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Restore Native Ecosystems Coalition

November 24, 2004

Linda Goodman

Regional Forester

USDA Forest Service 

Pacific Northwest Region

Invasive Plant EIS

PO Box 3623

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Ms. Goodman:

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Pacific Northwest Region Invasive Plant Program: Preventing and Managing Invasive Plants/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The undersigned organizations strongly support the concepts and activities presented in the Restore Native Ecosystems Alternative (RNEA), which was not considered in the DEIS (included as Appendix L). We contend that the RNEA prescribed a scientifically based and practicable program for addressing and solving the extensive invasive plant problems that exist in Region 6 of the Forest Service.

We also believe that the proposed alternative in the DEIS is not adequate to address invasive species problems, primarily because it leaves untouched those landscape-scale activities most implicated in creating conditions for the introduction, establishment, and spread of invasive species. Specifically, livestock grazing, the proliferation of roads, and off-road vehicle travel are three landscape-scale activities that facilitate the spread of invasive weeds. The ability of these activities to spread invasive species into native ecosystems is well-documented in the scientific literature.

We submit the following comments on the DEIS identifying changes that must be made to standards in the proposed alternative in order for them to meet the purpose, need, goals, and objectives of the EIS to responsibly address invasive species on public lands.

Our comments are divided into two sections. 

The first section describes how the proposed action must be modified so that it can meet the identified purposes of the DEIS, i.e., for "Forest Plan direction that will prevent or reduce the spread of invasive plants." [DEIS 1-3]. Invasive plants, as the DEIS states, are a serious and growing problem for Region 6, and preventing or reducing their spread requires that the agency alter their management of Forest uses that contribute the most to the introduction, establishment and spread of invasive species. We address improvements needed in five standards in the proposed alternative.

The second section of our comments addresses how three standards should be modified so that the proposed actions meet the goals and objectives for the EIS.

In both sections of our comments, improvements to the draft standards are provided in capital letters to distinguish these additions from the current wording of the standards.

A. Changes required so that Forest Plan direction will prevent or reduce the spread of invasive plants


2. Actions conducted or authorized by the Forest Service that will operate outside the limits of the road surface (including public works and service contracts), require the cleaning of all heavy equipment (bulldozers, skidders, graders, backhoes, dump trucks, etc.) AND OTHER VEHICLES prior to entering National Forest System Lands. This standard does not apply to initial attack of wildfires, and other emergency situations.
Standard 2 should not be restricted to heavy equipment. All vehicles have the potential to transport invasive plant seeds, including off-road vehicles. According to Appendix D of the DEIS, hundreds of seeds have been found on a single car after traveling on forest roads. In order to effectively reduce the introduction of invasive plant seeds on Forest Service lands, this standard should address all types of vehicles that leave forest roads.  

4. Use weed-free feed in all Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Trailheads. If State certified hay is not available, individual Forests should require sources that meet "weed-free" standards or require weed-free pelletized feed. WITHIN THREE YEARS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS INVASIVE SPECIES PROGRAM, REQUIRE WEED-FREE FEED ON ALL NATIONAL FOREST LANDS.

As the DEIS states, bringing weedy livestock feed onto National Forest lands provides a ready source of invasive plant seeds. For example:
"Many people value National Forests as places where they can camp and travel using horses, mules, llamas, and other pack animals. Unfortunately, invasive plants can find their way onto National Forest lands in weed infested feed brought along for pack animals. These seeds are often deposited near disturbed areas such as trailheads, trails, watering holes, roads, horse camps, and other disturbed areas where invasive plants are best suited to grow. Invasive plant seeds can also be spread in the manure of pack animals."
Preventing weed spread from weedy feed is both an easy standard to meet and key to meeting the purpose and need of this EIS. No evidence is presented in the DEIS suggesting that Wilderness is the only part of the National Forest lands susceptible to the transport and establishment of weeds from weedy feed, and the DEIS provides no scientific justification for limiting the weed-free feed requirement to Wilderness. 

This standard must apply to all Forest Service lands. At the present time, however, parts of Region 6 lack a weed-free feed certification program and adequate, available sources of weed-free feed. These limitations could make it difficulty to require weed-free feed immediately throughout Region 6. However, by phasing in this requirement over the next three years, the appropriate agencies will have time to develop certification programs and growers will have time to produce adequate supplies of feed.
5. IN THOSE VEGETATION TYPES WITH RELATIVELY CLOSED CANOPIES RETAIN SHADE TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE TO SUPPRESS WEEDS AND PREVENT THEIR ESTABLISHMENT AND GROWTH. RETAIN NATIVE VEGETATION IN AND AROUND PROJECT ACTIVITY TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT POSSIBLE CONSISTENT WITH PROJECT OBJECTIVES. AVOID CREATING SOIL CONDITIONS THAT PROMOTE WEED GERMINATION AND ESTABLISHMENT. MINIMIZE SOIL DISTURBANCE TO THE EXTENT PRACTICAL, CONSISTENT WITH PROJECT OBJECTIVES.
This language, as presented in the "USDA-Forest Service Guide to Noxious Weed Prevention Practices," should be added to the standards in the proposed alternative. It is crucial that the adopted standards require the actions specified in the agency's prevention guidelines for timber harvest and fuels management projects because, as the DEIS states, these activities can be an important cause of invasive plant problems. For example:

"Fuels management such as thinning, slashbusting/chipping, pile burning, and broadcast burning, while vital to reducing the intensity and threat of wildfire around communities will also provide new avenues of invasive plant introduction and spread. Ground disturbance from heavy equipment related to thinning and brush cutting, as well as the creation of openings where the microsite has been changed from moister to drier conditions, will promote invasion. Movement of equipment, crews, and vehicles from infested to un-infested areas will contribute as well." [DEIS 3-18]
"The Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 will result in significant increases in fuel reduction projects, greatly increasing the potential for introduction, establishment and spread of invasive plants within the Region." [DEIS 3-19]

"Timber harvest and other vegetation management activities (thinning, mechanical site preparation, hand scalping for conifer release, and pruning) can alter forest ecosystems. As habitats are altered, new generalist species or edge-adapted species, including invasive plants can be favored. The gaps in forest canopy created by these activities can increase the amount of light reaching the forest floor increasing the temperature, thus improving invasive seed germination and favoring early seral and invasive plants with rapid growth rates. Soil disturbances associated with vegetation management can create hospitable environments for establishment of invasive plants. [DEIS 3-10]
The proposed alternative cannot meet the purposes of the EIS with respect to timber harvest, other vegetation management, and fuels management without modification.

6. Through annual operating instructions, and the revision of grazing allotment management plans, incorporate invasive plant prevention measures that help reduce the spread of invasive plants. CLOSE PASTURES TO LIVESTOCK GRAZING WHEN THE PASTURES ARE INFESTED TO THE DEGREE THAT LIVESTOCK GRAZING WILL CONTINUE TO EITHER EXACERBATE THE CONDITION ON SITE OR CONTRIBUTE TO WEED SEED SPREAD. DESIGNATE THOSE PASTURES AS UNSUITABLE RANGE UNTIL WEED INFESTATIONS ARE CONTROLLED. THROUGH THE ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN OR ANNUAL OPERATING INSTRUCTIONS, MANAGE THE TIMING, INTENSITY (UTILIZATION), DURATION, AND FREQUENCY OF LIVESTOCK ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH FORAGING AND BROWSING TO MAINTAIN THE VIGOR OF NATIVE PLANT SPECIES AND RETAIN LIVE PLANT COVER AND LITTER. MANAGE LIVESTOCK GRAZING ON RESTORATION AREAS TO ENSURE THAT VEGETATION IS WELL ESTABLISHED. THIS MAY INVOLVE EXCLUSION FOR A PERIOD OF TIME CONSISTENT WITH SITE OBJECTIVES AND CONDITIONS. CONSIDER PRACTICES TO MINIMIZE WILDLIFE GRAZING ON THE AREAS IF NEEDED. INCLUDE WEED PREVENTION PRACTICES THAT REDUCE GROUND DISTURBANCE IN ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLANS AND ANNUAL OPERATING INSTRUCTIONS. IN THESE PLANS AND INSTRUCTIONS, CONSIDER FOR EXAMPLE: CHANGES IN THE TIMING, INTENSITY, DURATION, OR FREQUENCY OF LIVESTOCK USE; LOCATION AND CHANGES IN SALT GROUNDS; RESTORATION OR PROTECTION OF WATERING SITES; AND RESTORATION OF YARDING/LOAFING AREAS, CORRALS, AND OTHER AREAS OF CONCENTRATED LIVESTOCK USE. Plan and implement these measures in cooperation with the grazing permit holder.
This language, adapted from the "USDA-Forest Service Guide to Noxious Weed Prevention Practices," must be added to standard 6 in the proposed alternative in order that the standard has enough specificity to adequately address the purpose and need of this EIS. The DEIS clearly states that livestock grazing is an important contributor to invasive plant problems in the region. For example,

"Domestic and wild grazing animals can both contribute to plant invasion through: (1) selective eating of native plants which means unpreferred invasive species would be left, thus favoring an increase in invasive plants; (2) ingesting invasive plant seeds in one area and spreading them to other areas through scat, digestive products, skin, fur and hooves, and (3) disturbing the soil and creating conditions favorable to invasive plants." [DEIS 3-15]

"Several intentional and unintentional introductions of invasive plants into native plant communities have been associated with livestock management, and some introductions have resulted in widespread invasions (Baker, 1974; Sheley and Petroff, 1999). Landscape spread of invasive plants can occur when seeds are moved along transportation corridors from infested sites or infested ungulate forage, attached to or held within animals, or attached to vehicles used to transport them." [DEIS 3-15]

"Direct effects of grazing can include plant trampling, disturbance of soil crusts and creation of bare soil, and high input rate of nitrogen to the soil by deposition of dung and urine; all of which play a role in limiting the abundance of palatable species (Augustine and McNaughton, 1998), and thereby increasing the "invasibility" of a plant community (Lonsdale, 1999). While management activities such as timber harvest provide episodic ground disturbance (i.e. change in forest structure and composition dramatically at a given point in time), ungulate grazing and browsing can function as a chronic disturbance, exerting continuous influence over long periods (Parks et al., 2003)." [DEIS 3-16]

The DEIS analyzes the impact of standard 6 as currently written and concludes that the standard will have "no direct effect" [DEIS 4-100] on grazing and range management. Therefore, the proposed alternative, according to the analysis in the DEIS, cannot meet the underlying need of the EIS without modification.

10. PROVIDE FOR A SYSTEM OF ROADS AND AREAS ON NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM LANDS THAT ARE DESIGNATED FOR MOTOR VEHICLE USE. AFTER THESE ROADS AND AREAS ARE DESIGNATED, MOTOR VEHICLE USE, INCLUDING THE CLASS OF VEHICLE AND TIME OF YEAR, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THESE DESIGNATIONS IS PROHIBITED. MOTOR VEHICLE USE OFF DESIGNATED ROADS AND OUTSIDE DESIGNATED AREAS IS PROHIBITED. WHERE VEHICLE TRAVEL OFF OPEN ROADS IS CURRENTLY ALLOWED, THIS MUST BE TERMINATED BY 2007. 
This language, adapted in part from the Forest Service’s current proposed rule regarding travel management and designated routes and areas for motor vehicle use, should be added to the standards in the proposed alternative. The standard should provide a date when Region 6 will be in compliance with the Forest Service’s proposed rule. We also recommend interim retention of some signed dispersed camping routes that can establish the practice of on-route dispersed camping, while the more comprehensive process of designating roads and routes under NEPA-based travel planning processes occurs. These additions are necessary to address the purpose and need of this EIS because, as the DEIS states, off-highway vehicles significantly contribute to the invasive plant problem in Region 6. For example:

"The potential for OHVs to spread invasive plants has been tracked by studies in Montana, West Virginia, and Wisconsin; in each case, OHVs where shown to be effective vectors of invasive plant transport and dispersal (Lacey et al 1997; Stout, 1992; Rooney (pending publication)). OHVs allow recreationists to travel across many more miles in a given time than with non-motorized modes of transportation, greatly expanding the activities ability to spread invasive plants from one location to another. Also, OHV use, especially "cross-country" (away from roads or designated trails) use, can create new soil and seedbed disturbances that can negatively affect the integrity of native plant communities and can favor establishment of invasive plants (Kimberling et al., 2003)." [DEIS 3-21]

The DEIS analyzes the impact of standard 10 as currently written and concludes that standard will have "no effect" [DEIS 4-101] on off-highway vehicle use. The proposed alternative, therefore, according to the analysis in the DEIS, cannot meet the underlying need of the EIS without modification.
B. Changes required so that Forest Plan direction will meet Goal 3, Objective 3.2 and Objective 4.2.
Goal 3 – Protect the health of people who work visit, or live in or near National Forests, while effectively treating invasive plants. Identify, avoid, or mitigate potential human health effects from invasive plants and treatments. 

Objective 3.2 – Reduce reliance on herbicide use over time in the Region.

----

Objective 4.2 – Protect native plants and animals from negative effects of both invasive plants and applied herbicides. Where herbicide treatment of invasive plants is necessary within the riparian zone, select treatment methods and chemicals so that herbicide application is consistent with riparian management direction, contained in Pacfish, Infish, and the Aquatic Conservation Strategies of the Northwest Forest Plan.

12. Develop a long-term site strategy for restoring/revegetating treated infestations of invasive plants. EACH SITE STRATEGY WILL IDENTIFY HOW PREVENTION MEASURES WILL BE INCREASED AND HERBICIDE USE DECREASED OVER THE LIFE OF THE STRATEGY. THE SITE STRATEGY WILL ALSO PRIORITIZE NONCHEMICAL TREATMENTS WHEN TREATMENTS ARE REQUIRED, UNLESS THEY ARE INEFFECTIVE OR INFEASIBLE.
An important objective of the proposed alternative is to "reduce reliance on herbicide use over time in the Region." [DEIS 2-15] This objective is an integral part of the Desired Future Condition: "the need for invasive plant treatment is reduced due to the effectiveness and habitual nature of preventative actions, and the success of restoration efforts." [DEIS 2-14] As currently drafted, there are no standards in the proposed alternative to address this objective. Language must be added so that this important concept is not omitted. We recognize that the specific wording we have suggested may not be appropriate, but we strongly believe that this or similar language must be added to the standard.

18. Use only adjuvants (e.g. surfactants, dyes) and inert ingredients reviewed in Forest Service hazard and risk assessment documents such as SERA, Inc., 1997a, 1997b; Bakke, D. 2002. FOR EACH HERBICIDE APPLICATION PROJECT CONDUCTED UNDER THIS EIS, PUBLICLY IDENTIFY ALL INGREDIENTS IF SUCH DISCLOSURE IS EITHER ALLOWED BY THE PRODUCT'S MANUFACTURER OR IF THE IDENTITY OF THE INGREDIENT IS REQUIRED TO BE DISCLOSED UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT.
An important part of meeting Goal 3 with respect to herbicide applications is for health professionals to have quick convenient access to ingredient information so that they can correctly treat any patient whose acute or chronic illness may have been caused or exacerbated by herbicide exposure. The confidentiality of the ingredients in herbicide products is a complex legal issue, but Region 6 can easily make a commitment to public disclosure of as many ingredients as possible.

19. To reduce or eliminate direct or indirect negative effects to TERRESTRIAL ANIMALS, NON-TARGET NATIVE PLANTS, water quality and aquatic biota from the application of herbicide, use site-specific soil characteristics, proximity to surface water and local water table depth to determine herbicide formulation (e.g. use of aquatic labeled products), size of buffers needed, if any, and application method and timing. MINIMIZE APPLICATION OF HERBICIDES AND PROHIBIT BROADCAST SPRAYING IN RIPARIAN RESERVES AND IN KNOWN AQUATIC AND TERRESTRIAL AMPHIBIAN HABITAT, INCLUDING BREEDING, REARING, AND OVERLAND DISPERSAL AREAS. AVOID APPLICATION OF HERBICIDES WITH ADVERSE EFFECTS ON AQUATIC SPECIES AND AMPHIBIANS. 

An important objective of the proposed alternative is to "protect native plants and animals from negative effects of both invasive plants and applied herbicides." [DEIS 2-15] In fact, this objective is critical to achieving the Desired Future Condition of a "full suite of native organisms." As drafted in the proposed alternative, Standard 19 fails to provide for protection of important components of this "full suite." According to the DEIS, over 8,000 acres will be treated with herbicides that have a "higher potential to harm non-target plants," [DEIS 4-35] almost 9,000 acres will be treated with herbicides that "could result in harmful doses to birds and mammals," [DEIS 4-54] and one herbicide is approved that "may harm amphibians." Standard 19 must require that these Forest Plan amendments address these hazards in order to meet Objective 4.2. Also, unless the management objective of limiting direct and indirect negative effects to terrestrial animals and non-target native plants is included in this standard, such an objective will not have been included anywhere in the entire DEIS.

We appreciate the Forest Service’s commitment of time and resources to this planning process and this opportunity to comment on the DEIS. However, we are discouraged that 

the document lacks specific prescriptions for reducing and eliminating weed spread from livestock grazing, roads and off-road vehicle use on Forest Service lands. Indeed, it is impossible to know whether the minor management requirements that are contained in the document – weed-free feed in Wilderness, washing tires on heavy equipment – will have any impact on reducing invasive species while these landscape-scale activities continue unabated. Region 6 should systematically determine what activities are associated with the most invasive species, how those activities contribute to weed spread, and then develop prescriptions that prevent invasion before more drastic measures are required to control weeds and restore landscapes.

Sincerely,

Alaska Community Action on Toxics

505 W. Northern Lights Blvd, Suite 205

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Pamela Miller

Alliance for the Wild Rockies

PO Box 8731 

Missoula, MT 59807

Michael Garrity

American Lands Alliance

827 Broadway, #310

Oakland, CA 94607

Christine Ambrose

Beyond Pesticides/NCAMP

701 E Street, SE

Washington, DC 20003

Shawnee Hoover

The Bloedel Reserve

7571 NE Dolphin Drive

Bainbridge Island WA 98110

Richard A Brown

Blue Mountain Biodiversity Project

27803 Williams Lane

Fossil OR 97839

Karen Coulter

Cascadia Wildlands Project

P.O. Box 10455

Eugene, OR  97440

James Johnston

Center for Biological Diversity

1095 Market Street, Suite 511

San Francisco, CA 94103

Jeff Miller

Coast Range Association

P.O. Box 2250

Corvallis, OR 97339

Chuck Willer

Committee for Safe Weed Control

349 D West Chewuch Rd.

Winthrop WA. 98862

Amy Marshall 

Community Alliance of Lane County

458 Blair Boulevard

Eugene, OR 97402

Carol Van Houten

Defenders of Wildlife

1130 17th Street, NW 

Washington, DC  20036

Aimee Delach

Ecola Creek Awareness Project

PO Box 181

Cannon Beach, Oregon 97110

Jerome Arnold
The Ecology Center, Inc.

314 North First Street West

Missoula, MT  59802

Jeff Juel

Friends of Living Oregon Waters 

P.O. Box 2478

Grants Pass, OR 97528

Joe Serres,
Kettle Range Conservation Group

600 S. Clark, Post Office Box,150 

Republic, WA 99166

Timothy J. Coleman

Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center

917 SW Oak, Suite 414

Portland, OR 97205

Erin Madden

The Lands Council 

423 W 1st Suite 240

Spokane, WA 99201

Mike Petersen

Lane County Audubon Society

PO Box 5086                                                          Eugene OR 97405

Dave Stone

McKenzie Guardians

PO Box 111

Blue River OR. 97413

Jim Baker

North Central Wash. Audubon Society

P.O. Box 2934

Wenatchee, WA 98807

Jon Soest

NW Cltn for Alternatives to Pesticides

PO Box 1393 

Eugene OR 97440

Caroline Cox

Olympic Environmental Council

PO Box 1906

Port Townsend WA 98368. 

Willi Smothers

Olympic Forest Coalition

606 Lilly Road NE #115

Olympia, WA 98506.

Bonnie Phillips

Oregon Center for Environmental Health

516 SE Morrison St. 

Portland, OR 97214

Jane Harris

Oregon Clean Water Action Project

212 Pearl Street # 1

Eugene, OR 97401

Doug Quirk

Oregon Council Trout Unlimited

22875 NW Chestnut Street

Hillsboro, OR 97124

Tom Wolf

Oregon Natural Desert Association

16 NW Kansas

Bend, OR  97701

Bill Marlett

Doug Heiken

Oregon Natural Resources Council 

PO Box 11648

Eugene OR 97440

Or. Physicians for Social Responsibility

921 SW Morrison, Suite 308

Portland, OR 97205

Angela Crowley-Koch

Ouachita Watch League

531 Windamere Terrace

Hot Springs, AR 71913

Jerry Williams

Pesticide Action Network, N. America

49 Powell Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94102

Susan Kegley

Sierra Club

408 C Street, NE

Washington DC, 20002

Bart Semcer

Siskiyou Project

9335 Takilma Rd

Cave Junction, OR 97523

Lisa Shelton 

Umpqua Watersheds, Inc. 

PO Box 101

Roseburg, OR 97470

Penny Lind

Washington Toxics Coalition

4649 Sunnyside Ave. N, Suite 540-East

Seattle, WA  98103

Erika Schreder

Western Watersheds Project

2224 W. Palomino Drive

Chandler, Arizona 85224

Mark Salvo
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