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ABSTRACT

The Fishlake National Forest proposes a program to control noxious weeds on National Forest System
lands in south-central Utah within Sevier, Beaver, Wayne, Iron, Garfield, Piute, Millard, and Juab
Counties. Primary noxious weeds known to be established on approximately 7,600 acres of the Fishlake
National Forest include black henbane, Canada thistle, dalmation toadflax, dyers woad, leafy spurge,
musk thistle, Russian knapweed, scotch thistle, squarose knapweed, yellow toadflax, and whitetop. This
Environmental Assessment (EA) provides an analysis of the major noxious weed and invasive plant
control considerations on the Fishlake National Forest, including No Action and Integrated Weed
Management (an integration of biological, ground-based herbicide applications, physical and
mechanical, and cultural control methods). It provides site-specific and plant-specific analysis of the
Proposed Action and is tiered to the Intermountain Region Noxious Weed and Poisonous Plant Control
Program Final Environmental Impact Statement (October 1988).
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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

INTRODUCTION

Invasions by non-native plants degrade biological
communities and threaten survival of native species
worldwide (Schmitz et. al., 1997) (USDI BLM, 1997).
These plants, commonly known as "weeds" or "exotic
species", use water, nutrients, and sunlight that normally
would be wused by native species, thus altering
communities and ecosystems. A weed is commonly
identified as any plant that interferes with the
management objectives for a given area of land at a given
point in time. Once a plant has been classified as a weed,
it attains a "noxious" status only by legislation. Noxious
weeds as defined by law, are plants of foreign origin that
can directly or indirectly injure agriculture, navigation,
fish or wildlife, or public health. More than 500 weeds
are designated as noxious by either weed or seed laws in
the United States and Canada (Duncan, 1997).

Awareness of noxious weeds is increasing, and may be
reaching a level where more resources may be made
available to attempt to reduce the impacts and the threat
of noxious weeds. Evidence of this increasing awareness
became paramount in 1995. On September 7-8, 1995 the
Western Weed Meeting was held in Denver, Colorado.
During that meeting, U.S. Department of Interior Deputy
Secretary Garamendi announced a "major coordinated
war on weeds" and invited the USDA and other Federal
Departments/Agencies to join in the effort (USDA FS,
1995). The Forest Service weed policy was revised in
1995 to include new standards and refined direction for
integrated weed management (IWM).

NEED FOR ACTION

The purpose and need for the Proposed Action is to
implement integrated weed management programs
that will provide more effective control of noxious
weeds on the Forest. Monitoring indicates an
increasing trend in weed populations. Federal, State,
and Local laws require control of these weeds.

Conformance With Weed Laws, Policy, And National
Strategy. Direction and authority for invasive weed
management comes from the National Forest
Management Act (PL 94-588, NFMA), the National
Environmental Policy Act (PL 91-190, NEPA), the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (PL-94-579,
FLPMA), the Carlson-Foley Act (PL 90-583), and the
Federal Noxious Weed Control Act (PL 93-629). NFMA,
NEPA, and FLPMA provide general land management
and environmental analysis direction. The Carlson-Foley
Act allows the States to control noxious weeds on Federal
lands, provided that: 1) the control program is approved
by the Federal agency that administers the land, 2) the

control methods are acceptable to the Federal agency, and
3) the same procedures are followed as would be applied
to private land. The Carlson-Foley Act also authorized
Federal agencies to reimburse the States for weed control
expenses on Federal lands, if provided funds are available
for such purposes. The Federal Noxious Weed Act
defined noxious weed control agreements between
Federal agencies and other agencies, organizations, or
individuals.

Increased national attention on the issue of noxious and
invasive weeds prompted the Forest Service to develop a
national strategy to "stem the invasive tide" of noxious
weed establishment and expansion.  In February 1996,
Chief Jack Ward Thomas issued direction for each Forest
Service Region to bring their noxious weed programs in
line with national agency strategy (USDA F'S, 1996). In
March 1998, the Intermountain Region Strategy For
Noxious Weed Management was completed.  This
strategy directs the Fishlake National Forest to develop a
strong prevention and eradication program (USDA FS,
1998b). The 1998 Forest Service Strategy for Noxious
and Nonnative Invasive Plant Management provided a
“roadmap into the future for preventing and controlling
the spread of noxious weeds and nonnative invasive
plants.” Executive Order 13112, signed by President
Clinton in February 1999, directs Federal agencies to
conduct activities, which reduce invasive weed
populations.

State and local laws require landowners to control
noxious weeds. The Forest Service must also comply
with these laws. The need for the proposed action is
based on the present status of noxious weeds on the Forest
and the requirement by law to control these weeds.

Threat To Native Ecosystems. Noxious weeds and
invasive plant species pose an increasing threat to native
ecosystems, croplands, and other plant communities
throughout the United States. While weeds have long
been recognized as a problem for agriculture, the potential
impact to other plant communities, including wildlands, is
receiving greater attention. There are an estimated 2,000
invasive and noxious weed species already established in
the United States (USDA FS, 1998a).  Escalating
worldwide trade and travel will only increase the risk of
further invasions. All ecosystems -- urban, suburban, and
rural, including wildlands, rangelands, forests, riparian
areas, and wetlands -- are vulnerable to invasion.

Experience and research have shown that invasive and
noxious weeds can no longer be considered a problem
only on disturbed sites. Noxious and invasive plant
species have become established within relatively
undisturbed ecosystems.  Noxious weeds pose an
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increasing threat to the integrity of wildland ecosystems,
including specially designated areas such as wilderness
and research natural areas.

The Forest Service (FS) has the lead responsibility for
noxious weed coordination for the Department of
Agriculture (USDA) under the authority contained in the
Noxious Weed Act of 1974 and the USDA Policy 9500-
10. Under this authority the FS developed the USDA
Policy in 1990 and policy direction for the FS in 1991.
FS policy was revised in 1995 (FSM 2080) to include new
standards and refined direction for integrated weed
management (IWM). The revised policy emphasizes the
importance of integrating noxious weed management in
ecosystem analysis, assessment, and forest planning. The
FS policy definition in FSM 2080 (USDA FS, 1995a)
encompasses invasive, aggressive, or harmful non-
indigenous or exotic plant species:

"...those plant species designated as noxious weeds by the
Secretary of Agriculture or by the responsible State
official. Noxious weeds generally possess one or more of
the following characteristics: aggressive and difficult to
manage, poisonous, toxic, parasitic, a carrier or host of
serious insects or disease and being native or new to or
not common to the United States or parts thereof."

On Federal lands in the Western United States, it is
estimated that weeds occur on more than 17 million acres,
with similar infestations occurring in Canada and Mexico
(USDA FS, 1998a). 1t is estimated that these noxious
weeds are expanding at the rate of 4,600 acres per day
(Federal Interagencies, 1998). On National Forest
System (NFS) lands, an estimated 6-7 million acres are
currently infested and potentially increasing at a rate of 8
to 12 percent per year. The noxious weed situation in the
United States has been described by many as a biological
disaster, "an explosion in slow motion" (USDA FS,
1998a). In September 1995, during the Western Weed
Meeting sponsored by the U.S. Department of Interior,
the seriousness of noxious weed expansion was discussed:

"If nothing is done to control this, one speaker, Rod Lym
of North Dakota State University, believes that by the
year 2010, the infestation will reach 140 million acres and
be increasing by 20 million acres per year. This extent of
infestation will cause a 25 percent reduction in the
wildlife and grazing resource, and severe changes in
wetland and waterway vegetation. He stated that by the
year 2010, weed management will be the largest single
item in Federal land management agency budgets...all
speakers supported the belief that invasive exotic weeds
are an increasing serious problem that will cause
economic hardship in many land-based economies, and
will severely damage and even eliminate some native
plant communities." (USDA F'S, 1995).

Invasive plants are recognized as a direct threat to
agricultural production and biodiversity in the United
States. Croplands, rangelands, forests, parks, preserves,
wilderness areas, wildlife refuges and urban spaces are all
adversely impacted by invasive plants. The habitat of
fully two-thirds of all threatened and endangered species
is threatened by invasive species. On rangelands,
invasive plants crowd out more desirable and nutritious
forage, cause soil erosion, and poison some livestock and
wildlife species. In natural areas, invasive plants reduce
habitat for native and endangered species, degrade
riparian areas, create fire hazards, and interfere with
recreational activities. Aquatic invasive plants clog lakes
and waterways and adversely affect fisheries, public water
supplies, irrigation, and recreational activities (Federal
Interagencies, 1988).

Potential For New Invasions. From 1969 to 1985
noxious weed inventories in the Intermountain Region
recorded an increase in noxious-weed-infested areas from
74,658 acres to 150,795 acres. This equates to an annual
increase of 5.5 percent. Since 1985 there has been an
alarming 433 percent increase in acreage of noxious-
weed-infested NFS lands. Reported acres of infestation
increased to 864,940 acres in 1997. This is an increase of
47 percent per year from 1985 to 1997, which is well
beyond the national average of 8 to 12 percent per year.
While it is recognized that this increase is probably due to
a combination of more intensive inventories and actual
expansion, the Intermountain Regional Office asserts, "we
believe we are beyond the 'explosion in slow motion'
phrase" (USDA FS, 1996a).

The potential for invasion of new weeds onto NFS lands
can be a greater threat than all those species that have
become established to date. As an example, in 1988 the
Idaho Noxious Weed Work Group reported that "over
3,000 weeds not now known to exist in the state, are
adaptable to Idaho's climate." These weeds are
considered likely to invade unless appropriate
preventative measures are taken (Callihan et. al., 1992).
Indications are that these conditions exist in most states,
and it is estimated that nine new noxious weed species are
invading each western state each year. These new
populations can spread approximately 10% to 25% each
year.

In 1990, there were eight species of noxious weeds on
approximately 1,500 acres of the Fishlake NF. Today
there are 11 species now covering approximately 7,500
acres of the Forest. Although, to some degree this large
change is due to improved surveys and inventories, this is
still a significant and alarming, increase in number of
species and infested acres.
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Table 1-1 Acres Infested By Noxious Weed Species
NOXIOUS WEED INFESTATION SIZE
SPECIES NAME Acres in 1990 Acres in 2002
Black henbane 1 5
Canada thistle 23 2
Dalmation toadflax 1
Dyers Woad 1 1
Leafy spurge 30 59
Musk thistle 1252 2241
Russian knapweed 2
Squarose knapweed 110
Scotch thistle 70 4128
Toadflax (yellow) 20 256
Whitetop 91 731
TOTAL ACRES INFESTED 1488 7536

The 2002 Fishlake National Forest noxious weed inventory shows the following data:

NOXIOUS WEED Table 1-2 SPECIES
ACRES INFESTED BY RANGER DISTRICT
SPECIES NAME LOA RICHFIELD | FILLMORE | BEAVER | TOT. NF
ACRES

Black henbane 5 5
Canada thistle 2 2
Dalmation toadflax 1 1
Dyers Woad 1 1
Leafy spurge 37 22 59
Musk thistle 1647 554 40 2241
Russian knapweed 2 2
Spotted knapweed * 0
Squarose knapweed 110 110
Scotch thistle 9 2462 1657 4128
Toadflax (yellow) 256 256
Whitetop 66 586 79 731
TOTAL DISTRICT ACRES 0 1724 4014 1798 7536

* Unconfirmed reports of Spotted knapweed at Solomon Basin

These 7,600 acres of infestation represent approximately
¥ % of the Fishlake National Forest. Noxious weeds
have the ability to spread very rapidly, especially those
that have airborne seeds. Our goal is to keep the
remaining 97% of the Forest weed-free. Without active
control, noxious weeds can spread until they have
occupied every suitable ecological niche.

Of considerable concern is the establishment of new
species that are not now common to the Fishlake National
Forest. There are 53 noxious weed species identified on
the Regional Designated Noxious Weed and Undesirable

Plant List. Twenty-one of these species are identified as
currently existing in the State of Utah (Utah, 1993).
Thirteen of those 21 species presently occur on the
Fishlake National Forest. In addition, from a list of
"Important Alien Plant Species in the Northern
Arizona/Southern Utah Area" compiled in 1995 by the
BLM, Arizona Strip District (USDI BLM, 1995), three
more species are potential threats to establishment on the
Fishlake National Forest. The spread of these noxious
weeds to uninfested Forestlands and adjacent, non-
Forestlands must be slowed and/or prevented.
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Table 1-3 NOXIOUS WEED DISTRIBUTION

UTAH LISTED
NOXIOUS WEEDS
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SOUTHERN UT
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Treatment Objectives. Treatment objectives of weed
control are closely tied to prevention objectives and
measures to limit infestation and spread of noxious weeds
(see Appendix F). The majority of noxious weeds found
during surveys of the Forest have been identified along
travel ways, especially along roads, power line
rights-of-way, trails, and campgrounds. Other locations
where weed infestations typically occur include old
homestead sites, mining claims, gravel pits, and dispersed
recreation sites. Ground disturbing activities such as road
or trail construction, timber harvests, reforestation, and
fire typically provide suitable conditions for noxious
weed establishment. The presence of noxious weed
infestations does not meet the management objectives for
these ecosystems, habitats, and environments.

The general treatment objectives for the Forest would
result in an absence of any new invader noxious weed
species. A significant reduction of established infestation
species is desired in areas receiving heavy human use and
areas with special management objectives. These areas
include: roadways, rock pits, livestock grazing allotments
(especially homestead pastures and meadows), recreation
sites (including campgrounds, dispersed campsites and
trailheads, and semi-primitive recreation areas), Research
Natural Areas (RNAs), plantations, general forest, special
wildlife habitats, and administrative sites.

The revegetation objective for roadsides is establishment
of perennial grasses on road corridors. Perennial grasses
offer the greatest protection against erosion, the greatest
sight distance, the best defense against noxious weed
invasion and spread, and provide the best source of
organic matter soil input for site recovery.

Rock pits are an especially important concern because
they serve as a host area with the potential to accelerate

the spread of weeds. The management objective for rock
and borrow pits is to maintain a weed-free condition and
to provide a vegetation buffer free of noxious weeds to
prevent incidental contamination of material from
external sources.

Because of past management activities, usually prior to
acquisition as National Forest System lands, many old
homestead pastures and meadows are no longer
dominated by native species, and most have been seeded
at one time or another with a pasture mix containing
introduced species such as timothy, redtop or
orchardgrass. The Forest Plan, in accordance with the
National Historic Preservation Act and the Antiquities
Act, mandates that these areas be maintained in their
historic condition. These areas are frequently focal spots
for livestock grazing in the Forest’s range management
program.

The management objective for grazing allotments on the
National Forest is to provide an adequate quality and
quantity of forage to sustain the number of animal units
allowed in grazing allotment management plans.

Management objective for recreation sites is driven by
type of activity, timing of use and site conditions. The
focus of vegetation management in campgrounds and
trailheads is public safety, erosion control, a healthy
variety of vegetative species, visual quality, and quality of
the experience. Noxious weeds are particularly prone to
spread by human activity; therefore, weed control in high-
use areas is especially emphasized.

Trailheads would be managed to provide for vegetative
diversity, but should be kept in a weed-free condition to
avoid spreading weeds into non-contaminated areas.
Vegetation in campgrounds would be managed to provide
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visual and sound buffers as well as to have an ability to
withstand intense human use. A healthy shrub and grass
component is important for buffers in campgrounds, and
vital for erosion control in dispersed campsites along
riparian areas.

Research Natural Areas (RNAs) are designated as
Management Area 10A in the Fishlake National Forest
Plan (USDA FS, 1986). RNAs are established to provide
opportunities for research in ecosystems influenced only
by natural processes. They are selected because they
contain examples of typical natural ecosystems or unique
kinds of vegetation, animals, and land. The management
objective of RNAs is the maintenance of natural native
species and the suppression or removal of noxious weed
species.

General forest areas are managed for diversity, wildlife
habitat, visual qualities, and to meet economic resource
needs. The management objective is vegetative and
structural diversity. ~ The management objective of
plantations is reforestation with prescribed species.
Administrative sites would be kept free of noxious weeds
in order to prevent spread off-site.

Wildlife needs would be met by maintaining the
vegetative historic range of variability in order to provide
the quality and quantity of habitat to provide for species
viability as prescribed by the Forest Plan. Habitat for
threatened, endangered and sensitive species would be
managed by the Forest Service in consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

PROPOSED ACTION
The Fishlake National Forest proposes:

o Integrated Weed Management--To emphasize a
program to annually treat, through Integrated Weed
Management (IWM) control methods, noxious weeds on
National Forest System lands in southern Utah in parts of
Sevier, Beaver, Wayne, Iron, Garfield, Piute, Millard, and
Juab Counties on the Fillmore, Beaver, Richfield, and Loa
Ranger Districts.

Integrated Weed Management (IWM) (also called
integrated pest management (IPM) or integrated
vegetation management (IVM)) is a decision-making
process based on site-specific information, which
determines management choices. IWM is based on the
principle that the management option, which is most
effective and best, suited for a particular need and site is
the one, which should be used. Often the most effective
approach will utilize a combination of management
options or strategies.

IWM includes: 1) prescribed fire, 2) mechanical, 3)
cultural/revegetation, where competitive vegetation is
seeded to compete with invasive weeds, 4) biological

control through the use of parasites and pathogens to
control invasive weeds, 5) herbicide control using ground
application methods, 6) education through the use of
programs to inform people of invasive weed effects and
methods of invasive weed spread, 7) prevention by using
practices that reduce invasive weed spread.

Typical treatment scenarios are intended to: 1) deplete the
invasive weed seed source, 2) allow the vigor of desirable
and native vegetation to increase, 3) allow vegetative
litter to build up, and 4) prevent establishment of new
invasive weeds.

Efforts would be made to coordinate treatments with
private landowners managing invasive weeds adjacent to
National Forest System lands.

e Non-Significant Forest Plan Amendment--Implicit
in the implementation of a noxious weed program is the

additional proposal to provide supporting noxious weed
goals, objectives, management direction, and Forest-wide
standards and guidelines through the amendment of the
Forest Plan.  Although the current Forest Plan is
consistent with Integrated Weed Management (IWM)
treatment recommendations and priorities for managing
noxious weeds, it is insufficient in addressing strategies
for effecting prevention and control and the social and
environmental effects these practices might have. The
Forest Plan is silent on implementation of standards and
guidelines for noxious weed prevention and control.
Incorporated within this Environmental assessment is the
proposal to amend the current Forest Plan (Appendix E).

Long-range goal and objectives are proposed to achieve
noxious weed control. Objectives are specific actions that
will be taken to move toward achievement of the goal. In
addition, general directions along with appropriate
standards and guidelines are proposed. Standards are
specific "required" actions.  Guidelines are specific
"recommended" actions.

Weed prevention mitigation practices are included as
guidelines for application to land-disturbing activities and
projects.

PROGRAMMATIC EIS TIERING

This environmental assessment (EA) is tiered to the The
Intermountain Region Noxious Weed and Poisonous Plant
Control Program FEIS (1986), which provides the basic
background information needed for the "tiering" of future
project-specific analyses on rangelands or analyses of
new control methods in accordance with the CEQ
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1502.20
and 40 CFR 1508.28). This EIS also describes the
environment that might be affected and discloses the
potential environmental consequences of implementing
any of the alternatives. Therefore, this EA will focus only
on relevant forest-level issues and effects, and will rely on
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the programmatic EIS for more detailed disclosure of
environmental effects.

During June 1986, the Intermountain Region, U.S. Forest
Service, released for public review a Noxious Weed and
Poisonous Plant Control Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) (USDA FS, 1986). This Impact
Statement was filed with the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) and printed in the Federal Register on
December 29, 1986. It was approved without appeal on
January 29, 1987. This document covers control
programs on National Forest System lands in Utah,
Nevada, southern Idaho, western Wyoming, and portions
of California and Colorado. The preferred control method
addressed in detail in this impact statement is Integrated
Weed Management: Noxious weeds are recommended to
be treated with biological agents (insects), herbicide
applications, and manual techniques--either treatment
specific or a combination of treatments. This FEIS is on
file and available for public review in the Regional
Office, 324 25th Street, Ogden, Utah.

Since 1987, considerable progress has been made in the
development of herbicides, biological controls, and the
use of Integrated Weed Management techniques for the
management of noxious weeds. Herbicides are currently
available that provide better control over noxious weeds
and yet have significantly reduced effects on man and the
environment. In 1992, the Forest Service completed a
"Risk Assessment for Herbicide Use in Forest Service
Regions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 10 and on Bonneville Power
Administration Sites" (USDA FS, 1992)) for many of
these herbicides. This assessment describes potential
hazards that may be associated with the use of these
herbicides. It uses the same basic process for evaluating
these risks as was used in the FEIS. This process
evaluates the hazards associated with treatment of
noxious weeds using typical application rates and
methods. When methods and rates are used which result
in low or no risk to applicators, Forest users, wildlife and
aquatic organisms, the effects of herbicide use are
consistent with those described in the FEIS.

The Intermountain Region Noxious Weed and Poisonous
Plant Control Program FEIS provides an analysis of the
major noxious weed and poisonous plant control
considerations in the Intermountain Region. However, it
does not address site-specific situations. These are to be
analyzed locally by Forest Supervisors or District Rangers
for their noxious weed control programs. NEPA provides
a tiering procedure whereby decisions can be made at the
Regional level for a given program or project. This
procedure permits the Forest Service to focus on broad
issues that can be resolved at the Regional level and defer
site-specific issues, which require decisions at the
National Forest or Ranger District level.

FOREST PLAN (LRMP) DIRECTION

This environmental assessment (EA) is tiered to the
Fishlake National Forest Land and Resource Management
Plan (LRMP) - Final Environmental Impact Statement
(1986) and incorporates direction provided in that LRMP.

An underlying purpose is to achieve the overall direction
of the Forest Plan to reach and maintain desired rangeland
conditions (LRMP, 1V-4), while allowing the appropriate
use of rangeland resources. The Forest Plan cites “control
of noxious weed infestations” as a goal for rangeland
health.

The LRMP guides natural resource management activities
and has established management direction and Standards
and Guidelines for management of the Fishlake National
Forest. General Forest Direction includes provisions to
prioritize treatment of noxious weed infestations by 1)
new species, 2) new areas, 3) expansion of existing areas,
and 4) reduction of current infestations (LRMP, IV-23).

The purpose and need for the proposed action is to control
or eliminate the existing noxious weed populations and
prevent new infestations because:

Forest Plan desired conditions cannot be met if native
vegetation communities are invaded by, or replaced by,
invasive exotic plants;

The ecological integrity, biodiversity of lands, and
condition of Forest resources are not protected or
maintained;

Progress toward restoring and maintaining species
composition, diversity, distribution, and productivity of
populations of riparian dependent species are threatened
by these noxious weeds.

DECISION TO BE MADE

The Responsible Official is the Forest Supervisor for the
Fishlake National Forest. The completed Environmental
Assessment will provide the Responsible Official with the
basis upon which to make an informed decision. The
decision will outline the requirements necessary to
continue noxious weed control: including appropriate
inventory and mapping procedures, prevention practices,
control and containment methods, and eradication
priorities. Following a review of the completed EA the
Responsible Official will decide to do one of the
following:

1. Amend the Forest Plan to include supporting noxious
weed goals, objectives, management direction, and
Forest-wide standards and guidelines and implement
Integrated Weed Management (an integration of
biological, ground-based herbicide applications, physical
and mechanical, and cultural control methods) strategies
to control noxious weeds.
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2. Do not allow noxious weed control on any NFS lands
within the Fishlake National Forest.

3. Continue with current management.
INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

Regulations to implement the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) provide for the reduction of bulk and
redundancy in environmental impact statements (40 CFR
1502.21), through incorporation by reference when the
effect will reduce the size of the document without
impeding agency and public review of the action.
Documents that may be incorporated by reference in this
environmental assessment include:

Intermountain Region Noxious Weed and Poisonous
Plant Control Program FEIS (1986). Incorporation by
reference occurs in Chapter 2 where identification of

major concerns is reiterated from the FEIS. Further, in
Chapter 4, Table 4-1 reflects a summary of direct and
indirect effects identified in the FEIS for all resources
except TEPCS.

1. Risk Assessment For Herbicide Use In Forest
Service Regions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 10 And On Bonneville
Power Administration Sites (September 1992).
Incorporation by reference occurs in Chapter 4 where the
effects of a wide range of herbicides on fish and wildlife
species is based on the Risk Assessment and also in
reference to the in-depth human health risk analysis that is
included in the Risk Assessment. The Risk Assessment
describes potential hazards that may be associated with
the use of proposed herbicides.
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CHAPTER 2: PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, ISSUES, and ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the scoping and public
involvement process used to develop the alternatives,
identifies the issues associated with the Proposed Action,
and describes and compares the alternatives. As required
by law, a "No Action Alternative" is considered.

Notice to the public of intentions to prepare an
Environmental Assessment evaluating weed control
management on the Fishlake National Forest was first
issued by release of a public scoping document on March
28, 2000. With that notice, public comment was solicited
formally, announcing the intention to develop an
environmental assessment documenting site-specific and
noxious weed-specific analysis of noxious weed control.
The public was informed of the intent to tier to the
Intermountain Region Noxious Weed and Poisonous Plant
Control Program FEIS. Twenty-four individuals
responded to the invitation to receive a copy of the
scoping document, but only three provided comments.

Completion of the Environmental Assessment in the year
2000 was delayed. Because of the lapse of time, late in
2001 an additional scoping document was released.

On November 19, 2001 notice of the availability of a
scoping document was mailed to 136 interested publics;
including special interest groups, other agencies,
congressional offices, and interested citizens. The scoping
notice identified the targeted noxious weed species, site-
specifically located infestations on each of the various
Ranger Districts, and described their associated
environments. A description of the Proposed Action and
the decision to be made was provided, and a specific
request for public comment was made. Seven individuals
responded to the invitation to receive a copy of the
scoping document, but only four provided comments.

In addition, the status of this project has been announced
in the Fishlake National Forest quarterly report beginning
with the spring 2000 edition and lastly in the Fall 2001
edition.

The public was informed of the following framework for
this analysis:

1. This analysis should comply with and supplement the
parent FEIS with any new local issues and concerns not
already cited in the FEIS.

2. This analysis should provide site-specific
descriptions (current infestation sites, species, and any
information on the affected environment).

3. This analysis should allow for public participation.

4. This analysis should address the local characteristics
of the particular control projects, which are too detailed to
have been specifically analyzed in the FEIS (FEIS, 2-12).

5. This analysis should not re-analyze alternatives to
Integrated Weed Management control methods or re-
analyze environmental consequences that are already
assessed in the FEIS.

6. This analysis should consider significant aspects of
site-specific environmental impacts of the Proposed
Action and inform the public that environmental concerns
have been considered in the decision-making process.

7. This analysis should provide sufficient evaluation to
the Deciding Officer to make an informed decision
regarding management of invasive noxious weeds on the
Fishlake National Forest.

The following list of questions were presented to the
public to generate constructive discussion about
opportunities to improve noxious weed management
efforts:

1. How effective are current noxious weed management
efforts?

2. How might noxious weed management efforts be
improved to reduce or preclude impacts?

3. What do you think the priorities should be for
potential control targets?

4. How should the emphasis be placed for prevention,
control, containment, and eradication?

5. In what ways can management efforts be better
coordinated?

6. In addition to the analysis provided in the FEIS, what
are the site-specific potential impacts of weed control
methods, particularly herbicide application, on forest
resources?

The Forest Service Interdisciplinary Team (IDT)
thoroughly reviewed comments received from people
interested in the proposal. All concerns raised by the
public were considered in evaluation of alternatives.

ISSUES

From 570 comments received during the scoping period
for the 1986 Intermountain Region FEIS, 15 major issues
or concerns were identified (USDA F'S, 1986):

1. Effects of herbicides on the human environment.

2. Noxious weed and poisonous plant impacts on
downstream agricultural economics caused by spread
from National Forest System lands.

3. Loss of investments on public and private lands from
the invasion of noxious weeds and poisonous plants.

4. Treatment of noxious weeds and poisonous plants in
designated wilderness and special areas.

5. Noxious weed and poisonous plant effects on other
vegetation, livestock, wildlife, and other resources.

6. Effects of control activities on other vegetation.

7. Effects of control activities on domestic livestock,
wildlife, fish, and other animals.
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8. Cost of control and adequacy of funding.

9. Legislation requiring control and coordination of the
control efforts with groups.

10. Public awareness of noxious weeds and poisonous
plants and their existing and potential impacts.

11. Health hazards and safety aspects of aerial herbicide
applications.

12. Amount and significance of soil and water
contamination from control efforts.

13. Impact of aerial herbicide applications on non-target
vegetation.

14. Effectiveness of the various control methods and
need for integrated control and control method research.
15. Noxious weed and poisonous plant control lists and
the prioritization of plants for control.

The issues receiving the most public comment were 14, 2,
and 5, with issue 14 receiving approximately one-third of
the total comments. It is the intent of this EA to only
address any new issues that are identified through local
scooping or that are important at a site-specific scale.

Of primary concern for this analysis are the key concerns
identified by the ID team that were also a focus of
comments received from the public. Although there were
no public issues that were identified as “significant” or
unresolvable, several comments do indicate a common
concern about some resources.

Key issues expressed by the public and identified by the
ID Team are:

1. Environmental Effects of Herbicide Use. There is
common concern regarding the use of herbicides relating
to possible health risks to both humans and wildlife and
non-targeted vegetation. Concerns for human health risks
are primarily focused on use of herbicides in the vicinity
of open water sources, which provide for domestic use
and at recreation sites. Concerns for wildlife health risks
are focused on both single dose exposure and
bioaccumulation of herbicides in migratory species and
fisheries. Concerns for potential visual impacts related to
herbicide use are focused on the appearance of dead
vegetation along scenic travel routes and in recreation
areas. Public comments identified no additional
components of the "Affected Environment". Analysis of
these comments indicates that respondents are more
concerned about environmental effects of the No Action
alternative.

Each of the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives
contemplated under this EA have environmental impacts
that cannot be avoided. Herbicide applications, for
example, are likely to affect some non-target plants.
Although mitigation measures would probably reduce the
potential that significant concentrations of herbicide
would reach surface water or groundwater, it is possible
that minute amounts of herbicide could migrate from the
site. Under reasonably foreseeable circumstances this

would not have a significant environmental impact. The
adoption of the No Action alternative would not
immediately result in unavoidable environmental impacts.
However, it is clear that alternatives which allow the
continued spread of noxious weeds and the continued
development of dense forest stands on these dry sites
would eventually result in unavoidable environmental
effects to various forest resources. None of the
alternatives would conflict with State and Federal water
or air quality regulations or with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service recovery plans for threatened and endangered
species. A full disclosure of environmental effects
resulting from the selected alternative will be included in
the Biological Assessment prepared after the selection of
an alternative. Although the Proposed Action could have
short-term impacts on various resources, the Proposed
Action alternative is designed to improve the long-term
productivity and sustainability of resources on the project
area.

2. Cooperation with owners of adjacent lands. One of
the greatest obstacles to effective weed control has been a
lack of social coordination between numerous individuals
and agencies working to control weeds. Many people
have made valiant efforts to deal with the weed problem,
but their efforts have been largely in vain when
surrounding landowners — public or private —were not also
involved with the cause. The increasing threat of invasive
noxious weed entry and spread - the threat of epidemic
proportions of weeds "out-of-control"- has become the
major concern of recent years. At issue is the realization
that invasive plants are introduced and then spread
without any respect for jurisdiction or property
boundaries. The challenge is to create public awareness
of this issue and focus public and private resources to
implement cooperative action on a scale commensurate to
meet the seriousness of the invasion.

Comments received suggest support for the Coordination
and Cooperation element of the Noxious Weed Control
and Management Strategy.

3. Priorities for control. These comments favor
control of noxious weeds and offer a variety of
prioritizations and suggestions. There is no discussion,
debate, or dispute about the environmental effects of the
Proposed Action. Uniformly, the comments suggest
prioritizing noxious weed control efforts. These
comments do not constitute a different array of
alternatives; they simply provide discussion of how to
implement the Noxious Weed Strategy.

4. Economic Impact of Noxious Weed Spread. There
is increasing concern about the potential economic
impacts of noxious weed infestations. Because livestock
avoid grazing many noxious weeds, these weeds affect
Utah’s  grazing industry, specifically ranchers,
landowners, businesses supplying livestock products, and
communities that rely on ranching as an economic base.
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Economic impacts to ranchers and landowners include
reduced income from lower grazing capacity (capacity for
livestock grazing decreases proportionately with the loss
of forage caused by weed infestation), lost livestock sales,
and reduced grazing land values. Noxious weeds reduce
net returns by either increasing operating expenses,
decreasing total returns, or both. Operating expenses
increase when landowners implement strategies to limit
weed invasion or manage current infestations. Total
returns are directly affected when weight gains of
livestock are reduced or animals are poisoned by certain
noxious weeds. The productive value of agricultural and
ranch lands is decreased by weeds which detract from or
limit its productivity, or increase operating and
management costs. Any factor that reduces potential net
returns from the land will diminish its value.

5. Effectiveness of weed control strategies.

Although most commenters acknowledged the potential
threat of noxious weeds, many had concerns about the
effectiveness of various methods of treatment. Methods
available for noxious weed control vary and are largely
dependent on how each weed species responds to a
particular type of treatment. = Some people were
concerned about the impact of herbicides on biological
resources and water quality. Others were interested in the
use and effectiveness of biological control methods.
Others advanced a full range of control measures,
specifying that we try to use as integrated an approach as
possible. Predicted effectiveness of each methodology is
known and will be used in development of specific weed
control strategies. Integrated weed management on
rangeland involves the use of several management
techniques in a well-planned, coordinated, and organized
program. Successful weed management requires not only
the development of a strategy for killing existing weeds,
but long-term plans for preventing their reestablishment
or the invasion of other weedy species through careful
land management. The best eradication technology will
be a combination of improved vegetation management
and a variety of treatment methods, and should include
alternate treatments in case the primary treatments fail.

6. Impacts of Weed Prevention Measures on Forest
resource users. Although most of the public respondents
recognize "prevention" as the most important action of the
Noxious Weed Control and Management Strategy,
comments express concern about use and/or activity
restrictions in concert with IWM techniques. The object
of weed control is not to restrict access to or use of the
National Forest. Rather, it is to control weeds and weed
species.  The purpose is to suppress, exclude and
eliminate dangerously interfering species in and from
sensitive areas strategic to the welfare of man, and to
restrict the geographical distribution and encroachment of
interfering plant species in an effort to responsibly
manage the environment for the welfare of man. The use
and misuse of land and land resources provides
opportunities for undesirable weeds to invade an area.

Knowledge of sites that can contribute to weed invasions
can aid in the decision process for management of land
and resources. Types of such sites are listed in the
mitigation practices, including: roads; recreation,
wilderness, roadless areas; cultural resources; grazing
allotment management; timber; minerals; soil and water;
lands and special uses; and fire. Each of these uses or
activities has a set of management practices prescribed to
mitigate hazards of noxious weed establishment or
measures to prevent invasion.

ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT

This analysis is supplemental to the parent Intermountain
Region FEIS. The selected control method in that FEIS is
Integrated Weed Management (IWM). Public scoping
produced no new issues, which would drive the creation
of alternatives other than those presented in the FEIS.
Therefore, this EA will not develop additional alternatives
to the IWM alternative. The purpose of this analysis is to
evaluate whether there are any additional site-specific
direct, indirect, or cumulative effects of implementing
IWM, which have not been disclosed in the FEIS.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT
ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY

1. Manual and/or Mechanical Control alone. Hand
pulling and hand tools (shovel, hoe, pulaski) represent the
most common techniques for manual control.  This
method of control is largely ineffective for some species,
depending on growth characteristics. Target plants with
spreading underground roots are not good candidates due
to the difficulty in removing all plant parts. Any portion
of the spreading underground parts not removed has a
high probability of generating new growth. The cost of
manual control is excessive (for broad-scale applications),
and therefore fewer acres could be treated with expected
funding. Hand pulling or grubbing can be an effective
method for controlling weeds in riparian areas. This
method is especially useful for controlling newly
established weeds that have not produced seeds or
developed an extensive root system. Grubbing each year
for 10 to 15 years is required to deplete root and/or seed
reserves of well-established plants. Cultivation can be an
effective weed control method. However, for most
rangeland treatment areas, it is impractical. Cultivation is
usually required on 2 to 3 week intervals for at least two
consecutive years for many perennial weeds. One of the
most important methods of prevention or control is hand
rogueing; the process of removing individual plants in the
field. Rogueing can be a very effective method for
controlling some weed species in hard to reach spots such
as fence lines, canal banks, wooded areas, and may be the
only practical control method in difficult terrain or in
forests and sites with associated sensitive plants.

2. Prescribed Fire Control alone. Burning is not
usually effective because soil temperatures reached are

CHAPTER 2: PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, ISSUES, and ALTERNATIVES 3



not sufficient to kill root buds or buried seeds. In some
cases, burning can increase the competitiveness of the
noxious weed by removing desirable plants. Removal of
top growth could also stimulate production of noxious
weed vegetative shoots. In order to deplete root reserves,
burning must be repeated as new shoots emerge to avoid
replenishment of root reserves. Seeding infested areas
after burning would be required to assure any degree of
success in providing long-term weed population
reductions.

3. Integrated Weed Management, including aerial
application of herbicides. In most extensive range weed
control projects, the herbicide is applied by aircraft, either
fixed wing or helicopter. Economically, the size of the
infestation or the extent of scattered infestations would
need to be at least 200 acres to be cost-effective.
Application controls with regard to drift and desired spray
patterns are generally much more restrictive than with
ground-based herbicide applications. On small areas (as
is generally the case on the Fishlake National Forest),
ground or hand equipment is most economical.

4. Integrated Weed Management, without herbicide
control. Under this alternative, managers would use
biological and manual methods to control noxious weeds.
Biological control appears to be well suited for
controlling weeds along riparian areas because they do
not impact water quality. However, most biological
control agents stress weeds or reduce seed production, but
do not kill the plants. Biological control will not
eradicate an infestation. A main objective in riparian
areas is to control weeds immediately to prevent rapid
seed dispersal by moving water.

5. Control by Excluding Livestock Grazing.
Regulations at FSH / 1909.15 / Chapter 10 (14.2) /Other
Alternatives state that: "Alternatives must meet the
purpose and need of the proposed action and specify any
activities that may produce environmental changes." It is
not the purpose and need of the proposed action to
eliminate uses of the National Forest. The purpose and
need, simply stated, is to prevent invasion of, contain,
control and/or eradicate invasive noxious weeds within
the Fishlake National Forest. Although it is recognized
that livestock, as well as many other forest management
activities, contribute to the spread of noxious weeds, and
it is valid to consider the impacts of livestock grazing on
the spread of noxious weeds, the issue is beyond the
scope of this project’s analysis. The intent of this EA is
to address current weed infestations and address current
weed treatment guidelines for future projects, which may
potentially contribute to weed spread. For this reason,
limiting livestock grazing is a decision outside the scope
of this EA. When livestock grazing is proposed, effects
of this activity on noxious weed spread will be analyzed
within the scope of site-specific analyses.

The object of weed control is not to restrict use of the
National Forest. Rather, it is to control weeds and weed

species.  The purpose is to suppress, exclude and
eliminate dangerously interfering species in and from
sensitive areas and to restrict the geographical distribution
and encroachment of interfering plant species.

Knowledge of disturbances or sites that contribute to
weed invasions can aid in the decision process for
management of land and resources. Types of
disturbances and sites are listed in the weed prevention
practices, including: roads; recreation, wilderness,
roadless areas; cultural resources; grazing allotment
management; timber; minerals; soil and water; lands and
special uses; and fire. Each of these uses or activities has
a set of practices prescribed to prevent or reduce the
likelihood of noxious weed establishment. Ten weed
prevention measures are provided in the proposed Forest
Plan Amendment as weed prevention practices to address
livestock use concurrently with emphasizing prevention
of weed invasion and limiting noxious weed spread.
Prevention measures include the provision for eliminating
livestock grazing within weed-infested areas when
scheduling entry of livestock into weed-infested units
cannot be coordinated or when necessary for reclamation
of weed-infested sites.

Cultural weed management, which includes the use or
exclusion of livestock to enhance desirable vegetation to
minimize weed invasion, is included as one of the
proposed IWM control techniques. Since elimination of
uses on National Forest System lands is outside the scope
of this EA and is in conflict with the Forest Plan, there is
no justification to develop and evaluate an alternative that
proposes exclusion of livestock for which provisions
already exist in routine forest operations and grazing
permit administration procedures. Furthermore, since
provisions are provided through the proposed Forest Plan
Amendment to control or manage livestock grazing to
prevent invasion and/or spread of noxious weeds, there is
no need to develop a no livestock-grazing alternative.

6. Control by Closing Roads. While access into the
National Forest by roads and trails, as well as many other
forest management activities, contributes to the spread of
invasive weeds, and it is valid to consider the impacts of
roads and public access on the spread of noxious weeds,
the issue is beyond the scope of this project’s analysis.
This EA addresses current weed infestations and
addresses current weed treatment guidelines for future
projects that may potentially contribute to weed spread.
For this reason, limiting public access is a decision
outside the scope of this EA. When access management
issues are analyzed and evaluated, effects of these
activities on noxious weed spread will be analyzed within
the scope of site-specific analyses.

Roads and road maintenance, as well as all transportation
activities, are identified in the Proposed Forest Plan Weed
Prevention Practices as sites that can contribute to
noxious weed invasion. These uses or activities have a set
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of practices prescribed to manage the likelihood of
noxious weed establishment or measures to prevent
invasion. Sixteen weed prevention practices are provided
in the proposed Forest Plan Amendment as measures to
address road construction and maintenance activities
concurrently with emphasizing prevention of weed
invasion and limiting noxious weed spread (Appendix F).
Four additional measures are provided to minimize
transport and establishment of noxious weeds through
recreational activities.

The object of weed control is not to restrict access to the
National Forest. Therefore, there is no justification to
develop and evaluate an alternative that proposes
restricting public access for which provisions already
exist in routine forest operations and road closure
policies.  Furthermore, since provisions are provided
through the proposed Forest Plan Amendment to manage
transportation routes in a way that invasion and/or spread
of noxious weeds is controlled, there is no need to
develop a road closure alternative.

7. Native Community Restoration. Except for
relatively small areas on high-value sites, cost of such an
alternative is prohibitive. Due to the large acreages
proposed for treatment and the high demand for native
seed, there is not adequate native seed available of the
same ecotypes as that within the project areas. If seed
were available, it would be of varied ecotypes and would
cost approximately $250 per acre (at about 20 pounds per
acre seeding rate). Seeding is most successful when
drilled or when the soil is scarified. The topography of
the project areas would, in most cases, not permit this.
Double-rate seeding is recommended if you cannot drill

or scarify. This would increase the seeding cost to
approximately $500 per acre. If 50% of the 7,600
maximum treatment acres were seeded, double-rate
seeding costs alone would be $21.5 million in addition to
the weed control costs.

Planting nursery-raised, container or bare root stock
native plants would be even more expensive than seeding.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

1. The Proposed Action. Target plants would be treated
with one or more of the following management
techniques: biological control agents (BCAs), ground-
based herbicide applications, physical and/or mechanical
techniques, or cultural treatment. @ The method or
combination of methods selected would be determined
using knowledge of target plant physiology and site-
specific considerations. Prevention is a key element of
this alternative, and weed prevention measures are
incorporated for project planning and implementation as
well as for resource user consideration.

The Proposed Action includes a Non-Significant Forest
Plan Amendment which provides supporting noxious
weed goals, objectives, management direction, Forest-
wide standards and guidelines, and weed prevention
mitigation practices (see Appendix F).

2. Continue Current Control Strategies. Current
control strategies are mostly limited to some mechanical
control (hand grubbing) and primarily ground application
of herbicides. Emphasis is placed on control of existing
infestations. No formal application of weed prevention
measures is practiced with project implementation or
required of Forest resource users

3. No Action. Target plants would not be treated.
Current treatment programs would be halted, resulting in
uncontrolled spread of noxious weeds to uninfested public
and private lands.
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DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

ALTERNATIVE 1--PROPOSED ACTION

The Fishlake National Forest is proposing to implement a
modification of the FEIS selected alternative. The FEIS
selected alternative prescribes the use of aerial herbicide
applications. This Proposed Action modifies the FEIS
alternative to exclude aerial application of herbicides.
Under the Proposed Action, managers would implement a
prevention and early detection strategy and would use
biological, ground-based chemical, cultural, mechanical,
or manual methods to control noxious weed infestations.

This alternative would implement a noxious weed
prevention, control, and eradication program that is
divided into seven areas:

1. Administration and Planning

2. Education and Awareness

3. Prevention and Early Detection
4. Coordination and Cooperation
5. Inventory and Mapping

6. Monitoring

7.

Containment/Control/Eradication

1. Administration and Planning.

Alternative 1 would require the allocatation of sufficient
funding for equipment, herbicides, and manpower
resources to provide effective planning, inventory,
prevention, control, and monitoring. It includes
direction for multi-resource funding of noxious weed
control efforts. It includes the incorporation of a Forest
Plan Amendment to provide supporting noxious weed
goals, objectives, management direction, and Forest-
wide standards and guidelines.

With the inclusion of Weed Prevention mitigation
measures, Alternative 1 institutionalizes consideration
of noxious weeds in resource planning and project
analyses and requires complete and adequate
environmental assessment (NEPA) to provide site-
specific documentation of the effects of noxious weed
control methods on forest resources. Noxious weed
prevention measures would be incorporated into project
layout, design, and alternative evaluation.

Alternative 1 uses adaptive management provisions to
update inventories, acreages, and use of additional,
more effective and safer chemicals as they become
available and suitable for treatment.

2. Education and Awareness.

On-going education efforts will be strengthened with the
intent of assisting the Forest user in identification of

existing weeds and potential new invaders and increasing
the Forest user’s awareness of the presence of, or
potential for, noxious weed infestations. As used here,
the term “Forest user” includes the general public,
specific user groups, timber sale purchasers, special use
and grazing permittees, contractors, Forest Service
employees, volunteers, and partners. Emphasis will be
placed on everybody’s personal responsibility in
preventing the introduction or spread of weeds.

Specific actions would include:

e Presentations to the general public (through visits to
local schools, service organization meetings,
Chambers of Commerce meetings, evening talks
given in developed campgrounds, and incorporation
into other outdoor education activities and displays).

e Presentations to specific user groups, such as
Backcountry Horsemen, Boy Scouts of America,
ATV groups, etc. (through visits to their organization
meeting, as a part of their outings, or as conducted
tours of infested sites).

e Presentations to purchasers, permittees, and
contractors (during pre-work and annual meetings).

e Provide training for field-going personnel on weed
identification,  treatment  methods, herbicide
application, and monitoring.

e Development and installation of educational signs
and posters. These signs would identify measures
that should be taken to prevent the invasion of
noxious weeds.

3. Prevention and early detection.

The goal of a prevention program is to prevent or reduce
the likelihood and frequency of invasion by weed species
that are as yet unrecorded in the management unit.
Prevention means to detect and correct the conditions that
cause or favor the presence of competing or unwanted
vegetation. Prevention should be directed at all federally
listed invasive noxious weed species. Prevention
programs should include such techniques as limiting weed
seed dispersal, minimizing soil disturbance, and properly
managing desirable vegetation. A prevention strategy
specific to the project or management area should be
developed as part of the analysis to be used in planning
for, and before proceeding with, site-specific projects.
This site-specific analysis should be done in conjunction
with, and considered part of the project review and
documentation process required by NEPA. All activities
authorized or conducted on the Forest would be reviewed
for their potential to spread weeds or create conditions
that are conducive to weed establishment. Weed
prevention practices would be implemented. In effect,
any project that may have implications for vegetative
management is required to address how noxious weed
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infestations will be prevented (and/or controlled if
prevention alone is insufficient or infeasible) during
project implementation.

e Weed Prevention Mitigation Practices implemented
with Alternative 1 and incorporated by way of a
Forest Plan Amendment include prescribed
prevention measures for:

1. Land Use Planning and Implementation

. Ground Disturbance and Revegetation

. Gravel Pits and Material Borrow Sources

. Roadway Construction, Maintenance, Obliteration

. Recreation, Wilderness, Roadless Areas

. Cultural Resources

. Wildlife Grazing Impacts ;Fish Habitat Projects

. Grazing Allotment Management

9. Timber Harvest

10. Post Timber Harvest

11. Mining and Minerals Exploration

12. Soil and Water Restoration Projects

13. Lands and Special Uses

14. Wildfire Management and Impacts

15. Prescribed Fire Management and Impacts

16. Fire Rehabilitation

17. Administration

[o<BEN Be NNV, NSRS I 9}

e The Early Detection goal of Alternative |1
emphasizes the importance of finding new invaders
before infestations reach 1 acre in size. This target
level size is low because the feasibility of removing
the species is much greater both economically and
logistically at this level. First response to a new
exotic plant would be to stop all seed production. If
the plants are found in the flowering and seed
development stages, hand removal of the seeds are
a must. If the plant population is small enough,
hand pulling should be considered for the entire
site. The seeds should be burned in a confined area
that can be monitored for future seed germination.
If the noxious weed is a perennial, measures should
be taken to kill the root system. Digging and
pulling may be effective if it has a taproot. If it has
a rhizome-like root system, it most likely will need
to be done with an herbicide.

e The Proposed Action would emphasize
enforcement of FS Order #04-00-052, closing all
NFS lands on the Fishlake NF to possessing or
storing hay, straw, or mulch which has not been
certified as weed-free by any authorized State or
County Officer.

4. Coordination and Cooperation.

A specific objective of the proposed action is to cooperate
and coordinate with State agencies, private landowners,
weed control districts and boards, local governments, the
university/research community, and other Federal
agencies to promote increased efficiencies and

effectiveness in the successful prevention and control of
noxious weeds.

Specific emphasis items include:

a. Coordination of weed management programs with
adjacent and intermingled landownership.

b. Participation in local weed boards, organizations, and
rural development planning.

c. Cooperation with Federal, State, County, and local
road and highway departments to integrate cooperative
control efforts across all ownership.

d. Cooperation with other Federal agencies to ensure
that data is compatible and accessible within the FS and to
outside users.

e. Cooperation with other Federal agencies in inventory,
monitoring, and mapping, use of remote sensing
information and database management for compatible
data systems.

f.  Cooperation with Federal and non-Federal partners
and cooperators in development of educational programs.
g. Cooperation with Federal and non-Federal partners
and cooperators to pool funding with public and private
landowners for the most efficient use of funds in noxious
weed management.

h. Seeking of cooperation and funding from private
sources including cooperate foundations, grants, and
organizations.

i.  Participation as a cooperator in a Cooperative Weed
Management Area (CWMA) for South-Central Utah. A
CWMA is intended to bring together those responsible for
weed management within South-Central Utah to develop
common management objectives, facilitate effective
treatment, and coordinate efforts along logical geographic
boundaries with similar land types, use patterns, and
problem  species. Cooperators include private
landowners, county  governments, federal land
management agencies, and interested organizations and
individuals. Cooperators will jointly: 1) establish control
priorities, 2) establish specific weed management
objectives, 3) create treatment zones within the weed
management areas, 4) treat individual weed
species/infestations, 5) coordinate the use of resources
and manpower, 6) develop common inventory techniques
and mapping, and 7) manage designated noxious weeds in
an integrated approach.

Treatment needs to be a continuing program. The weed
problem must be recognized as an on-going management
problem. Weed control can best be obtained through a
carefully planned, integrated, and cooperative effort of
public agencies and private citizens through on-going
programs. A meaningful noxious weed control program
requires consistent and continued financial support to be
effective. Many noxious weeds cannot be successfully
controlled in a single year due to carry-over seeds in the
soil or due to differences in plant susceptibility on a given
site at any one time. In many instances, treatment must
be repeated over two or more years to be effective.

CHAPTER 2: PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, ISSUES, and ALTERNATIVES 7



5. Inventory and Mapping.

Surveying for noxious weeds is an important component
of the Proposed Action. Surveys are conducted to
determine and document the presence, location, and
extent of noxious weed populations. Current data
collection and analysis methods emphasize a watershed
approach to define weed infestations, spread rates and
prediction of areas potentially susceptible to infestation.
This watershed approach facilitates the detection and
treatment of noxious weeds by identifying areas of
somewhat homogeneous conditions.

Specific action items include:

a. In all resource assessments, studies, and evaluations
ensure that information on the occurrence of noxious
weeds is also included in the collection of data; e.g. stand
examinations, range analysis, wildlife habitat evaluations,
etc.

b. Conduct annual inspections at trailheads, dispersed
campsites, developed campgrounds, interpretive sites,
wildlife feeding areas, and administrative sites with
emphasis on detection of new invader species.

c. Annually, survey open transportation systems, gravel
or material borrow sites.

d. Record baseline noxious weed inventory information
to include 1) weed species, 2) locations of infestations, 3)
acreage infested, 4) density of plants, 5) ecosystem
community type, 6) environmental conditions; e.g. soil
conditions, exposure, level of disturbance, and current
land-use activities.

e. Information collected will be recorded on a Site
Inventory form that will be filed in a project file set up for
that site and recorded in corporate noxious weed data
bases.

f.  Noxious weed infestations will be located using
Global Positioning Systems (GPS) technology and
mapped using Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
technology.

g. All survey information will be shared with the
appropriate County Noxious Weed Boards.

6. Monitoring.

Monitoring is conducted to evaluate implementation and
effectiveness of management activities. Monitoring is
defined as the orderly collection, analysis, and
interpretation of resource data to evaluate progress toward
meeting management objectives. Specific monitoring
activities are designed as an integral part of the overall
noxious weed management project description.
Monitoring includes information on both vegetation and
human health conditions.

Monitoring of noxious weed management activities is
conducted in three phases:

a. Before Treatment Activity. Monitoring before
treatment is employed to collect baseline information for
use in determining rates of spread and/or effectiveness of
management activities. Not all projects will require the
collection of baseline data. =~ When appropriate, the
collection of baseline data facilitates the monitoring of the
various weed treatments. This data would allow later
comparisons to determine effectiveness of treatments in
meeting management objectives.

b. During Treatment Activity. Monitoring during
treatment activity is employed to minimize human
exposure and to avoid adverse health effects. Herbicide
projects are closely monitored for appropriate weather
conditions. Speed and direction of wind in relation to the
spray site are critical to proper operation. As necessary,
water quality monitoring is conducted to ensure
compliance with State water quality standards.
Adherence to safety practices, specific restrictions, and
any worker accidents are monitored and recorded.

c. Following Treatment Activity. Monitoring after
treatment activity evaluates treatment effectiveness. All
treatment sites will be visited approximately one month
after treatment to determine effectiveness. A longer
period, such as annual monitoring, may be established in
the management prescription for the project if a long-term
trend study is needed. Annually, each inventoried noxious
weed infestation will be surveyed to determine extent and
rate of spread or treatment effectiveness.

7. Containment/Control/Eradication.

Prioritization of treatment must be determined on the
basis of 1) maintaining integrity of and protecting
Research Natural Areas (RNAs), 2) reducing risk of
weed-seed spread through management of high-risk areas,
3) coordinated treatment efforts (common boundaries
with other landowners and collaboration with Cooperative
Weed Management Areas (CWMAs), and 4) focus on
targeted species.

RNAs are established to provide opportunities for
research in ecosystems influenced only by natural
processes. Highest priority is placed on prevention of
establishment of noxious weeds in the Cove and Ant Hill
proposed RNAs.

Because of the propensity for weed dispersal and rapid
invasion in new areas, specific high-risk locations have
critical priorities for treatment and must be identified by
managers for preference treatment: 1) Rights-of-way
comprise the single most important point of noxious weed
invasion. Roads and trails provide a means for weed
vectors (things that move weeds) to travel and transport
seed and plant parts great distances from the source.
Trails and trailheads provide channels for weeds to
migrate to remote areas of forest and rangelands; 2)
Developed and undeveloped recreational areas are
included as points of noxious weed invasion and should
be considered as conduits for weed-seed dispersal. But
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they are also areas for priority treatment because noxious
weeds reduce the quality of recreational use and can make
some areas unusable; 3) Forest streams are also conduits
for the spread of noxious weeds. Invading weeds along
forest streams provide seeds that can spread downstream
to agricultural lands and water impoundments. Riparian
areas are also essential habitats for multitudes of wildlife
and fish; 4) Some weed species are much more aggressive
than others, producing hundreds of thousands of seeds per
plant with seeds remaining viable for longer periods.
These weed species need to be prioritized for treatment.

Following is the proposed strategy for containment,
control, and eradication by specific weed species:

1. First priority for containment and control treatment
are areas infested by musk thistle, leafy spurge, and
Scotch thistle. These weed species spread much faster
than the other established species and produce seed that is
viable for many years. These infestations MUST be
treated annually to prevent any increase in size.

Noxious Weed Acs District
Leafy spurge 37 Fillmore
22 Beaver
Musk thistle 1647 Richfield
554 Fillmore
40 Beaver
Scotch thistle 2462 Fillmore
1657 Beaver
9 Richfield

2. First priority for eradication treatment is noxious
weed species with limited extent of infestation: Follow-up
treatments at least twice a year for a minimum of 5 years.

Noxious Weed Acs District
Canada thistle 2 Richfield
Dalmation toadflax 1 Fillmore
Dyers woad 1 Fillmore
Black henbane 5 Fillmore
Russian Knapweed 2 Fillmore

3. Second priority for containment and control
treatment are isolated new infestations of established
invaders (invasive spread).

Noxious Weed Acs District
Squarose knapweed 110 Fillmore
Toadflax (yellow) 256 Fillmore
Whitetop 79 Beaver

586 Fillmore
66 Richfield

Squarose knapweed 110 Fillmore

4. Develop strategies for control of noxious weeds
where the use of herbicides may not be appropriate; i.e.,
riparian areas. Biological Control Agents may be
appropriate treatments in these areas.

Integrated Weed Management Methods

The Proposed Action considers four general methods for
managing noxious weeds:

Ground-based chemical weed control
Biological Weed Control

Manual and Mechanical Control
Cultural Weed Management

el e

1. Ground-based chemical weed control. Selective
herbicides can effectively remove broad-leaved weeds,
and shift the competitive balance in favor of desired
grasses. In most cases, weed control is temporary and
requires repeated applications. The most commonly used
broad-leaved herbicides used for noxious weed control
are 2,4-D, picloram, and dicamba. The most common
non-selective herbicide used on rangeland is glyphosate.
Herbicide application is compatible with and compliments
State and County noxious weed control programs.
Herbicides are applied in several ways, depending upon
the treatment objective, accessibility and topography of
the treatment area, target species, expected costs,
equipment limitations, and potential environmental
impacts. Hand applications include backpack spraying,
wiper application, and broadcast spreading (granular
formulations). Backpack sprayers are operated at low
pressure and low volume and generally release herbicide
through a single nozzle.

Conventional herbicidal treatment for most broadleaf
weeds has primarily relied on a standard mixture of the
herbicides 2,4-D and Dicamba (Dicamba at .5-1 b ai/ac
with 2 1bs ae/ac of 2,4-D). Methods of application depend
on the species, terrain, and size of the area to be treated.
The Proposed Action would allow for the use of
herbicides approved for noxious weed control at the rates
described on the herbicide labels and approved by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This would
include, the list of herbicides and carriers identified in the
1992 "Risk Assessment for Herbicide Use In Forest
Service Regions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 10 and on Bonneville
Power Administration Sites" (USDA FS, 1992). 1t is
intended that as newer, safer, and more efficient
herbicides are developed, approved for use, and risk
assessments prepared that these chemicals would also be
included for appropriate noxious weed control. The
Proposed Action:

Allows for the use of herbicides listed in Table III-B-1 of
the Risk Assessment and all approved, newly developed
herbicides which are appropriate for use in herbicide
control of noxious weeds.
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1. Provides for the application of herbicides at rates
described on the herbicide labels. However, general
application rates will conform to the typical
application rates described in Table III-B-1 of the
Risk Assessment. Higher application rates will only
be used when the District noxious weed program
manager documents the need based on inability to
control the specific target noxious weed infestation at
the typical application rate.

2. Limits the daily amount of active ingredient applied
by any one applicator to that amount displayed in
Tables III-E-21 through III-E-26 of the Risk
Assessment such that his dose does not exceed the
low risk level.

3. Limits the application of herbicides to the typical
case or extreme case scenarios which show low risk
for possible toxic effects on wildlife, fish or aquatic
organisms as displayed in Tables III-H-2, III-H-3,
and III-H-6 in the Risk Assessment.

4. Includes mitigation requirements described in the
Risk Assessment on page I1I-B-7 (page 2-8).

Herbicide treatments are intended to be just a part of the
overall IWM approach, and would be used in conjunction
with other measures in the control of noxious weeds.

Advantages of herbicide methods include a wide range of
selectivity from targeting specific or individual plants to
killing all vegetation on site. Residual effects may vary
depending on a multitude of variables including soil type,
temperature, type of herbicide, and rainfall. In many
cases it is an advantage to use herbicides that have
residual properties in the forest environment as they
provide control of weeds that germinate some time after
herbicide application. By using herbicides at the earliest
possible stage of infestation (smaller area/lowest
dominance rating), the overall reliance on herbicides is
reduced. The weed is controlled before it out competes
native species or spreads over larger areas. In most cases,
direct application of herbicides is more effective and costs
less than other methods of weed control.

A disadvantage of the use of herbicides is the temporary
introduction of foreign chemical substances into the
environment, and the potential for causing direct or
indirect effects on health or environment. Non-target
species may be adversely affected. Selectivity and off-
site effects vary by herbicide type.
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The 1993-94 Montana/Utah/Wyoming Weed Control Handbook (Whitson et. al., 1993) recommends the following herbicide
treatment for the identified noxious weeds:

Herbicide Treatment Recommendations

Table 2-1

Noxious Weed

Herbicide

Application Rate

Application Time

Dicamba (banvel) + 2,4-D

Clopyralid + 2,4-D amine

.5 Ib ai/ac or 1 pt Banvel/ac +
1 1b ai/ac 2,4-D

2-3 qt/ac Curtail; 2/3 pt/ac
Stinger

Canada thistle Amitrole (Amitrol-T) Spot: .5 1b ai/12 gal water Before bud stage, 6" height
Broadcast: 4 1b ai/ac
Clopyrid (Curtail) 1/2-2/3 gal/ac Curtail; 2/3-1 Active growing rosettes to bloom
pt/ac Stinger
Chlorsulfuron (Telar 75) '272'1165212/23 2;60r 1-20zprod/ac | gjoom or early seed development
Dicamba (b 1 ] Anytime duri i
icamba (banvel) Spot: 2-4 Ib ae/100 gal water nytime during growing season
S-11b 1-2 qt prod/
Picloram (Tordon 22K Spot: 2?_,? ;),f pro d‘/ll (I))(gog a? cre Before or at bud stage
water
Metsulfuron (Escort/Ally) | 6 oz ai/ac or 1 oz prod/acre Active growth to bloom stage
Glyphosate (Roundup) Wiper applic: 10-33% solution | Active growth past bud growth
Dalmation Dicamba (banvel) 4-6 Ib ae or 4-6 qts prod/ac Early spring prior to bloom stage
toadflax Picloram (Tordon 22K 1-1.5 1b ae or 2-3 qts prod/ac Spring before full bloom
Yellow toadflax
Spotted knapweed | Picloram (Tordon 22K) .25-.5 ae or 1-2 gt prod/ac From rosette to mid-bolt stage
Squarrose 2,4-D (4 or 6 EC) 2 lb ae/ac or 2 qt (4EC) or 2.7 Spring: Flower stem elongation
knapweed pt (6EC)/ac

Active growing rosettes, pre-bolt

Before flower stem elongation

Hoary Cress

2,4-D (4 or 6EC)

2-3 1b ae or 2-3 qt (4EC) or

Early in growth stage: Little

Picloram (Tordon 22K)

ai/ac Dicamba
1-2 pts/ac

(whitetop) 2.7-4 pt (6EC)/ac control is attained after the bud
Chlorsulfuron (Telar 75) .75 oz ai/ac or 1 oz prod/ac stage
Metsulfuron (Escort/Ally) | -3--5 0z aior.5-.75 oz prod/ac Bud to early bloom stage
Amitrole (Amitrol-T) Spot: 3 1b ai/50 gal water Bud to early bloom stage
Before the first bloom opens
Scotch thistle Clopyralid + 2,4-D amine 1-2 gt/ac Curtail Before flower stem development
Musk thistle Picloram (Tordon 22K .25-.5 ae or 1-2 qt prod/ac Spring: Prior to seed stalks
Chlorsulfuron (Telar 75) .75-2.2 oz ai/ac; 1-3 oz prod/ac | Young, actively growing plants
Russian Glyphosate 3 1b ae/ac or 1 gal prod/ac Late bud-early flower
knapweed Tordon 22K (2EC) 0.5-1 1b ae/ac or 1-2 qt prod/ac | Early flower-killing frost
Clopyralid + 2,4-D amine | 2.5-5 qt/ac mixture (Curtail) Before flower stem elongation
Telar (75DF) .5-1.5 oz ai/ac; .7-2 oz prod/ac | post bloom stage
Leafy spurge Amitrole 8 b ai/ac Bud to bloom stage
Dicamba 2-6 1b ae/ac; 2-6 qts product/ac | Spring or early summer
Picloram .5-2 1b ae/ac; 1-4 gt product/ac | Growing season up to first frost
2,4-D 1 Ib ae/ac; 1 qt 4EC product/ac | Bud to early bloom stage
Dyers woad 2,4-D 1.5-2 Ib ae/ac; 1.5-2 qt 4EC/ac | Rosette stage; after fall growth
Dicamba + 2,4-D (4#/gal) | .5 ptbanvel + 1 pt 2,4-D/ac Bud or bloom stage; fall germin.
Metsulfuron .3-.5 oz ai/ac; .5-.75 oz prod/ac | Post emergence-young plants
Chlorsulfuron .75 oz ai/ac; 1 oz prod/ac Pre- or early-post emergence
Black henbane 2,4-D and Dicamba .75 1bs ai/ac 2,4-D and .25 lbs Actively growing plants

Activiely growing plants
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2. Biological weed control. Biological control involves
using living organisms, such as insects, pathogens,
parasites, or grazing animals (such as goats and sheep) to
suppress the weed infestation to an acceptable level that
shifts the competitive balance in favor of desired plant
species. Classical biological control is the distribution of
natural enemies collected from the weeds' area of origin.
The ability to effectively use biological control agents is
limited primarily by the availability of agents. If
complete eradication of a weed is necessary or possible,
biocontrol agents are not a good choice (Rees et. al.,
1996). Classical biological control involves the
introduction and management of selected natural enemies
of a weed. Most BCAs for noxious weeds feed on the
flower heads. Other BCAs feed on the crown and stems,
leaves, and roots. To be successful, an introduced
biological control agent need not kill its weedy host
outright. If the insect can stress the plant and reduce its
competitive advantage, more desirable vegetation can
displace the weed.

Biological control is slower than other weed control
methods.  Another disadvantage of this biological
vegetation management technique is that it does not
control the spread of noxious weeds, but instead
suppresses it. This is because the insects require a
residual population of the host plants in order to survive.
Biological agents may significantly reduce the number of
viable plants but they will not completely eradicate their
host. After populations of the host weeds decrease,
populations of BCAs will correspondingly decrease.
Therefore a resurgence of weed populations may occur
due to seed reserves in the soil, missed plants, and lagging
populations of BCAs. Another disadvantage lies in the
fact that although introduction of host-specific insects is
carefully studied and planned in advance, there is always
the potential risk of disrupting natural ecosystems. This
risk has been minimized by using host-specific agents,
careful suitability studies, and intensive monitoring.

3. Manual and mechanical control. Physical weed
control methods can be effective on small infestations.
Hand-pulling, hoeing, tilling,

mulching, burning, and mowing are all commonly used to
control noxious weeds. Manual treatment consists of
hand pulling or grubbing with hand tools and, therefore, is
very labor intensive. Hand pulling and hoeing are most
successful under conditions where complete crown
removal can be obtained. Shallow-rooted weeds can be
removed by hand pulling where the soil is loose or moist.
Tillage can be successfully used in level areas. A single
low-intensity fire does not effectively control weeds
because it is not hot enough to prevent resprouting from
crowns or re-establishment from viable seeds in the soil.
Fires may create the type of disturbance that promotes the
colonization of many weeds.  However, herbicide
efficiency may increase when applied post-burn. Mowing
reduces seed production in some plants, especially

annuals. However, the stage of growth and weather after
mowing appears critical (Isaacson et. al., 1998).

The effectiveness of hand pulling is limited to plants that
spread primarily by seed. Success is more likely when
the size or level of infestation is low. Hand pulling or
digging may be an effective tool when used to remove
missed or late-blooming plants in follow-up treatments.
Cost of manual control is much higher per acre than
herbicide methods; therefore fewer acres can be treated
with equal funding.

4. Cultural weed management. Cultural methods are
generally aimed at enhancing desirable vegetation to
minimize weed invasion. Plant competition, grazing, and
fertilization can favor desired species. Revegetation with
desirable plants may be the best long-term alternative for
controlling weeds on sites without an understory of
desirable species. Establishing competitive grasses can
minimize the re-invasion of rangeland weeds and provide
excellent forage production (Isaacson et. al., 1998).

Additional Requirements of Alternative 1 — Proposed
Action

The following requirements will be implemented under
this proposed action (Alternative 1). These measures are
required to alleviate adverse effects to TEPCS/MIS
plants, animals, fish, and other wildlife species.

1. Ranger Districts will annually prepare Pesticide Use
Proposals for treatment of each weed species (see
Appendix G). These proposals will be reviewed and
approved by the Forest Noxious weed coordinator for
consistency with this analysis and appropriate application
and treatment procedures.

2. The size, width, and extent of modified treatment
areas will be identified and determined on a case-by-case
basis considering factors such as proximity to habitations,
TEPCS/MIS habitats, and the presence of water. The
application of herbicides by vehicle-mounted boom
sprayers will not be permitted in modified treatment
areas. Target plants adjacent to streams, dwellings, or
occupied TEPCS/MIS habitats will be treated to achieve
effective control and minimize spread. In these areas,
target plants will be controlled using spot treatments with
herbicides or other suitable methods. Any herbicide used
will be carefully selected to minimize drift and adverse
effects to live water, human habitations, and/or
TEPCS/MIS species.

3. Within riparian areas, biological and mechanical
treatment methods are preferred over chemical methods.
Chemical treatment may be used if it is determined that
would be most effective, however, herbicides must be
applied on a site-specific basis using spot treatment
methods directed at individual plants. No boom mounted
sprayers or other similar devices would be allowed.
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4. As new information or locations of noxious weeds
becomes available, each district will informally
discuss this new information with the District, Zone,
or Forest Wildlife Biologist to determine if potential
problems exist related to treatments. This will be
required if the new noxious weed infestations are
greater than 10 acres or are in a potentially sensitive
area.

5. In treatment areas where Utah prairie dogs are known
to occur, the use of 2,4-D and triclopyr would not
be allowed.

ALTERNATIVE 2--CONTINUE CURRENT
CONTROL STRATEGIES

Under this alternative, there would be no change in
invasive weed management on project areas. Currently
approved ground-based invasive weed treatments would
continue. Release of Biological control agents (parasites
and predators and pathogens) would be limited and
approved with site-specific analyses.

The majority of historical control efforts have been by
the use of herbicides (both ground-based broadcast and
spot treatment applications) and physical and mechanical
(hand pulling/digging). In 1987, a site-specific evaluation
was completed for treatment of noxious weed infestations
on the Forest as directed in the Regional Noxious Weed
and Poisonous Plant Control Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) (USDA FS, 1986). That evaluation was
updated in 1989, and on April 16, 1990, a Decision
Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact was
approved for controlling noxious weeds on the Fishlake
National Forest. Annually, approximately 1,000 acres
have been chemically and/or mechanically treated under
these programs and approved pesticide-use proposals.
Most noxious weed areas have been treated with
herbicides for many years (15 to 20 years, and longer in
some cases). Most species have been treated with 2,4-D.
More recent invaders have been sprayed

with some of the more selective and systemic herbicides
such as Amitrol-T, Dicamba, and Tordon. In each
instance, spot treatments with ground rig or backpack
sprayers were used.

The targeted acreage of noxious weeds for treatment
under this alternative is the same as that for the Proposed
Action.

Under this alternative no Forest Plan amendment would
be developed to include revised goals and objectives for
noxious weed control and management. No weed
prevention practices would be emphasized for resource
uses and activities.

Aggressive control of weed infestations would not occur.
There would be no adaptive strategy to plan for

eradication of new invaders or to adjust treatment needs if
site conditions in existing infestations change.

Proposed weed control efforts would likely be addressed
on a project-by-project or site-by-site basis, but with no
overall strategy or prioritization. New noxious weed
invaders would be treated, as they are detected and as
funding permits.

Under this alternative, most noxious weed species would
be considered an established part of the ecosystem.

Requirements of Alternative 2

The following five requirements will be implemented
under Alternative 2. These measures are required to
alleviate adverse effects to TEPCS/MIS plants, animals,
fish, and other wildlife species

1. The size, width, and extent of modified treatment areas
will be identified and determined on a case-by-case basis
considering factors such as proximity to habitations,
TEPCS/MIS habitats, and the presence of water. The
application of herbicides by vehicle-mounted boom
sprayers will not be permitted in modified treatment
areas. Target plants adjacent to streams, dwellings, or
occupied TEPCS/MIS habitats will be treated to achieve
effective control and minimize spread. In these areas,
target plants will be controlled using spot treatments with
herbicides or other suitable methods. Any herbicide used
will be carefully selected to minimize drift and adverse
effects to live water, human habitations, and/or
TEPCS/MIS species.

2. Within riparian areas biological and mechanical
treatment methods will be encouraged over chemical
methods. If it is determined that chemical treatment
would be most effective, then it may be used, however,
herbicides must be applied on a plant-specific basis using
spot treatment methods directed at individual plants. No
boom mounted sprayers or other similar devices would be
allowed.

3. As new information or locations of noxious weeds
becomes available, each district will informally discuss
this new information with the District, Zone, or Forest
Wildlife Biologist to determine if potential problems exist
related to treatments. This will be required if the new
noxious weed infestations are greater than 10 acres or are
in a potentially sensitive area.

4. In treatment areas where Utah prairie dogs are known
to occur, the use of 2,4-D and triclopyr would not be
allowed.

5. On riparian treatment sites where the Colorado
cutthroat trout is known to occur, a Fisheries, District,
Zone or Forest Wildlife Biologist will be consulted to

CHAPTER 2: PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, ISSUES, and ALTERNATIVES 13



determine if specific actions are necessary to minimize
impacts to this species.

ALTERNATIVE 3--NO ACTION (NO
TREATMENT)

The No Action alternative is required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as a means to describe
the conditions that would exist without conducting the
proposed action. The intent of this alternative is to
provide a baseline against which the effects associated
with the two action alternatives could be compared.

Under Alternative 3 there would be no noxious weed
control activities on the Fishlake National Forest.
Preventative measures to reduce the current spread of
noxious weeds or the likelihood of new infestations could
be implemented or required by other management
programs, but their application would not be stipulated by
established direction. The noxious weeds that currently
exist on the Forest would be allowed to continue to spread
and no actions would be taken to reduce the risk of new
invasions by other weeds. The No Action alternative
would result in uncontrolled spread of noxious weeds to
uninfested public and private lands. Without suppression
or containment, weeds will continue to spread into
susceptible areas not presently occupied by these plants.
Many susceptible plant communities are rapidly
becoming infested with undesirable weeds to the extent
that native plant communities are irreversibly changed.

If noxious weeds are not managed, there will be high
potential for increasingly adverse short-term (0-1 year),
long-term (1-5 years), and cumulative effects to occur on
Forest resources and activities.

Left uncontrolled, these plants severely threaten
biodiversity, habitat quality, and ecosystem functions (see
Chapter 4)

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures are intended to ensure the proper and
safe application of herbicides on lands that may be treated
in Forest Service vegetation management programs.
Federal and State laws set minimum standards to follow
when applying herbicides on Government-owned forest
and rangelands. Each regional and district office may
develop additional restrictions and precautions. The
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
(FIFRA) requires pesticide manufacturers to register their
chemicals with the Federal Government and to list
allowable uses, application rates, and special restrictions
on each herbicide's label. All of the pesticides considered
in this Environmental Analysis are registered under
FIFRA with EPA. Application operations must comply
with the label rates, uses, and handling instructions
according to Federal law.

Herbicide ground application procedures undergo detailed
planning weeks or even months in advance. Specific
mitigation measures include not spraying in sensitive
areas, notifying the public, posting warning signs, and
conducting monitoring.

Herbicide Application. Specific examples of project
safety and mitigation may include:

e Suspension of application operations will occur when
any one of the following conditions exist:

-- Wind velocity exceeds 6 miles per hour for liquids
or 15 miles per hour for granular herbicides, unless a
lower maximum wind speed is specified on the label.

-- Snow or ice covers the target foliage

-- Precipitation is occurring or is forecasted within 24
hours of treatment

-- Fog significantly reduces visibility

-- Air turbulence, such as thermal updrafts, is
sufficient to affect the normal herbicide distribution
pattern

e Maintenance of radio network will link all parts of
the project

e Use of equipment will be designed to deliver a
median droplet diameter of 200 to 800 microns (droplet
sizes large enough to avoid excessive drift while
providing adequate coverage of target vegetation.)

e Individuals involved in the safe handling and
application of herbicides will be trained and certified.

e The use of products which have narrow margins of
safety will be restricted or approval for use of these
products reserved to higher authority.

e Public access to areas during and for a period
following treatment may be restricted.

e The use of herbicides near residences, culinary water
sources, food crops, or gardens will be restricted.

e  The number of days or hours per day that application
crews may apply products with narrow margins of safety
will be restricted.

e Livestock will be prevented from grazing in areas
treated with some herbicides.

e The wuse of clothing approved for herbicide
application will be required.
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REQUIRED DESIGN CRITERIA

The following specific criteria must be applied during
project implementation if an action alternative is selected.
The purpose of these measures is to completely avoid, or
to the fullest extent possible, minimize the potential for
adverse effects to soil and water resources. The effects
analysis assumes their implementation. Informal Forest
Plan monitoring, a review done by Norris et. al. 1991, and
past experience have shown that the included measures
are effective if diligently and correctly applied.

Water Quality.

The likelihood of an herbicide impacting surface water,
groundwater, or culinary sources will be greatly decreased
through the use of the following mitigation measures:

e Non-aquatic weeds. Buffer zones (200 feet
minimum) will be designated around lakes, springs,
reservoirs, wetlands, perennial and intermittent streams.
Cultural, mechanical and biological weed treatments can
occur in these areas. Herbicide use will not occur within
buffer zones to protect aquatic species and water quality.

e Non-aquatic weeds. Within riparian areas, that have
no standing or running water or that have infestations
outside a buffer zone protecting a water source, biological
and mechanical treatment methods will be encouraged
over chemical methods. If it is determined that chemical
treatment will be more effective then it may be used,
however, herbicides must be applied on a site-specific
basis using spot treatment methods directed at individual
plants. No boom mounted sprayers or other similar
devices are allowed.

Source Water Protection Areas.

o Herbicide use will be excluded from established
Source Water Protection Areas for public drinking water.
In most cases, this would include the areas delineated for
Zone 1 and Zone 2 of the Source Protection Plan.

e Application of pesticides within Zone 3 (3-year
ground water travel time distance) of Source Water
Protection Areas will require a Use Waiver from the Utah
Division of Drinking Water. To qualify for a Use Waiver,
pesticides cannot have been used, stored, transported,
disposed of, or manufactured within Zone 3 within the
past 5 years.

e  Treatment in municipal and domestic watersheds will
only be conducted after attaining a Use Waiver and
notifying the system managers (and the Forest Service, if
done by a cooperator) of planned treatment locations,
times, and application rates. Prior notice will allow the
system managers to object to or do additional water
quality monitoring if they so desire. A list of active water

systems in each county can be accessed at the following
web address:
http://www.epa.gov/safewater/dwinfo/ut.htm. A map of
current sites that have established Source Water
Protection Areas in or within 3,000 feet of the Fishlake
National Forest is included in Appendix 1.

e Herbicide mixing, storing, and filling areas will be
located outside surface and culinary water buffer zones.

e Herbicides identified as having high leaching
potential and high mobility (picloram, metsulfuron,
chlorsulfuron, dicamba, clopyralid) will not be used over
identified sensitive aquifers.

e 2.4-D and glysophate will not be used within 1/2 mile
of any culinary water source.

Important Native & Recreational Fisheries Protection.

Chemical treatment will not occur within 300 feet of the
perennial portions of the streams listed in the following
table to further reduce the probability of affecting native
Bonneville and Colorado River Cutthroat trout
populations. Chemical treatment will also be avoided
within 150 feet of intermittent channels and within 50 feet
of ephemeral (dry) channels that are part of the stream
network in these watersheds. This list will be updated as
native cutthroat reintroductions expand existing occupied
habitats. A current map of the critical stream sections is
included in Appendix I.

%ﬁiﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁl&;ﬁle District | Type of Fisheries

Pole Creek Fillmore | Bonneville Cutthroat
Sam Stowe Fillmore | Bonneville Cutthroat
UM Creek Loa Colorado Rivr Cutthroat
Sand Creek Loa Colorado Rivr Cutthroat
Pine Creek Beaver Bonneville Cutthroat

N. Fork North Ck | Beaver Bonneville Cutthroat
Briggs Creek Beaver Bonneville Cutthroat
Birch Ck West Beaver Bonneville Cutthroat
Birch Ck East Beaver Bonneville Cutthroat
Tenmile Creek Beaver Bonneville Cutthroat
Zflilnﬁgfnli{xfg& Ck Richfield | Bonneville Cutthroat

Extra caution should also be taken when applying
chemicals in the watersheds listed below that support
recreational fisheries that are unique and especially
important to the Forest.

Stream / Ranger . .
Watershed Name Distrg‘ict Ui oif heniss
Corn Creek Fillmore Recreational
Sevenmile Creek | Loa Recreational
Fish Lake Loa Recreational
Beaver River Beaver Recreational
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Shallow Water Tables and Wetlands.

Treatment must not be applied where the water table is
high, where leaching or surface runoff is likely, except
when using chemicals for the target species that are EPA
approved for aquatic applications.

Applications on roads and trails or within 300 feet of
channels (wet or dry) will not be applied when the
National Weather Service predicts a strong likelihood of
moisture within the next 24 hours (50 percent or more
chance of precipitation with amounts of 0.1 inches or
more within the next 24 hours).

Off-Road Application with Mechanized Equipment

Use of mechanized off-road equipment for spraying will
be consistent with the Forest Travel Plan Map.
Deviations will require District Ranger approval prior to
implementation. Off-road vehicular application will not
be allowed on soils rated as severe and/or unsuited on the
ATYV suitability map (Appendix I), and will be used
judiciously on soils with moderate ratings.

In all cases, any ruts or noticeably compacted areas
caused by off-road application equipment will be
stabilized as necessary to prevent erosion and restore
long-term productivity.

Off-road spray equipment and vehicles will be washed
prior to moving to and from treatment areas to prevent the
spread of noxious weeds to new areas, and to prevent
introducing new noxious weeds to already infested sites.

Labeling Restrictions related to Soil pH.

The labeling on chemicals such as Ally/Escort and
Glean/Telar indicate that they should not be used on soils
with a pH above 7.9 and 7.5, respectively. The soils pH
map (Appendix I) will be used to identify where use of
pH restricted chemicals are appropriate and where they
will not be applied. If the label identifies pH values that
fall in more than one of the classes shown on the map,
then on-site soil pH testing will be done before applying
pH restricted chemicals to make sure that label
instructions will be adhered to.

Hazardous Spill Prevention.

Chemical treatments will be applied by a licensed
commercial applicator and in accordance with label
instructions.

Each spray crew will be required to have spill kits
immediately available to them and the personnel must be
trained how to properly use the kits. The kits should
contain materials appropriate for the amount and types of
chemicals being used.

Chemicals and fuel will not be stored within 300 feet of
channels (wet or dry). All excess chemicals and waste
products will be collected and transported to proper
disposal facilities outside of public lands as described by
the product label. In case of unauthorized release of
hazard materials, the applicators must:

a. Stop continuing spills,
Contain material,

c. Notify the authorities listed in the chemical products
spill protection plan, and

d. Collect, remove and dispose of the spilled material.

A chemical products spill protection plan will be required.
This intent of this requirement is to minimize the response
time to and potential consequences from accidental spills
and is a standard requirement for pesticide treatments.

Aquatic Nuisance Species.

Water used for mixing chemicals or cleaning equipment
will not be drafted from whirling disease positive streams
(see whirling disease maps in Appendix I).

Monitoring.

The Forest Service will maintain maps showing the actual
locations, timing, and application rates for the areas
treated. Cooperators should supply these data to the
Forest as well. These data are needed to implement an
integrated control strategy, and for implementation and
effects monitoring. These data can also be used to reduce
or prevent the potential for cumulative and synergistic
chemical effects.

FEATURES COMMON TO ACTION
ALTERNATIVES

Adaptive Management Strategy

An adaptive management strategy offers an avenue to
describe and evaluate the consequences of changing
invasive plant infestations. Weed infestations constantly
change and evolve, making it difficult to keep a proposal
and eventual decision current. The most complete
inventory will never cover the entire potentially infested
area. It is certain that not all infestations can and will be
mapped. Even under the assumption that an inventory is
100% complete, by the time the inventory is finished
infestation size and number will already be changing in
areas inventoried early in the survey. A single plant can
produce more than 100,000 seeds. Three plants can
expand to %2 an acre in a single growing season; %2 an acre
can expand to ten acres during the same period. The same
difficulty applies to itemizing individual weed species.
The most accurate surveys will only include the species
and the locations found at the time of the survey. New
infestations and new species are usually the highest
priority for treatment. Decisions that are specific to
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location and species do not allow for treatment of these
areas that were unknown at the time of the decision. The
time necessary to complete new and or additional analysis
can be lengthy—six months to a year. During this
waiting period, huge expansions of these new populations
can occur. Cost of treatment can increase vastly or the
opportunity of containing the populations can be lost.

Adaptive management practices will be used in the
decision-making processes of the completed EA.
Adaptive Management refers to the concept of allowing
decisions, which are focused on desired outcomes, to be
made with the best information available and to be
adjusted during implementation to achieve desired
conditions. Decision-making is expected to proceed using
the best information available commensurate with the
decision being made, and monitoring and evaluation is to
be used to assess the effects of those decisions and to
identify new information which may become available.
Decisions are then adapted, as needed, to respond to new
information.

Forest Service risk assessments are reviewed for adequacy
on a continuing basis. The Forest Service monitors the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) activities in
registration or re-registration notifications to chemical
manufacturers when additional studies may be required
for continued registration. New EPA Health Advisory
Notices for the pesticides used by the Forest Service are
regularly obtained. Monitoring of the manufacturers to
determine if new formulations of pesticides are entering
the marketplace is also performed on a continuing basis.
If significant new information is identified, it is carefully
evaluated to determine the need to update the existing risk

assessment. In general, the Forest Service (at the national
level) completes new risk assessments on a specific
herbicide on about a 10-year cycle, especially if sufficient
new studies of "credible scientific evidence" have been
completed since the last risk assessment was prepared.

The principles of Adaptive Management to be applied to
this project include the following:

1. Treatment of infestations of noxious weeds that may
become established but which are not currently
identified on the species list of known noxious weeds
occurring on the Forest. This includes treatment of
weed species that may be identified on county
noxious weed lists and which may not be designated
on the Federal Noxious weed list.

2. The use of approved herbicides, with attendant risk
assessments, that may not be specifically listed in the
Proposed Action.

3. The application of new research on the use of
biological control, suitable herbicides, vegetative
competition, and ecosystem information on
vulnerability to invasion.

4. If prescribed management fails to result in the desired
outcome, alternative strategies will be developed, and
management will be "adapted" until the desired
outcome is achieved.

5. Cooperation in a Coordinated Weed Management
Area (CWMA) and with other agencies and
landowners may require adaptation to different
treatment priorities, new teatment methods, new
weed species, and innovative strategies.
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Table 2-3

Comparison of Alternatives—Purpose and Need

Component

Alternative 1
The Proposed Action--IWM

Alternative 2
Continue Current Control
Strategies

Alternative 3
No Action

Complies with
Law and E.O.

Yes - The Proposed Action
complies with the Noxious
Weed Act of 1974, USDA
Policy 9500-10 as revised, the
National Strategy for Invasive
Plant Management (Pulling
Together), FS Strategy for
Noxious Weed and Nonnative
Invasive Plant Management
(Stemming The Invasive Tide),
Intermountain Region Strategy
For Noxious Weed
Management, and the 1999
Invasive Species E.O.

No — This alternative would
not provide for emphasis or
prioritization to stop the
invasion and spread of noxious
weeds. There is limited
provision for implementation
of weed prevention practices.

No - This alternative does not
comply with noxious weed laws,
policies, strategies, or the 1999
Executive Order to aggressively
manage for the control and
eradication of noxious weeds.

Complies with
Forest Plan

Yes - The Proposed Action
implements an Integrated
Weed Management program
(LRMP, IV-49) and it
prescribes priorities for
controlling existing and new
populations (LRMP, 1V-23).
The Proposed Action would
gradually move the status of
noxious weeds towards the
desired condition in the
LRMP.

Yes — This alternative continues
an Integrated Weed
Management program (LRMP,
1V-49) and it prescribes
priorities for controlling existing
and new populations (LRMP,
IV-23). This alternative,
however, with limited weed
prevention practices, is not
aggressive enough to move the
status of noxious weeds towards
the desired condition in the
LRMP.

No - This alternative would not
implement a prioritized program
for noxious weed control as
prescribed in the Forest Plan
(LRMP, IV-23). It would not
move infested forestlands
toward the desired condition in
the LRMP. Forest Plan desired
conditions cannot be met if
native communities are invaded
by, or replaced by, invasive
exotic plants.

Complies with
NEPA/NFMA

Yes — This EA is tiered to the
1986 R4 FEIS and incorporates
a Forest Plan Amendment for
weed prevention practices.

Although this alternative is
supported by a 1987 EA that is
tiered to the 1986 R4 FEIS, it is
no longer NEPA-sufficient.

No — NFMA requires that
actions be taken to assure the
concepts of multiple use and
sustained yield.
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Table 2-4

Comparison of Alternatives--Issues

Component Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
The Proposed Action--IWM Continue Current Control No Action
Strategies
Environmental Minimal effects on non-targeted | Minimal