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As the Nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of Interior has responsibility for most of our nationally 
owned public lands and natural resources.  This includes fostering economic use of our land and water resources, protecting 
our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historical places, and 
providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation.  The Department assesses our energy and mineral resources 
and works to assure that their development is in the best interest of all people.  The Department also has a major 
responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in Island Territories under U.S. 
administration. 

         Document Control #:  BLM/OR/WA/AE-09/040+1792 
 

Table of Contents 
1.0 Introduction ............................................................................................................................................................ 3 
2.0 Decision ................................................................................................................................................................. 3 

2.1 Summary of the Selected Action ................................................................................................................... 3 
2.2 Design Features ............................................................................................................................................. 3 

3.0 Alternatives Analyzed ............................................................................................................................................ 5 
4.0 Decision Rationale ................................................................................................................................................. 6 
5.0 Compliance with Direction .................................................................................................................................... 6 
6.0 Public Involvement/ Consultation/Coordination .................................................................................................... 7 

6.1 Scoping ......................................................................................................................................................... 7 
6.2 EA Comment Period and Comments ............................................................................................................ 7 
6.3 ESA Section 7 Consultation .......................................................................................................................... 7 

7.0 Conclusion ............................................................................................................................................................. 8 
7.1 Review of Finding of No Significant Impact ................................................................................................ 8 
7.2 Administrative Review Opportunities ........................................................................................................... 9 
7.3 Implementation Date ..................................................................................................................................... 9 

8.0 Response to EA Comments .................................................................................................................................. 10 
8.1 Chemical Control of Weeds ........................................................................................................................ 10 
8.2 Impacts, Criteria, and Determination of Control Methods .......................................................................... 10 
8.3 Inventory and Monitoring of Invasive Plants .............................................................................................. 11 
8.4 Invasive Plant Prevention ............................................................................................................................ 11 
8.5 Invasive Plant Management in Relation to the WOPR ............................................................................... 11 
 



Invasive Non-Native Plant Mgt. Decision Record   # DOI-BLM-OR-S040-2009-0002-EA   May 2009    3 of 12 

1.0 Introduction 
 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is implementing a long-term integrated management strategy 
for invasive non-native plants throughout the Cascades Resource Area (RA) to protect and restore 
native ecosystems and habitats; and has conducted an environmental analysis for this project, which 
is documented in the Invasive Non-native Plant Management Environmental Assessment and 
Finding of No Significant Impact (EA) and the associated project file.  This is a programmatic 
multi-year EA will be effective from February 25, 2009 – December 31, 2018. The decision maker 
signed a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on February 25, 2009 and made the 
EA/FONSI document available for public review from February 25, 2009 to March 20, 2009 (DR 
section 6.2).  The Invasive Non-native Plant Management (INPM) EA is incorporated by reference 
in this Decision Rationale (DR). 
 
The INPM project area includes the entire Cascades RA lands, approximately 177 thousand acres, 
which are located east of Salem in Multnomah, Clackamas, Marion, and Linn Counties. The 
project area crosses many watersheds (EA sections 2.2, Figure 8 and Figure 9). This decision is 
based on site-specific analyses in the EA, the supporting project record, public comment, and 
management direction (DR sections 5.0, 6.0 and 7.1), which are incorporated by reference in the 
EA, 

 
2.0 Decision 
 

I have decided to implement the proposed action of the INPM EA.  I incorporate by reference the 
description of the proposed action in the EA (EA section 2.2 pp. 10-17), herein known as the “selected 
action”. The following is a summary of the selected action.  

 
2.1 Summary of the Selected Action 

 
The selected action is a 10 year integrated invasive plant management program within the 
Cascades Resource area. The program will treat approximately 100 to 500 acres a year 
contingent on funding, weather, and site conditions. 

 
The selected action will utilize four primary methods for invasive species control: Cultural, 
Physical (including prescribed fire), Biological, and Chemical (Selected Action only).  See EA 
pp 11-16 for description of control methods and Table 1 for treatments proposed for 2009. 
• Cultural Control: These treatments include prevention, grazing (cattle, goats and/or sheep), 

and competitive plantings with native seeds/plants. 
• Physical Control: Physical treatments include manual, mechanical, and burning treatments. 
• Biological Control: These treatments include using natural competitors including insects, 

and pathogens. 
• Chemical Control: Treatments include the use of herbicides or other chemical treatments 

appropriate to the control method determination and priorities for treatments. 
 

2.2 Design Features 
 
I have decided to implement the project design features described in the EA. I incorporate by 
reference the description of the project design features in the EA (EA pp. 16-18).  
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The following is a summary of the design features that reduce the risk of effects to affected 
resources described in EA section 3.0 (EA pp. 18-38). 
 
2.2.1 All Control Methods (cultural, physical, biological, and chemical) 
 

Re-establishment of Native vegetation:  
• Native vegetation will be used to help control invasives through planting/seeding sites if 

adequate native species sources are not present within the project area.  
 

Special Status Species:  
• If any Special Status species (Threatened, Endangered or Sensitive species) were found in 

treatment areas, site-specific mitigation measures will be identified and implemented in 
accordance with applicable laws and directions.  

• Invasive plant treatments in riparian areas on streams with federally listed fish populations 
will be conducted consistent with NOAA’s (2008) biological opinion regarding habitat 
restoration activities in Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for federally listed salmon and 
steelhead species. 

• If federally listed species occur within or near the treatment site, mitigation will be 
developed to eliminate effects on the species if possible. If effects to federally listed 
species are in excess of those described in the applicable BOs issued by the USFWS and 
NOAA Fisheries, then ESA section 7 Consultation will be reinitiated.  

• Control Activities in any sensitive areas for wildlife will be seasonally restricted during 
nesting seasons. Control methods within disruption distances of known Special Status 
Species sites such as the spotted owl will be seasonally restricted from March 1 to July 15 
when noise disturbance is expected to exceed ambient noise levels.   

 
Monitoring: 
• Treated sites will generally receive short and long-term monitoring to determine 

effectiveness of meeting treatment objectives, impacts on non-target species, and to 
determine the need for follow-up treatments.    

 
2.2.2 Physical Control 
 

All sites selected for mechanical treatments will be reviewed for impacts to cultural resources 
and botanical special status species. 

 
2.2.3 Biological Control 
 

The development and use of biological controls will occur in accordance with the Oregon 
Department of Agriculture (ODA) and Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). 

 
2.2.4 Chemical Control 

 
General: 
• Application will take place only in accordance with the manufacturer's label and by 

qualified/certified applicators.  
  



Invasive Non-Native Plant Mgt. Decision Record   # DOI-BLM-OR-S040-2009-0002-EA   May 2009    5 of 12 

• Methods of application could include wiping or wicking, injection, backpack sprayer, see 
Standard Operating Procedures from Appendix J in the BLM Vegetation Treatments Using 
Herbicides September 2007 Final Programmatic (VM EIS/ROD) (See EA pp. 7). The VM 
EIS/ROD Standard Operating Procedures are summarized in Appendix J, Tables B-1 and 
B-2. Examples include: incorporate prevention measures into projects, minimize soil 
disturbance to the extent practical consistent with objectives, re-vegetate disturbed soil, use 
native material. 

 
Water Resources: 
• Proposed chemical treatments adjacent to lakes or streams will occur  in accordance with 

the Record of Decision (ROD) for Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program (1987), 
in accordance with the BO from NOAA Fisheries (ARBO, 2008), and in accordance with 
labeled use. 

  
Recreation Sites: 
• Temporary closure of recreation sites might occur while chemicals are applied and postings 

to notify the public of any hazards that may be present. 
 

Monitoring: 
• If Special Status species are located near or within areas of chemical application monitoring 

will be conducted to assess impacts to the Special Status species. 
 

3.0 Alternatives Analyzed 
 

Alternative A - Selected Action (EA pp. 10-17):   Over the next 10 years, the BLM will 
implement an integrated invasive species management program on approximately 4000 acres of 
federal lands within the resource area and non-federal lands within Multnomah, Clackamas, 
Marion and Linn Counties involved in partnership projects with the BLM and using federal 
monies. The action will occur within all land use allocations within the Cascades RA.  Treatments 
will include cultural, physical, biological, and chemical control methods. The number of acres 
treated annually is contingent on available funding, weather, and site conditions.  Chemical 
treatments will only be used to control listed federal, state, and county “noxious weeds.” 

 
Alternative B (EA p. 17): Alternative B is identical to the Alternative A (Proposed Action) 
except that no Chemical control will take place under Alternative B.   

 
No Action (EA p. 18):  An integrated invasive plant management program will not occur under 
this alternative with the exception of the control of listed noxious weeds, which is required by 
Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 as amended and the Carlson-Foley-Act of 1968 (Federal 
Noxious Weed List 
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/plant_health/plant_pest_info/weeds/downloads/weedlist2006.pdf ,  
Oregon Department of Agriculture Noxious Weed Policy and Classification 
http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/PLANT/WEEDS/docs/weed_policy.pdf ).  
 

  

 

http://www.aphis.usda.gov/plant_health/plant_pest_info/weeds/downloads/weedlist2006.pdf�
http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/PLANT/WEEDS/docs/weed_policy.pdf�
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4.0 Decision Rationale   
 

Considering public comment, the content of the Invasive Non-native Plant Management EA, the 
supporting project record, and the management direction contained in the RMP, I have decided to 
implement the selected action as described in DR section 2.0.   Table 1 shows the rationale for this 
decision.  

 
Table 1: Comparison of the Alternatives by Decision Factors and Project Objectives 

 
Decision Factors and Project 
Objectives  

Comparison of Alternatives  

• Avoid introducing or spreading 
invasive infestations. This is to 

Alternative A (Selected Action) 

reduce and control these Alternative A best meets the purpose and need of the project (EA pp. 2-4) 
populations below levels that and meets all decision factors and project objectives. 
cause either undue or 
unnecessary environmental 
degradation or impair the public 
lands’ economic productivity. 

The selected action will result in 1) increased public knowledge and 
awareness of invasive species problem, 2) a better inventory of invasive 
species, 3) a reduction in new infestations, 4) containment, and reduction 
of large infestations, and 5) improved ecosystem health for uplands and 

• Eradicate newly invading species riparian areas throughout the Cascades RA.  The use of herbicides 
before they establish on public increases the probability that there will be a reduction in new weed 
lands.   infestations and control of certain invasive species (i.e., knotweed and 

• Maintain integrity and 
knapweed).  Coordination and cooperative implementation of control 
measures using appropriate equipment, observing labeled application, and 

sustainability of natural resources employing only certified personnel will minimize reduce the risk of 
and ecosystem services against effects (EA pp. 6-7, 10-12, 16-17, 24, 27-28, 30-31, 32). 
the threat of invasions. 

Alternative B 
• Implement the seven goals Alternative B does not include the use of chemical controls. This 

identified in Partners against alternative was not selected because it would be more costly and 
Weeds (an Action Plan for the ineffective in meeting or delaying the achievement of one or more of the 
BLM), January 1996. (Goal 1: project goals. (EA pp. 33).  The effectiveness of using only cultural, 
Prevention and Detection, Goal physical and biological controls on certain invasive species is limited or 
2: Education and Awareness, ineffective in preventing the spread and proliferation of infestations (EA 
Goal 3: Inventory, Goal 4: pp. 17, 25, 28 31, 32-33).  
Planning, Goal 5: Integrated 
Weed Management, Goal 6: No Action Alternative 

Coordination, Goal 7: This alternative was not selected because it does not meet or achieve the 
Monitoring, Evaluation, project objectives described in EA section 1.2 (EA pp. 2-4). The “no 
Research and Technology action” alternative allows invasive species persist, spread, and increase 
Transfer Program throughout the resource area over time further degrading native habitat 
Implementation. and healthy ecosystem functions (EA pp. 18, 25, 29, 31, 33). 

 
5.0 Compliance with Direction   

 
The analyses documented in the INPM EA are site-specific and supplement analyses found in the 
Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
September 1994 (RMP/FEIS). This project was designed under the Salem District Record of 
Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 1995 (RMP) and related documents which direct 
and provide the legal framework for management of BLM lands within the Salem District which 
are incorporated by reference in the EA (EA pp. 7-9, 16-17).  
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All of these documents may be reviewed at the Cascades Resource Area office.  This project also 
meets the criteria for a transition project as described in the Record of Decision and Resource 
Management Plan- Salem District, December, 2008 (2008 ROD/RMP pp. 5-6) (DR section 7.1.1). 

 
6.0 Public Involvement/ Consultation/Coordination 
 

6.1 Scoping   
 

The BLM conducted public scoping via the Salem District Project Update newsletter. This 
project has been described in every Project Update newsletter since September 2008.  The 
Salem District did not receive any comments in regards to this project. 

 
6.2 EA Comment Period and Comments 
 

BLM made the 2007 EA and FONSI available for public review from available for public 
review from February 25, 2009 to March 20, 2009 (see DR section 6.2). The Field Manager 
received one comment letter during the EA comment period.  Responses to the public 
comments can be found in section 8.0 of this Decision Rationale.  These comments are 
available for review at the Salem District BLM Office, 1717 Fabry Rd SE, Salem, Oregon.   

 
6.3 ESA Section 7 Consultation 

 
1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

 
Project Consultation:  It is anticipated that most of these projects will be disturbance 
related and will have no effects on Threatened or Endangered terrestrial species (spotted 
owls) due to the nature and locations of these treatments.  Pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, any of the projects that may affect spotted owls will be consulted 
on with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service under programmatic habitat 
modification and/or disturbance related consultations.  Activities within disruption distance 
of known spotted owl sites will be seasonally restricted.   

 
2. NOAA Fisheries (NMFS) 

 
The BLM fisheries biologist has determined that the selected invasive plant treatments 
outside of the Riparian Reserve land use allocation will have no effect on Threatened or 
Endangered Fisheries. Within the Riparian Reserve land use allocation, cultural, physical, 
biological control methods are covered under the Biological Opinion for Fish Habitat 
Restoration Activities Biological Opinion (ARBO) (June 2008) pp. 23- 34. For chemical 
control outside the guidelines outlined in the ARBO, the BLM will reinitiate consultation 
with NMFS prior to project implementation. Additionally, the project will incorporate any 
additional design features required because of the Terms and Conditions contained within 
the corresponding Biological Opinion. 
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7.0 Conclusion 
  

7.1 Review of Finding of No Significant Impact 
 

I have determined that change to the Findings of No Significant Impact (EA pp. 2-4) covering 
the Invasive Non-native Plant Management project is not necessary because I have considered 
and concur with information in the EA and this Decision Rationale.  I reviewed the EA 
comments and saw no new information in the comments that lead me to believe the analysis, 
data or conclusions are in error or that the selected action needs to be altered.  The selected 
action will not have effects beyond those already anticipated and addressed in the RMP EIS.  

 
7.1.1 Plan Conformance for Transition Projects 

 
This decision is in conformance with the Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan- 
Salem District, December, 2008 (2008 ROD/RMP). The analysis supporting this decision 
supplements the  analysis described in the 2008 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Revision of the Resource Management Plan of the Western Oregon Bureau of Land 
Management (2008 Final EIS).  Revision of a resource management plan necessarily involves a 
transition from the application of the old resource management plan to the application of the 
new resource management plan.  
A transition from the old resource management plan to the new resource management plan 
avoids disruption of the management of BLM-administered lands and allows the BLM to 
utilize work already begun on the planning and analysis of projects.  

 
The 2008 ROD / RMP allowed for such projects to be implemented consistent with the 
management direction of either the 1995 resource management plan or the Approved Resource 
Management Plan attached to the Record of Decision, at the discretion of the decision maker 
(2008 ROD/RMP pp. 5-6) 
 
This project meets the requirements designated in the 2008 ROD for such transition projects:  
1. A decision was not signed prior to the effective date of the 2008 ROD. 
2. Preparation of National Environmental Policy Act documentation began prior to the 

effective date of the 2008 ROD. 
3. A decision on the project will be signed within two years of the effective date of the 2008 

ROD. 
4. Regeneration harvest will not occur in a late-successional management area or deferred 

timber management area. 
5. There will be no destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat designated for 

species listed as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act.   
 

The design features for this project are consistent with the 1995 RMP. Since the planning and 
design for this project was initiated prior to the 2008 ROD, I reviewed the 1995 RMP design 
features applied to this project for consistency with the 2008 RMP. I have determined that 
project design features of this project are consistent with both the 1995 and 2008 RMPs.  

 
For the reasons described above, the implementation of this project will not have significant 
environmental effects beyond those already identified in the Final EIS/ RMP for the reasons 
described in the Findings of No Additional Significant Impact (EA FONSI, pp. 2-4).   
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8.0    Response to EA Comments 
 

The BLM sent a notice that the Invasive Non-Native Plant Management EA had been completed 
and was available for review to 63 agencies, individuals and organizations on February 18, 2009.  
The BLM also placed legal notices the Albany Democrat Herald, Molalla Pioneer, Sandy Post, 
and Stayton Mail, soliciting public input on the action from February 25, 2009 to March 20, 2009.  
The field manager received one comment letter from an organization.  Having reviewed all of the 
comments, I have summarized them into the following categories:  Chemical Control of Weeds, 
Impacts, Criteria, and Determination of Control Methods, Inventory and Monitoring of Invasive 
Plants,  and  Invasive Plant Prevention, Invasive Plant Management in Relation to the WOPR.  
The BLM staff have consolidated, summarized, and responded to the major concerns raised in the 
comments.  

 
8.1 Chemical Control of Weeds 

 
Summary of Concern: I received a comment desiring both invasive weeds and chemicals 
minimized, while acknowledging that the proliferation of non-native invasive plants cannot 
adequately be controlled without the use of chemicals. Despite this agreement with the EA’s 
selected action, there was concern expressed on how the BLM “will reliably and consistently 
distinguish” between the adequate control of invasive weeds and the application of chemical 
control methods. There was also concern expressed about the criteria the BLM will use in the 
analysis and decision making to use chemicals.  

 
Response: These comments support the EA objectives for the selected action, to reduce invasive 
species and limit the use of chemicals, as part of an integrated weed management program that 
conforms to land use plans, statutes, regulations and other plans governing actions on public 
lands. The commenter also shares the agencies goals to reduce invasive plants and recognizes 
that the application of chemicals may represent the only adequate control method. The agency 
also seeks to limit the application of chemicals through the project design features described in 
the EA. Multiple sections in the EA relate to the integration of chemical application with other 
treatment methods to distinguish between the proliferation of invasive species and the recognized 
necessity of chemical controls. The criteria for analysis and decision-making are outlined in 
various sections of the EA. The agency also recognizes that chemicals do not represent a panacea 
for the control of invasive species and does not intend for chemicals to be a "knee jerk reaction;" 
all control methods will be considered based on priorities and project design outlined in the EA 
to implement and integrated weed management program. The selected action will utilize all 
control methods as appropriate to control invasive species with the least impact to non-target 
species and other resources. (EA pp. 6-17, 24-25, 27, 30, 32, 35, 39-40) 

 
8.2 Impacts, Criteria, and Determination of Control Methods 

 
Summary of Concern: Respondents to the EA wanted to ensure that the criteria and 
determination of control methods are clear, unambiguous, applied consistently across sites, and 
utilize the least impactful treatment option. The commenter claimed that the EA does not disclose 
adverse impacts associated with the control methods and asked the BLM to consider 
documentation of control methods, cost effectiveness, relative impacts of treatments, and the 
effect of climate change.  
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Response: The BLM has provided coherent principles that implement an integrated weed 
management plan that employs the "least impactful methods" in the control and eradication of 
invasive plants. The selected action implements the seven goals identified in Partners against Weeds 
(an Action Plan for the BLM), January 1996 and four primary methods for invasive species control: 
Cultural, Physical, Biological, and Chemical. The BLM analyzed and considered the potential 
impacts of all control methods. The BLM also considered the impact of taking no action and the 
adverse consequences of allowing invasive plants to alter native habitats. As part of the project 
design and project goals, the EA provides considerations for the documentation and cost 
effectiveness of control methods, impacts of treatments, and that ongoing monitoring and review 
are necessary to assess changing conditions. To ensure the most effective treatments across sites 
and over time, control determinations are developed and implemented annually using the most 
current information. The consideration of climate change on native or non-native species is 
beyond the scope of this EA. (EA pp. 6-17, 24-25, 27, 30, 32, 35, 39-40) 

 
8.3 Inventory and Monitoring of Invasive Plants 

 
Summary of Concern: I received comments emphasizing the need to document and monitor 
existing infestations to judge the success of the program. 

 
Response: The BLM has included considerations for monitoring and documentation of invasive 
plants in the EA. The selected action includes strategies for prevention, detection, inventory, and 
monitoring to achieve the project goals. These are long-term actions to ensure that the most 
effective control methods are employed.  
(EA pp. 10-11, 16-17) 

 
8.4 Invasive Plant Prevention 

 
Summary of Concern: A concern was raised that the BLM is not fully implementing weed 
prevention polices and that Goal 1 of the EA does not adequately address prevention.  

 
Response: This EA represents an effort to enhance and implement weed prevention policies. The 
commenter asserts that the agency is not implementing prevention. In claiming that the EA does 
not adequately address prevention the commenter is only pointing to one area of the EA that 
addresses prevention. Goal 5 - Integrated Species Management combines and further addresses 
Goal 1- Prevention and Detection and Goal 2 Education and Awareness.  Prevention is a 
fundamental part of the selected action for an integrated weed management plan. The cultural 
control method is not simply the use of goats to graze, but is far more expansive in the 
implementation of education, collaboration, prevention, early detection, and rapid response in the 
attainment of Goal 1 in the EA. The priorities for treatment also include prevention of invasive 
species. (EA pp. 7-12, 14, 35) 

 
8.5 Invasive Plant Management in Relation to the WOPR 

 
Summary of Concern: The following comments were received and reviewed concerning the 
implementation of the WOPR in relation to the management of invasive plant management 
addressed in the EA. 
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“The WOPR FEIS identifies at least one watershed that could suffer significant adverse weed 
impacts from increased logging under the WOPR. The WOPR FEIS maps are poorly labeled 
so it's hard to tell what watershed it is, but it looks like it might be the Mollala River 
watershed. This EA should do more to describe the site specific problem in that area”. 

 
“Implementing the WOPR will violate BLM's policy to prevent the introduction and spread 
of invasive weeds… This invasive weed EA is an opportunity for a course correction with 
respect to the WOPR”. 

  
“With respect to the WOPR and weed prevention, please comply with Executive Order 
13112 (February 3, 1999)…” 

 
“The agency must manage for biodiversity and biocomplexity including healthy and diverse 
plant communities”. 

 
Response: These comments are more generally focused on the WOPR and not directly related to 
the EA. The purpose of the EA is to address control non-native plants. The comments support the 
EA to control non-native species, but argues that the EA be a tool to contradict other 
management plans, polices, directions, and land use allocations. The EA is not an appropriate 
tool to change the WOPR or management directions.  

 
The invasive plant analysis in the WOPR EIS has maps in it which readers who have not read the 
analysis in its entirety could find misleading.   These maps were not intended to be used for site 
specific analysis.   It seems as if the commenter tried to do this.  They are not logging maps, but 
rather invasive plant analysis maps which were generated to compare the susceptibility and risk 
of invasive plant species spread across the WOPR EIS alternatives.   It would be inappropriate to 
use them for anything other than just that. 

 
The commenter refers to the WOPR’s need to comply with EO 13112. The issue of the WOPR’s 
compliance with the EO cannot be addressed in the EA. It is beyond the scope or intent of the EA 
to alter the WOPR, land use allocations, and other management policies. The project complies 
with the 2008 RMP, qualifying as a transition project that follows the 1995 RMP, and all applicable 
laws, regulations and policies. Conformance with land use plan, statutes, regulations and other plan 
described in EA section (EA pp. 7-8). Relevant statutes and authorities are listed and described in EA 
sections (EA p. 8-9 and Table 2).  

 
The project has been designed to implement both long and short-term management objectives and 
goals for the control of non-native invasive plants to enhance native habitat, and ecosystem 
characteristics (EA pp. 10-12, 14, 16, 35). 
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