
Brian hmme 
t:lS Project Manager 
Bureau of' Land !vfanagemmt 
Nevada State Office 
P.O. Box I3000 
Reno. Nevada 89570-0006 

Please accept the following comments on the Rureau r)f [.and 'Llanagement's (RI.C?) f)rufi 
l'egerorion Treurmeni.~ 1 sing Fierhicides on H I I ~ L , U I I  of 1.iitlJ iliinu<yern~,nr 1,~mdc in 1 - Mi,sri#rn 
Siures I'rc>~rummrrric EIS (DEISj and Ilrtrf~ 1 'egerution 7>ci1/1en1.\ on Rzireuzt ofI.tmd 
.Lfunugernenr Lunds in I - Ft'isrern .';Iures Pro~gron7rnoiic Et7r~ironnrenrd Reporr (PER j. 

We are veq  concerned that. after years of public input and anal?sis. the RI.11 has considered 
neither invasi\-e species management that addresses the rctot causes ofthe spread ofdestructix c 
invasive species. nor intcgrated systems of passilt. and actixc restoration of sites i>ccupied h? 
invasive species. Citizens' organizations (including man! ofthe organizations signed h i o n  ) 
previously submitted the Restore Xative icosqstems Altcmatite (-Restoration Alrernative~': 
Dl-:IS App. ti) to the BL..M during the scoping process in 2001 as an alternative t'or the proposed 
vegetation management fElS. 'The Restoration Alternati\e prescribed measures to 
conditions that favor invasive species and hzardous forest hc l  loads: and invaded sites 
to narive ecosystems with hoth passix-e and active treatments. We are disappointed that :he 
Restoration Alternative mas not considered as an integrated comprehensive alternati\c in the 
Df<lS,'PER. We incorporate the Rcstoration Aiternatixe. and all previous communications nith 
the BLM regarding the Restoration :\ltemative. and associated annotated bibliographies here b! 
reference. These comments also incorpctrate b? reference comments submitted on the 1)EfIS PI-R 
b! the California Indian Basket\\ea\ers :\ssociatictn. C'aliti>mia Vati\e Plant Society. California 
Oak Foundation. Center for Riitlogical I)i\ersit>. Sational Wildlife I:cdcratittn and the Satural 
Resources 1)efense Council. 

U e  are further concerned that the I)l!lS and I'EK that Bl.\t has pntduced arc contrar? to the 
National Environmmtai Poiic! :\ct ~Sti l ' . \ ) .  I-here is a direct link cause and effect k.tx%een 
some land uses (such as li~estcxk grazing). the spread oSinvasi\e species and the need i;>r 
'-vegetation treatments" (e.g.. manipulation. burning. herbicide spra)ingi. I t  is foil: nor to 
address these links in the 1EIS PER. f;urthermore. splitting (jut non-chemical vegetation 
treatments from herbicides (while avoiding the issue ol'passi\e resroration altogerheri inm ttho 
separate documents (one of which is an ['IS and the other a . 'rcp~n"i is '-segmentation." which iz 

disallo\sed under NEP:\. 

I h e  occurrence or non-occurrence of other xegetativc treatments (including passive treatments 
and preientictn measures) and acti\ities 1e.g.. ii\,cstock gra/ing. (JK'V usel are so inestricahl! 
linked ro increased or decreased herhicidc use that the? rilust be thoroughi? aired in a cumuiari\e 
beneficial and adverse effec~s ana1)iis. I h c  1)f:IS iaiis to G c )  this. 
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We also contend that the PER (if it is to remain a separate document &om the i>IllS. which it 
should not) must be anal>zed under YEP:\. l:n\irc>nmcntal impact siarements and records of 
decisions in the late 1980s and earl! 1990s I PfiK: 1lS- I: I - 1 : 1-7 r analyzed the consequences of 
non-chemicai vegetation trearments on 500.000 acres in 14 nestem states (PER: £3- I .  ES-2 i .  
'The PER describes annual trearments on approximarel> 6 million acres annuall! IPIIR: 1-5) in I7 
western states (PER: 1 3 - I ) .  Such an enormous expansion ofthe BL.kl ~egetation management 
program. particularl! when considered with the more than three-fold increase in proposed 
herbicide applications (from 300.00O to 932.00(1 crcres annuall> : PER: ES-I ). requires that the 
agency produce a neiq mvironmental impact statement (1-:IS i m assess all reasonable altemati\c.; 
and the impacts of preventing and treating unwanted \ egetation on 6 million iicres of public 
lands per year. The fact that the H1.M believes it \\as mandated b! the President's .\uriontri i i r i ,  
Pltrn and f feuith~,  Forr.st.s ~rxtrtrcition .-icr ot 21/03 and other policies to -take more aggressil e 
actions to reduce catastrophic wildtire risk on public land.;.' (PER: 1 - 1  J does not excuse the 
agenc! from analyzing the PER pursuant to Uf:l'.A. 

Finall!. in addition ro the number of states and acres treated. the BL.M has proposed a broader 
vegetation management program with different and greater goals that would emplo! more acri\e 
(and no passive) treatment methods on more habitat t ) v s  and in difi'erent combinations than \\as 
authorized in previous m\ironmmtal impact statements and agency records of decision. .As the 
PER ( 1 -1  ) states. --previous ElSs primaril! hcused on \egetatiorr control of' competing and 
unwanted vegetation for resource enhancement ( forcstr) and rangeiandsi. noxious and ini-asi\ c. 
weed control related to surface use activities (oil and gas. rights-ol'~ta! ). and reduction of 
hazardous fuels to prorecr resources at risk from \\ildfire damage." I'he neb\ H1.M \egetaion 
management program as descnkd in the NEP:\-less !'EX is intended to "reduce hazardous fuels. 
improve rangeland health. and manage and control vegetation atil-ctini! omllfsources.'. I PER: 
1-5. emphasis added) including uildlife habitat and ct-atershds. Thus. the RI.k,l seeks to expand 
i ih  current prugrarn from basic iieed a id  hm:ardous i'uel i<intr01 to a l i i t i t is iape-~~al~ iegetariiin 
management program with signiticant en\ ironmental impact$. This enlarged program requires 
further analysis under NEP:\. particularl\- as it is linked to malor increases in herbicide use. 
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The DEIS Violates YEP1  

--The choice. afier all. is ours to make. I t  having endured much. u e  have at lam asserted 
our -right to nou.' and if. knouing. we hate concluded that u e  are k i n g  asked to take 
senseless and frightening risks. then u e  should no longer accept the counsel of those \%ho 
tell us that we must f i l l  our ~ ~ o r l d  nith piwntrus chemicals: \be shcould look about and 
see what other course is open to us." 

--- Rachel C'arsc~n. Silent ;i~rin:.' 

I. The DEIS Fails to .4nal>ze the "Restore ba the  Eeo\>+terns %tternati%e" 

The follouing is the stated I'urpose cti'the DEIS i 1-3. emphasis added): 

The purr?i).se,s o f  rhe pritpctccd uction (ire to pro:.i~li. HI il~wrcotincl itith rhe 
herhitides uvuiluhli~ {Or vege,.erurion trrurmrnr on puh1i~- 1~1niis and to describe rhe 
conditions und (imirurion.~ tho! ( 1 ~ ~ 1 % .  ro their ir.se. 

The following is the stated --Yeed" to be addressed b! the I)t'lS ( 1-7 emphasis added): 

The nc.edfi)r [he propo.sed i~crion iu 111 ri,riuci, rile risk rtr cur~isrriiphic it~i1dfirc.s hj 
reducing huzurik)u.s fue1.s. restoring f i r e - ~ l ~ l n ~ i i ~ o ~ i  /iinil,\, unil i!npr.ririnr: e~~o.s~.s~em 
heulrh hy 1) c~onrrollinr i+.ecd.s und invco-ire .spec.ie.c, u t d  31 mnnrpulciring 
yegeturion ro henefir fish und ~ . i ld l i f i  huhirurion. iniprove ripuriun und ,c.erlunlk 
ureus. und improve wrrrer qztulill in priori11~ it~~~rer.sh_il.s~ 

This DEIS fails to abide b! Section i 503.i-l of ' l iPPi  i":ilrematiii.s including the propcised 
action"). because it has not considered a reasonable altemati\e pro\ ided to the t31.M in 201)7 
The Restore Native Hcoqstem .4lrernative ("Restoration :ilternari\c~': tppendix ( i t  is a 
reasonable alternative. I h e  .4lternative meets the I'urpose and Need h) describing 

1. t-lerbicides that should k available for vegetation treatment on public lands: and 
7 .  conditions and limitations that aopl5 to herbicide ii-~g 

h e  Restoration .\lternative is a comprehensive. reasonable altemarive that \%as originall! 
submitted April 79. 7001 and submitted as a re\ ised altematixc on August 16. 3002 in response 
to comments bq Brian .\mme (H1.M) regarding content and lbrmat. This 1>EIS fails ttt anal>ze 
the Restoration Alternati\e as a cvmprehensiie alternative. 

'She BL.C1 claims (2-1 3 ) that Aitcmari\e t! I i.e.. .-So i s e  i>t'iuIion? lurca and other .-\cetnlactatc 
Slnrh;ll;c-inhibiting ;\cti\e Ingredients") is .-baseii on'. ari aitcrnati\c ~ubnlitted h! :imeriearr 
1-ands :\lliance. .-an alliance cii~t.\erai en\ ironmental and ctin.;enation groups." 111 fact. the 
Restoration :\ltemative was submitted h) the Kcst~tre Sari\ c iicos! stems Coalirion of which 
American Lands :\lliancc was oni! one entit! that prepared the .Altcrnati~c. 'The original 

' Carwn. Rachel. 1962. Si!mi .Sprr,zi. Boaon. %I:% iiou$hr~in-Vitilifi 
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alternative was collahorativel: dc\elc~ped h! numerous organizations and submitted h: 43 
organi~ations: the revised version uas  submitted b! 11 o r ~ a n i ~ a t i r ~ n s - i  

In contrast to .4ltemativc F: ti .e.. --So I s e  oiSuiftm! lurea and other Acerolactatc S!nthase- 
inhibiting Active ingredients"). the central element of the Kesrttration ;'ilternati\c is the 
of prevention. treatment (both passive and active). and restoration to judicious use of herbicides. 
By contrast. r\lremative B. the Preferred .\ltemari\e in the DI<IS. merci: describes thc 
disembodied use or lack of use of herbicides. 

As illustrated b! the title B1.M has given its :\lternati\e 1: substitutc k)r thc Kcstoration 
r\lrernative ( i t . .  "So Use of Sulfonylurea and other .4cetolactare Synthase-inhibiting :\ctivc 
Ingredients"). the BLM describes :'iltemative f< cml! in terms of uhat it does not do (e.g.. doesn't 
use .ZLS-inhibiting sulionyl urea herbicides. doesn't re]) esclusivel) on active legetation 
treatments' to ( I  ) contrtli invasive species establishment and or spread and o r  ( 2 )  to reszore 
native ecos?stems so they will subscquenti~ resist in\asi\e species). 1-he R1.M fails ro anal>zc 
the active. positive control c t i  i n l a s i ~ e  swcies that has hecri and can be accomplished uith i 1 ) 
prevention of the conditions that iavor the introduction. establishment. and:c)r sprcad ut'inl as11 e 

- Nixthuest C~talition fbr .A!temati\cs ro Pesticide. 
Science And En\ ironmental Hcalrh Zenscxk 
Wildlands Center for Prelenting Roads 
Committee for Idaho's High Ikseit 
American Lands .Alliance 
Biodi\ersit) Consenation Alliance 
Oregon Natural Resources Council 
Pacific Rivers Council 
Wqoming Outdoor Council 
Colorado Environmental Coalition 
Western Watersheds 
Wilderness Watch 
California Indian Rasketuea\ers :\ss<>iiation 

Active Restoration Treatments (I1L:IS: (;-I) 
Actions other than suspension oiacti\itir. to restore eci~io~icai int<grir> natiii. \pciie> 
populations. Includes. but is not limited to 
I .  Road and off-road vehicle route remo~al 
2. f ult.ert removal 
j. Prescribed burning 
4. t s e  of' biological control intriulucrions. cultural methods. mechatiii;ii method>. 
chemical methods. and prescribed tire ro directl! act ,ti: i n ~ a i i l i .  c\i>rii bpeciei 
5. Fish and mildlife habitat rehahiiiiatirtii 
h. Reintroduction ofextirpated specie, 
I. Planting and care oinarite seeds and pianrs 
8. Reintrduaion otsoil biota required h\ nati\e species. ithen ncceria" 
9. (%her ntyesiarl, acrivities hiried (in prioriris. e+tahIiohed in :he ei'oiogiiai rsstordtion 
acsessment 
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species. and ( 2 )  passive treatments' in conjunction with. or sometimes obviating the need h r .  use 
of ( 3 )  herbicides. 

.%dditionall). the DEIS -'cumuiati\c anal!sisU fails to anal) ze the cumulati\e results ot'linking 
herbicide use with pre\ention. other passi\c and acti\c treatments and or native seedings itn 
BLCI and other sites. When pre\ention is linked mith herbicide treatments. titr insrance. the 
beneficial cumulative results could be both less weed invasion and less subsequent herbicide 
use. :tlthough at times the BLM has administrativei> ordered passive restoration (e.g.. route 
closures. temporaF or permanent catrle esclusion) in con,juneticm ~ i i t h  herbicide use. the 
combination (t i  these is not analyi-ed in the eumulatiie eft>cts anailsi.;. 

In contrast. the Restoration -\lrernarive prioritizes \egetati<in treatments based on seienti tic 
evidence oieff icaq as iollous: 

1 .  cessation of activities that impede natural recciven (i.e.. passive restoration) 
2. active treatments that incorporate passive restoration 
3.  active treatments (at Ci-5 I. 

Thus. the Restoration Alternative. b! giving highest priorit! tci passi1.e treatments and second 
highest priority to passive treatments linked to a e t i ~ e  treatments (which sometimes and 
sometimes do not employ herbicides) ( 1 ) provides '.conditions and limitations" that apply to the 
use of herbicides ior '-controlling \\reds and inxasive species". and ( 2 )  .'manipulatelesj 
vegetation to knel i t  fish and wildlife habitation. impro~e  riparian and wetlands areas. and 

.. . 
improve water qualit! in priorit? \\atershcds. (he Restoratitin :\iternati\e thus fully meets the 
Purpose and Need of the E X  and should ha\e heen full! anallzed. l r  \bas not analyzed in the 
DEIS. 

'I-he scientific literature consistenti! uarns (and ohsenations on ground throughout the West 
contirm) that herbicide treatments in the absence of eliminating or reducing the causes of' 
conditions favoring inlasive species almost ai~ba? .; arc doomed to failure. I.iki.\\ise. integrated 
( I  ) prevention: (2) passive and actilc non-chemical and or chemical treatments: and ( 3  I 
restorative actions following treatments are esplicitl~ linked s u n ~ u l a t i ~ e l ~  to reductions in 

4 Passise Restoration Tredhnents !I>t<iS: (;-1) 
Suspension ofacti\ities that cause the lo,> ot'ecologi<ai inregrit! ,ir na:i\e .pecii.- 
populations in a specitis area Passiie restoration treari-iieiit-, ma! incliidc. 
I .  Area. road. and ofi-road \ehicic. route i1osiiri.s 
2. Volunran li\cstock pennit reriremeni 
1 Retirement of vacant livestcxk allotmenti 
4. i.ibesrir-k grazing esciosures (e.2.. in aggressi\r iieed infcsra~ions. upiand, --at risk 
of uerd infestation. riparian areas. hahitar ol'threalened or endangered ipecie,. 
springs. ~e t lands~ 
5. Kssrrictivns of logging x t i i  irks 

. . 6. Restrictions of oil and gas and mineral :e\cIopmerrt. :ni.iudiiig .tiiil;i!r:g e\pirt.d 
leases to remain expired 
'. Rssrrictions on orher human acii\iiies. & reieiant 
8. Prescribed natural tire li.e.. allouing tires to hum tinder predetinca circumrtancer~ 
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herbicide use. 'This integration is the essence oi"intcgratt.d peu management" (insasise species 
being '-pests") and -'integrated weed management". ~vidcl? used throughout agricultural. 
roadside. parks. aquatic. and wildlands management in the I . S .  and worldwide. 

For instance as W1.M emploqcc R. :\nthon? C.halc.7 notes in  his .paper. -.Integrated lVeed 
Management: Concept and Practice.' ( 19% I :  

The concept of [Integrated Weed "\.lanagement] IU'L1.. . refers to the "classic" 
understanding of IB-kf: the integrated use of cultural. ph! sical. biological and chemical 
control sirategics to contain or eradicate a population of noxious needs. There are "other" 
aspects of IWM which ma\ have been o~erlookcd in the p r o  ious discussion. es- 
those related to weed infestarion 9n open ranlreland_s. Planning is the process h! u hich 
problems and solutions are identified and prioritized. and an econctmic ~ l a n  of action is 
d I I r I 1 1 r '  ! I C I I I : : I  I r r : .  11:1j>i;l:li,l111t: 

I\? !1 pla11 ~r~c.ludc.\ 1jpr~,\i,11111l; i+~,e.i cllir~laC!llllt.ili I I I I C I  ~ I I ~ I I I I C \ I C J  rrlrlgcl;~rl,l. . I  

detecting and eradicating new weed introduction: 3 containing large-scale weed 
infestations: 4)  controlling large-scale inkstations upine an inteerated approach: 5 )  
revegetation of control sites when and where appropriate: 61 A4Aiption of the prowr 
ranee management nracticcs (cultural contn)i) in cirnjunction nith the development o f a  
weed management program: and 7 )  \llonitorin~! and c~jluat ion ofthi. I U M  plan itself: 
Monitoring and evaluation are the kc! s to determining if aced and or grazing 
management plans are meeting plan objectives and arc the prime determining factors 
used in altering IWM plans. [Emphases added.] 

.4n explicit commitment to integrated weed management /e.g.. as in the Restoration :\lternati~ei 
constitutes a .-cot~dition and limitarion" applying to herbicide use. :\Ircrnati\e £3 (the R1.Lf.s 
preferred alternative) makes nci such cctmmitment and is thus a diif'crent altematixe than the 
Restoration .4lternative. 'I-he two must he anal!zed side-b!-side in light of.on-$round RI.Lf 
evidence as well as evidence in the scientific literature. I h c  cumuiati~c impacts of the 
Restoration AIrernati\e versus :\Iternarise W must l i ke~ i sc  he analyzed across the 17 states. 

In order to anal>ze these two different altemati\cs. the RI.\l nceds to esamine ahat  has 
happened to invasive species and lands threatened with in\aii\e species thrcrughout the 17 

western states and elsewhere in the world when thc ~ ~ l l ~ ~ ~ ~ i n g  t\\o approaches have hem used: 
( a )  linking prevention-fctcused management. insasi\e species treatment and restctrarion oi' 

ecosystems: versus 
(bi  employing herhicide treatments without altering stlnditions thal hasc iat\ored insasi\e 

species. 

imp>rtmtly. the D131S fails to imal~re  thc rcsults. on iis o\tn lands. o f ~ h e r c  a cttmbination (11' 

chemical and non-chemical methods. including passi\e resrorati(rn hale heen used ( ice 
Appendis H for such an example on J e n n  ('reek in the C'ascciiie-Siski!ou 'iational ili>numcnt,. 
compared tct results of where herbicide use alone has .ken used. If the 1)I'IS had anal?zed the 
Restoration .%lternative. it would have heen forced rit use its oun  experiences in cun~paring 
herbicide use aictne versus herbicide usc combined \\ith pa.;si\i. restoration. seeding \kith nati\c 
species. and, or other treatments. 
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When ~ e n t i v e  actions and restorati\e treatments I potmtiall\ including passi\c treatments) are 
linked to the iudicious use of herbicides.. the herbicide use \\ill have far more lasting. positive 
results (i.e.. e i f i cac~)  than spraying invasive species \\hilt lea\ing intact the activities that 
fostered the introducrion. establishment and spread ofin\asi\e species. This is. in popular 
parlance. a "no-brainer." Yet this I3EIS insists on disconnecting herbicide use from an! other 
management on BLM lands and then purports to estimate the benefits of herbicide spra)ing 
apart from other preceding or subsequent non-chemical rreatmcnts.. The benefits costs of' 
herbicide use alonc versus herbicide use limited and conditioned b! priorities for prrlention and 
non-chemical passive and. or actilc restoration must he anai!red in the t<IS. 

Proposing an increase of herbicide use irom 700.000 to 97O.000 acres is akin to planning to 
increase punishment of onc's child for misheha\ ior \\ithirut altering an) eircumstanccs that are 
contributing to the "misbehavior.' (e..g.. lack ol'parental presence or support). Similarl!. it is 
akin to requesting public mane) for numerous nen flood control dams while refusing to question 
ho\r much acreage upstream has been channelized. disturbed. paled. denuded. or otherwise 
rendered unstable. 

In its summary of its Xlternati~e E (i.e.. Table 2-8. at 2-26 through 2-39). the BI.CI fc)cusc.s on 
Alternative E's ( a )  lack of use of .-11,s-inhibiting sulfon! I urea herbicides. even though such 
herbicides account for less than 1 of Bl.bl's projected herbicide use in thcir preferred 
Altematike 13 (Table 2-1 at 2-1 1 ). and ( b )  reduced use olacti\e treatments (i.e.. emphasis on 
passive restorarion). The BLM has failed to analyze the Restoration -4ltcrnative's active reliance 
on integrating herbicide use with positive management for prevention and non-chemical actilc 
treatmemts andjor passilc restoration actions. 

Thus the BI.M is entire11 failin. to consideriiqalid ap~roach&ihi.stated purposrlil' 
controllinc invasixc specics and e~hsncinc ~etlancl~,l~t~,\ i. sp\pi.<.ic.s h g b ~ ~ a ,  8niuatc.r q u a l i ~ n ~ n  
multiple-use lands. 

Example 1: Prevention Treatments for Invasive Species-Resistant Vegetation: The UEIS 
fails to analvze the eonseauences for herbicide use of   re venting conditions falorin. 
introduction. establishment. and spread of inxasive species.. 

o l e :  "Prerenlion " diie.c 1701 mcon nzer~'(t~/?r.~,rerzrin,y iho iriir.i)<iii~-/i~~~? of invosivr vi,ci.ic1> it710 
~n urrci. I /  meuns preyenring the cc~nditiiin.c ~ ~ L I I  tt11.0r ntti on/> (he inirod~icri~tn ri! ins~rsivi. 
.xpecir.s info tin urea htri uitn rl7e csttih!i.vhmenr ol invii.si~.i. sjjei~ii~c: ond oisi~ /he I)TL'LILjilI 
ulreu&-e.slirhii.vheu' insu.siri~ .spec,ie.s. Stri.h insu.sise .s /Jr i ies- i~ni~i) r~r i i ,q in~ condifion.~ incirrrit, soi! 
di.srurhrd h!. muchine, hoovrs. or hoitr.~: 'ienlui~irion. i7.g . h~ /:I-e.sroi.k c!k, rtr orher sprcic\ ihcii 
"hirrsesi " rhe ~.i~,qetciriiin. ~ C L J ~ I ,  .vottrcei of iiw<i.sive S / > ~ C . I L , \  jir.ojjti,y~dri. \$ich ti,% O R  i.iirc,.i tinil 
pun.s]. 

Following are examples of how the i>iliS h i l h  to anal\re the Kcstr~rarion \ltemati\e.h 
conditions and limitations on herbicide use which. b> pri.-\i.niing the ci~ndiiiirns that ia \<~r  
invasive species. reducc the amount ol'herhicidc\ that ix i l i  be -needed": 
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a. Linkage otlPassive and .+cti.i e 'l~reatments 

Thr Restoration .+lternative conditions herhicidc ur orher treatments on a prior consideration of 
whether passive treatments can replace. a ~ o i d .  or augmenr hcrhiiide use to attain \egetation 
goals (DEIS: G 1 ) :  - 

Action-PLAN 6 
Prior to implementinc sire-specific vegetation treatments. prepare coals hased on: 
1 .  vegetation conditions. including invasi.ic species ct>neentrations 
2.  vulnerable wildlife and plant species and habitats 
3. hahitat important for threatened. endangered. and sensitive species and cami\ores: 
connectivity for habitat-specialist mildlit;. 
4. past and present acti~ities within the matershed Leadint. to begetation aroblems 
5. and active restoration needs 
6 .  feasible restoration goals 

Thus. the Restoration .AItemati\e looks at rhc \4 ht~lc invasite species problem. not mercl! \\ har 
herbicide to spray mherc. Neither the RI.M's .4lternari\i. I ra  htall! truncated version 111'the 
Restoration :\lternative) nor .Alternative B (their Prckircd Zltcmarive I include the aha\ e 
planning steps. 

'Ihe approach adopted in :\lternative R ofmerel) considering which herhicide to apply on hot% 
many acres Sails to include the consideration of passive treatments (where the! \\auld he likel? 
to help) when planning herbicide ueatmmrs. :\s noted in ;\ttachmcnt 11 (Comments on this IIlilS 
and PER by Soda Mountain Wilderness Council). the BI.L1 is success full^ using passi\e 
restoration to reduce non-native vegetation on the former Box-0 ranch propen! that is nom 
within the Cascade-Siskiyou National Monumenr. I'he hllolcing is an excerpt from the Soda 
Mountain Wilderness C'ouncil comment regarding ( l I the role ~)fpassi \c  rrcatment: and ( 2 )  the 
role of linking acrivc and passive treatments: 

In k t .  the Llonumcnr Manager stated that -'/rleinrrt,ducing li\cstock could 
impede the recover? ofplant communities which have hcen dominated hy non- 
native annual species. slowing the reco\er! ofnati\c perennial species . . . . 
Reduction in abundance of these species through grazing \\uuld further allo\\ f i t r  
the advancement of weed species aircad! knimn rt, h i  prcscnr." 

I'he passive treatment utilized rrn the i t~ rn~er  Hox-0 cruciall! included. but was 
not Limited solel! to. the elimination oiLi\estock gr~i ing .  I h e  131.Cf utiiizcd other 
active restoration efforts such as burning and reseeding. rcmt)val of man-made 
k n n s  along jcnn! Creek. and tree planting in riparian areas which. in conjuncrion 
with the eliminatic>n of grazing. ciintrihutcd to the rcstorarion henetits that hate 
k e n  achieved so ib.. . . 
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h. Prevention of lnvasive Species -- Tmo Examples: I.ivcstc>ck andJlR> 

The Restoration ,\ltemative conditions herbicide use on ax oidancc of unnecessan ini asilc 
species spread by livestock iI>EIS: Ci-8): 

\ctlon- PKI VF1TIO2 : 

Reduce spread of invasive meeds caused h) domestic livestock grazing: 

I .  retire domestic livestock grazing permits ai earliest opportunir! %here gruing has heen 
found to promote invasion or persistence ot'in\asi\e species 

2.  prioritize invasives prevention and restoration acti\ itii.5 ti>r areas \\here dc>mestic 
livestock grazing has been permanenti!, ended 

3. manage livestock movement patterns to insure animal: are no! moving seeds of invasive 
species from inksred to uninfesred areas 

1. suspend livestock grazing on non-cohesiie soils in perenniall! saturated meadows 
5. manage livestock grazing to favor natiie species 
6. avoid grazing in systems still containing a strong component of natixe perennials. 

biological soil crusts. or other katurcs k n o ~ n  to act as naturai barriers to inxasion or 
increase of invasixe exotic species. 

Perhaps the B1'41 politic all^ does not -t to rein in livestock gra~ing in this manner. but it is 
under a SEPA obligation to consider how reductions in the need for herbicide use might directl) 
indirectly. or cumulatively result from such constraints on li\estock grazing. 

4s another example. the III'IS docs not estimate hoe control of'in\asive species ( a  Purp~,se ui 
the EIS) might be increased bq follo\+ing the Restoration -\ltc.rnative's conditioning of herbicide 
use on prevention of off-road vehicle use that results in invasixe specie\ (I>tllS: (i-91. e.g.: 

Precede all road or off-road vehicle route reeonstructic>n. and an! considcraricm ot'adding 
existing or illegal user-created roads and off-road 1 ehicle routes to the transpi3rtation 
system. by NEP.4 analyses oftheir impacts. including ptjtcntial to facilitate the spread of' 
invasi\.e species into native ecosystems. 

.\ct~on- PRI Vi 2 I 1 0 2  6 

Close or restrict non-essential. designated route, for mott>ri/ed \chicle travel in areas 01' 
high risk fhr spread cjf'invasiie spccics. 

The I>t:iS admits iII-I  -3) that :\lternati~e h ithe RI.Lf's \ersion ol'the Restoration -\ltemati\c~ 
sould "place greater emphasis on passive resti~ratior~. . . \\ here. . .ac~ivities 1e.g.. livcstt;ek grUing 
and O R V  driving] haxe promoted a less desirahie vegetatit~:~ cornmiinit> 1e.g.. invasi\e species/ 
o r  increased erosion 1i.c.. a ct)ndition associated ~ i t h  in\asi\i. species/." hut axitids anal! zing the 
meaning of this b r  herbicide ux. stating: 
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Since these activities [e.g.. li\esrock grazing and O K \ '  d r i~ ingj  are allobved under 
FI.PM.4. h o ~ e v e r .  restrictions on their use mould (tdx be consick~ed to the-extenr the\ 
are consistmt with RL.t1 vegetation a& land use tniiwazement i x g s t i ~  (e.g.. excluding 
grazing animals from recentl~ seeded areas) [emph~sis added]. * 

But annual herbicide us*. prescribed for 900.000 acres h\ the I)I!lS is itself a "veeetation and .. 
land use management practice. So. g i ~ e n  the EIS Purpose (i.e.. to describe the conditions& 
limitations that a p ~ l v  to herbicide use). this EIS is the appropriate placc in which tci anal!ze the 
Restoration :\iternative's approach to conditionins and limiting the use o i  herbicides. including 
linking prevention to herbicide use. for its direct. indirect. and cumulati\c heneticial impacts. 

Consider the following failure to include prevmtion in li\estock management: 

Continue to graze livestock where zrazin~! has been founci&,prltrnote invasion or wrsis tmceoi  
invasive swcies + more invasive species (i.c.. a greater number of in\asi\e species and or incrrased 
introduction. establishment and or spread of invasil e species I 
+ more herbicide treatments + more forage for cattle + cctntinued or increased cattle grazing + more invasive species + more herbicide treatments . and so on. 

The I>EIS does estimate that morc herbicide use mill mean more livestock grazing potential i I- 
l23): -'ln cases where herbicide treatments are able t ~ ?  reduce the coser of'noxi(?us and 
unpalatable weeds on grazed lands. this vtouid create shon- and long-term hc.nefits to l i~estrxk 
p' 1 en~phasis added 1. 

Howe\er. the DELS then claims that analbring whether more li\i.aoch grazing \ < i l l  mean more herbicide 
use is beyond the =ope of the DELS 12-11': restrictions on [livestock grazing] would onl! he 
considered to the esrcnt the? are consistent bqith RL.L1 \egrttlrion and land use management 
practices" j. 

Thus. the 1)IIlS discusses the linkage of herbicide use to increased lixestock &rage. but refuses 
to consider the link of livestock grazing to increased herbicide use. 

'Ihe B L t i  must ar,ai!ze the consequences iitr hcrhicide use of herbicide treatments k i n g  linkcd 
to prevention. [ h e  DEIS has not done this. m d  then the B1.M expects the public to fund and 
acquiesce each !ear to rosic applications on 930.(100 acrcs oithc land the E3I.M is charged t\ith 
managing each year. e-ren though much of the toxic application.; \till he doomed to failure 
hecause of the Ri.%f's t'ailurc to cxplicitl> link their appiicaricms of toxic chemicals to 
pre\ention of the need for ar least some o f ~ h o w  toxic appiications.. 

Example 2: Revegetation. W j i r l S  fails-to a n a i \ ~ e  ~ h ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e u u e n c e s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r  rcduce&!'fu~ 
herbicide use of proacti\e manaecmenr, t t ~ c i ~ n s ~ ~ l i d a t c ~ u ~ ~ ~ ~ s s e s  of.passjyg and xti1.c prelenlii?.~ 
and direct treatments g t A l , a s i ~  c specie> 
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The Restoration Alternative proposes that revegetation ma> be needed. and that the re~egetarion 
ust native seeds:plants (DEIS: <i- 16): 

Action-REVHGE'T.4.110U I 
In revegetation efforts. whenever it is possible r~ do so. uw natiw seed and seedlings that 
have been grown from seeds of locall> adapted populations. 

Action- REVE<;tST:\'fIOX 2 
If native sc.cdsrplants are not available. relegetation pri!jects \\-ill rarely he undertaken 
until native plant x e d  or plants become available. Xon-natiie plant species wi l l  be used 
only in extremely degraded. severel! altered systems as an inremediate step 
toward,placeholder ibr n a t i ~ c  restoration. accompanied h> a full commitment to complete 
restoration of n;tti\e species. 1-his commitment milst include tunds wt aside as pan ofthe 
project. hith specific deadlines for accomplishmmt. 

Action- REVf3GE'l-ATSON 3 
When reseedine with non-native species. certitication musr be provided that onl! species 
that have been documented as non-persistent are present in the seeding mixture. 

.-tction- REVF~<;ET:l'I'IOX 4 

.4ssure availabilit! of narive seed and plants: 
1. establish B1.M contracting systems that will prc)\ide groners the necessan assurance 

their native. locall)-adapted seed:plants will ht. purchased if grown 
7. establish sufficient storage ticilities tbr narilc seeds fbr major re\egetation ef'fons. 

The 1)F:SS does not include rhese relegetation considerations in its .Alternati\c E (2-1 3). ~+hich 
is suppojrdl) "based" on the Restoration -\lternati\e. :iiternati\e H I Hl.tt 's Preferred 
Alternati~e: 2-1 1 j does not mention use of na t i~c  \egetation ior reseeding rc\cgctation linked to 
herbicide use. 

The DEIS needs to examine the results of where re~egetarion with and \\ithour nati\e seeds has 
been linked to herbicide use on B1.M lands or in the scientific literature in order to compare 
Alternative R with the Restoration Alternative k>r its cumuiatiie consequences for subsequent 
herbicide ujr. 

In the DESS section titled --Standard Operating i'rocedures" for mitigating herbicide treatmenrs. 
the Bl.5'1 descriks ten Standard Operating Prcicedures that '.g he implemented ar local ie\ei 
according to specific conditions" [emphasis added]. One of the "Standard Operating Proccdurcs" 
is: 

The DEIS states. --,he= [standard operating] procedures 1i.e.. includir~g using natilc c)r stcriie 
species for rc\egetationJ & help minimize impacts to planrs and ecos> stems on public 
lands.. .associated i+ith hcrhicidc. usc" I 4-42: emphasis added 1 .  
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Ifo~%ever. at 4-61. under -'Impacts by llternative~'. the Df-IS proposes nc plan to re\egetate \\ith 
native legetation: 

Ilerbicides would be used on rangelands dominated hy annual grasses. such as do\+n! 
brome and medusahead. followed by re\egetatictn with perennial grasses and forhs. 

I h e  DEIS doesn't state whether the perennial grasses and ittrhi \ \ i l l  hr. exotic or native 

Elsewhere. the I>EIS (4-45) does note that merely poisoning invasi\e species ma) not result in 
native vegetation returning: 

Some treatments are vet successful at removing \\eeds over the short term. but 
are not successful at promoting the establishment '>i'nati\e species in their place 
In such cases. seeding o i n a t i ~ e  plant species \\otiId bc beneiicial. h-eeds may 
resprout or reseed quickl>. outcompeting nati\e species. and in somc cases 
increasing in vigor as a result 01'treatmenrs. I'he success o i  treatments uould 
depend on numerous factors. and cituld require the use o f a  combination of' 
methods to combat undesirable species. 

Although the above passage reiers to the need to --use a comhinlition ot'methods to combat 
undesirable species". the I>l<lS in Fact gi\es onl! the exampic of seeding species as an example 
of combining methods. For example. the DElS nc\er mentions combining herbicide use with 
remo\-a1 of livestock grazing or OR\ '  use. 

?he above pzssage (and DEIS) fails to nore a major reason herbicide activity may not result in 
native vegetation: 0 t h  there are vinuall! no na t i~e  seed sources remaining in a large. highly- 
invaded site (e.g.. where cheatgrass or star thistle Lrrm a near-monoculture over hundreds or 
thousands ol'acres) DElS fails to analyze on \\hat pmponion nithe estimated 400.000 acres irl' 
annually sprayed acres re~egetatittion might be needed based <In its own exneriencepf'the failure 
of herbicide use to Dromote the establishment of nati\ e speciesz 

Regardless. the I>EIS never analyzes the consequences o i  usins -'a comhination of methods to 
combat undesirable species." let alone the cctnscquenee.; ofherhicide use \\ith and %ithour nariie 
seedings in a range ofsetrings. 

. . 
'The DEIS hils to analyze the Restoration ;\ltemati\e.s cxp i~c~ t  coniniitment to seeding ~ i t h  
native species and its e~>mmitn~t.nt to dcvci<~ping an ins~irutionai a.iaiiabilit> storage of native 
seeds for revegetation. She Restoration :Xlternative's use oinative spcies  for re.iegetation as a 
conditioniimitation on use of herbicides mus: bc examined. 

11. The DEIS Fails to identifi the Prirnan Icme of C ontru.rer\? 

'Ihe AI.?d LIzIsei) identifies the -priman issue of contro\er-.!'~ lo he 131.M'i "continuing and 
proposed increase in the usc. of herbicides in \cgetation rrcatrnenr prt)hlems needed to implement 
the .\urionu/ fire Plan and relared initiati\es.' ( 1-21. In hcr. the primary issue or'contro-~eri) that 
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the Restore Native Ecosystems <:oalition raised in person mith Brian Amme of BLM as zarl! as 
1007. and \vhich we have raised thritughout our development and transmitral to the B1.M ofthc 
Restoration Alternative is rhar the R1.M: 

a. refuses to acknouiedgr RL.\I management that is cau.;inr \egeration problems via 
their other. '.stand-alone" land mmagement practices ce.g.. ORY use managed b! 
recreation managers: li.restock use managed h> li\estock managers: tree-cutting 
managed b? "fuels reduction" managers): 

h. refuses to consider and utilize passive restoration as a non-toxic approach prcxen 
to be eilt-etive in man! sites experiencing invasixe species problems: and 

c. refuses to link c l I pre\~ention ofinvasi-ce species. ( 2 )  -'control'. of inxasive 
species. and ( 3 )  maintenance and restoration i > i n a ~ i ~ < . \  wetation habitat as a 
valid. integrated approach to conrrolling in\,asi\c specie5 thar is different than the 
BLM's cumnr practice and preferred alternative. 

111. The DEIS Fails to Address Cumulative Impacts 

The DFIS noter (4-1 ) that cumuldti\e tmpact\ are 

Those effects that result from the incremental impact ofthe action \\hen it is added tc! 
other past. present. and reasonahl\ f o r e s e r a b l e . ~ u ~ u ~ g . > ~ ~ s .  Cumulative eti;.cts can 
result from individually minor but coilectivcl! significant actions taking place over a 
period of time. For this I'EIS. potential cumulative effects include those that could occur 
on other federal and non-federal lands. /I-lmphasir added] 

First and foremost. the DElS fails to anai>ze the beneliciai and adxersc cumula~i\e in~pacrs 01' 
when herbicide use has and has not k e n  

a. linked to management that prevents the conditions thar layor invasiles specie5 
b. linked with non-chemical treatments: or 
c. linked with native species rc-cegetaiion. 

Such examples are rife throughout the Integrated Weed Llanagement literature (both 
esjxrimental and practical I: and exist on Bt.C1 lands \\here management has or has not remox ed 
livestock (see. e.g.. the Jenny Creek example cited in :\ttachment li to these comments. i.?.. the 
comments of Soda Mountain Wilderness Council). or closed ORY roads as \\ell as spraying 
with herbicides: where BI.Lf has or has not ihllit\\ed herbicide use with natixe revegtetatictn: or 
\*here B1.M has or has not foIlo\bed one or the other i)i'the Kcstoration ,\itcrnativc's proposed 
prevention practices. 

The cumulati\e impacts section (4-193 through 7-746) is riddled x\ith unrekrcnccd conclusii~ns. 
false assumptions. and failure to consider impacts of present and reasonah!! ioreseeahlc future 
actions. as well as the d i fkent  cumuiative impacts that noului result lrom implemenring the 
Restoration Alternative.. 
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Since the UEIS fails to analyze the Restoration ;\itcmati\e. it fails to analyze the 
cumulative efkcts oi'the class of actions of'combining prevention treatments. acti\e and 
passive direct treatments. and revegetation with n a t i ~ e  species. 

At 1-191. the DEIS states that the ciass of actions that \%i l l  be analyzed are "all vegetation 
treatment methods used b) the RI.'Lf.'. This is inappropriate. as the H1.M should k. 
analyzing all treatment methods the) could reasonahi! be using I<.$.. as in the 
Restoration .-\lrernative). nor just those that they are currentl! using. 

For instance. the DEIS notes (1-199) that grazing and OR\' use caust cumulati\e impacts 
to soils and notes the lack of inventor) and monitoring data available to determine the 
status of soil condition. Iict\kever. the DEIS [ails tu analyze the comparati\e curnulati\e 
efkcts on soil ofthe Restoration .\lternati\e's linkage ofpre~ention treatments. acti\e 
and passive direct restoration treatments. and narixe re\i.gerarion. 

The cumulati\e impacts analysis ialsel) represents the relationship of the Preferred 
.-\lternative to passive restoration. 

.-\t 1-203. the DElS states \\ith regard to cumulati\c ctlkcrs o n  h?drologic function and 
water quality: 

Alternative E places greater emphasis on passi~e restoration than the other 
alternatives. Passive restoration is otien an important first step in improving 
watershed health because the anthropogenic activities that are causing degradation 
or preventing recover) are reduced or eliminated. I.ivcstock grazing and OH\- use 
are ofren cited as factors that cause ioss o f ~ c t l a n d  and riparian hahirat function 
and watershed degradation: by prohibiting li\estock from entering \.vetland and 
riparian areas. and placing limits on OEIY acti\,it\. improvement in watershed 
function can be espected (Kauflinan et a!. 1997). tIo\w\-er. the R L l l  mould ha\c 
(~uarershede use requiremmts under 
F-I.PM.4. .As discussed in CThapter 1. Vegetation Treatment Programs. Po l i~ ie?~  
and Methods. passi\r restoration' would ht . i . l~~i~s~dirr . ; i \vhen developincr 

' The unanalkzed Resturation :XIternati\.e. detirte> .pa\,i\c re\toratiiin trcatmei!ts'. a, (1)itIS: (i 
21: 

Suspension r)iactivitie, that cauhe the l<l\r ~ifeci>logical iiitcgrit? nr natibe 
species in a specific area. I'assiic. icsioiatil>n treatment> ma! include: 

I .  .hea . road. and off-road \chicle route i.lt)wrc\ 
2 .  Voluntan Iivestt~l, permit retirement 
3. Retirement of vacanr li\estcxh allittment~ 
4 l.i\esrcxh gra~ing exclosures cc.9.. in aggre\si\e \seed iiifeaarions. uplands 

--a1 fish.-of weed infestation. riparian areah. tiahitat orthreatened or 
endangered species. springs. \tetlands) 

5. Restrictions of logging aiti\ itiel 
6. Restrictionr ot',)iI and gar and miiieral ~ c \ c / I ~ ~ I ~ I ~ I ~ I .  iiiiliidinz a l / i>~ing  

expired lea,ei to remain expired 
-. Res~ricti~iiis on other human actit itie5. I:., reic\ant 
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restoration manaeemmt ulans. and ~+ould  be used t o ~ h e  extent possible within the 
constraints of F I - P u .  

'[he i>tllS repeats a similar statcment nirh regard ti, cumulative effects on resource 
function and x m i c  qualit? (4-218: emphases added): 

.Alternati~e 1: places greater emphasis on passive restoration than the other 
alternatives. Passive restoration is often a critical tirst step in successful 
restoration of degraded arras since anthrcrpogenic activities that are causing 
degradatiitn or nrevmtinx recovert are halted. OtIVs are often cited as a factor - - 
contributing to loss of resource function and deeradation of scenic quaiit\. B! 
controlling OHV use. improvemmt in recrearional values can be expectcd 
(Kauffman et al. 1997). HoweLer. the 131.51 ~:ouidha\i-ro.halance res17urce 
protection \\irh the multiple use re~~iiirements irndcr t'l.P\,l:\, :\s disciissed in 
Chapter 2 ofthe Pl~K.~egctarivn~~reatn1en1.Er~1era111s. Policies. and btethods. 

The ahove is false. Chapter 2 of the Programmatic i:nvironmmtal Repon does 
indicate that passive restoration treatments ~ \ould  be considered "first" uhen de~cloping 
restoration management plans. nor does it indicatc that it nould be iised '-to the extent 
pctssihlc within the constraints oil:I.P\t.\." It doesn't e\cn use. the ~rords  passive 
restoration, 

Chapter 1 of the PFR indicates ( 1-6) that passi~e restoration rreatments are a t i ~ u s  crt' 
the proposed vegerraion treatments: 

l t h o u g h  this i'1iK refers to acti\,iries consistent v.irh thc authoriries under 
FI.PM.-\ and other statutes that ma! contribute. in some cases. to land and 
resource degradation 1e.g.. livestock grrving. Of I \ '  use. recreation). its kteus is on 
proactive vegaation treatments to mainrain and restore ecological conditions. J& 
focus of the PER is not to restrict. limit. or eliminate J'l.l'blr\-authorized acrii- 
as a means to restore land health. 

That FI.P%IA alloivs livestock grazing or OK\' use is not dehared. llo\%ever I-.I.P\l:\ 
dms  not prevent restrictions on li\estock grazing. O K \ '  use rir othcr activities %here such 
restrictions would contribute to ecosystem health or restoration. 

?he unanalyzed Restoration :\ltemative. defines ..passi\c restoration trcatmmts" as ((i- 

Suspensic~n ot'acti\ ities that cause the Irrs- i~f'ccolo~ical inregrit! or i ia t i~c species 
pctpulations in a specific area. i'assi\e rcstoratlon treatments ma! include: 

8. Pre.;i.ribed natural fire (i.e.. allot\ing tjri., I,; burn under prcdefined 
circumstances i 
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1 .  Area . road. and off-road vehicle route closures 
7 .  Voluntan li\estock permit retirement 
;. Retirement of iacant livestock ailotments 
1. 1.ivesrock grazing cxclosures 1c.g.. in aggressitc 1~er.d infestations. uplands 

."at risk.' of \iced infestarion. riparian arcas. habitat of threatened or 
endangered species. springs. \%etlands) 

5 .  Restrictions of logging acri\ities 
6. Restrictions of' oil and gas and mineral development. including alloiving 

expired leases to remain expired 
7. Restrictions on other human activirici. as relevant 
8. Prescribed natural tire 1i.c.. allo\\ing fires to burn under predetined 

circumstancesj 

The BLM wrongly considers the use of'"S0Ps identified in PTIS' (4-197) as an 
assumption for cumulative impacts assessment. as the DEIS indicates that the ten 
Standard Operating I'roccdures it identifies as mitigation for herbicide use '-=be 
implemented at local level according to specific condititrns" [emphasis addedj. One of .. .. 
the -Standard Operating Procedures. use nati\ e or sterile species for re\egetation and 
restoration prc>jects" cannot be assumed to he operating ior thc purposes oicumulativc 
impacts. as it is not part of an) altemarives being considered b! the H1.M (2-10 through 
2-13 1. It is a part of the unanalyzed Restoration :\lternative. 

The DEIS later states 14-7071: 

.\lternati\e tl places greater emphasis on passive restoration than the othcr 
alternatives. Passive restoration is often considered a critical first step in 
successful restoration of degraded areas since anthropltgenic activities that are 
causing degradation or preventing recover) are halted. 1 .rider :\ltemative 1-1. 
recoven of tegetation through pii:!sive rnitnaeem~.n~.~>-ex~ected to take loniler 
than under alrernati~cs 't, B or I). wher=i\ e manazment through trratments 
such as seeding uith native species. establiihinil intem~cdiatc verretation to 
control erosion. and use of arc-emergent herbicides to prevent meed estahlishmcnr 
would be expected to Dromotc taster re cote^. /Emphasis added.] 

This shous that r\lrernative i-T is bawd ctn the Kcstimation :\ltmmative. which & 
explicitl> engage actiic mmaeenicnt thrtluirh trcati-iicnts suchj\secdinz ivithja& 
swcies. estahlishinrr intmnediatc \crctaiion to co111rc)l eroiion. and usinir pre:cmercent 
herbicides to pre\ent weed establishment Ihc  a h \ e  statement also misreprcsent~ 
IZlternative R (7-1 I ) .  uhich does pro~ide for secding with nati\e species or use of 
intermediare vegetation. 

0 'fie cumulative impacts sccrion fbmulaica!l! equat-<\; ii~ng-term sueccss \hith numkr  of 
acres treated. Ibis  is un\varranted and iinsupportahie. giien the combination of 
approaches alloued in =\lternari\e I-:. an$ the ikilurc to inal!/e the Kc~toration 
.4ltcmati\e which requires linkage of pre\ention trcatmenrs. actile and passiie direct 
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treatments. and native revegetation (if relegetation is needed) For instance. the IXIS 
claims (emphases added): 

z ..Based on the number of acres treated. ... long-term improvements to wetland and 
ri~arian area function and ~roductivit\ \t-ould be greatest under the Preferred 
_\ltemative. and least under the Xo Action :\ltemative" id-204) 

r .-Based on the numkr  ctf'acres treated long-tern inlpro\ements to h\drol(xzic 
function and water quaiitv mould he greatest i111der the I'reikrred .\iremarive. and 
least under the No Action :\lternative'~ 14-?1i? 
..Based on the number of acres treated ... long-term improlements to t-c~eration 
~vould be greatest undcr the Preierred .4ltemati\e. and least undcr the S o  :\ction 
.Xltemati\e" i 4-207) 
-.Based on the numkr  of acr<s..trc2&?. long-tern1 improvements to the h ~ & h . &  
productivitv of aquatic orlranisms ~\uuid be greatest under the Prcfmed 
.-\ltemati\e. and least under the Xo ..\ction .\Itematire" (4-20r)j 

z "Based on the numkr  of acres treated. ..long-term imprct\ements to \\ildlife and 
hahirar would k greatest under the Preferred :\ltemative. and least under the No 
Action Alternative" (4-2 14). 

c. -'Based on the number of acres treated.. .long-term improvements to domestic 
livestock would he greatest under the Pretkned :\ltemati\e. and least under the 
No .kction :\Iremati\ e" (4-2 16). 

c "Based on the number ot'aeres treated.. .long-term improvements to the 
horses and burros \\auld k greatest under the I'refmed I\ltemarive. and least 
under the No Action .\Itemati\ e" (4-11 18 I.  - .-Based on the number of acres treated.. . long-term imprctvemmts to the 
qualities of public lands uc>uld be greatest under the Prekrred .Altemati\e. and 
lcasi under the S o  Aciion Alternative" (4-324 I .  

z '-Based on the numkr  of acres treated.. long-tem~ impr~3vements to the 
~ i l d e m e s s  and spe"al.ar~.as should he greatcst under the Preferred :\itemati\e. 
and least under the No Action Altema~ixe" (4-226). 

The DEIS discussion of \\ildcmess and special areas notes that li\estock graring 
is a threat to vr-iidemess and special arcas and that the \egetaticn treatments do not 
address this threat (4-224). hut in tact the unanal!zed Restoration :\ltemati\e iioc..; 
address this threat ((;-I 3 ): 

Action- RIS'SOR:\ISIOX 5 
F;scept titr treatment of small infestarions \\ithour motorized equipment 
prescribe direct treatments ~ i t h i n  designated i~iiderness or \+ildemess 
stud! areas onl) in conjunction \\ith e fhns  t o  h:ilr a\<tidahle spread of 
invasive species into ihc \\ildernebs ikrn? ~.iut\ide these meas. 

(iuideline- KI:C;SOR.~\'l~lON 1 
Adopt the C'arhm klodel (.Arthur C'arhan National Wiidemess iraining 
('enter) for completing minimum requirement anal)-ses and minimum- 
impact tito! anal>sis, The model assisri n~anager, in making aiin~inistrati\c 
decisirtns cc~nceming iidcmess. 
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c '-Based on the number of'acres treated.. .long-tern, improicmmts to 
resources on ~ u h i i c  lands \souid be greatest under the I'rckrred :\ltcmative. and 
least under the No :Zction :\Itsmarive (4-218 i .  

c '-Based on the number of acres treated.. . long-term impro\ements to 
socioeconomic resources uould he grcatcst under the Preferred .-Zlternaric. and 
least under the No :Xction :\ltemariic 14-23 1 

z .-...as the long-term ohjxt i \c  of treatments is to restore nati\c plant communities 
and habitats. including those of traditional importance to Xative peoples. the 
grealest benefits [to cultural resources and ~rdditional life\\a\ values) should 
accrue under the Preferred -\itemative.'. (-1-22 1 ) 

The cumulative impacts section assumes (4-700) that monitoring and evaluation will 
occur. I-ionever. the IIEIS prumises no monitoring 12-11 ). and notes (2-1! ) 

The HI.51 recognizes that man! sites treated in the past lack monitoring data. In 
many cases. project monitoring uas nor done. was done sporadically ivithout 
consistent documentation, or nas  done but the records \&ere lost or destm)ed. 

Tbe I)EIS provides zero assurance rhat an! particular monitoring \ \ i l l  occur in the future 
and only sabs that the results of an! monitoring that happens to he dtmc '-should" (noi 
--shall") be made available to ..interested parties'. I 2-1 1 ). 

In contrast. the unanalyzed Restoration AItemati\e mandates monitoring and in\olvcs the 
public in all aspects of monitoring: 

Action-OVR 5 
Include realistic and dedicated funding Sc~r. and an institutional commitment to. 
assessment. monitoring and appropriate response to monitoring results. l>esign 
and implement assessment (including the gathering of baseline data) and 
monitoring systems hefore activities commcncc. 

ISncourage and facilitate public participaticiil h! lctcal. regi(1na1 and national 
stakeholders in such actitities as asscsimcni. monitoring. earl\ detection tlf - 
invading species. provision ofnc\\ and scieiititic ini;imratioi~. re\ iea 01' 
assessment and monitoring protocols. and anai! sis oialternatives for actions. 

.Action- PRIORITIES 3 
Vegetation prexmtion and rcstoraticin treatn~ents must utilize: 
1. a precautionap approach. nhich. in the hcc  of uncertain outcomes. proceeds 

experimentall\ and cautiousl! 
7.  hest a~ailahle xiencc and experiential and indigmous knoi\ledgc. where 

appiicahic 
3. an adaptive pruccss rhat regularl! inciirporatc.~ revisions iiom mctnitctring and 

evaluation 
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4. a public process 
5. the least intrusive techniques available to restore ecological inregrit! 
6. the least risk! interventions that are likel! rn provide the greatest ecological 

benetit 
-3 

i. recover) plans k>r threatened and endangered species. or improvements on 
such plans 

8.  prevention strategies to reduce the need for chemical and mechanical 
treatments. and prescribed fire. so that the number of acres treated annual]! 
with these methods uill decline o w r  the liie ol'the EIS. 

Action-CfONliOR 2 
Monitoring must be usrd to: 
1 ,  inventor) baseline conditions at the landscape. \Latershed. subwatershcd. md 

project site levels 
2. measure mhether p)siti\e goals ihr nati\e ecosystem recover). conservation. 

and inregrit! are being attained 
3. track biodiversit! and health using an increaser decreaser species procedure 

(including biological soil crusts. wildlife. and endemic sensitive species). 
4. practice precaution. retain tlexibilit\. and respond to change. unforeseen harm. 

failure to reach objectives. and or neu information 
5 quantify invasive s ~ c i e s  pupulation changes 
6. establish success problcms ~ i t h  specific prc~enrion and restoration treatments 

in a variet? of sites. 

Action-MONl.lOR 3 
Monitoring and evaluation cti'vegetation treatments shall: 
1. relatc to the elearl! stated objectives of all restoration projects 
2. k an integral component ofrach restoration project 
?I be incorporated into the essential costs or each pro~cct 
4. use scientific principles olesperimen~ai design including replication and 

measurements from untreated control areas fi~r comparison uith treated 
locations 

5. use a process responsive to all-party and scientilic input 
6. mcourage involvement of local. regional and national stakeholders 
7. hc documented in a sixteen-state central database ~ a i r h  assessments. ohjecti\c\. 

monitoring procedures. and anai!scs in comparable ti~nnats 
8. outline clear procedures tix responding to nionirr>ring and evaluation results 

Actictn-tfONI'l.OR J 
Clonitoring methods shall ih-: 
I .  Relevant: c:vaiuatcs progress toi~ard stated ohiectiie> 
2.  sensitive: quicki) detects change. sho\\s trend.;. iiientiiies critical features 
3. Available: inespt.nsi\t.. easil! applied 
1. Measurable: accuratei! quantiiiahic ~ ~ i t h  ~cecptahlc nicth~id.; 
5. 1)efensibic: minimall! subject to individiiai hias 
6. 1,'eriTiable: ailo\\s others applying the same methods to achieve similar results 
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7. Inclusive: a\oids reductionism. \\here tkasihic 
8.  Scheduled: monitoring intenal firmi) scheduled 

.%ction-MONI-lOR 7 
Each District must prepare an annual monitoring repon of all legetation 
restoration projects (passiie and active). Ihese  reports should he available at a 
central B1.CI location 

.%elion-M0Nn'C)R 9 

.%I1 prclposals to undertake a vegetation restoration activity must include a 
description of the monitoring that \s-ill he necessac to determine the comparihilit: 
o f thz  activit) v\ith specitic goals. oh~ecti\e.;. and standards: and the treatment 
efficacy. 

Action-MONITOR 1 1  
Annuall) monitor for five years ail tirelines. fire camps. helicopter spots. and fire 
retardant-treated areas for invasive species: eliminate introduced invasile species. 

Action- LfONI'I'OR 12 
Monitor progress to\+ard attainment of long term health and intitgrit! of the 
watershed. aquatic. riparian. native \egetation and soil rcsources. 

Many statements in the cumulative impacts section hale no reference to underlying data. 
A few examples include: 

1 '.i2pprc?xirnatzI) 4% of rangeland on puhlic lands i:, acllieiing desired condition 
(4-2001 

c -'In a study ot'the Jnterior Coiumhia Ela5in. approximatel\ 92'0 of federall! 
administered lands had nonc to lo\\ soil di.;rurbance" (4-200) 

c "... 75% of wetlands on public lands in the lo\\er 18 states are not functioning 
properl) (1'SDJ Wi.%l 2005d). nhiie 52% ot' riparian areas are cctnsidered non- 
functional. or functioning at risk. I'he poorest functioning riparian areas are found 
in the southwest and Montana. i% h i i t  most riparian areas in .-\lash. C'olorado. and 
i ' a h  function properl: ..' r 4-202 j 

In the a b \ c  quote. presumahi) the claini that most riparian areas function 
properly in I 'tah is dra\%n from -I 'SI)I RI.\I ?(i()id" i~i i ich refers to -Public I.and 
Statistics Fiscal Year 2004." which is hardl) a scicntitic reference litr ihe claim 
that most t:tah riparian arcas function properi! 

I h e  DEIS refers (4-196) to a '-Pi:!? .;coping process-' cis related to cumulative e tkcts  for 
prittzction of 'Threatened and Endangered species. , \s  xhe Programmatic f'n\irtmmcnxai 
Report (Pt.;!?) is not k i n g  deieloped under Ulll':\. iheri. is n o  -.\coping proces" 
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Likewise. the DEIS claims (4-198): 

Thus. the proposed action. which includes over 4..; million acres of fire use and 
mechanical treatments. in addition to 1.7 million acres of treatments using tother 
methods. uould be expected to pro\ ide p a r e r  improvrmenr in ecos>stem 
function and air quaiit> than is projected under current trearmenr methods. 

Ihis  is an unreferenced and unsupportable conclusion. gi\en that rhc treatments on the 
4.3 million acres are being proposed in a report uhich is not heing dc\cloped under 
NIIPA. and thus the public has no legal access to challenge the scienrific accurac! of its 
conclusions. 

The DEIS inaccuratel! assumes that cumuiati\e impacts ar the site-specific ie\i.l \ \ i l l  he 
addressed. The DEIS nares (4-!9?1: 

Ground-disturbing activities on public lands are conducted onl? after an> 
necessarq. site-specific NEP.4 analysis has been completed. Such anal>ses are 
required to describe the cumulative impacts ofrhe site-specific alternati\es on 
adjacent lands and resources. and on the \\atershed. This provides opportunities to 
detect and minimize cumulative environmental effects that cannot be speciiicall\ 
determined at the broad Iexel ofthis f31?IS, 

This implies that livestock grazing and OR\' usc i the tmo most \\idespread ground- 
disturbing activities on H1.M lands) are anal!zed lor cumuiari\e impacts on the 
watershed or other resources at the sire-specific le\el. In t'dct. rhe B1.M does 
undertake cumulative impacts anai!ses for these t \ \ r>  ongoing ground-disrurbing acii\iries 
and on Januarq. 75. 7006 is propsing to allou rertn gra~ing permits ro he issued \\ithour 
an) NEPA analysis ( I  'SDI 3006). which means no cumulati\c ana i~s is  wil l  be required. 
no consideration of alternatives to the grazing terms. and no scienriiic accounrabilit! 

IV. lncrerses in Vegetation Treatments and Vew Goals must he Proposed under NEP.4 

The Programmatic Ilnvironmmtal Report ( PLR) proposes a three-fold increase in vegetation 
treated directly. from 7 million to 6 million acres per >ear (Pt iR 1:s-3). ihcse treatments \ \ i l l  
have significant impacts in and of themselves. i.ike\vise. the! \\ill include ground disrurbances 
and removal of vegetation. favoring in\asive species. the primar! response to which \ \ i l l  hc. 
herbicides. which n~ill have addititmil impacrs t P I 3  FES-2 1 .  

This should not be examined in a repri .  hut through %t:i':\. uhich isill: 

a. Full! anal!~e rcasonahle altcrnati\ts fb r  \cgetation trtarments. including the 
Restoration \ltemarive rf-'IS. :\pptndir ( i !  and 

b. Insure public revie\\ of the scienrific accurac! o f  conclusions regarding benefits 
and impacts. 
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I .  .As a non-NEPA document Pt-:K doesn't consider the Kesk~re Uati\-e i:cos)-stem Zlternati\c 
(--Restoration :Xltemativc"). n hich proposes different actions (and combinations ofactions~ 
than the PER: 

'The o~e ra l l  goal of vegetation management uithin the Restt>rarion :\lternativc (Ifis ( ; - I  ) 

is to: 

Enhance the ecological integrit? 11fB1-ll land b! restoring natural processes 
native species. ceos!stem function. and resilience of plant and animal 
communities. 

This contrasts with the goal of the PER Legetation management (PI-K 2-1 ): 

.lhc goals of vegetation management are to maitage \cgetation ro sustain the 
condition of health! lands. and. \\here land cunditions ha\? degraded. to restore 
desirable vegetation to more healrh! cunditions. 

I h e  B1.M goal does not mention native vegetation hut instead --desirable" ~egetation 
(which could he exotic. as in introduced pasture grasses). 1)csirahle iwr whom'? 
Livestock permittees'! Sage grouse'? Ciround co\er in  the midst ol'ground disturbance'.' 
Erosion control'.' 

I b e  Restoration alternative uould ha\ e i j r  diti;.renr consequences for native species and 
ecosystems than that p ropwd  by the PER. thus rc\ealing the significance of 
en\ ironmental impacts under the different proposals. 

Esample: 1)iiftring I)irec~ion for Biological Soil ('rusts 

The Restoration .Alternative protides the tdio\\ing detailed directions for biological soil 
CNStS: 

(1)EfS: G-8): 
.Action- PREVI3TION 7 
Reduce spread of inxasivc .i4eed5 caused h) ditmcstic livestock grazing: 
... avoid grazing in systems still containing a strong compcment ot'nativc 
perennials. biological soil crust>. or orher t;.arilres Lnoi\n 111 act as natural harriers 
to invasion or increase of in\asi\c exotic spccics 

(nt:is: (;-121: 
<iO:%l.- PRI:\'ES'lHOi 6 
Biologicai mil crusts shall bi. maintained as a panial shield pre\enting 
esrahlishment or spread o i  in\asi\c estttic sprlcics 
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L'sing existing data. map and describe the presence and intcsrity of biological soil 
crusts at the Ecoregion and watershed lexels within the 16 uestem states: locall! 
develop maps at the suhnatcrshed level. 

Action- PRE-:VEY'I'IOK 36 
Prepare and implement a general plan for damaged biological soil crusts. 

Action- f'RL3VtlNI~ION 37 
Prohibit livestock grwing for at least live !ears ihilo~iing a tire in areas capable 
of maintaining biological soil crusts. Ketum ot'li\esrock \\ill be dela)cd past t i \e 
vears if significant recover! ot'the hiologicai soil crust ha.% not occurred. 

(I)I.:lS: GI - ! ) :  
.-\ction- RF:Si'OR:\TIOU 2i) 
Consideration of the tollo\cing must be documented prior to prescrihcd burns. if 
relevant: 

1 .  long-term damage to biological soil crusts 

In contrast. the tbllowing vague statements constitute the sole PI-:K direction for 
biological soil crusts: 

(PER: 2-22):  

[fluring manual treatmentsj: Llinimize damage to soil crusts. 

[During use of domestic lixesrock Ibr vegetation management:] Minimize use of 
domestic animal.; if remoxal of ~egetation nia\ cause signiticant soil erosion or 
impact biological soil crusts. 

[During mechanical treatmmts]: Llinimizc damage to soil crusts. 

These differing directions ktr biological soil crusts are one exanipli. that re\eals that 
significant impacts and sipiticani linkages uirh pnimotion of invasive species \ t i l l  be 
associated with the vegetation treatments proposed in thc 1'l:K. This necessitates the 
preparation of an ElS. 

1 . As a non-Sf<P.4 document. the i'ER --gets away" %ith making claims minus scientific 
evidence. 1-his re\eals the lack of .-equi\aiencc~. ofthe F'IIK to a 5EP.A document. 

Example: Iierbicides in sagebrush 

As noted later in thesc ectmmcnis [page Z X  J in thc case stud! regarding sagebrush and 
invasi~e species treatmenis in sage grouse hahirats. [here is a far more ci~mpiicared 
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relationship betseen herbicide and other sagebrush cornmunit? treatments and sage 
grouse habitat than the simplistic conclusion that herbicide use leads to natixe vegetation 
(PER 4-53: notes in italics added): 

The use of herbicides uould benefit plarrt communities j i . ~ ~ . .  ~r[~pirr?nri~, it,itho~rt 
re<gurd to  whether rhr plunr comrn~rniries irri. e.~oric Ezrr~~perin 1i1.e.seroi.k f~irir,vc 
p a s ~ ~ ~ r e . s /  with heed infestations b! decreasing the gronth. seed production. and 
competitiveness oftarget plants. thcreb! reieasing native species from 
competitive pressures (e-g.. \%am. nutrient. and space a\ailability) and aiding in  
their reestablishment. Thi.s u.s.sirme.s. ~.irholrr e1,idencc. rhrrr ir is comperitivr 
pre.s.sures und not trompling, seiecti~.e ~~~ i r r c~ imp~ ic~n .  i.onzpiri~rion. o r  other 
pre.\,sure.s 'hilt is redui.ing or  eiiniinuling thc titilil.e ,sf~ec.ie$ irnri fuvorin:: in1'~riil'c 
.species. j The degree of benefit to native communities i6ould depend on the 
tosicky of the herbicide to the target spcies .  and its effects on non-tar@ species 
as well as the success of the treatments o i e r  both the short and long term. I The 
preceding i.s ruurolo~icul: "The degree I I , ~  benefit 1 0  norivt, commzmirie.s nozrlil 
depend on ... [he . s~~~ce . s~v  of'rhe trerl~menr.\. " 1  Some treatments are ver) successful 
at removing s e e d s  over the short tcrm. b u ~  are not s u c ~ e s s f ~ l  at promoting the 
establishment of natixe species in their piacc. In such cases. seeding of natile 
plant species mould be beneficial. [.\'eirhcr /hi. IiER itor rhc ili.;I.Y esrimurc~ whrrr 
ucreuge ivouid requiri' seeding of nori1.e pliint .spec~i~~.s. /he L I ~ O L I ~ I  111 nuril.~' \i'c>cl 
thic. v~ould req~rire. nor rhe dernon.s~rored s~rc~.c~s.s of szri~h seei1ing.s irn~ier i.urioii.s 
h~rhitur  condition^] The success of treatments ~ o u l d  depend on numerous factors. 
and could require the use o i a  combination of methods to combat undesirable 
species i.\'eirher rhe PER nor i1EI.S estirnirrc~ XI hut oi,rerijie itill require ' L I  

comhinurion of methods " or  51hur mcrhodc 11iiI hc i n ~ o h . e J  in /hose 
comhinurion.~ j 

There are no references ctffkred for the aho\e conclusions. and )ex there is n o  eff?cri\e 
way for scientists or others to challenge the conclusic>ns. because the repon is free of 
NEPA requirements for accurac! 

The PER prolides no solid direction. no solid evidence fl)r claims. and nit comparison 
with alternative approaches ro \egeration treatmentb. .\nd !et. these vegetation 
treatments. particularly the mechanical. manual. and tire treatments. xil l  disturb the 
ground. favoring invasiie species. for ~ ~ h i c h  therc i? a XIIll\ dc,cumenr. 

BLM Failed to .inaI?re the Cuutes of Insashe Species \prettd In the 1)EISIPEK 

'\;EP:% regulations state that -accurate scientific anai>sis" (40 i l - K  ,'I iO('i. i i is an esscntiai 
mandate o f the  .-icr. Yet. in the DIfIS the B1.1t ignores recent scientiiic anai!sis of the  
management of in \as i -~e  species &at state. unequivocail\. that management of in\asive plants 
will be successful ctni\ uhen management plans address the causes. rather than merel! the 
symptoms. iti invasivc plant problems. I 1erbicidc.s are potent tools ibr addressing the s!mprtirn.; 
of invasixe species spread. bur do 1101 addresz the causcs: h! I;iei~sing c ~ c i u s i ~ e l ~  on herbicide 
usc. therefore. the i>tllS ignore.; UIIP-X's mzindarc ti, inciude accurate scientific anal>sis. 
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Roger Sheley is a weed ecologist now with the I . S .  Oepanment of -\griculture's :\gricultural 
Research Sewice. In a recent (1003) article published in the journal Il'ced Scienc.e. he wrote. -11 
is becoming increasingl! clear that prescriptions for rangeland 14eed control are not sustainabic 
k c a w  they treat the symptoms of\veeds rather than their cause." tie continued h! stating. ..:\ 
generalized objective for ecologicall~ based \teed management is to de\elop and maintain a 
healthy plant cornmunit) that is largel? in\asion resistant." 

Another recent (2005) publication knm the Pacitic North\test Research Station (1.SD.Z I-?) has 
a similar conclusion. .-tterhicides. prescribed tire. and other methods kill ueeds. but without a 
source of' native seeds or a long-term strateg! ibr restoration. the treated areas are recr)lonized h! 

.. 
the same species o r b ?  other. potentiall? more damaging. inxasivc plants. Ihc publication does 
point out. however. that this problem can hc. soi\~Ah~..g~dr~~~$& the causes ~ti'invasi\ e.~l.ki~ii 
problems: -+Research can cctntribute information tin best practices it) minimize invasi\e risks in 
road maintenance. recreation. range management. prescrihcd tire. thinning. \\ildlife hahirat 
improvement. and timber management." Such an analysis is necessar! for the 1)fllS PER to 
succeed. but it has k e n  ignored in both the IiIS and NEP.4-less PER. 

Anorher consequence of Rf.M's failure in the Dt3S PER to adequatei! anal?ze current science 
about the causes of invasive plant problems is thar BI.11 iailz to recognize ur address the \+a> 
that acti\ities authorized or conducted b! thc agenc! encourage the establishment and spread of' 
invasive plants. 

Dana Blumenthal is a rangeland ecologist. also uith t'SI>:\'s :\gricultural Research Sen-ice. In a 
recent (2005) article published in thejournal .Science. he \\rote that .'anthropctgenic increases in 
resource availabilit!. ranging from small-scale iiis~urbanccs io global ciima~r change. ma! ncrt 
just facilitate invasion. but facilitate invasion h) exotic sprcies in panicuiar." fle concludes. 
'-Humans ma)- therefore play an e\en larger role in invasions h) exotic species than pre\ it>usl! 
thought." 

Blumenthal's analysis is supported b> an article published in the Journal Rhodoru h\ ISlizaherh 
Famswonh of  the Ve\t England Wild Flo\ter Societ). She found '-a significant association o i  
invasives with roads and with other anthroptrgenic threats.'. Similar conclusions \+ere reached h) 
Jonathan (;elbard (Duke i'niversit! ) and Jayne Belknap ( 1  .S. (;eologicai Sune!, ) in an articlc 
published in the journal ('on.srrrurion Rioio~i.  in 2003.  '1-he) date thar: '-roads can act as 
conduits for the invasion of adjacent ecosystems h! conxerting natural habitats to those highl) 
vulnerable to invasion.'. In another paper. (ielbard and Harrison (2003 ) state that: --Roadless 
areas are signiticant refuges for n a t i ~ c  species. tlvue\er. to protect these habitats iron1 the 
continued threar oiinva~ion. land managers should consicier means oi'prc\enting construcrion i i i  

new roads. limiting crtilhighiva! vehicle access into grssslailiih with it>\\  rrtiad densities.. . ..' 

Plant communities can also shift to non-nari\c in\asi\c 5pccier tiilloi<ing off-road lehicle use. 
With knobb: tires and large undercarriages. non-native '.ueed>" species seeds can be 
unintentionally taken deep into wildlands. I h e  spread oi in\asi \e  ueeds has heen cited h! thc 
Chief of the l ' .S. Forest Senice as one oi'the ii~ur .'grear is>iies" (acing '.S. I-oresr Serx ice land> 
tcxia) {Rrts~corth 1003 1 .  Se\eral recent studies ha\c dr)cuiilcnted no\\ ,iSf-road \ehicies arc a 
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major vector for spreading invasixe exotic species (Montana Statc I-:stension Senice 1992. 
Gelbard and tfanison 1003. '1.. Roone?. in prq?. 1. For example. o n  a ten-mile ofi-road tehicie 
course in &fontana. 2.000 spot~ed knap~beed ( (  i'ntrtitrc,u hii~hr~rvcinii! seeds \\ere dispersed in 
just one circuit around the course. In Wisconsin. exotic species \\ere found an 88 percent ofthe 
segments sampled along off--road vehicle trails (1.. Koone?. hi /?rep.). None oi'this science i \  
addressed in the DEIS or PER. 

The DEIS:PI'R also does not address the potential of -\inn roads to restore weed free 
habitats. Ripping roadbeds. restoring stream crossings. and recontouring roads \%ere all found to 
reduce weed in ta ion .  Rradle) ( 1997) found that ripping the roadbed discouraged weed inxasion 
in western Montana. In northern California. Cfadej et 31. (2001 j reported that ibllo\\ing tull 
recontour and stream crossing restoration some weeds emerged on hot d p  terrain: however. ver! 
few weeds appeared in more common moister terrain. Follo\<ing hundreds of miles of full road 
recontour. few weeds uere reported in north central Idaho ( ISD.4  FS 2003 ). 

The DEIS Lacks Required Anal!sis of Herbicide R i s L  

The evaluations of herbicide risks in the IffIS fall short s f  YEP:\'.; mandate to include accurate 
xientitic analyses ofthe following topics: nonlethal effects on fish: nonlethal et'frcts on 
amphibians: nonlethal effects on plants: effects on birds \)f herbicide damage to habitat: hazards 
of inert ingredients: occupational hazards: and s! nergistic hazards. I~san~p l r s  oi'each of these 
issues follow 

1 .  Nonlethal effects on fish (effects on fish other than mortalit?,): The I>E<IS (4-82) states. in 
reference to 2.4-D. "Routine acute and chronic exposure scenarios do not result in risk to 
iish." However. the DEIS omits recent research published in the journal .ifurine 
En~ironmenrril Rrsrurch by scientists from the t.ni\ersit> of- Ciaryland sholqing that 
concentrations as lo\\ as ten  arts wr billion cause prolikration ofperoxisomes in fish. 
(:\ckers. Johnston. and tfmsch. 70001 !n addition. the 1)IfIS (4-86) states nith respect to 
picloram. "l\n acute 1.C50 \slue for trout ranges from 0.8 mg I. to 19.3 mg I.." tioucter. 
the DffIS omits research showing that concentrations as lo\\ as 0.04 mg 1. reduce the size 
and sunival of trout fr). This research was published b! I f .  f'. Woodward at the I ' .S.  
Fish and UYldlife Sen-ice in the .lournu/ of rhe F'itheriu Re.serrrch Bourd of ('itnurfu. 
( Woodward. 1976) 

2 .  Nonlethal eiiects on amphibians ietkct, on amphibians (1thi.r than iiionalit! ) :  Ihe lf1-.IS 
(C-10) aates that "mammals and hirds -ere used as the surrogate species ior reptiles and 
adult amphibians because oi the lack of data for these tasa I fish uere used as surrogates 
for juvenile amphibians)." Howe\er. scienrific accuraq requires that at a minimum. 
available data should be used. For eramnle. a stud\ sh[~\vinz that 2.4-11 interfues \\ith 

> 

normal hormone functiitn and maturation of eggs in tfogs .;houid not he omitted. Such a 
study w a  conducted b\ researchers at Li~illamerre 1 'niversir? and published in ihe iournai 
.tloier.ulur Rrprodui,rion iind ijcrelopm~,ni, (Stebbins-Hoaz et a!. 2004) In addition. a 
stud! conducted b! biologists at l'rcnt I 'nil ersir! . ('arleton I nix ersit! . and the 
Iniversity of Victoria and published in the ,journal f~r?rironmcrrriiI 7;juicoii iq itnd 
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('hemivtn showed that environmentall! reievant concentrations cii  Roundup (glyphosate) 
herbicides cau.sed the development of intersex in frogs. ( I - i o ~ e  et al. 2004) 

3. Nonlethal ettecrs on plants (effects cin plants other than n~onalit! ): -\lthough the I)f<IS 
(4-43) claims that in the e\aluation of herbicide eifccts on nontarget plants the 
assessment endpoints include "ad\erse direct t f i c t s  on growth. reproduction. or othcr 
ecologically important sublethal processes." the Dl-:IS omits impctrrant recent research in 
this area. For example. the DElS omits e\aluatitin oi'recent research showing nonlethal 
effects of 2.4-D occur at exposure levels far helo\% ni>rmal application rates. A recent 
study published in thc journal .\hriuiir~n Ri,.\eurch sho\%ed that concentrations of2.4-I> 
"that did nor have an! visible ph!siological effects~' caused genetic damage in plants. ]'he 
study was conducted b> bioltrgists at thc I niversit! of I .ethbridge. ( fFiIko\\ski et a1 2007 i 

Sn addition. the DEIS omits evaluation o i a  series irf'studies that shomcd glyphosate 
increases the frequency of disease in a ~ariet! of non-target plants, Thcse diseases 
include fusarium head blight in ccrcai crops. sudden death syndrome in soybeans. root rot 
in sugarcane. and white mold in soybeans. The studies uere conducted by scientists at 
.4griculture and r\gri-Food Canada. loita State Ini\ersit!. 1-ouisiana State I'niversit!. 
and Michigan State I:niversit~. and \\ere ~ublished in the ('i~nirdi~in .Iourntrl of Pluni - 
P u r h o l o ~ .  Ph?.toputholo~,. and the .-igrononlg ./o~rrnirl. i Flanson and Fernandex 200; 
Sanopo. Yanp. and Scherm 2000. Dissanavake. Ilo\. and (irii'fin 1998. and Nelson. - - 
Renner. and fiammerschmldt 2001) 

4. t<tft.cts on hirds of herbicide to habitat: In ret;.rence to chiorsulfuron. the S>t<IS 
(4-100) states. "Its use in forested rangeland and i~ther uiidliie habitat areas ctiuld henciit 
wildlife over the long term b) controlling invasi\e piani species and promcttirig the 
establishment and growth of native plant species that ma) protide more suitable ~*ildlifk 
habitat and forage.~iowever.  the LIEIS omits discussion t)fa series of studies sho\\ing 
that minute of amounts oichl~>rsuifuron can disrupt the production of seeds and fiuirs i\) 
man! species of plants. dearobing an important kxld source h r  birds. I'he studies \\ere 
cc~nducted by researchers from the I . S .  l!n\ ironmental i'rotection Zgenc> and the 
I:niversit) of Oklahoma. and published in the journals iln~.ironmen/u/ .'ic.ic?nc.c ond 
Tec.hnoio@. Phpiolo,qi:iiu Plunrurzrm. and b.~nvironnic~r?i~~l 7 o x i c o i ~ ~ ~  irnd ( ' h ~ ~ m i s g .  
(Fletcher. Pfleeger. and Ratsch 199.3. Fletcher. Ptleeger. and Ratsch 1995.f:letcher. J.S. et 
al 1996) 

In addition. the I>lEIS (4-102) stares that "tebuthiuron is used t ~ l  thin shrubs. creating 3 

more iB\orahle hahirat for shrub-dependent specie>.'' l l<~\\e\er .  the IJI<IS igncires 
research showing. fix example. that lesser prairie-chickens prei>r untreated nesting arras 
to those treated with lcbuthiuron. This research \\a> donc h) scienrisrs at I'esas iech  
t.ni\ersit? and published in thciournal fireui B~~.riri \irizmiii.si. (Iiaukos and Smith 19891 

5. I Imxds of iner? (unidentitiedj ingredienrs in hcrhicides: The 1)I:IS (('-84) states that 
"minimal impacts to the envirclnrncnt would restilt trim rhesc inen ingredients." 
i ioueier.  the 1)i-:IS ignores recent rcsearch s h t ~ ~ i r i g  that the comhinatii)n o inc r t  
ingredients itith thc herbicidai ingredients in a ci)l;in~erciai her'hicidc product can p1sc 
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hazards not identified when ingredients are tested singl!. For example. scientists from the 
Iniversity oi'Caen showed that rhc combination ot'inerts and herbicidal ingrcdienrs in 
Roundup is toxic to human placental cells and disrupts the synthesis of sex hormones. 
'fiis research \\-as puhlishcd in the journal Et?vironmc~nrriI Fieuirh Per.~pecrise,\. (Richard 
et a1 2005) In another example. researchers from the I'ni\ersit) ~i blinnesota shamed that 
the combination of inen ingredients and herbicidal ingredients in  two commercial 7.4-11 
products acts like estrogens in breast cancer cells I his research \has published in the 
.Jozrr~zul of Toricoio,q und Et?vironmenirt/ iieiilrh. I I.in and (iarr) 3000 ) 

6. Occupational hazards: The DEIS (4-1 73) stares that human health risks are based on 
"both acute (short-term) and chronic (long-ternxi roxicir) infomation.~Io.ivevcr. the 
DEIS omits health risks identified through epidemiological studies of people exposed 10 

herbicides i~cupationall) . For example. occupational exposure to 2.4-11 has been 
associated with genetic damage. changes in le\,e!s ot'5ex hmnoncs. and increased 
incidence of cancer. These studies \\ere conducted b! researchers from the i'niversit) ot' 
Minnesota and the L'niversitq of Saskatchewan and published in the journals 
En~ironmmrul ffeulrh Pervpeiti~e.~ and ( 'uncer E[~i&mioio~~. ,  Biomurkers trnd 
Prevention. ((;an? ct a! 3001 and McDuftie et al. 2001 I 

In another example. occupational exposure to gl>pht>barc is associated with increased 
incidence of cancer in a series ofstudies. I'he studies \\ere conducted b) scientists at the 
L:niversit> ofSas!iatchev\an. (irehro i'ni\ersit). and the Xatic~nai ('ancer lnstitutc. and 
published in the journals ('uncer Lpidemioio,q Hiom~~rker.\ und f'rei.c>n~ion. Leukemiu 
und I-1.mphornu. and Occiipution~~i und Environmenr~tl .\feiiic.ii~e. (LlcI>uf'fie et al 3001. 
Hardell. Eriksson. and Nordstriim 2003. 1)e Roos er al 2003 ) 

7. Synergistic effects: The cumulari\e ciiects analysis in thc 1)tllS does not consider etiicrs 
ofexposure to multiple herbicides. For example. i t  \\as shown o\er 20 c a r s  ago that 
picloram and 2.4-1) are synergistical!! rrtxic tcr tn>ut. This research was conducted b) 
Daniel Woodward at thc I..S. Fish and Wildlife Scn ice and puhlishcd in the .Joirrniil of 
Runge .tfunugemmr. (Wooduard I983 J In addition. imazapic herbicides and commonl! 
used organophosphate insecticides are s>nergisticail! toxic to non-target plants. 
according to imampic's manufacturer. I H.ZSF C't>rporation 3004) 

Case Fxamnle: Management of Sagebru\h Steppe and Sage <;rou\e under the DEISIDEH 

Sagebrush Steppe and Sage Cruusr in the DEIS/PER 

The B1.M manages large areas of sagebrush steppe. identified 35 the xxnperate deser~ 
ecoregion" in the D t l S  PI<R (I'I<R: 3-49,. which is habitat <or sagc grouse species (I'HK: '.-19r 
The greater sage-grouse is a 131.M '-sensitive species" in eight states ri>f<iS 11: 11-33 I and the 
Ciunnison sage-grouse is a C'andidarc Species under the indangered Species Act (1)tSIS 11: i i -  
3; ). 
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.Approximately seventy percent of herbicide applications and most non-chemical treatments 
described in the DEIS (preferred alternative) and PER are intended for sagebrush steppe hahitats 
(DEIS: 4-64). particularly to kn r t i t  sage grouse and other v\iidlit;. (PER: 4-54: DEIS: 4-1061. 

Sage grouse are identified as a species that uould benefit from the preferred altemativc 
(.Alternative B) in the DEIS (DEIS: 2-33). Herbicide treatments uould rarger non-native 
broadleafplants (to increase native grasses) (PER: 4-541 and sagebrush and other desert shrubs 
(to create openings in the canopy for \\ildlife and increase native grasses). The DEIS 
contemplates continued use ;?of 2.4-1). giyphosate. piclorani and tcbuthiuron. and other herbicides 
in sagebrush s t epF  (sage grttusei habitats ( D l l S :  4-53). 

Approximately sixty-three percent of fire treatments described in the PER would occur in 
sagebrush steppe. purptxtedly to knefit  sage grouse and other uiidlifc (1'1-K: 4-73: 4-84). Some 
prescribed tire treatments unuld focus on reducing pin!on-!uniper encroachment into sagebrush 
steppe and grasslands habitats i PEX 4-75 ). 

Lfechanical treatments would also hr used in sagebrush steppe to "crcatc openings in sagebrush 
habitats for use as foraging habitat and sage grouse leks" (PER: 4-78 1. 

Past and Present Management of Sagebrush Steppe 

Natixe sagebrush habitats have undergone drastic declines in the last centur) (Hann rt al. 1997. 
West 1990. Miller and Eddleman 2000). uith concomitarit declines in populations of greater and 
Gunnison Sage-Grouse (Conncily and Braun 1997. Braun IL)'>X. I.eonard ct al. 2000. Oyler- 
McCance et al. 2001. Beck et al. 2003 1. Puhliel> ouned sagebrush steppe continues to bc. 
fragmented and degraded b> livestock grazing. ofGioad vehicle use. energy development. 
mining. agriculture. (sub)urban spra~tl. fire suppression. invasi\c species. and the placement and 
construction of roads. fences and utilit) corridors. 

Sagebrush habitats used b? sase-grouse have been signiiicanti! altered b) land management 
practices (Patterson 1950: Kufeld 1968: Hraun 1987: 1)rut 1994: C'onncll! and Braun I 99-: 
Schrwder et al. 1999. 2004: Qliller and Eddleman 2000: Li'isdom ct al. 3000. 2002). B) 1974. 
a b u t  10 to 12 percent ofthe 40 million hectares oi'sagebrush rangelands in North America had 
k e n  treated to provide forage for li\~estock (Vale 19741. Overall. more than 80 percent of 
sagebrush rangelands have been altered in some \va> b! human activities (West 1999). 

Flistorically. brush control mas used ividel! to eliminate sagebrush. especiall) iiom 1960 to 1970 
(l'Si)l Bureau of Land ilanagetnent er al. 20triii. Sagebrush control efhins diminished in the 
1970's. primaril! due to reduced federal funding and increasing environmental concern (1)onvhir 

,iarments.' cet'h>ns to contnil sagebrash to increase grasses f ix and Rokrscjn 1985 J. f lowe\er. '.t--, 
domestic livestock fitrage are still common. freatmcnrs include the usc of herbicides. blading 
(bulldozing of sagebrush). tire. mechanical and other n1cthtiJs (oiien ii>llo\\ed b> seeding nrm- 
narive pasture grasses). Sagebrush has been remo\ed tii alitiu for culti\ation oicrested 
u~heatgrass (.4grop~,ron cri.si<~rz~rn I lix iivestock fixage I > ~ L I  1994: 2 1 I .  
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1.ivestock grazing is a principal use ofpuhlicl!-ouned sagebrush lands. Grazing has affected the 
entire range of the sage grouse. and grazing and associated infrastructure and support s!stems 
may k the most important threat to the continued existlmce ot'sage grouse specics. 50 sage 
grouse habitat is knoun to have escaped degradation bq l i \  esrocl, ~ r u i n g  (Rraun 1998 1. Indeed. 
livestock grazing is the most uidcspread intluence on nati\e ecos)sten~s in \%estern 5oflh 
America (Fleischncr 1994. Wagner 1978. Crumpacker I ')XJi. :\ppmximatel) 165 million acres 
of BL41 land are open to livestock grazing (I'HK: 3-55 1. 

Grazing changes habitat structural characteristics and species composition on both upland and 
riparian sites. spreads exotic invasixe species. and causes soil enxion (Kasrnussen and (iriner 
1938: Patterson 1952: r\utenrieth. er al. 1982: Klekno\\ 1982. 1985: ('all and Maser 1985. 
Belsk). ct al. 1999). Grazing has rendered man! areas unusable iijr sage grouse and other 
wildlife. Some areas may be irreparabl! damaged. and ma) not be able to return to a dcsirablc 
condition due to continued grwing (:\utenrieth 1981. I.a!cock I991 ). Evm light grazing is 
known to stress herbaceous plants. grasses and shrubs required bq sage grouse for hiding ewer. 
nesting habitat and b o d  (West 1996). fhus. even lighr grazing has the potential to reduce hahirat 
qualit! for sage grouse. 

The scientific literature is replete wirh studies showing the serious ecolc>gical costs of li\estock 
grazing domestic ii\estitock in arid ecosqstems (Fleischner 1994. Kobhins and Wolf 1994. Rro\\n 
and McDonald 1995. Paine. er al. 1996. Brown and Llcl>onald 1097. Clcments and Young 1997. 
Dudley 1997. Rork. et al. 1998. Dobkin. et al. 1098. HcisL>. er al. 199Oj. Grazed sites ma! ha\e 
only one-third the species richness ofungrazed sires (Ke)nolils and 1 rost 1980. Rummcll 195 1 ) .  
Removal of lisestcxk can double grass densities. bur an area ma! rake 1 10 !ears to recover 
(Gardner 1950). Webb and Stielstra ( 1979) found thar gruing caused the aboveground biomass 
of annuals to decrease by 60 percent and decreased the atx,:.e ground biomass of perennial 
shrubs by 16 to 29 percent. I>omestic livestock grazing reduces mater intiltration rates. reduces 
cover of herbaceous plants and litter. disturbs and compacts soils (creating microsites for 
invasion of invasivc species such as chcatgrass). and increases soil erosion. \\hlch reduces the 
productivity ctf vegetation. 

1. Effects of Herbicides on Sage Grouse 

The follouing information on the effects of herhicides on sage grouse is excerpted from 
Ro\xland (2004). which was not rekrenccd in the /)f<IS. 

Inti1 the 1980's. herbicides such as 2.4-1) \%ere the iilost common method ol'eliminating 
large bic>cki of sagehru.ih iConnelii et ai. 20Otih). 1.aiidi aftti rreatmcnt often \%ere 
planted with crested -+sheatgrass or other non-nati~e perennial srasses lor 1ivesrocL 
forage. Application of herbicides affects all seasonal ranges of sage-grouse (C'onnell? er 
al. 200Oh). and its effects have k e n  uidcl! reported compared to othcr land management 
practices (e.g.. Gill 1965. Martin 1970. ( 'an 1967. Klebeno\t 1970. Pyrah 1970. Braun 
and Beck 1976. Ro\sland and '?'isdurn 2002i. 

Spraying ctf herbicides primaril! degradcx habitat i;ii sage-grouse h! increasing 
iragnientarion and remob ing shrubs used as nesiing tiner.  I.ong-term studies in  N l m h  
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Park. Colorado. revealed that applying :.&I> resulted in reduced cover of sagebrush. 
fewer sagehrush plants and forbs. and lek abandonment (Braun and Heck 1976. 1996). 
Production of  sage-grouse. as measured by percentage y u n g  in the han-est and chick.; 
per hm. declined in the 5 ?-r follouing treatment bur rebounded b: IS year post-treatment 
(Rraun and Beck 1996). IIens with broods avoided spra!ed blocks while moving touard 
traditional brood-rearing habitats i C'arr 1961. Carr and <ilo\er 197 1 !. In another stud! in 
Sonh  Park. in which >120 flocks ( ~ i . 0 0 0  birds total I \\<re ohsened during two minters. 
only 4 flocks were fbund in altered (by spra!ing uith 7.1-1). plowing. burning. or 
seeding) sagebrush habitars. although i 3O% of the stud! area had been treated (Beck 
1977 i .  

In t i o n m a .  693 ha of big sagebrush in a 777-ha stud! area \\ere strip-sprayed with 7.1- 
D in one year: 3 >r  of subsequent stud! re\ealed nearl! cumpiere mortalit) (97'01 oi' 
sagebrush in sprayed areas (Martin 1970) Onl! 1'0 01'1 15 obsen ations af sage-grt~use 
were in sprayed strips. Shifis in sage-grouse distribution \%ere attributed to differences in 
vegetation composition: unsprayed strips had a greater proportion of forbs to grasses 
(40:60. vs. 70:XO in sprayed strips) and more live sagebrush. as uell as more abundant 
forbs (Martin 1970). In southeastern Idaho. spra? ing of ;,I ..3OO ha of  threetip and big 
sagebrush appeared to effectivel> eliminate nesting in spra!ed areas. at least for 5 qr 
post-treatment ~Klebenou 1470). Spra)ed plots also had less basal area of forbs and 
lower crown cover of big and threetip sagebrush than control plots. in both broctd sites 
and sites with no broods recorded (Klebenou 1970!. 

Herbicides ma: also k toxic to sage grouse. although sage snjuse are not mentioned once in the 
I>E<lS Ecctlogical Risk ..\ssessment ( D t l S  I I .  Appendis C' !  or draft Biological ..\ssessment. 
Wallestad ( 1975) and Blus st al. ( 1989) have noted the dcrrimentai e f i c t s  on sage grouse 
populations from application of herbicides and pesticides. Besides their acute efgcts. man) 
herbicides have chronic eti'rcts. and ma! act as endocrine disrupters. Further. sage grouse in 
areas that have been treated uith tebuthiuron (Spike) ha\e been o h s e ~ e d  engzaging in at!,pieal 
behaviors. For example. during a period uhen most males \\ere tlttcking. ..one male /&as]  
consistently alone in an area \\here sagebrush has been treated uith Spike" ( Brigham 1095 J. 

;\nother male was obsened sitting cmt "in the open'. in .-the hear of the da)" e\en though a 
sagebrush provided shade only 50 meters aua! (Rrigham lO')5 i .  !\lthough anecdotal. such 
observations may retlect contaminant mediated beha\ioral alrerations. 

2. Effects of Fire on Sage Grouse 

'the follct~ing inkmnation on the effkcts of tire rt l l  sage gn~use is excerpted from Rouland 
(IOO-t!. which was not referenced in the PER. 

Prescribed iire has been used not itnl) to renltt\e .agebrush. primaril) to enhance 
li\estock hrage. but also with the expressed goal ( ~ f  impro\ ing habitat conditions ic;r 
sage-grouse and other i\ildlilk (E;leheno\% 1073 i .  .ilthough sirtlle studies have 
demonstrated neutral or e\en positi\e effects on agc-grousc habitats tkrn iire (i..g.. 
Martin 1990. I-iseher 1991. l'! lc anti ('rauiord I ci')O. ('r3u ii!rd and 1)avis 20112 J. <>thers 
hale documented pc>pularion declines and long-tcrrr? li;ihitat degradation i<'onneli> et dl. 
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2 0 0 0 ~ .  Nelle et al. 2000). Khile some short-term benefits. such as increases in annual 
forbs. ma! accrue irvm prescribed burning. nesting cover in panicular may be reduced 
and thus k c o m e  less suitable (Ltrobleski 1999. Nelle et ai. 2000). 2 9-yr stud! in 
southeastern Idaho examined ick attendance in relation to prescribed burning and 
suggested that declines in breeding populations of sage-grouse \\ere more selere 
follo\ving tire (Connelly et al. liOoO~/). I h e  stud) area \\as a U!oming big 
sagehrushhluebunch uheatgrass (/'.ci.icodorr~t.gt~eri~~ spicuioi site. with 7.3 cm a\erage 
annual precipitation. four years ofpre-treatment data \%ere obtained het'ore a 5.000-ha 
portion was burned: nearly 60°h ofthe sagebrush \\as eliminated. leaving a mosaic of 
sagebrush and grassland ryes .  .4lthough declines in lei\ attendance occurred throughout 
the study in both trearrnent and control sites. declines mere greater in the burned area. 
Following the bum. the numher ofactive leks declined i 8 O . 0 .  irom 12 to 5. in the 
treatment versus 35%. irom 17 to 1 1 .  in the conrroi. t'urthermore. mean number of 
ma1es:lek postburn mas 6 in the trcatmmt \crsus 17 in the control. whereas these variable 
values had hem similar at both sites prior to treatment. -4ttendancc at the major leks 
following the fire declincd 90% at the trcatmmt site \ersus 6.?010 at the control. 

In southeastern Idaho. Nelle et ai. (2000) examined characteristics of20  burns of 
differing ages and sizes in mountain big sagebruxh-dominated communities in relation to 
sage-grouse habitat. Mean size of tbur \\iidfires in  the stud) area \\as .390 ha. ~vhereas the 
mean size of 12 prescribed burns \\as 975 ha. Canttp? corer of iorbs. grasses. and shrubs 
was measured. along with invertebrate abundance. I h e  authors concluded that burning 
conferred no benefits to sage-grouse nesting or brood-raring habitat. and that long-term 
negative impacts resulted from tires in nesting hahitat. due to the Icnyh) time ( i 2 0  yrj 
for the sagebrush canop! to recover to suitable le\eis fix nesting. 

Fischer ( 1994) investigated effects oi 'a 5.800-ha prescribed tire vn sage-grouse hahirat in 
southeastern Idaho. The stud) area \\as primarii) U!oming big sagehrush,'blucbunch 
wheatgrass. but three-tip sagebrush also uas common. During the 3 >ears after the fire. 
655 grouse were captured and 127 iolloued \%ith radiotelcmetr!. Data had been collected 
on sage-grouse ior -3 >ears prior tct the burn. Sesr succsss and habitat characteristics did 
not differ het~keen humed and unhurncd areas. and no pctsiti~e response b! sage-grouse 
to the burned habitat \\as noted. Zbundance of tl!menopteni. an imponant grouse f(tod 
item. declined signiticantl? iollo\%ing the tire i t'ischer 1994). 

The relatictnship hetu-een tires and icks is inconsistent. At the 1 . 5 .  Sheep IExperirncnt 
Station near i)ubr)is. Idaho. tircs tht~th rtild arid prexcrihcdj apparenti) caused thc 
abandonment oft\%tt a c t i ~ e  leks. enhancsd the crcatir)~ o i  one. and had no apparent c t ' kc~  
on the founh itiuiet et al. 1986). ;\lw in idaho. Fischer t 1994i found that. although the 
number of active leks declined during the .? !ears after a prescribed bum. this decline \\as 
similar in burned and conrroi areas. 

Coupled with thc outright i o s ~  of sage-grouse hahitat riom iirc. altered tire regimes hati. 
resulted in severe hahitar degradaticin in \agebrush steppe lion1 invasion oi'chratgrass 
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(Bromus tei.rorum) and other exotic ~egetation follo\\i~~g wildtires (Pellant 1990. Billings 
1994. Knick 1999. West 1999). I'his problem is most sc\ ere in Wyoming big sagebrush 
communities at lower elevations (Lliller and Eddlcman 1000. tiemstrom et al. 2001) and 
is uncommon in cooler. more mesic areas such as Clontana and W)oming. It  is estimated 
that >50°.b of the sagebrush ecosystem in western North America has been invaded to 
some extent by cheatgrass (West 1999). mith losscs projected to accelerate in the future 
(I-iemstrom et al. 1002 ). 

3. Effects of Livestock Grazing on Sage Grouse 

i.ivestock grazing is associated with the \\idespread decline of sage grouse across their range 
throu* habitat degradation. loss. and fragmentaiion. (Conneil) and Hraun 1997: Webb and 
Salvo 2002). Connelly et al. described the impacts ot'livcstock grazing on greater sage-grouse 
(Connell) et al. i100-1): 7-76 - 7-35). Beck and \Iitchell (2i)f)Oi r e \ i e ~ c d  literature f;,r pcisiti\e 
and negative direct and indirect impacts ofli\estock grazing t,n sage grouse. Their re\ it'\\ tlmnd 
more negative than positive impacts from grazing. (Hcck and Mitchell 2000: 991. I'ablc 1 ). 
Hosever. of more importance is the scope ofthe reported positi\c and negati~e impacts on sage 
grouse and sagebrush-steppe habitats. \h-hile positibe impacts are gmerali) limited to specific 
areas and circumstances (e.g.. light grazing regenerates upland meado\\ ). negatiw impacts often 
affect much larger areas. rendering them unusable h r  sage grouse. 

Impacts should be considered in the context of their scale. For example. a sage grouse 
population in southeastern Idaho ma! hale benclited mdirectl! from presence of' 
livestock uhen the! established strutting grounds on sheep salting areas [ven small areas 
relative to overall habitat]. whereas meed inkstations induced by livestock grazing in thc 
(ireat Basin ma) reduce quality of habitat for sage grouse popuiations across this vast 
region. 

(Beck and Mitchell 7000: 997. i~ i r~~t ions  (~tiriited). 

Beck and Llitcheil (2000) concluded. and significant other rewarch indicates that liveuock 
grazing appears ti? most affect productivitq of sage grousc populations. tiockett f2(102) re\ i w c d  - 
the many wa)s that grazing affects nesting and brood-rearing habitats. 1.ivcstock eat and trampic 
sagebrush. and grasses and forbs around sagebrush. mhich can degrade or eliminate nesting 
habitat (Webb 1993: &egg and Cra\vfiird 1991: tee ~11.so t-Iolloran et al. 2005). which affects 
both nesting success and chick survival. ((itegg et al. 199-1: i)el.ong ct al. 1995: Sveum et ai. 
19981. Significant research indicates: 

* Adequate availabilit) of hrhs  (that are also grared h> ii\cstocki during the prc-laying 
period ma! affect the nutritional status of-hens and thcir reproductive success. (Hameti 
and Crawford 1994 ). 
tierbaceous cover is an imponanr tictor in nest sitc st.ii.ciion (C'onnell? et ai. 1991: 
'iV&kinen 1990). and nest succcss is posiri\cl> ciirrciated %ith the presence of big 
sagebrush 1.4rierni.siu rriiienrciri~) and thick grass and ii~rh eolcr. i Beck and '1Iircheil 
2(K)O: Connell) et al. 1991: (;reg i.t 31. 1994: Schroeder and Wa!dack 2001: Rergerud 
1988). 
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Herhaceous cover is important for nesting sage grouse ii,r concealment. securit) and 
shelter from weather and predators. (Schroeder and Ha?dack 3001 : Sveum et al. 1998): 
unsuitable nesting habitat (expising nests to the sun. wind. and predators) ma) contribute 
to lower nesting success. (('onncll) and i i r ~ u n  I'?'i-). 
The presence of livestitck can cause sage grouse ttt abandon their nests. ( Rasmusscn and 
Ciriner 1938: Pattersctn 1 9 2 :  Call 197'1 ) .  

Consumption of forbs hy livestock in late spring and earl! summer may limit their 
availability ktr sage grouse chicks. (Call 1979). 
Insects (arthropods). which arc an important iood source lor sage grouse chicks (I)?  le and 
Crauford 199 1: Johnson and Bo)ce 19901. are less abundant in degraded habitats, t)msc 
stands of sagebrush with little herbaceous undersror? support fewer ant colonies. (Snexa 
1979). Beetles are most abundant in a mttsaic of shrub-dominated sites and open areas 
with some bare ground. (Rickard and Haierticld 1965 ?. 

The availabilit) of' priman foods directi! affects diets of sage grouse chicks. Where tbrbs 
and insects comprised >75 percent of chick diets uhcre forbs and arthropods were more 
available. whereas chicks consumed 65 percent sagebrush in less productive habitat. 
(Drut et al. 1 991h ). 

ILivestock grrving also afkcts other scasonal habitats tix sage grouse. iivestock damage riparian 
areas and associated meadows (Belsk? er al. 1999) that arc important h r  sage grouse. I.i\estock 
also eat and trample sagebrush (<)\\ens and Sorton I992 ). the sctle food source ti,r sage grouse 
during :he winter. Wandering livesmck can stress sage gniuse. and their g r a i n s  opms the 
vegetatiw cover. exposing sage grouse to predators. I.ive~tr)ck grazing also introduccs and 
spreads unpalatable needs in sagebrush habitat (Bedunah 1991: [.ace) 19871. reducing food 
sources for sage grouse. 

Range developments to suppert livestock grazing also harm sage grouse. Raptors perch on kncc 
posts and te!cphane poles to spy sage grouse. l.i\csrctck Lva1i.r de\elopments may artificiall! 
increase predators or competitors for sage grouse. The con\ersion ofsagcbrush steppe to crested 
wheatgrass or other forage species for liiestock eliminates rage grouse habitat (i\utenrieth 
I981 ). 1.0% fliers. sage grouse frequentl! collide uith kncec used to manage livestock. olien 
while attempting to escape from predators. (R'ilkinson ?001: 1 1. f'mcc strikes are tiequrmtl? 
lethal for sage grouse. 

in an assessment ofthe eciritrgical ccitiditions tti'(irear Basin habitat. :he t ' .S. Department of 
.4griculture noted that kast areas t>fsagehrush habitat in Xe~ada  are ar risk ~>l'chcatgrazs inxasion 
and ma? k. espcciall! sensitive to inapproprixe Ii\csiiicL gra~ing,  i 'Kisdoni ct ai. _'(i03: xi\: 
Rowland et ai. 2003) .  I'hese sagebrush stands ..ma! be zcnsiti\e t r t  inappnjpriate gruing b! 
domestic and bild ungulates. which results in thc reduction tlr elimination oinatiie grasses and 

.. 
tbrbs. and therehq conveys compctiti\e advantage tti cheaterass establishment and dominance. 
(U~isJ,m et al. 2002: xiv). 

As described in these comments and other sources. hahitar rnanipuiatiim (h! tire and mechanical 
methcdsr. herbicides. and land uses. such as li\estock gra/ing. h a m  sage grouse. 
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The DEIS'PER fail to address the individual and cumulati\e negati~e impacts of herbicide use. 
fire. and livestock grazing on sage grouse. or their contributions to the spread of invasive 
spccies: and the agenc)'s refusal to address li\estock graring and other land uses as the cause of 
invasive species spread mill \\orsen habitat conditions k>r sage grousc. 

I h e  B1,41 scarcel! acknonlcdgcs the efkcts oi'li\est<icL gra~ing on sage grousc (PER: 4-80 - 
81 ) and its role in the spread ufinvasive species. and ultimately shirks responsibilit) for 
managing grazing in the DEIS'PER by stating that such land usc decisions are outside the scope 
of either document. --:\lthough this PER addresses vegetation treatments. it ivili not directly 
address an? itther aspects of the livestttck grzing prctgrarn-- I PER: 1-6 i. Similarl?. the i'ER oni! 
addresses soil stabilization as it specifically relatcs to \egetation trearmenr acti\ ities (and not soil 
disturbance related to land use. such as 1ivcsti)ck grazing. \\ hich creates seed beds for in\asi\e 
weeds) (PER: 1-6). The HI.41 claims thar it is not permitred ro '.to restrict. limit. or eliminate 
FI-PMA-authorized activities as a means to restore land health'. in the 1)i:IS PIX (PER: 1-6). 

H o ~ e v e r .  BLM is also required b! FI.PM:\ to manage public lands -in a manner that will 
protect the quality of . . .environmental . . .  resources" (PER: 1-7 I.  There are many cases across thc 
West where the agency has adjusted grazing inrensit). duration. and season of use to achie1.e 
resource goals on public lands mithout compromising multiple-use managemmt. FI.PLl:\ alio\&s 
the B1.M to make such adjustments. and the Restore Nati\c l:cos!,stenis i\ltemative inciudes a 
full set of grazing prescriptions to control in\asi\e species and restore native \cgetation. 
Ilnfonunately. the 131.41 failed to de\eiop its w4n grazing ruies fbr public iands heset by invasixe 
species. 

Ironically. while claiming that grating management cannot k. addressed in the I'fX. the Ht.L1 
includes --livestock" as a .'public land resource" (akin to L\atcr. mildlit;.. ivildemess and other 
public values) (PER: 3-55)  that mill benefit from vegetation treatments dcscrikd in the invasi\e 
species management. iilestock grazing is also identiiied ah a tool kjr managing in\asi\e species. 
even though graring is a vector for invasive meeds (PER: 4-88,. 

B1.M.s failure to address the link bet\%een li\cstock grazing and inlasive spccies: the lack of 
grazing prescriptions in the DEIS PER: and the agency 's oft-stated goal to reduce sagebrush and 
increase grasses and tbrbs (purportedly to impro\e sage grcicise habitat i mtjuid have us hclie\e 
that the DEIS.'PER are in fact an elahorate (veiled) grazing plan. :\nd under this program. kderal 
grazing permittees will be the on14 beneficiaries. As stated ahovc. and as demltnstrated dail: 
across the sagebrush steppe. graring harms sage grouse. l.i\csrock \%i l l  continue to consume the 
bulk of grasses and forbs that result h m  \egetation trearmenr.; dcscrihcd in the DEIS PER. and 
will continue to cause weed prohienis ~vherc\cr the! are allii\\cd ro graze among iiecds. on 
burned sites or in areas sprayed mith hcrhicicics. 

In addition to m!riad nonnative species that ha\e spread across public ianiis. the B1..\1 is also 
rightly concerned ahour the spread ot'natiie pinton pine and juniper trees into sagebrush 
habitats. Fire is identiiied as a tool to control encroaching pin!on-~uniper (PER: 1-75 1. f io \~e \cr .  
the Wi.tl does not direct that areas be rested iri~m li\cstc~ch ~ r w i n s  !irilo\&ing a biim t f i  ailttii iiir 
proper recoler). Milier et 31. (2005 i (another re!i.rtncc i:?iss!ng l i i i r i l  [hi. 1)iIS I'I'Ri noti.> rhai 
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( 1 ) livestock grazing is primaril) to blame for pin~un-~uniper cncrt)achmenr onto western 
landscapes and (2 )  livestock should th: (at least temporarii! 1 excluded tiom areas where juniper 
has k e n  burned to allou grasses. forbs and sagehmsh to reco\er following a prescribed hum. If 
livestock are not excluded from burned areas. then the)- \ < i l l  continue to remove emerging 
grasses and forbs. damage sagebrush and disturb the soil. creating conditions that mcouragcd 
pinyon-juniper encroachment in the tirst place. 

,As descrikd above. the use of tire to restore sagebrush habirats has had mixed success. This is 
probabl? due to rhc fact that most sites are suhjecied to li\esrock grazing soon after the! arc 
burned. It is not surprising that tiart blountain National Anielope Refuge and Sheldon National 
Wildlife Refuge. both of which have been free of domestic li\estock for more than fifteen )ears. 
are the setting for successful restoration bums. Recent bums have also improved habitat on 
Steens 2.lounmin in southeast Oregon. uhich has been li\estock-free since 2000. Rouland 
(2004): 

Retrospecti~e studies of hums (5- to 43-)-r olcii at lian Clountain and Steens Cfountain in 
southrastern Oregon rebraled that ke) components o i  sage-grouse habitat used during the 
breeding period were available in burned areas ranging from 25- to 35-years old 
(Crawford and Mcl)o\qell 1999. blcOowell 2000). Sagebrush cover mas the onl) habitat 
compment "substantiall> affected'. in the long tern1 b> huming (C1cr)o~~ell 3000). 
fluring the first 2 years after prescribed huming in mt)untain big sagebrush at Sreens 
Mountain. forage quality (e.g.. percentages of caiciiim m d  crude protein) \%as generail! 
superior in burned sites compared to cnntrol sites i\tcl)o\iell 2000). I h c  fires in this 
stud! covered 6 19 and I 3 5 2  ha. 

Wrobleski ( i999) e\aluatcd the response of vegetation to prescribed fire in a U'yoming 
big sagebrush site at Hart Mountain National Antelope Refuge in eastern Oregon. 
Vegetation was sampled in eight 400-ha plots. ol'nhich iour were subsequentl) burned. 
creating 37 km of burned unburned edge. kleasurenlents nerc obtained for i e a r  
posttire: annual forb cover increased in burned Lersus conrrol plots. but perennial grass 
cover decreased. Most pronounced ditTerenccs were large increases in sagebrush vigor 
(number of reproductive and \egetati\e shoots) along the edge of the burned areas. 

.At Sheldon NWR in \;cvada . . . arthropod abundance did not decline iollowing uildtire 
(Crawford and i)a\is 2002). /:\rthrtrpods arc ;I kc> iotid si>urcc for sage grouse chicks.1 

Hart Mountain liationai ;\ntelope Refuge is a model of hoii an integrated \cgetation 
management program can hmetit sage grouse-similar to \\hat commenters ha\ e recommended 
in the Restore liatite Ecos>stems .\lternative. Sage grouse populations have increased 
signilicantl> since ii\esrock grazing ended 011 Iiart \fountain in 1990. \lt,nitorcd trend lcks on 
Hart Mountain shoued a 22.; percent increase in grrtuse c(~untcd since 1940. I'he alerage lck 
count since 2000 is 156 percent (2.5 times) higher than the ~t\erage count in the 1980s. when 
mazing IV* permitted on the refuge. I'he refuge pronghorn piipuiarion has aiat increased to its 
L 

highest level ever since the refuge uas established in 193% 

spaulus
Line

spaulus
Text Box
141

spaulus
Text Box
145

spaulus
Text Box
144

spaulus
Text Box
143

spaulus
Text Box
142



Anecdotal evidence is that native vegetation has tlourished since li\estock were removed from 
Hart Llounrain. providing hetter nesting habitat. brooding habitat. and summer habitat for sage 
rrroux. Refuge managers have reintroduced fire into the ecos?stem and \vithout the concern that 
G 

livestock will graze and trample the burned areas. Finall?. refuge statT hate observed invasive 
species retreating from the refuse as a result ot' passive restoration treatments. 

Thank ?ou for tht\ opportunlt! 10 comment on the DFIS PL R 
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