
members of the public are not at risk from systemic,
reproductive, or carcinogenic effects. Some workers on
these sites are at systemic risk from atrazine, bromacil,
2,4-D, diuron, simazine, and triclopyr; reproductive risk
from atrazine, diuron, simazine, and tebuthiuron; and
cancer risk from atrazine, bromacil, 2,4-D, and sim-
azine.

On rights-of-way in the typical case, members of the
public are not at risk from systemic effects. Some
workers are at risk of systemic effects from atrazine,
bromacil, 2,4-D, diuron, mefluidide, metsulfuron methyl,
simazine, and triclopyr; reproductive effects from atr-
azine, diuron, simazine, and tebuthiuron; and carcino-
genic effects from atrazine, bromacil, 2,4-D, and sim-
azine.

Members of the public would have no significant sys-
temic, reproductive, or carcinogenic risks from herbicide
treatments of recreation and cultural sites. Under typical
conditions, some workers may be at risk of systemic
effects from using atrazine, 2,4-D, and triclopyr; repro-
ductive effects from atrazine and tebuthiuron; and a
theoretical cancer probability from atrazine, 2,4-D, and
simazine.

The risks estimated in the risk assessment for this EIS
are those that would be expected under Alternative 1.
Alternative 2 would limit the risk of public exposure to the
herbicides, as well as eliminate risks to workers on an
aerial application team. Alternative 3 would eliminate all
herbicide risks to members of the public and workers.
Alternative 4 would eliminate risks from smoke inhala-
tion and potential fire injuries to workers. Aiternative 5
would reduce the risks from all methods, as compared to
Alternative 1 on a population-wide basis, because fewer
acres would be treated.

Social and Economic Resources

Vegetation treatment costs would vary by alternative.
Employment opportunities would have a minimal in-
crease, regardiess of the treatment program imple-
mented. Untreated acreage damages public and private
resources, causing economic losses :and decreased
aesthetic value. Alternative 1 has the lowest treatment
cost per acre than Alternatives 2, 3, or 4. Alternative 5
has the lowest cost per acre of any alternative, but it also
offers no new employment opportunities. Alternative 3
offers the most employment opportunities and no use of
herbicides is more socially desirable to some popula-
tions.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE
IMPACTS

BLM will employ the standard operating procedures
and mitigation described in Chapter 1 to minimize ad-
verse impacts on the environment in the EIS area. BLM
manuals and handbooks provide standards and provi-
sions for resource improvements and treatments. Miti-
gation was developed based on the analysis in this EIS.

The standard procedure for vegetation treatment on a
particular site begins with a review of objectives stated
in the land use plan covering that site. A site field survey
is conducted to determine the presence and proximity of
resources that may be at risk from the treatments,
inciuding human habitations, aquatic resources, special
status species, and cultural resources.

The kinds of mitigation, both project design features
and special mitigation, concerning herbicide use, in
particular, that would be used to limit risk to these
resources may include suspending aerial herbicide ap-
plications wheneverweather conditions may cause offsite
drift or runoff, limiting use of herbicides that pose human
health risks, and providing buffer zones along riparian
areas.

Prescribed fire would not be used when fuel moisture
conditions are too low or when the burn might become
too hot from a structure or resource that is too close to
the site to ensure safety. Prescribed burning activities
must comply with BLM Manual requirements to mini-
mize air quality impacts from smoke. Under all Alterna-
tives, Federal, state and local air quality regulations
would not be violated.
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CHAPTER 1

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), U.S.
Department of the Interior (USDV}), proposes treat-
ment of vegetation on public lands in 13 Western
States. Some of the treatment methods have the
potential for significant impacts on the environment.
This final environmental impact statement (FEIS) an-
alyzes potential impacts on the natural and human
environment that may occur as a result of the pro-
posed action and alternatives.

This FEIS is presented in five chapters and four-
teen appendixes (Figure 1-1). This chapterfirstiden-
tifies the purpose and need to which BLM is re-
sponding in proposing vegetation treatment,
including the legal authorities under which the
action is being proposed, and then describes BLM's
requirement to prepare this programmatic docu-
ment. This is followed by summaries of the proposed
treatment program and alternative programs, the
treatment methods that would be used in each pro-
gram, and the environmental impacts. The imple-
mentation of this final EIS and the relationship of this
vegetation treatment action to other Federal and
State actions and to the private sector are then
described. The final section discusses the limita-
tions of this document.

Acreage figures shown are for analysis purposes
only. There are various factors such as funding, avail-
able manpower, and need for treatment that will af-
fect the number of acres treated.

The BLM will not exceed the acres projected in
Tables 1-1 through 1-6 on an average annual basis
over the life of the EIS. Several factors may cause
a reduction or increases in acreage in any given
year, such as available funds, other workloads,
revised land use planning, Threatened and Endan-
gered species conflicts, cultural and visual
resources and management concerns.

Chapter 2 describes the physical and biological
characteristics of areas in the 13 Western States that
could be affected by a vegetation treatment pro-
gram. Chapter 3 presents the impacts on these phys-
ical and biological characteristics that are likely to
occur with the implementation of any of the treat-
ment alternatives. Public participation in the devel-
opment of this final EIS is described in Chapter 4.
Chapter 5 lists the preparers and reviewers.

The first six appendixes provide supporting and
additional background information: a glossary
(Appendix A), comments received during public
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scoping (Appendix B); description of the nonchem-
ical treatment methods (Appendix C); detailed
results of the prescribed burning (Appendix D); her-
bicide risk assessments (Appendix E); and the fire
ecology of western plants (Appendix F). Appendixes
G, H, and 1 list the common and scientific names of
plant and animal species, special status species, and
target species, respectively. References for BLM pro-
gram direction concerning the use of renewable
resource improvements are included as Appendix J.
Each person, organization, or agency that provided
written comments are listed in Appendix K. Ap-
pendix L is the distribution list for the draft EIS. Ap-
pendix M is a list of herbicide formulations, and cop-
ies of the Federal Noxious Weed Control Laws are
shown in Appendix N.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR
ACTION

Program Objectives

A key objective of the Vegetative Treatment Pro-
gram is to increase soil stability, improve quality and
sustained yield of water, reduce the spread of nox-
ious weeds, and increase desired plant species to
meet objectives of the land use plans (LUPs). Veg-
etative treatments will be done with the utmost con-
cern for human health and safety. Vegetative treat-
ment needs arise for many different conditions and
purposes.

A prescription for the management and use of an
area (such as the provision of habitat for wildlife and
livestock use) may require that certain desired vege-
tation attributes that do not currently exist be devel-
oped. For example, a vegetation community with a
sagebrush canopy cover exceeding 50 percent may
not be desirable because of suppression of herba-
ceous understory species. The same community
with a 10- to 15-percent canopy cover may be highly
desirable because it has ample herbaceous under-
story production and still provides nesting cover for
song birds and sage grouse, as well as winter forage
for herbivores.

The proposed vegetation treatment program is
needed to respond to many different plant control
requirements, including suppressing plants that are
toxic to humans and animals, enhancing visibility,
maintaining passages for transportation, facilitating
drainage, reducing fuel for wildfires, and controlling



Additional supporting and background information
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Table 1-1

Estimated Average Annual Acres Treated by Program Alternative and Treatment Method

Figures include acres to be treated during the next 10 - 15 years (pending availability of funds) on all BLM Lands including Rangelands,

Rights-of-way. Qil and Gas leases, Public Domain Forest Lands and developed Recreation Lands.

No Aerlal
Application of No Use No Prescribed
Proposed Actlon: Herbicides: of Herbicides Burning: No Action:
Treatment Method Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Manual
Cutting 10,310 10,310 10,010 9,910 8,745
Pulling 605 530 480 430 475
Scalping 2,575 2,750 2,800 2,750 2,930
Mulching 580 580 580 580 620
Total Manual 14,070 14,170 13,870 13,670 12,770
Mechanical
Chaining 13,750 22,350 22,950 19,650 10,890
Tilling 27,200 30,100 31,700 30,800 13,385
Mowing 7,435 8,735 9,235 9,035 6,630
Cutting 1,800 1,950 2,150 2,050 1,635
Roller Chopping 3,300 3,300 3,400 3,300 0
Bulldozing 400 500 500 100 400
Grubbing 500 500 500 500 160
Blading 800 800 800 800 810
Drilling 2,930 2,930 2,980 2,930 8,035
Total Mechanical 58,115 71,165 74,215 69,1685 41,945
Biological
Grazing 56,225 56,225 56,225 56,225 63,925
Insects 3,750 3,650 3,750 3,750 3,710
Pathogens 200 200 200 200 0
Total Biological 60,175 60,075 60,175 60,175 57,635
Total Prescribed Burning? 97,765 132,290 136,390 0 92,680
Chemical
Aerial
Helicopter 55,975 0 0 94,740 1,395
Fixed-Wing Aircraft 58,700 0 0 46,000 24,370
Ground
Vehicle 21,045 38,033 0 28,075 9,615
Hand 5,795 7,135 0 6,545 2,095
Total Chemical 141,515 45,168 0 175,360 37,475
GRAND TOTAL 371,640 322,868 284,650 318,370 242,505

1 An estimated 25% of the prescribed burn acreage is a follow-up treatment to chaining or spraying. Thus, total treated acreage would be

reduced accordingly.
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Table 1-2

Alternative 1

Estimated Average Annual Acres Treated by State

Montana,
North Dakota &

New Mexico Oregon &

Arizona Colorado Idaho South Dakota Nevada & Oklahoma Washington Utah Wyoming TOTAL

Manual

Cutting 50 1,100 1,400 320 6,505 100 65 600 170 10,310
Pulling 0 0 175 100 55 100 175 0 0 605
Scalping 0 0 125 200 50 100 2,000 0 100 2,575
Mulching 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 380 580
Total Manual 50 1,100 1,700 820 6,610 300 2,240 600 650 14,070
Mechanical

Chaining 2,000 100 5,400 300 500 300 100 4,900 150 13,750
Tilling 1,600 1,300 15,550 2,790 1,200 0 360 3,700 700 27,200
Mowing 600 0 1,100 1,400 300 100 585 2,600 750 7,435
Cutting 50 1,000 250 180 0 0 340 0 0 1,820
Roller Chopping 0 0 3,200 0 0 0 0 100 0 3,300
Bulldozing 0 300 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 400
Grubbing 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 500
Blading 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 800 800
Drilling Seed 0 1,500 0 1,360 0 0 0 50 0 2,910
Total Mechanical 4,250 4,200 25,500 6,030 2,100 900 1,385 11,350 2,400 58,115
Biological

Grazing 0 100 2,300 48,400 0 0 5,425 0 0 56,225
Insects 0 100 0 3,100 0 0 300 200 50 3,750
Pathogens 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 200
Total Biological 0 200 2,300 51,700 0 0 5,725 200 50 60,175
Total Prescribed Burning 9,300 8,150 34,075 1,400 2,000 6,100 15,240 6,200 15,300 97,765
Chemical

Aerial

Helicopter 5,300 200 3,225 1,400 10,000 1,000 32,550 2,000 300 55,975

Fixed Wing 0 1,000 19,700 0 3,000 31,000 0 3,300 700 58,700
Ground

Vehicle 2,100 600 1,340 2,205 500 1,400 3,800 4,400 4,700 21,045

Hand 800 500 380 905 200 400 1,010 400 1,200 5,795
Total Chemical 8,200 2,300 24,645 4,510 13,700 33,800 37,360 10,100 6,900 141,515
Treatment Total 21,800 15,950 88,220 64,460 24,410 41,100 61,950 28,450 25,300 371,640
TOTAL BLM

ADMINISTERED LANDS' 12,428,584 8,276,800 11,867,773

8,417,283 47,062,636

12,872,729 13,745,487 22,141,908 18,404,034 156,117,324

1 Figures were taken from U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Public Land Statistics, 1989 edition; Eastern Oregon and Washington
figures are only that area addressed in this E1S.
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Table 1-3

Alternative 2

Estimated Average Annual Acres Treated by State

Montana,
North Dakota &

New Mexico Oregon &

TOTAL BLM

ADMINISTERED LANDS' 12,428,584 8,276,890 11,867,773

8,417,283 47,062,636

Arizona Colorado Idaho South Dakota Nevada & Oklahoma Washington Utah Wyoming TOTAL
Manual
Cutting 50 1,100 1,400 320 6,505 100 65 600 170 10,310
Pulling 0 0 0 100 55 100 175 100 0 530
Scalping 0 0 300 200 50 100 2,000 0 100 2,750
Mulching 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 380 580
Total Manual 50 1,100 1,700 820 6,610 300 2,240 700 650 14,170
Mechanical
Chaining 2,000 100 6,500 300 1,000 4,700 2,700 4,800 150 22,350
Tilling 1,600 1,400 15,700 2,790 2,300 0 1,910 3,700 700 30,100
Mowing 600 0 1,300 1,400 300 100 1,135 3,150 750 8,735
Cutting 50 1,000 400 160 0 0 340 0 0 1,950
Roller Chopping 0 0 3,200 0 0 0 0 100 0 3,300
Bulidozing 0 400 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 500
Grubbing 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 500
Blading 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 800 800
Drilling Seed 0 1,500 0 1,380 0 0 0 50 0 2,930
Total Mechanical 4,250 4,400 27,100 6,030 3,700 5,300 6,085 11,900 2,400 71,165
Biological
Grazing 0 100 2,300 48,400 0 0 5,425 0 0 56,225
Insects 0 100 0 3,100 0 0 300 100 50 3,650
Pathogens 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 200
Total Blological 0 200 2,300 51,700 0 0 5,725 100 50 60,075
Total Prescribed Burning 12,000 8,150 37,000 1,400 3,000 8,800 38,740 8,000 15,400 132,290
Chemical
Aerial
Helicopter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fixed-Wing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ground
Vehicle 4,300 700 12,650 2,675 3,000 3,000 5,500 1,508 4,700 38,033
Hand 800 600 1,220 1,105 200 400 1,010 600 1,200 7,135
‘Total Chemical 5,100 1,300 13,870 3,780 3,200 3,400 6,510 2,108 5,900 45,168
Treatment Total 21,400 15,150 81,970 63,730 16,510 17,600 59,300 22,808 24,400 322,868

12,872,729 13,745,487 22,141,908 18,404,034 156,117,324

1 Figures were taken from U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Public Land Statistics, 1989 edition; Eastern Oregon and Washington
tigures are only that area addressed in this EIS.
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Table 1-4

Alternative 3

Estimated Averagé Annual Acres Treated by State

Montana,

North Dakota &

New Mexico Oregon &

Arizona Colorado Idaho South Dakota Nevada & QOklahoma Washington Utah Wyoming TOTAL
Manual
Cutting 50 1,100 1,400 320 6,505 200 65 200 170 10,010
Pulling 0 0 0 100 105 100 175 0 0 480
Scalping 0 0 300 200 100 100 2,000 0 100 2,800
Mulching 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 380 580
Total Manual 50 1,100 1,700 820 6,710 400 2,240 200 650 13,870
Mechanical
Chaining 2,000 200 6,500 300 1,000 4,700 3,200 4,900 150 22,950
Tilling 2,700 1,400 15,700 2,790 2,500 0 2,210 3,700 700 31,700
Mowing 800 0 1,300 1,400 300 400 1,135 3,150 750 9,235
Cutting 50 1,000 400 160 0 200 340 0 0 2,150
Roller Chopping 0 0 3,200 0 0 0 0 200 0 3,400
Bulidozing 0 400 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 500
Grubbing 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 500
Blading 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 800 800
Drilling Seed 0 1,500 0 1,380 0 0 0 100 0 2,980
Total Mechanical 5,550 4,500 27,100 6,030 3,900 5,800 6,885 12,050 2,300 74,215
Biological
Grazing 0 100 2,300 48,400 0 0 5,425 0 0 56,225
Insects 0 100 0 3,100 0 0 300 200 50 3,750
Pathogens 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 200
Total Biological 0 200 2,300 51,700 0 0 5,725 200 50 60,175
Total Prescribed Burning 12,400 8,150 38,000 1,400 4,500 8,600 39,740 8,000 15,600 136,390
Chemical
Aerial
Helicopter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fixed Wing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ground
Vehicle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Chemical 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Treatment Total 18,000 13,950 69,100 59,950 15,110 14,800 54,590 20,450 18,700 284,650
TOTAL BLM
ADMINISTERED LANDS" 12,428,584 8,276,890 11,867,773 8,417,283 47,062,636 12,872,729 13,745,487 22,141,908 18,404,034 156,117,324

1 Figures were taken from U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Public Land Statistics, 1989 edition; Eastern Oregon and Washington
figures are only that area addressed in this EIS.
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Table 1-5

Estimated Average Annual Acres Treated by State
Alternative 4

Montana,
North Dakota &

New Mexico Oregon &

Arizona Colorado Idaho South Dakota Nevada & Oklahoma Washington Utah Wyoming TOTAL
Manual
Cutting 50 1,100 1,400 320 6,505 100 65 200 170 9,910
Pulling 0 0 0 100 55 100 175 0 0 430
Scalping 0 0 300 200 50 100 2,000 0 100 2,750
Muiching 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 380 580
Total Manual 50 1,100 1,700 820 6,610 300 2,240 200 650 13,670
Mechanical
Chaining 2,100 200 5,000 300 1,000 300 3,200 7,400 150 19,650
Tilling 2,200 1,400 15,600 2,790 1,300 0 2,210 4,600 700 30,800
Mowing 500 0 1,300 1,400 300 100 1,135 3,550 750 9,035
Cutting 50 1,000 400 160 0 100 340 0 0 2,050
Roller Chopping 0 0 3,200 0 0 0 0 100 0 3,300
Bulldozing 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
Grubbing 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 ¢] 0 500
Blading 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 800 800
Drilling Seed 0 1,500 0 1,380 0 0 0 50 0 2,930
Total Mechanical 4,850 4,100 25,500 6,030 2,700 1,000 6,885 15,700 2,400 69,165
Biological
Grazing 0 100 2,300 48,400 0 0 5,425 0 0 56,225
Insects 0 100 0 3,100 0 0 300 200 50 3,750
Pathogens 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 200
Total Biological 0 200 2,300 51,700 0 0 5,725 200 50 60,175
Total Prescribed Burning 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chemical
Aerial
Helicopter 14,000 200 15,300 1,400 11,000 1,000 48,340 2,500 1,000 94,740
Fixed-Wing 0 1,000 0 0 3,000 33,000 0 4,000 5,000 46,000
Ground
Vehicle 2,100 700 8,200 2175 500 1,400 5,500 4,400 3,100 28,075
Hand 800 300 1,220 915 300 400 1,010 500 1,100 6,545
Total Chemical 16,900 2,200 24,720 4,490 14,800 35,800 54,850 11,400 10,200 175,360
Treatment Total 21,800 7,600 54,220 63,040 24,110 37,100 69,700 27,500 13,300 318,370

TOTAL BLM

ADMINISTERED LANDS' 12,428,584 8,276,890 11,867,773

8,417,283 47,062,636

12,872,729 13,745,487 22,141,908 18,404,034 156,117,324

1 Figures were taken from U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Public Land Statistics, 1989 edition; Eastern Oregon and Washington
figures are only that area addressed in this EIS.

SIAILYNHALTVY GNVY NOILOV Q3sSOdOld



o1

Table 1-6

Alternative 5

Estimated Average Annual Acres Treated by State

Montana,
North Dakota &

New Mexico Oregon &

Arlzona Colorado Idaho South Dakota Nevada & Oklahoma Washington Utah Wyoming TOTAL
Manual
Cutting 50 1,025 10 320 6,505 50 65 550 170 8,745
Pulling 0 0 0 100 55 100 175 45 0 475
Scalping 0 10 480 190 50 100 2,000 0 100 2,930
Mulching 0 40 0 200 0 0 0 0 380 620
Total Manual 50 1,075 490 810 6,610 250 2,240 595 850 12,770
Mechanical
Chaining 2,000 500 0 150 600 425 3,200 3,865 150 10,890
Tilling 1,600 0 2,400 2,430 1,200 0 2,210 2,845 700 13,385
Mowing 600 0 100 1,210 300 85 535 3,050 750 6,630
Cutting 50 1,000 160 85 0 0 340 0 0 1,635
Roller Chopping 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bulidozing 0 200 100 0 100 0 0 0 0 400
Grubbing 0 0 160 0 0 0 0 0 0 160
Blading 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 800 810
Drilling Seed 0 1,500 4,510 1,380 600 0 0 45 0 8,035
Total Mechanical 4,250 3,200 7,440 5,255 2,800 510 6,285 9,805 2,400 41,945
Biological
Grazing 0 100 0 48,400 0 0 5,425 0 0 53,925
Insects 0 100 110 3,100 0 0 300 100 0 3,710
Pathogens 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Biological 0 200 110 51,500 0 0 5,725 100 0 57,635
Total Prescribed Burning 9,300 8,470 8,650 350 3,500 1,500 39,740 5,870 15,300 92,680
Chemical
Aerial
Helicopter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,095 300 1,395
Fixed Wing 0 0 0 0 0 21,000 0 2,670 700 24,370
Ground
Vehicle 0 100 0 675 0 900 0 3,240 4,700 9,615
Hand 0 100 0 195 0 100 0 500 1,200 2,095
Total Chemical 0 200 0 870 0 22,000 0 7,505 6,900 37,475
Treatment Total 13,600 13,145 16,690 58,785 12,910 24,260 53,990 23,875 25,250 242,505
TOTAL BLM
ADMINISTERED LANDS' 12,428,584 8,276,890 11,867,773 8,417,283 47,062,636 12,872,729 13,745,487 22,141,908 18,404,034 156,117,324

1 Figures were taken from U.S. Dapartment of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Public Land Statistics, 1989 edition; Eastern Oregon and Washington
figures are only that area addressed in this EIS.
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PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

the expansion of exotic species, which includes nox-
ious weeds, that may invade adjacent agriculture or
pasture lands. (Other specific needs are addressed
in the Program Areas section.)

Vegetation treatments which benefit livestock for-
age most always generate additional benefits such
as increased big and small game production,
increased hunter days, reduced soil erosion, and
improved water quality such as reduced salinity. It
is BLM's policy to develop cost effective range
improvements which will result in a favorable return
on the funds invested. It is policy to consider all
c?sts and all benefits to the extent they can be quan-
tified.

BLM is proposing a holistic approach based on the
vegetation management needs as identified in site
specific land use plans. The overall productivity of
public lands can be improved for wildlife, watershed,
recreation, and livestock forage through the proper
management and manipulation of vegetation.

Many natural ecosystems have been altered as a
result of man’s presence. Introduction of non-native
species such as noxious weeds and suppression of
naturally occurring fires have also altered many eco-
systems along with heavy grazing by both livestock
and wildlife. Due to these influences holistic manage-
ment must include land treatment in order to meet
land use plan objectives.

BLM proposes to implement a vegetation treat-
ment program on 372,000 acres annually in Arizona,
Colorado, 1daho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico,
North Dakota, Oklahoma, eastern Oregon, South
Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming (Figure
1-2). Theimpacts of BLM's program to manage vege-
tation in California and western Oregon were
addressed in separate EIS documents (BLM 1989a,
BLM 1989b) and therefore are not analyzed here.

The main benefit of noxious weed control on pub-
lic lands is not only the prevention of economic
losses related to activities on these lands, butthe pre-
vention of economic losses sustained on nearby pri-
vate lands that result when uncontrolled weed infes-
tations on public lands spread to infest and reinfest
the private lands.

Because of the detrimental effects of some nox-
ious weeds on animals and humans, no control in
some instances encourages hazard and economic
losses as is emphasized in the Federal Noxious
Weed Act (PL 93-629), which states that distribution
of noxious weeds “... allows the growth and spread
of such weeds which cause disease or have other
adverse effects on man or his environment, there-
fore, is detrimental to the agriculture and commerce
of the United States and to the public health.” Ac-
cording to the National Academy of Sciences (1968),
an estimated 75,000 people suffer poisoning by
plants annually.

Chemical and biological treatment for the control
of noxious weeds can be effective tools for treating
non-grazing lands. Some of the most serious nox-
ious weed problems on public lands are found in
areas where no grazing occurs. These include high-
way rights-of-way, railroads, recreation sites, ri-
parian exclosures, oil and gas drill sites and related
transmission facilities, and any area where surface
disturbing activities have occurred, such as wild-
fires.

Noxious weeds have become established and are
rapidly spreading on both public and private range-
land, woodlands and farm land (Forcella and Har-
vey, 1981; Messersmith and Lym, 1983; Bucher,
1984; French and Lacey, 1983). As a result, crop
yields are being reduced, rangeland in good ecolog-
ical condition is being invaded, and wildlife habitat
is being reduced (Chase, 1985; Bucher, 1984, Kel-
sey, 1984; Morris and Bedunah, 1984; Penhallegon,
1983). Economic loss from noxious weeds is consid-
erable and costs millions of dollars annually in each
state in the EIS area, posing a serious menace to the
public welfare andthe state’s economic stability (Kel-
sey, 1984; Jenson, 1984; Bucher, 1984; Chase, 1985;
Lewiston Morning Tribune, 1980; Baker, 1983; Niel-
son, 1978; Thompson and others, 1990). Noxious
weeds cannot be adequately controlled unless fed-
eral, state, county and private interests work
togetherin controlling weeds using effectiveand effi-
cient means (Lacey and Fay, 1984; French, 1984,
Hahnkamp and Pence, 1984; Ali, 1984).

Many noxious weeds are spread by recreational
vehicles, geophysical equipment, campers, back-
packers, hunters, big game and non-game species,
as well as by livestock. With more and more use of
the public lands, noxious weeds will spread into
many areas including wilderness. Some species,
such as the thistles and knapweeds, will cause these
areas to become highly undesirable due to the weed
problems which occur. Also, many of the introduced
species of the noxious weeds are a very significant
threat to agricultural croplands, as a result of their
competitive nature.

The proposed program, an expansion of the exist-
ing Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program,
would allow the use of manual, mechanical, biolog-
ical, prescribed burning, or chemical treatments on
more acres than are now being treated. IPM is the
selection, integration, and implementation of treat-
ment methods based on predicted ecologic, socio-
logic, and economic effects (BLM 1981a). Three of
the alternatives to the proposed program restrict or
eliminate the use of one of the treatment methods:
no aerial application of herbicides, no use of herbi-
cides, and no prescribed burning. Continuation of
the existing management program is the final alter-
native considered in this document.



North Dakota

South Dakota

Figure 1-2
States included in the Vegetation
Treatment Program
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Concerns about using prescribed burning were
raised during publi¢c scoping (see Public Involve-
ment Section, and Appendix B); consequently, BLM
added a no-prescribed-burning program alternative.
Analysis of a no action alternative, a continuation of
the current program; is required under 40 CFR Part
1502.14(d). No change from current management is
considered to be the appropriate no action alterna-
tive when ongoing programs initiated under existing
legislation and regulations will continue (46 CFR
18027). No aerial application of herbicides and no
use of herbicides have been assessed because of
continuing concerns about possible health effects
and environmental damage from the use of herbi-
cides.

Legal Mandates for the Program

BLM is required to manage public lands and their
resources by the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1700 et seq.). This law
established policy for BLM administration of public
lands under its jurisdiction. The Taylor Grazing Act
of 1934 (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq.) introduced Federal
protection and management of public lands by reg-
ulating grazing on public lands. The Public Range-
lands Improvement Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 1901 et
seq.) required BLM to manage, maintain, and
improve the public lands suitable for livestock graz-
ing so that they become as productive as feasible.
Two Federal laws direct weed control on Federal
lands: the Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 (7
U.8.C. 2801-2813), as amended by Sec. 15, Manage-
ment of Undesirable Plants on Federal Lands, 1990,
and the Carson-Foley Act of 1968 (PL 90-583).

State and county laws commonly place responsi-
bility for noxious weed control on Federal land with
the Federal Government. BLM will comply with the
individual States’ noxious weed management acts.

NEPA Requirements of the
Program

Federal agencies arerequired by the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.), as amended, to prepare an EIS if a pro-
posed action has a potential for significant environ-
mental impacts (Figure 1-3). In accordance with
NEPA, this final EIS identifies impacts of the pro-
posed vegetation treatment program and four alter-
native programs. It may be used as a broad, compre-
hensive background source on which any necessary
subsequent environmental analyses can be tiered, in
accordance with the Council on Environmental Qual-
ity's (CEQ) procedures for implementing NEPA (40
CFR 1500-1508). Tiering eliminates repetitive dis-
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cussions of the same issues and allows considera-
tion of the actual issues that are relevant for decision
at each level of environmental review.

The intent of this final EIS is to comply with NEPA
and the courts by assessing the program impacts of
treating undesired vegetation species; the necessity
for treatment would be determined by BLM's land-
use plans. This final EIS will also be used to facilitate
analysis of the treatment alternatives in the land-use
planning process and implementation of BLM's
land-use decisions. The treatment methods
assessed in this final EIS would be available for use
at the local level to accomplish local land-use plan
objectives.

Future environmental analyses of vegetation treat-
ment will be conducted at the project level and will
focus on resources that are unique to specific sites,
as necessary. BLM field offices will be responsible
for preparing site-specific environmental assess-
ments as needed.

Several recent EISs are relevant to the issues
addressed in this final EIS and have been used for
reference: Northwest Area Noxious Weed final EIS
and Supplement (BLM 1985a, 1987a), Western Ore-
gon Management of Competing Vegetation final EIS
(BLM 1989b), California Vegetation Management
final EIS (BLM 1989a), Vegetation Management in
the Coastal Plain/Piedmont final EIS (USDA 1989),
Pacific Northwest Management of Competing and
Unwanted Vegetation final EIS (USDA 1988), and
Eradication of Cannabis on Federal Lands in the
Continental United States final EIS (DEA 1985). This
programmatic EISis preparedtoaddress NEPA com-
pliance for those States not previously covered in
EISs for vegetation treatment programs by BLM.

The CEQ Regulations for Implementing the Proce-
dural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508)
and USDI manuals (USDI n.d., BLM 1988a) provide
additional guidance for NEPA compliance and for
the content and format of this final EIS.

Public Involvement

Public involvement is recognized as an essential
element in the development of an EIS and achieving
a successful program for the management of public
lands and natural resources. When the decision was
made to complete this vegetation treatment EIS, a
public participation and coordination plan was devel-
oped. Public participation continues after the docu-
ment is complete and used for site-specific and
project-level planning.

Following BLM's decision to proceed with this pro-
grammatic vegetation treatment EIS, a Notice of
Intent was issued on July 17, 1988. The scoping pe-
riod in most States ended August 19, 1988; scoping
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PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

in Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, and South
Dakota ended September 30, 1988.

Four areas of concern were identified through the
scoping process: (1) the safety and accuracy of
aerially applied herbicides; (2) any use of herbicides,
regardless of the application method; (3) the poten-
tial impacts brought about by the alteration of nat-
ural ecological systems, regardiess of the vegetation
treatment method; and (4) concerns about pre-
scribed burning. (Scoping is further discussed in
Appendix B.)

Program Areas

Rangeland, public domain forest land, oil and gas
production facility sites, rights-of-way, and recre-
ation and cultural area treatments would be included
in the program to treat a number of noxious weeds
and undesirable plant species (Appendix 1). These
vegetation treatments would be made to facilitate
sound resource management practices. This FEIS
addresses the impacts of proposed noxious weed
treatments for the first time in Arizona, Colorado,
Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
South Dakota, and Utah; treatment of noxious
weeds in the other five States was analyzed in an ear-
lier EIS (BLM 1985a). Vegetation treatments for this
EIS analysis are described in the following sections.

Rangeland Treatments

Rangeland treatments would be made to achieve
desired range conditions, increase forage produc-
tion for livestock and wildlife, create stratified age
structure dynamics in brushlands and chaparral for
wildlife habitat improvement and fuel hazard reduc-
tion, increase habitat diversity, and improve wa-
tershed conditions. Vegetation treatment programs
also would be directed toward controlling undesired
plant species in riparian zones, suppressing plants
toxic to wildlife and domestic livestock, and control-
ling the expansion of exotic species that threaten
native species and may invade adjacent agricultural
and pasture lands.

Public Domaln Forest Land Treatments

Public domain forest land treatments would be
designed to meet a variety of multiple-use objec-
tives, many of which are generally similar to objec-
tives for rangeland treatments, These include reduc-
ing plant competition to enhance the growth of
desired timber species and the growth of plant spe-
cies that provide shelter and food for wildlife, restor-
ing the ecological role of prescribed fire in the forest
system to stimulate reproduction of certain species,

1-15

removing noncommercial trees, and managing vege-
tation that could serve as fuel for wildfires.

Oil and Gas Site Treatments

Oil and gas drilling and production site operations
frequently involve site disturbance, which often
results in invasion of noxious weeds and other un-
desired vegetation, The goal of oil and gas site treat-
ments is to control noxious weeds and vegetation
that may pose a safety or fire hazard. Vegetation
treatments include the preparation and regular main-
tenance of areas for use as fire control lines or fuel
breaks, or the reduction of vegetation species that
could pose a hazard to fire control operations.

Right-of-Way Treatments

Treatments for road, railroad, trail, waterway, util-
ity rights-of-way, and communication sites are nec-
essary to suppress vegetation that restricts vision or
presents a safety or fire hazard. In roadside mainte-
nance, vegetation is removed or retarded from
ditches and shoulders to prevent brush encroach-
ment into driving lanes,