EXHIBIT A TO MEDIATED AGREEMENT


PART I.  PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION





CLARIFYING MANAGEMENT DIRECTION





1.  Prevention:  Prevention means to detect and ameliorate the conditions that cause or favor the presence of competing or unwanted vegetation in the forests.  Prevention is in contrast to treatment, which refers to activities for controlling or eradicating infestations of competing or unwanted vegetation.  It also should not be confused with early treatment, which refers to activities for controlling or eradicating initial, small infestations of competing or unwanted vegetation before they interfere with the agency’s objectives for managing that area or adjacent lands.  Guidance for implementing this directive is set out in the section entitled Site-Specific Analyses.





2.  Expectations Regarding Treatment:  Acreage expectations for treatment expressed in the FEIS are not to be used to set management goals or limitations.  Site-Specific analysis will be used to determine which projects are needed and how many acres will be treated in order to meet vegetation management goals.  Vegetation management in the Region will not rely on any single method of treatment or control.  A Region-wide review of vegetation mangement goals and performance will be prepared annually, including a summary of acreage managed by different methods.





3.  2, 4-D as a Remedy of Last Resort:  Of the 13 herbicides available for use, one of them, 2,4-D is to be used only as a last resort.  This means that 2,4-D can be used only if all other methods for managing the competing or unwanted vegetation are infeffective or too expensive.





	a.  Effectiveness and expense are to be measure by the following yardsticks:


		(1)  Effectiveness:  The yardstick is whether another method for treating the competing or unwanted vegetation can achieve the resource management goal.  If it does, even though not as easily or quickly as would happen with the use of 2, 4-D, then that other method is deemed “effective.”  Conversely, if all other methods cannot achieve the resource management goal but 2,4-D can, then, the other methods are ineffective.


		(2)  Expense:  If all methods (including no-action) other than 2,4-D would render resource management goals untenable economically, then they are too expensive


	b.   If the agency is condering the used of 2,4-D, it must make that consideration known to the public at the earliest practicable time.





B  REGIONAL COORDINATOR





1.  A Regional Coordinator in the Forest Service’s Pacific Northwest Region has, but is not limited to, the following responsibilities:


	a.  Reveiw selected proposed projects that may have implications for the use of herbicides to treat weeds before a decision issues to proceed with them;


	b.  Monitor agency compliance with its program to prevent and treat weeds, with one of those dutires being to insure that the agency’s practice reasonably conforms with the Regional expectation governing the use of herbicides and other weed managment methods.


 	c.  Arrange for annual meetings open to the public, to address ideas, progress, and difficulties regarding the agency’s program to prevent and treat weeds.


	d.  Serve as a contact with the public regarding Regional Vegetation management issues.


	e.  Continue to develop, arrange and incorporate new information about vegetation management issues.





C.  SITE SPECIFIC ANALYSES





1.  In planning for, and before proceeding with site-specific projects that may have implications for vegetation management, one requirement is to consider and analyze the strategy of prevention.


	a.  The following questions are part of the analysis:


		(1)  What is the nature and role of associated vegetation?


		(2)  Do conditions exist that favor the presence of competing and unwanted vegetation?


		(3)  If conditions exist that favor the presence of competing and unwanted vegetation, have past management actions exacerbated the situation?


		(4)  Do natural controls exist on the site?


		(5)  Can management actions be takent that either encourage natural controls or help avoid the conditions that favor competing and unwanted vegetation?


		(6)  Is it feasible to undertake the management actions, and if not, why?  If undertaken, are impacts on other FS objectives and goals acceptable?





	b.  In considering prevention at the planning stage of site specific projects, the analysis of the strategy as described above is to be made at the earliest reasonable time.


	c.  Although not considered a substitute for prevention, early treatment methods should be seriously considered where prevention alone is insufficient or infeasible.


	d.  The site-specific analysis is to take place in conjunction with and part of the environmental review of the project under the NEPA.





2.  In plannning for, and before proceeding with site-specific projects to treat competing and unwanted vegetation, another requirement is to analyze the proposed strategy.


	a.  The following statements are basic to the analysis:


		(1)  an understanding of the resource management goals and objectives for the site;


		(2)  required mitigation measures and anticipated resource outputs;


		(3)  potential risk of adverse human health effects, for both workers and the public;


		(4)  risk of environmental damage;


		(5)  project feasibility, which is defined by logistical considerations, including timing of the project as well as the availability of money, people, time, and equipmemt; and,


		(6)  potential for development of preventive strategies through post habitat modifications or the complementing of natural ecosystems and processes.


	b.  Also basic to the analyses is a consideration of potential environmental effects for proposed projects, as well as the project’s design and measures to mitigate adverse effects.  The diversity and integrity of the natural ecosystem and long-term productivity are major components of the analysis.





	c.  Additional elements to the analyses are as follows:


		(1)  describe and interpret the physical and biological characteristics of the site, with emphasis on potential competition, diversity and production, including:


			a.  the management history of the site;


			BLM.  the vegetation management history of the site, including specific past treatments and known effects;


			c.  plant associations that have demonstrated a beneficial, neutral or problematic impact on this (or similar) sites;


			d.  the proportion of the site on which vegetation is or may become a problem; and,


			e.  surface and groundwater characteristics and relationships on the site, as well as soil types and potential for impact.


		(2)  Evaluate the relationship between the associated vegetation and the potential to adversely impact specific management goals and objectives, existing data, or research results.


		(3)  Identify the least amount of acreage that needs to be treated.  Look for specific early treatment opportunities, with attention to the minimal corrective action needed.


		(4)  Consider the efficacy of the proposal and alternative actions, and explain how efficacy was determined.


		(5)  Evaluate the costs of the alternatives, including:


			a.  costs such as:


				administration


				training


				performance of the work


				emergency response planning


				notification and posting


				herbicide storage


				marking buffers and sensitive areas


				pre- and post-treatment monitoring


				other mitigation measures


				public meetings and information sessions


				protective equipment and clothing


				public information center and hotline


				recordkeeping


			b.  costs and benefits of goregoing action pending development of more complete information.


		(6)  Evaluate specific to the project the risks to humans, fish and wildlife, as well as to the physical environment, that may arise from the proposal.


		(7)  Predict the expected results of the proposed course of action, including the expected occupancy of associated vegetation that owuld result an dthe degree to which it can be tolerated.


		(8)  Describe what infor needs to be treacked to determine the beneficial roles and competition of associated vegetation or productivity of the site over time, the selection of ocntrol sites for no action in order to draw comparision with the treatment, and identify post-treatment evaluation to assess efficacy.


d.  The analyses are to take palce in conjunction with and part of the environmental review of the project under the NEPA.





D.  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION


1.  Whena site-specific project to prevent or treat competing and unwanted vegetation is being considered, the official responsible for thtat project is to notify the public.  This notice is to be given at or before the scoping stage of the environmental review of the project under the NEPA.





2.  Before a decision is made to proceed, the public si to be invited to review and comment on the sitre-specific analyses undertaken in concert with the environmental reveiw of the project.





3.  The public is to be notified of the final decision for a site-specific project as soon as it has been made.





E.  MONITORING AND EVALUATION


1.  In monitoring Forest-wide vegetation management programs, address the following points:


	a.  The projected needs for vegetation management by method over the next three to five years;


	b.  Describe how the projected need for treatment can be reduced, and identify the steps that can be taken to reduce reliance on herbicides and prescribed burning; and,


	c.  Determine criteria that can be used to review progress on an annual basis toward reducing reliance on herbicides and prescribed burning.


	d.  How well the program is achieving resource management goals such as:


		(1)  preparation of sites for planting trees


		(2)  seedlings planted and survival rates


		(3)  release of yound conifers from competing vegetation


		(4)  managing fuel hazards and preventing wildfires


		(5)  improving range condition for livestock


		(6)  controlling noxious weeds


		(7)  improving wildlife habitat


		(8)  maintaining recreational and administrative facilities


		(9)  maintaining roadside and utility corridors


		(10)  supporitn tree genetics and other research programs


		(11)  maintaining timber growth and yields to meet long-term forest product need of the area





2.  In monitoring individual vegetation management projects, address the following considerations:


	a.  Site-specific post-treatment info to aid future project planning, including:


		(1)  efficacy of treatment or no treatment


		(2)  experienced costs of the project (direct and indirect)


		(3)  residue analysis as appropriate


		(4)  analysis of unintended effects as appropriate


		(5)  accidents


	B.  Indicate where there is missing operational info regarding efficacy and explain what steps can be taken to fill the date gaps.


	c.  Facilitate, as useful, Region-wide dissemination of the info gained on this site.





3.  In monitoring the impacts to human health from using herbicides and other methods of vegetation management, the Region will have the capability to record and compile essential human health info for worker and the public.  The capability should include the following:


	a.  A form for workers to use in recording possible health effects connected with vegetation management projects, indluding as apporpriate:


		(1)  Relevant identifying data


		(2)  Herbicide formulation, listed ingredients


		(3)  Other hazards


		(4)  Symptoms experienced


		(5)  Exposure incident(s)


	b.  Systematic recordkeeping that stores pertinent info about workers and the project they worked on, such as:


		(1)  Dates of project work, the specific assignment, pesticide formulations involved and the common chemical name of listed ingredients, or other hazards; and,


		(2)  Complaints filed by the worker.


	c.  A compilation of citizen reports of possible health effects connected with herbicide applications and other methods of vegetation management.


	d.  Annual, Region-wide summary of reported health effects of vegetation management methods, so as to be useful for region-wide analysis and public info.





PART II.  INFORMATION PACKAGES





A.  PREFACE.  To aid Forest Service staff in implementation of the EIS For Mgmt of CUV, the Forest Service plans to develp info packages for the methods of managing competing and unwanted vegetation, and for each of the herbicides available for consideration under the ROD.  These info packages will be availabe for public review and use, and will be reviewed annually, and revised as needed.  Responisble opposing viewpoints will be addressed.





BLM.  INFORMATION ABOUT METHODS.


1.  Info packages will address the principle known and reasonably foreseeable health and envionmental effects of each of the five methods for management of competing and unwanted vegetation.


2.  Info packages will also address the use of herbicides in general, indluding at a minimu the following statements;


	a.  Synergism of Secret and Revealed Ingredients:


	“The capacity of various ingredients in an herbicide formulation to act snyergistically to produce toxic effects is not known.  One ingredient, for instnace, amy be a cancer initiator, another a cancer promorter; a solvent may dry the skin, allowing enhanced passage of anotehr ingredient across the skin into the body.”


	b.  Make and Female Reproductive Health Risks:


	“The Forest Service is uncertain whether those herbicide ingredients identified as reporductive toxins may also effect male workers who are exposed.”


   	c.  Susceptibility of Children


	“Children can be particularly susceptible to pesticides for quantitative and qualitative physiological reasons includig smaller body size, incompletely functioning immune systems, rapidly dividing cells (increasing susceptibility to cancer), thinner blood-brain barriers, and immature reproductive systems.”





C.  INFORMATION ABOUT SPECIFIC HERBICIDES.  Info packages for specfic herbicides (herbicide profiles) will address as concisely as possible these topics where appropriate:


1.  Resonably foreseeable significant acute or chronic effects on human health from exposure to the herbicides as proposed for use under the agency’s program, including data gaps in the available literature.


2.  Resonably foreseeable risks posed by contaminants, inert ingredients, and carriers in the herbicides commercial formulations, including data gaps in identifying and charcterizing inert ingredients and carriers.


3.  Responsible anecdotal info ro reports about actual acute or chronic effects on human health arising from exposure to the herbicide or its commercial formulations, including the range of symptoms associated with knonw incidents of mild or severe poisoning from the herbicide, its commercial formulations or methods of application, and summary info from an annual Region-wide compilation of worker/citizen complaints.


4.  Acute or chronic effects on the health of fish and wildlife from exposure to the herbicide as proposed for use or experienced under the agency’s program, including data gaps in the available literature.


5.  Environmental fate of the herbicide in the air, soil, vegetative communities and water, including data gaps in the available literature, and verified methods of residue detection, potential for by-products if burned.


6.  Societal attitudes and perceptions about the use of herbicide.





PART III.  PROCESS FOR NEW INFORMATION





A.  REGIONAL COORDINATOR RESPONSIBILITIES.  As the Region implements a program for management competing and unwanted vegetation, it will continue to develp and incorporate new info about vegetation management mthods, their usefulness and effects.  Accordingly, the Regional Coordinator has the following responsibilities:


1.  Monitor research findings about vegetation management mthods on a continuing basis.


2.  Revise assessments of the risk and effects of using vegetation management mthods as neede, based on field experience, research findings, and new info about vegetation management mthods or their effects.


3.  Recommend revisions to mitigation methods and management practices as needed to reflect new info about vegetation management methods.


4.  Incorporate new info about herbicide use, availability, and effects in annual revisions of info packages.


5.  Disseminate new info regarding prevention and management of vegetation problems.


6.  Indicate whether or not underlying data are available to the public.





B.  SPECIFIC INFORMATION NEEDS.  As a beginning to the above process, the Forest Service needs to locate, assess, and to the extent possible, make the info available to the public as follows:


1.  2, 4-D Contaminants:  Determine the nature and extent of 2, 4-D contamination with 2, 3, 7, 8,-TCDD.


2.  2, 4-D and Malignant Lymphoma:  Monitor research findings.  Review and revise mitigation measures and management of risk as neede.  Revise risk discussions in herbicide profiles as necessary annually.


3.  Inert Ingredients:  Attempt to determine the inert ingredients used in the herbicides available, and seek clarification of EPA’s screening process for rating inert ingredients.  Evaluate the need to eliminate the use of formulations that ocntian formaldehyde.


4.  Acute Toxicity:  Seek acute toxicity info for the full formulation of herbicides cited in the EIS.  Evaluate the need to eliminate formulations that have not been tested for legally required acute toxicity. (ie LD50, skin and eye irritation)


5.  Detecting Herbicides in Water:  Determine whether or not burning vegetation that has been treated with herbicide releases toxic chlorinated compounds into the environment.


7.  Pesticides in Soil:  Review persistence and mobility ratings cited in NCAP’s DEIS commetns and revise info packages if appropriate.


