Chapter 6: Public Comment on the Draft EIS

CHAPTER 6

RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS COMMENTS
INTRODUCTION

This document summarizes issues and concerns from comments received on the Weed Management Draft
EIS (DEIS), and identifies the agency’s response to the concerns.

On August 18, 2006, the Notice of Availability appeared in the Federal Register. This officially started the 45-
day comment period for the Draft EIS. A legal notice was published in Billings Gazette and Rapid City Journal
on August 21, 2006 and August 22, 2006, respectively. On August 22, 2006 a news release was mailed to 14
newspapers’. Copies of the Draft EIS were mailed to 11 agencies and 23 individuals®. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service concurred with the biological assessment (project file) on October 20, 2006 (concurrence letter
included at the end of this chapter).

CHANGES BETWEEN THE DRAFT EIS AND THE FINAL EIS

Based on the public comments to and internal review of the Draft EIS, a few minor changes were made
between the Draft EIS and Final EIS as follows: the water quality monitoring section in Chapter 2 was
expanded to include water quality monitoring results from the West Fork of Rock Creek; a reference to an
available water quality monitoring technique was included in Chapter 5, Reference Section; minor
typographical corrections were made, minor tabular corrections in tables were made, a few scientific names
were updated, some grammar errors were corrected, and some sentences were restructured for clarification;
gravel pit weed prevention guidelines were clarified in Appendix D; updates on some biological agents were
incorporated; Appendix C biological control section was expanded to allow for consideration of maintaining
successful bio-control sites as a distribution sources for bio-agents; a more thorough discussion of weed
spread vectors was incorporated into Appendix D; and a statement was added to page 3-49 requires surface
water to be free from substances that create concentrations which are toxic or harmful to aquatic life per
Montana Water Quality Standards.

COMMENTS ON THE DEIS AND AGENCY RESPONSE
The following content analysis is in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and is
designed to inform resg)onsible officials of the potential environmental consequences of this project. Comment

letters, in their entirety”, are included at the end of this chapter.

LIST OF PEOPLE WHO COMMENTED ON THE DEIS

Comment Letter # Agency, Organization, or individuals Date
1 Public Comment — Harding County Commissioners and Weed Supervisor 9/26/06
2 Public Comment — USDI, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 9/28/06
3 Public Comment — EPA Region 8 9/28/06
4 Public Comment — Glenn Gay; Gay Ranch, Inc. 9/28/06
5 Public Comment — USDI Bureau of Indian Affairs 9/21/06

Commenter 1

1-1. | am in support of the use of Alternative 1, which includes all IMP methods using existing weed control,
use of new herbicides, herbicide use within the Absarokee-Beartooth Wilderness Area and aerial
application outside the Wilderness Area.

! News Releases sent to Stillwater Co. News, Carbon Co. News, Lovell Chronicle, Billings Gazette, The Outlook, The Outpost,
Yellowstone Co. News, Miles City Star, Powder River Examiner, Nation News, Bowman Co. Pioneer, Rapid City Journal, Independent
Press, The Ekalaka Eagle Newspapers

2 The DEIS mailing list was based upon responses from a March 24, 2006 notice to the mailing list for project scoping. This March mailing
asked for response from those interested in staying on the project mailing list and what kind of format they wanted to receive (hard copy,
compact disk, executive summary, and/or access via weblink).

% USDI, BIA Attachment to the Cover Letter is found in the project file.
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1-2.

1-4.
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Response: Thank you for your support for the preferred Alternative 1 which is use of all tools
available in combating weed spread and infestations.

Since weeds know no boundaries and flourish in disturbed ground, wilderness areas should not be
exempt from treatment.

Response: Treatment within the Wilderness Area is proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2 based
on the reasons you listed.

New herbicides are often times much more environmentally friendly and less hazardous to the
applicator. They can be used close to or in water and in trees with no haying or grazing restrictions
when applied according to label.

Response: New and more environmentally friendly herbicides such as aminopyralid and aquatic
herbicides have been analyzed under Alternative 1.

It is less costly to control or eradicate small invasions instead of waiting until there area huge acreages
of established weeds.

Response: Economic impacts are related in Chapter 3 and confirm your observations. Alternative
1 addresses the most cost efficient options.

Commenter 2

2-1.

No Comments.

Response: Thank you for your response.

Commenter 3

3-1.

3-2.

The EPA supports the purpose and need of the Custer National Forest Weed Management Project to
prevent and reduce the loss of native plant communities associated with the spread of weeds. EPA
fully supports the need to minimize spread of noxious weeds, and we support the proposed
improvements to the Custer National Forest’s integrated weed management program, including use of
new herbicides, and herbicide use within the Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness Area, and aerial
application of herbicides outside of Wilderness... The EPA is generally pleased with the proposed
protection and prevention measures to be used during herbicide applications to help ensure the
accuracy and safety of ground and aerial herbicide applications.

Response: Thank you for your support for the preferred Alternative 1 which is use of all tools
available in combating weed spread and infestations.

While the DEIS includes excellent presentation and disclosure of information, we note that the DEIS
only indicates that the interdisciplinary team may recommend that water quality monitoring be
conducted. The DEIS does not clearly state that monitoring will be conducted where there are higher
risks or potential impacts to sensitive water. We believe the health of downstream domestic,
agricultural and recreational water users and the aquatic ecosystem should dictate some level of
aguatics monitoring to document and verify that aqueous transport of herbicides, particularly picloram,
which is highly mobile and toxic, does not occur. Monitoring is necessary to validate that herbicide
application protocols and design criteria are effective in preventing herbicide transport to surface and
ground waters, and may increase public confidence that chemical contamination of surface waters did
not occur (i.e., select a stream with a high potential for herbicide drift for monitoring or high nearby
treatment acreage, and if no herbicide is identified in this stream, you can better validate and
extrapolate that mitigation measures were effective in preventing herbicide drift to other aquatic areas
with lower intensity of treatments). We note that Table 4-10 shows that only 2.6% of the Forest is in a
“high” risk class due to pesticide leachability and depth to ground water. Such high risk areas would
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3-3.

3-4.
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be good candidates for water quality monitoring. We recommend a more definitive commitment to
conducting water quality monitoring in high risk areas.

Response: The referenced statement, located in the Monitoring section of Chapter 2, follows:

Whenever there are is reason to suspect that herbicides may have entered water during a
spraying operation (such as herbicides detected on drift cards, or if a spill occurred), an
interdisciplinary team may recommend that water quality monitoring be conducted.

To disclose a more thorough analysis as suggested by the commenter, the above sentence was
replaced with the following:

Until the City of Red Lodge started using a well for their water source, the West Fork of Rock
Creek historically served as the main water source for the city of Red Lodge. This area also
received annual picloram treatments on weeds (mostly spot treatments with minor amounts of
broadcast treatment). Because of this association with domestic use of the West Fork of Rock
Creek water, the Beartooth Ranger District annually conducted water quality sampling and
monitoring for picloram between 1990 and 2004. This area is also considered to be at high
risk to ground water contamination according to Chapter 4, Table 4 — 10 and the Ground
Water Vulnerability map outlined in the Map section of the EIS. The design criteria and
protocols used when treating weeds during this time period were similar to and somewhat less
stringent than what is being proposed under the proposed action, Alternative 1. Test results
have never shown any levels of picloram.

The following are situations of higher risk where an interdisciplinary team should evaluate
whether or not water quality monitoring (surface or groundwater) is recommended for line
officer support and approval. A high commitment to water quality monitoring in these high risk
situations is strongly encouraged.

o Whenever there is reason to suspect that herbicides may have entered water during a
spraying operation (such as herbicides detected on drift cards, or if a spill occurred),

e In situations of large-scale broadcast treatment using persistent herbicides (i.e. picloram),
especially within highly leachable soils and proximity of depth to ground water (see Chapter 4,
Table 4-10), or in close proximity to surface waters

¢ When picloram levels approach the maximum allowable annual treatment acreage by
watershed (sixth code level hydrologic unit — see Chapter 4, Table 4-14).

We also recommend including additional information on the probable causes of noxious and invasive
weed invasion within the Custer National Forest by describing the more common mechanisms by
which weeds spread. We believe an Integrated Weed Management program should strive to explain
the reason(s) why noxious and invasive weeds are present, to improve public understanding of
mechanisms and vectors for weed spread, and thus, gain public support to reduce activities that
spread weeds and apply strategies to mitigate root causes. It is important for an Integrated Weed
Management Program to include educational activities for industrial and recreational users to
encourage and promote public assistance in weed prevention and control.

Response: A more thorough discussion of weed spread vectors and weed susceptibility was
included in Appendix D as a response to this comment.

We also noticed that the preferred alternative includes only 5 acres or less of seeding. As you know,
seeding can be very useful to stabilize disturbed areas by re-establishing desirable species that out
compete weeds and retard weed infestation. It is not clear why the proposed acreage for seeding is
so low. Can the extent of proposed cultural treatments (seeding) to stabilized disturbed lands to
withstand weed infestations be increased?

Response: The Forest Service agrees that seeding is an effective technique to minimize weed
infestations and spread. Although we routinely seed fire suppression dozer lines (over 500 acres
in native grass seed in 2006 alone) and some known weed infestations after wildfire events to
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3-6.

3-8.

3-9.

3-10.
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reduce erosion and minimize establishment of potential weed infestation, the wildfire events are
not predictable. Five acres was identified as a reasonably foreseeable need due to some
anticipated road work and disturbance. However, adaptive management under Alternative 1
allows for the amount of seeding to be increased as the need arises.

We also observed that the Ashland District saw a net decrease in weed-infested acres from 1985 to
2006 (Table 1-1). We suggest including further discussion of the reasons behind this observation,
since understanding of the reasons why the Ashland District experienced a decline in weed-infested
acres may provide information helpful for effective weed management on other Custer National Forest
Districts.

Response: The 2006 inventory for the Ashland Ranger District is generally less than what was
reflected in the 1985 inventory. This is due to successful broadcast treatment of spotted
knapweed and continued treatment of spurge.

Based on the procedures EPA uses to evaluate the adequacy of the information and the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives in an EIS, the DEIS has been rated as
Category L. (Lack of Objections).

Response: Thank you for your review and findings.

We commend the Custer National Forest for this comprehensive disclosure of weed management
program information. We encourage you to make these Appendices available to herbicide applicators.

Response: Thank you. The Forest Service intends to provide applicable Appendices to all
herbicide applicators, contractors, and cooperators.

We believe an effective noxious weed control program should include restrictions on motorized uses,
particularly off-road uses. Off-road vehicles are designed to travel off-trail, disturbing soil, creating
weed seedbeds, and dispersing seeds widely. Weed seed dispersal from non-motorized travel is of
lesser concern because of fewer places to collect/transport seed, and the dispersal rate and distances
along trails are less with non-motorized travel. Restrictions on motorized uses may also be needed
after burning and harvest activities until native vegetation is re-established in the disturbed areas to
reduce potential for weed infestation of the disturbed sites.

It is particularly important to avoid motorized travel in remaining roadless areas, since roadless areas
are often reservoirs of native plants, and limitations on motorized travel in such areas can protect such
areas from weed invasion and avoid the subsequent need to treat weeds.

Response: Decisions that will not be made based on the analysis were outlined at the end of
Chapter 1. They include changes in travel, road use and access. The Off Highway Vehicle
(OHV) amendment for Region One was implemented in January 2001. Off road or trail use by
OHVs is restricted and will reduce one vector of weed spread. The first year focused on public
education of riders in the field. In 2002 the enforcement phase of the amendment results in
citations instead of warnings. Preventative measures for recreation, Wilderness, and roadless
areas are outlined in Appendix D under Prevention and Control Measures, section 2.

In order to prevent the establishment and spread of noxious weeds in recreation areas (trailheads,
toilet areas, etc.), it may be helpful to consider the use of mulch where foot traffic is high and
revegetation is difficult or impossible. Additionally, aesthetic barriers and posted signs may be utilized
to discourage foot traffic in sensitive areas.

Response: In response to this comment, the following was added to page 3-19 in Chapter 3
section on seeding treatment and its effectiveness. “Use of mulching and/or barriers to travel
paths in high use areas can make this treatment more effective.”

We are pleased to see the Weed Seed Free Feed and Straw Policy (page D-5). It can be helpful to
require cattle and horses, especially those coming from areas with noxious weds, to be penned and
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3-11.

3-12.

3-13.

3-14.

3-15.
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fed weed free hay for several days prior to being released on public lands to prevent introduction of
noxious weeds..

Response: Although it could be an encouraged practice where possible, requiring domestic
animals to be penned and fed weed free hay prior to entering public lands is not feasible,
especially during hunting season, when the use of horses is very high and the number of Forest
Service staff is very limited.

Forest wide programmatic direction should assure that the effects of burning on the potential
stimulation of noxious weeds be evaluated during site-specific project level analysis. Prescribed fire
has the potential to stimulate weed growth (e.g., Dalmatian toadflax or leafy spurge), and can destroy
insects planted for biological weed control. Burning followed by application of appropriate herbicides
can provide effective weed control. We suggest that such considerations be evaluated for during
development of direction ad plans for prescribed burning.

Response: Guidelines for weed control and the development of plans for prescribed burning are
already addressed in the following Appendices: Appendix C outlines protection measures for burn
plan development. Appendix D outlines the Forest Service protocol for assessing project risk.
Appendix F describes treatment effectiveness by species. Appendix J describes burning
effectiveness and guidelines by species.

Sites selected for application of biological control agents should be protected from other management
actions that could negatively influence the biocontrol agent (such as burning as noted above or
application of toxic herbicides). Protected biocontrol sites can also function as collection points for
redistribution of established biocontrols to other sites.

Response: A criteria for selecting biological control sites is the probability that the site will not be
disturbed. However, there are no guarantees that the site will not be disturbed. Many sites already
function as collection points for redistribution. However, in response to this comment, the
following was added to Table C - 1 in Appendix C biological control section. “Protected biocontrol
sites can also function as collection points for redistribution of established biocontrols to other
sites. Depending upon management objectives, consideration should be given for possible
protection of successful biocontrol sites from other management actions that could negatively
influence the biocontrol agent (such as burning or application of herbicides).”

Spotted knapweed is identified as one of the more prevalent noxious weed species in the project area
(page 3-5). We note that spotted knapweed is non-rhizomatous and should be relatively easy to
control with lower rates of the most selective low toxicity herbicides.

Response: This herbicide use strategy is already outlined in Appendix |, page | — 1.

The Forest may also want to consider groundwater monitoring in selected wells in close proximity to
applications sites.

Response: Under Alternatives 1 and 3, the Custer National Forest has a low to moderate
potential for groundwater contamination from foliar-applied herbicides (FEIS, page 4-41). The
areas of higher risk can be mitigated with herbicide selection to minimize the contamination
potential. The monitoring section on page 2-9 describes an adaptive approach to surface water,
and if appropriate, ground water (well) monitoring.

We note that bioassay techniques using aquatic species sensitive to the herbicides to be used are
available for detecting aquatic impacts from herbicide applications (e.g. stoneflies, cutthroat trout).
EPA has prepared a toxicity testing manual entitled, “Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of
Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater and Marine Organisms”, EPA/600/4-90/027, September
1991. Toxicity testing procedures are described in this manual, including procedures using rainbow
and brook trout.
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3-17.

3-18.

3-19.

3-20.
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Response: There are different monitoring techniques dependent upon the monitoring needs. In
response to this comment, a footnote in Chapter 2 Monitoring section references EPA/600/4-
90/027 web link found in Chapter 5 as an available testing technique.

We are pleased that an adaptive management approach is identified in Appendix E, including
identification of treatment priorities, a decision tree for treatment of new weed locations, guidelines for
treatments, and a treatment effectiveness guide (Appendix F). As a general practice, EPA suggests
prioritizing perimeter weed infestations such as around trailheads and roadside before treating interior
weed infestations.

Response: The Forest Service agrees with your suggested priority criteria. This is already
addressed in Appendix E, Table E-1. However, if the trailhead or road is in the interior and
considered a source for weed spread then these areas could also be considered a priority.

The presentation of information regarding the herbicides proposed for use is helpful in evaluation of
potential effects of herbicide applications (Table 3-10, Effects of Drift factors on Herbicide Drift, Table
3-11, Comparison of Herbicides, Table 3-13, Herbicide Behavior in Soils, Table 3-14, Montana Water
Quality Human Health Standards for Herbicides, Appendices G, H, I, J & M). We recommend all
applicators have access to these tables in the field.

Response: The Forest Service intends to provide applicable Tables and Appendices to all
herbicide applicators, contractors, and cooperators for field use.

We are generally more concerned about applications of the more toxic, persistent, and mobile
herbicides such as picloram (Tordon). As you know most picloram products, including Tordon 22K,
are Restricted Use Pesticides requiring pesticide applicator certification to purchase and apply. Itis
important that U.S. Forest Service employees be certified throughout the duration of the project. If
commercial applicators will be contracted for application of Restricted Use Pesticides, we recommend
checking to make sure their MT commercial Restricted Use Pesticides license is current. Please
contact Montana Dept. of Agriculture at (406) 444-5400 for more information.

Response: The Custer National Forest routinely follows the state laws relative to pesticide use
and application in both Montana and South Dakota. The Forest Service also ensures that
contractors and cooperators are also certified for commercial Restricted Use Pesticides. This is
also stated in Protection Measures outlined in Appendix C, Table C-1.

We recommend that applications of more persistent, toxic herbicides such as picloram be limited to
once per year to reduce potential for accumulation in soil. Trade-offs between effective weed control
and effects on soil productivity and leaching concerns need to be considered. A second treatment
application of picloram if needed should only occur after 30 days (or according to label directions).

Response: Itis important to carefully consider application rates of all herbicides, including those
of the more persistent herbicides. The Forest Service expects all weed treatments to comply with
label directions and Protection Measures outlined in Appendix C. Given the extent of weeds on
Forest Service land, we question the effectiveness of, and need for multiple treatments per
growing season. If there is a need for twice a year applications, then the total seasonal
application of herbicide must not exceed the maximum application rate as defined in the specimen
label.

The Montana Department of Agriculture recommends that pesticide/herbicide applicators establish soil
depth criteria with sufficient depth to ground water to mitigate the potential for the movement of
leachable herbicides such as picloram or clopyralid to ground water (Donna Rise, MDA, phone 444-
5400). Six feet of soil may be adequate if the soils are less permeable (e.g. clay) and may provide
adequate time for picloram and clopyralid to degrade. Six feet of soil, however, will not be adequate if
the soils are sandy, gravelly or have cobbly, stony, or other permeable structural characteristics. The
Ground Water Information Center at the Montana Bureau of Mines & Geology in Butte, MT (406-496-
4153) may have well log information for estimation of ground water levels in treatment areas.
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3-22.

3-23.

3-24.
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Response: The EIS acknowledges picloram and clopyralid as leachable herbicides (Chapter 3,
Table 3-13, pages 3-45 through 3-48; Chapter 4, pages 4-40 through 4-42; and Appendix C). The
majority of the Custer National Forest depth to ground water is greater than six feet. Where they
are less than six feet are generally in wetlands and riparian areas which have specific protection
measures outlined in Appendix C. Appendix C outlines criteria to be used for each herbicide
under a variety of water/riparian/wetland related environments. Applicators can easily recognize
riparian/wetland conditions, whereas use of soil/depth criteria for applicators are not a realistic
criteria for applicators to use. This is also a reason the analysis included the use of the RAVE
model and maps. The RAVE model accounts for soil depth and other soil characteristics which is
part of the analysis outlined in Chapters 3 and 4 (pages listed above). Ground water vulnerability
map, based on the RAVE model is also displayed in the Map Section.

For your information, Dow AgroSciences, the manufacturer of Tordon 22K, has recently developed
supplemental labeling for Tordon 22K for areas west of the Mississippi River. They have directions for
wick or carpet roller applications. Tordon 22K herbicide can be applied using wick or carpet roller
equipment where drift presents a hazard to susceptible crops, surface waters, and other sensitive
areas. One part Tordon 22K is mixed with 2 parts water to prepare a 33% solution. The wick method
of application is more labor intensive but very effective at targeting particular noxious weeds adjacent
to surface waters, wetlands, or protected plants.

Response: Thank you for the information. This information has been added to Appendix I, page I-
1.

Also, please note that registration for Access, picloram active ingredient, is cancelled and Appendix G
(page G-1) should be updated.

Response: Thank you for the information. This information was updated in Appendix G.

Table 3-14 shows numeric Montana Water Quality Human Health Standards for herbicides, and a
statement is included in the narrative that no aquatic life standards have been established (page 3-
49). While it is correct that Montana Water Quality Standards do not include numerical criteria for
aquatic life protection for the herbicides proposed for use (since research/data requirements
necessary to establish numerical aquatic life water quality criteria are very rigorous), it is important to
understand that many herbicides are toxic to aquatic life even though numerical aquatic life criteria
have not been established. The Montana Water Quality Standards, however, do include a general
narrative standard requiring surface water to be free from substances that create concentrations which
are toxic or harmful to aquatic life. It would be helpful to present this important narrative “free from
toxicity standard” in the final EIS.

Response: Your comment has been incorporated into page 3-49.

Weed infestations are often able to out-compete native vegetation in soils where overgrazing, fire, or
other disturbance has depleted soil fertility levels. It may be useful to analyze for soil fertility
parameters (pH, Ca, Mg, K, P, organic matter, %N). If soil fertility is low, it may be helpful to apply
slow release fertilizers to initiate competitive growth of native vegetation. The Forest may also want to
consider monitoring of herbicide concentrations in soils; and soil microbiologic assays; monitoring of
plant communities; and monitoring of soil erosion and sedimentation rates.

Response: Increasing fertility levels were not considered except for localized treatment of tall
larkspur. However, use of fertilization in producing or maintaining healthy native vegetation, to
assist competition with weeds, can be done under adaptive management as outlined under
Alternative 1 and Appendix E.

Federal law and State water-quality standards set maximum concentration levels for various
herbicides in water, but not in soil. The monitoring program emphasizes water to comply with
state and federal laws and regulations. The fact that herbicides might appear in water is evidence
that the application methods are causing migration of herbicides and could affect non-target plants
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3-26.

3-27.

3-28.

3-29.
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and animals. Many herbicides are intentionally designed to persist in soil so that they may control
weeds throughout a growing season or longer. With limited resources, the Forest Service
believes that monitoring water quality is more efficient and informative.

There is always concern about the potential for pesticide contamination of surface and ground water,
when pesticides (herbicides) are applied, since some pesticides may be harmful to humans and to fish
and wildlife and to sensitive crops at very low concentrations. Also, clean-up of ground water supplies
that have been contaminated by persistent pesticides can be very difficult, so it is best to avoid
contamination in the first place.

We are also pleased that the risk assessment for soils and ground water evidences a low risk of
ground water contamination (page 4-43). The surface water risk analysis shows some potential for
water quality risk with picloram treatments (page 4-53), however, we are pleased that it is stated that
site-specific reassessments will be done during contract preparation for aerial applications, and if
necessary treatment acres would be reduced to minimize water quality effects.

Response: The analysis included several protection measures (Appendix C) and prevention
measures (Appendix D) to minimize the likelihood of herbicide contamination effects.

Thank you for including the many tables with information on toxicity and hazards associated with
herbicide use (e.g., Table 4-4, Human Hazards based on Acute Toxicity Categories, Table 4-5,
Chronic Toxicity Summary, Table 4-6, Herbicide Toxicity Hazard Quotients for Workers, Table 4-13,
Effects of Proposed Herbicides on Aquatic Organisms, Table 4-19, Mammalian Toxicity). We are
pleased that the assessment of herbicide drift indicates no significant off-site drift with proposed
mitigation measures (page 4-34), and no anticipated significant cumulative health effects.

Response: Thank you for your review.

Please be aware that certain pest control activities described in the DEIS may fall under EPA’s Worker
Protection Standard (WPS) if, (1) the U.S. Forest Service is the “employer” in control of the “operation”
and the operation involves or is related to commercial production of timber or timber products, (2) the
U.S. Forest Service is using WPS-labeled pesticides, and (3) the pesticide applications in question are
related to the production of timber/timber products and they are not covered by one of the applicable
exceptions or exemptions. If you have any questions regarding the WPS or its applicability please
contact Jaslyn Dobrahner in the Denver EPA office at (303) 312-6252.

Response: It is recognized that when using a pesticide product with labeling that refers to the
Worker Protection Standard, one must comply with the WPS, as outlined in adhering to label
instruction in Appendix C. However, applications on pastures, rangeland or livestock are exempt
from the WPS and the use of herbicide analyzed in the EIS is not related to the production of
timber or timber products.

We are pleased that potential effects to fisheries, amphibians, wildlife and sensitive plants were also
evaluated and disclosed in Chapters 3 and 4, with risk evaluation to wildlife on a herbicide-by-
herbicide basis. Will Forest biologist and botanists conduct field surveys and identify potential habitats
for sensitive and threatened and endangered fish and wildlife and plant species for each treatment
area as part of the preparation of the each annual weed management operating plan? We did not see
this mitigation measure specifically included in the protection or prevention measures. We suggest
that it be included in Appendix C or D.

Response: Weed coordinators review and coordinate with fisheries and wildlife biologists, and
botanists to ensure species of concern are protected per protection measures outlined in
Appendix C. If a new weed population is identified then the risk to sensitive plants, wildlife, or
aquatic organisms will be evaluated through adaptive management approaches as identified in
Appendix E of the EIS. Trained individuals will conduct any future surveys for species of concern.

Thank you for discussion and analysis of potential effects on wildlife resource, including threatened
and endangered species including Grizzly Bear, Gray Wolf, and Bald Eagle (page 4-60 to 4-81). We
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note that the final EIS should include the associated FWS Biological Opinion or formal concurrence for
the following reasons: (1) NEPA requires public involvement and full disclosure of all issues upon
which a decision is to be made; (2) the CEQ Regulations for implementing the Procedural Provisions
of NEPA strongly encourage the integration of NEPA requirements with other environmental review
and consultation requirements so that all procedures run concurrently; (3) the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) consultation process can result in the identification of reasonable and prudent alternatives
to preclude jeopardy, and mandated reasonable and prudent measures to reduce incidental take.
These can affect project implementation.

Since the Biological Assessment and EIS must evaluate the potential impacts on listed species, they
can jointly assist in analyzing the effectiveness of alternatives and mitigation measures. EPA
recommends that final EIS and Record of Decision not be completed prior to the completion of ESA
consultation. If the consultation process is treated as a separate process, the Agencies risk USFWS
identification of additional significant impacts, new mitigation measures, or changes to the preferred
alternative. If these changes have not been evaluated in the final EIS, a supplement to the EIS would
be warranted.

Response: A Biological Assessment was prepared for the Selected Alternative. The deciding
officer selects the alternative only after reviewing public comment on the Draft EIS. This Biological
Assessment was submitted to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service as required under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act. The resulting concurrence letter has been incorporated into the Final
EIS. The Section 7 consultation was completed prior to the issuance of the final EIS and Record
Of Decision.

Commenter 4

4-1.

4-2

4-3

| support Alternative 1 as discussed in the Draft EIS. The only way to control the relentless invasion of
noxious weeds is with a coordinated effort using chemical, biological, and cultural methods. The EIS
has a comprehensive discussion of the various methods proposed with a realistic prediction of the
outcome. The environmental impacts of the various methods are adequately analyzed.

Response: Thank you for your support for the preferred Alternative 1 which is use of all tools
available in combating weed spread and infestations.

| have been releasing the various Aphthona leafy spurge flea beetles on this ranch and in the Powder
River Breaks area since 1990. The last two years, | have not found a leafy spurge infestation in this
area that does not have flea beetles. Biocontrol is slow but the beetles are established and will help
slow the spread of leafy spurge.

Response: Use of Aphthona leafy spurge flea beetles were analyzed in the DEIS in chapters 3
and 4, along with Appendix I. The Forest Service agrees with your observations and appreciates
the biological control work you have been doing in the Bloom Creek / Powder River Breaks over
the past few years.

Chemical or cultural control should be used in the areas where the noxious weeds are not established
and can be eliminated. Biocontrol is too slow and will allow the noxious weed to become established.

Response: Alternative 1 addresses the integration of chemical, cultural, and biological control
techniques for effective control and/or containment. Alternative 2 describes that biological control
and/or cultural treatments, without herbicide use, is not effective for an overall program for weed
management. However, it is recognized that in some circumstances, the location, size, density,
and species may determine that biological control be used as a site specific strategy.

Appendix E outlines priorities for weed treatments. This appendix also displays a decision tree to
help one quickly and effectively treat newly discovered weed infestations, based on site
characteristics, weed species, and location. The analysis in Appendix E also addresses adaptive
management strategies to improve effectiveness and reduce impacts through use of new
technologies, biological controls, adjuvants, or herbicides.
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Chapter 6: Public Comment on the Draft EIS

Commenter 5

5-1. Copies of the pages of the DEIS with specific comments are enclosed for your review and use. These
comments do not address the merits of the alternatives, but are more directed at the content and
presentation of the information.

Response: The commenter thoroughly identified typographical corrections, minor tabular
corrections in tables, scientific naming nomenclature updates, grammar corrections, and
sentences needing restructuring for clarification. These comments were incorporated into the
Final EIS.

Substantive comments on additional information on specific biological agents and their
effectiveness were also included in biological control portions of Chapter 3 and 4, and Appendix |.

Chapter 3, Table 3 — 2 infestation acreage within the Sweet Grass portion of the Custer National
Forest were corrected to reflect 295.8 gross acres and 8.1 infested acres.
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COMMENT LETTERS

- 2
DIETS fer Crmstir Mahonal Forest Weed Management

1 smppart the use of Aliernative 1, which includes all IMP methods using exiting weed
i, i of fiw herbacides, berhicd wse within the Absorkee-Beancoth Wildemess
S and aemial applicalion sside he Wikl A

b we are going 10 Be suczesslied in the Fight on nocious: weed infrstations, we muss use
mverything mvnilable fo us. Smoe weeds know e bomdaries gsd Mourssh in disabed
ground, wiklemnes anas stoukd oot be exempt from remment. Mew herhicides e often
mes much more ervircamestally fesdly and bess bazardous o the applicstor. They
wan o wmad chost W or i wailer and i Uees Wik R Bavig o giksiig reslinclin when
Eppliod meeonding % B Bbel 11 i3 les aostly 4o conirol or eradicese small invasions
insiznd of westing unti] thene are buge acrenges of extablishead woeds

My Tarter TV - ':'f'.r-'d}.{,?‘_.q

Harding County Weed and Pesi Supervisor Seplember 26, 2005
Hardhinng County Wisgd and Past Board

Ha 148

Buifalo, S0 §77H0

1-505-375-34812

Box 16, Buffalo, 00 37720
L 5:3745303
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, &
United States Department of the Interior %
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY mﬂﬁ

Offie of Evironrsariil Poliey wd Corsplasce
Devvar Federd Cemiber, Buliding 34, Koo |03
Pt CHfics Mo 29007 (0100
amvar, Caloradn BDG3HRETT

Sepsembe: 18, 2008

11
EE DaEI0

Mancy T. Cumides, Forest Supervisar

Cusier Watioeal Fores!

L3100 Maos Sireet

Billngs. Montana S%105

Diger Ma. Curiden:

The Depuadrnent af the Interior [Department] ko revisweed e Daf Eaviroomenial [mpac
Staternard (DEIS) for the Cusier Mational Fooest Weed Managameni Project, Custer Marional

Fores. and he= no comments
Sacxrsly,

i i}
M?}. LR, --’:"F"ﬂs;:(
!y Robent B, Steuan )

:‘ " Regional Exvironmenial Officer

ez} Kim Feid, Project Conrdiresor Leader
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o UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEMCY C:-"J

]
mumnmﬂmﬂ
HELEMA, WOHTARE

Rl BMO

Sepiember 25 2006

M5, Noncy T, Corrides, Forest Supervisor
Att: K Beid. Project Coordinator
Cuisles Natiosal Fooest

1510 Mein Sireet
Billings, MT 50104
Re  CEQ 20060080 Cusrer Mational Fores Waed
Marmpement Dirafl Envsvmmental fmpact
Siapememn
Diear Ma Cureiden:

mmmmﬂhhﬁmvuimm%hum
the Dwsh Eavvi | Impiact 51 (DELE] fior e Custer Maioma] Foress Wiead
Manegement Project in accordance wid its respoasibilities ender e Nationel Emviconmencal
Fudicy Ast (NEPA) and Section 306 of the Clean Air A<t Snion 39 of the Clean Air Act
diracts EPA 0 review and comment in writing on e envinnmena| impacs of ey major
Frdeml agency action. The EPA's comments include 2 mting of the emvironmental impaci of the
jrrojrresd acteon end e adequacy of the NEFA documenl

The: EFA sippees the pamere and need of the Custer Nagiosa] Farest Weed Mam gement
Project to prevent and peduce the loss of native plent commmirss assocised with de speesd of
weeds, EPA fully supports the need to minimize spresd of noxious weeds, and we support the
prroyereed impenvenents b0 de O Natiomal FoeeaCs integraied wesd mansgeset program,
including use of new hertocides, and herhicide use within the Absaroin: Bearooth Wilderses
Area, and serial application of hivhicides gotside of Wildermess, Woxious weeds are § great
thirear o b ¥, and can oe-compete nadve plasis sd feoduce & moneculure that has
litzhe or no plant species diversty or benefil 1o wildlife. Given increasing conoems show weed
invasion, we necngnine the wility of cost-efTective methidk of weel managensest such a8 using
newer herbicides, spplication within infested seas within the Wildemess 1o prevent wider
infestaiions, and carelully mansged serial appiscaion of berbicides. Asrml applications see coai-
effective where thene are aness of weed infestmion across sieep s inacoessibile lemain

Hurwiewer, wi wiest iy exphasize the inp ol imsrporaling adig inia
mmwmwmu@umd d Eezalth and I
effacts (e.p. mvoid drift of potermially tonic herbicsdes to squatic areas

ﬂuﬁr-— e
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of other sensitive areas and impacts io men-target planis). The propesed heshicide

profection P ﬂmmimrﬂuddmhﬂWMIm
sl e it gation sneasures identified in the DEES Apg evidence clear recognition of
the meed w0 avold drft of herbicides 10 non-targes areas. EFA is generelly pleased with the
proposed protection and preventation messures o be used daring hechicide applacations o belp
emire 1he securacy and saley of grosnd and asrial herbezide applicatioes.

[ fact. the DEIS insludes ang of the mast comprehensive sets ol Appeulices pretenting
weal management mitlgation measures, deta and efemation that we bave seen. The numenoes
Appendices, many mformative tables, and sarmative discussions in the DELS provide valusble
imformation that greatly impreses pebic underanding af propesed Custer National Fores) weed
aspemen] ackivities, end feciliees review end evaluaion of proposed actvitiss, We
commend the Cusier Natiomal Forest for this compeehensive and informative analysis and
dischosure megarding the pripoesd Wl mansgistiesl program.

While the DEIS includes excellent presemation and disclosure of information, we noe
thast ks THELS oy iredicaless thid B Bea LY Pecnimmend Bl waler qulity
monitonag e conducted. The DELS does not clearly siaste that monitoring will be condected
where there are igher risks or potential Impacts o0 sessitive waters, We helseve the heald off
divenisiresm domestic, sgriculiiral and eecreninm) water users and e agquatic esteysbem should
dictaie some level of equatics meniionsg 1o documenl. end verify tat aqueows trenspon of
herhicides. particulaly picloram, which-is highly mehile aml oais, docs s oo, Moniliring
s necessary oo vilidae that herbicide spplicmion protocols ned design criceria are effeciive n
preventing kerbicde senspon: o surface and ground watens, and may increase pablic confidence
that chemical comtaminalion of sufce Walers did aol oocur (e, seled! & slneis with o Bigh
potenial for heshicide drift for moaitoring or high searby treaiment acreage, and if no berbicide
& idemtified in this stream, you s better validste and extrspolate S mitigalion messunes wise
elfective in preventing Berbicide drift i other aguatic epes with bower istersiny of oreatments).
We note that Table &- 10 shows that cnly £6% of the Forest is ina “high™ risk class due to
preticide heachability seal deprth ta grodnd water, Such kigh risk ssess would be pocd candidines
for waler quality monitoring. We recommend a mooe defisicive comeioment 1o conducting
waber quality monsoring & high risk aneas,

We also recomrmerd including séditonal information on the probable canses of noxious
and invasive weed invasion within the Custer Mational Fonsd By desiribing the s commens
mechanisms by wiich weeds spread. 'We believe on Integraced Weed Management program
should swive to exploim the ressonis) why soxioss mmd invasive weeds ane preseat. o improve
public understanding of mechaniss sad vecton fof woed speead, wul i, gain public Suppon
1o peduce octlvites that spread weeds and apply siraiegies o mitigaie oot causes. [t s mpomam
for mm Integreed Wieed Management Program 1o include educational activities for indhestrial and
rearzalinnal whers b eaciurags wid promeds public mekrance in wesd peevention and codtral,

ﬁd’“mﬁmhwﬂmﬂu}lﬂ-lwmluhcdaﬁmwlmufndm; A
¥ ko, seeling can be very wsefll o sishilize dioerbed areas by re-cstsblishing desirs

Page 6 - 12



speraes Chal o comnpere wends and rewed weed infescnion. B s son clear why the propossd
eoreage for seeding @ so low. Cen the exieni of proposed celoral restmenis (szeding) 1o
sinhilize disturbed |ands o withsiand weed infestations be incresd?

We plso pbuerved that the Ashlord Deirict sew 2 net decresse in weed-indested acres
froom U985 b 2006 (Tabde 1-15 We supged mahaling fumther ewsion of the reasins bekind
this alsereation, sinoe urdersieding of te rensons why @e Ashlang Disrct experienced &
declize in weed-infested acres may provide information helpful for effective weed management
am piher Comster Mational Fonzs) Districs,

COur more detailsd commenis, questions, and concema reganding the analysis,
dhmoumentation, anddor potestEl envinonmental impacts of the Cusier Mational Fores Wied
hlanagement Projece DELS are enclosed for vour review and conslderation as you complete the
Final Ermirormental Impact Statement (FEIS]. Based on the pmcedures EFA uses f0 evaluaio
the saleguacy of o Eformarion and de poissial envinmestestal imposts of the propossd action
and aliernatives in en E15, the DEES hos been rated os Camegory LO (Lack of Objections). A
copy of EPAs rating criberi i aflached

EPA concurs with the need for an expanded iniegraied weed mamagemen| program o
peevenl the egahlishmen and spread of wesds, inclading asrial spplicstios of heshicides, EPA

did not idenify ey potemizl environmenizd impects requiring subsientive danges w the
, alithagh EFA recommended that additsonal infomation on dhe causis of weed spread,
aldlitinml culturl wesd costen] methods {seeding), and & morne definitive commitment W aquatic

mcaitering be considered.

The EPA spprecioes the oppormumnity oo review and comment on the DEIS. 1f we may
euvide further explanation of our concems please contact Mr. Steve Potts of my saff in Helema
AL (4060 4575022 o b Miseoidlo o J06-320.3313.

Foblacic

Jth Wikl
hdmnﬂfﬁn
Encloaurnss
o Ly Svobodi' Iyl Folinsoa, EPA, EEFR-N, Dearver

Domna e, Momana Depi. of Agriceioere, Hedena
Miwk Kelley, MIDEQ, Helrma
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U5 Envirommentad Prodection Agency Rating System for Diraft Environme mial
Imqiact Statements
Delfimitions and Follow-Up Action®

Eavirsnmental lmpes of the Action

LA3 - - Lack of {ijection: The E I Agency [ETWA) bax ot iderwified ary potensal
arrwirnnrwral impaes recgaring s v changes e e propoast. The rovies may bave discimasd opponarizes
o pplcasion of mil geion medares S coukd be soemapl ibed with no more tan minoe changes 10 the epoasl

m--wh‘hﬂhmhwmmuhﬂhlnun
ocdar m felty proseci the T 15 ar
wmﬂmlmmhmmmW

m--wmmﬂhmmm&u.-ﬁuwmuwu
wared in order i pr . Tor the Iy reqere
changen iz the prel o gl projeci g the no-action
AwrE Ve o 3 A S LTI L mAwwmnmthlpqmmlhnhm

EL . « Environmenaally Dasstilsciery) The EFA revies his ienified sdvese crvironmenil impecs ta ere of

selficent sagaile Sl ey ot L Frevd Lhe dlendpsinl of pobli: bealther selfoe or cavininmentsl
quality. EPA izicrds o swork with Lhe besd ageney i redece hese irmpass. I ihe poteniial erastidacion
are fed coamecand a tha finad TS siage, this prog el refermal o fw Cramcl m
Environmental (alay (7RG f
Adegsacy of i Impset Stedemend

Cabegory 1 - - Adequaiie: EFA i the dinh EIS sleqiaey so5 Rt (58 efrvironmeiiil isgels) of e

aleerroidiee wad e of Uee gl H it 1abl bhm“m]{uh&—]p—
il chiy crdbectize m necesry. bel the revaewer my vagpest e skl ion of cleed o

Caregory 1 - - InaufMicient Infermation: The dex® D15 doas 301 corten wifficless ieformatio for EPA o fully
e erdrrirerdnl inngacrs than should be: wwaidesd [n onder i Bally paessct she e visonieeat. of the BPA, reviewer
i ielerdifiend e reaorably vl ale ahermatves tun e sikin the speoirim of alerative wol vesd isdhe dnil
ERs, mhanﬂrcﬁut:u-mu-m:{ﬂ:m The awlerdifwd sddifonil nfersiioe, dala

o or shrayid be an e fead BIE
mmh-wnmnmmm-umummmmmwmm
errroneiial Dpaos of e dotn. of the BFA rewkevs bas Meaifiod now. rersod by i lable allemmatives Uil

Iuﬁ
I ial .'....iﬁ= T | iepact. EFA befieves il the ientified aElions] iafermaton.
we of uxha magai fhat dacy shoukd bave Sl public review ai o Sl visge. EI'A dom
mmmwnmnmu far tha p i e ral b m:p-'nmwm
mm;mmmmumunumm-mmuﬂkmu-
revasd drill EBS. O e bain off e podeat il sipaifioam inpeots iivelved, hm&mubtuuduwm
referrad i e CE).
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EPA Comments on Custer National Forest Weed Management
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

BRIEF FROJECT OVERWIEW,

The Cusier Ntkaal Foeesl (CHF) prepancd @ DELS o evalune & progosal o
implement specific mvasive weed ireatments on approsimaely 14,000 gross managed acres
(12300 nedt et depes) in salppond o (he 1987 Foresl Plan, apercy policy, Exvcutive Order
13112, and other public land lows, rules, end regulatons) end dizeloe e envisnneenal efTess
of expension of the current weed control progrum.  The ourrent weed management program did
e augborize use of heshicides in the Absaroks - Beanoots Wildemess Ares, snd did not analyze
effecis of new herhicides or serial application of herbicides.

Cirer Mol Forea bands in sosth ceaeal il statheers Mostan, and northweslem
South Dekota encompass ehoat 1.2 mallion scres and share boundaries with ¥ ellowsions
Martiomal Park. Bighom National Recrealion Area, Burean of Land Management, the state border
with Wynming, th Gallecin ied Shosions Notiosal Forest, the Crow and Noethem Cheyenne
Indian B esereations, ullnurrrrrmlﬂluud private lands. The project area covers the entre
Cuser Mutionsl Fores], and il irgg, a5 well as Tuture polential weed infiestalion ancas,
Thnnipuuﬂﬂumaﬁ:uﬂuﬁdemdfmnﬂq‘mmd'dqﬂ
strvlegies. For new weed infizstations. Thees allermatives have been developed o address these
agactives.

Allerrative | ineludes all integraled pest margement (TP methidk: usel for existing
wisad comtrol, wme of new herbicides, Berbicide use within the Atssroka- Besmooth 'Wildernsss
Aren. s werin] application of herbicides cutside of Wildemess,  This imclndes ground herbicide
spplication on 1415 acres (mchading 45 scees in AB wildemess ares); BS aores of asrial herbricide
epplication: 155 acres of hiological conerol; less than 5 acres of hasd pulling: less thas § acres of
pecalinig; 50 penes off tall Lakapur Berhicide weateenty; and léss than 5 acres al Incalménl along
paved mads end other infrastnucere construction, alll within o 15 year pesiod. The prefermed
allmmative = Aliernative 1.

Adiernative 2 is 10 use all integrabed pest menngemeant meshods as cutlined in Al=mative
L. bt withaut the wse of herbivides (155 meres of bilogical control: less them 5 acpes of hand
podling: less thes 5 acres of seading; 60 ocres of il lorkspur premments with sheeph

Alerranive 3 mkes nd acthon kD chasge the ceeresl Blcirilal pesl mansgesiesl alesizlial
in the 1987 Custer Forest Noxiouws Weed Control E1S, including ground based herbéeide
treatmient with only four hecbacide chaiees (1,4-0, picloram, dicamba, and ghyphsophate), and oo
Tezitickle wme within the A-B Wilklemess Area
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COMMENTS:

1 The EPA suppors the purpose azd need of the Custer National Forest Weed Management
Project b prevent and reduce the lees of native plast communities sssociaied with the
spread of weeds (pagel-3). EPA fully seppons the nesd to minimize spread of noxies
weeds, Monious weeds are a great threat o beodivversity, and can sul-compsie native
p|“l.ﬂMlW“hﬂlummmwhdlmﬂd}'mmm
wildlife. Impacts to naiive plant commusities ane mach redoced when comiral actions. eoe
tnkem of an early sage of invasion.

We support the proposed impeovemens of the Cmter Mational Forest's infegrated weed
menagement program, including use af néw herhicides, mad herbicide: wss within the
Absanka- Beamsoth Wilderness Ares, snd serind applscation of herbieides oomsids of
‘Wildemess. Use of an expanded (=1 of herhicides and applications within mfested
partiona of the Wildemess Area, slong with caeefully s ped acrisl applications of
herbieides outside g Wilderness Arca aee llkely o facilitvie more sffeccive weed
mansgement. Aeridl applications s cost-effective whene there are anss of weed
infestation soross steep amnd inacoessible termain (Tables 3-21 wo 3-24).

Thee relative effectvemes of Allemalive | using inlegraind wesd managemest, inchsling
herbizide spplicatiores i comparive o Aln:lmn'rtllj'rlﬂ'mh:'hlnitlpplktmﬂ,
il Advemative 3 (using only ground bassd herhicide reatmemns with only foar berbicide
chaices, and no berhicads wee within fhe A-B Wildemess Area) is evideal From review of
Tahile 2.3, Summary of Potential bespacts Berween Alvemacives (page 2: 11, and from the
oosi amalysis tahles in Chapter 3 (Tables 3-21 10 3-24).

Given imoreasing concems show wead invasion, we recognize the utiliny of cost-effective
meihods of wesd mamagement such as g fewer herbasided, application within infesnsd
wreas within the Wilderness so preven wider infestoone. e corefully mansged sezinl
mpplication of herbivides. 'We wamt o plso emphasize the importances of incorporming
wderquate memares ima ground and aerial hersicide applicatGons i mitigaie risks of
adverse health and exviroameninl «(Feces (e.g., avosd drift of poentindly toxic herbicides
1o pquatic areas or other semsiive arees s impacts 10 non-target plangsh

X We appreciate de inclusion of & map section in the DEIS with meny maps showing
altermatives, proposed isstmend arcas, and Relaive Adqefer Vulnerabilily Evalaations o
Hertacide Comtamination. We also appreciaie the many informative and compreéenive
Appendices in the DEIS that mchade useful information s follcws:

- Wil specien of conoem and imvasive spacier in or mear tie Foresr { Appendices A &
By

= Protection meaiarne [(Appendia O

<Prevention, Fisk assssowent and B (Appendix DY,

2
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~Treatment priorifies (Appendix E
«Eifectivemeis of rectmenis by species | Appendiz F);
-~Hlerbicide fride namer and favger species (Appeniliz O
~Gireing rexivictions by herbicide [ Appendix H);

«Merbicide apmiication rares [Appendax Tk
-Herkicide eficacy (Appendix 1);
mﬂllﬂnwuﬁm-mppmﬂuﬁr.

~Mainrenance, cleanir e il i Appendix Ly;
-ﬂmﬂwtﬁwﬂnm

~Aerial spray puidelines and driff mode! remilty (Appesdix N

T w5 e of the mosi mlwuuufnmdmmmu-ﬂm
program mérigstion meerts, dats o information that we have ses. The sreps and
mEmernas Appendces nd naranve di it provide valushle information tha grealy
|mww1—h~mdﬂrmpmﬂtmuwﬂnumm
activities, and fecilienes seview snd evaluation of proposed ectivities.

‘W commenid S Cster National Forest for this compeehensive disclosuse of wood
TERgEmEeNL program mformation, We encinmagr you bo make these Appendsces
availible w0 herbicide applicaion.

The Appendix € proection messures, Appendis I provention practices and BMPs, wd
Appesadin N acrial spray guidelines and drift model resulrs, evidence ¢lear rerogmition of
the meed to wvold drift of herbicides 1o non-arpet amas. EPA is genemily plessed wish
the 1 p and pr & be usedl dhering herbicide
Wuhﬂmmhmﬂ safiety of ground and serial hefbacide
mpplications.

Wie suppeort ihe proposed 304 fooq bufler Tor sserial applications around soreams and
wellinils, and for including other measures. o reduce gisk of herbicide drifi so senaicive
epeps. Herbicide Jeill o sireams and wetlands could adversely affect squati: life and
wetland functions suck m Socd chisin suppon wed hahitat for wesland species. We believe
& 300 fieet bulfer provides an appeopriste safery mone m faduce risk of dift and runcef of
potertially inxke herisicides v stoeamis and wetlinds during aerial spplications. A4 bulfer
o iy particularly imsporane for streams with valushle or sensitive fisheriss resounces
legg., yellowsoene aithrosd trout) or whens there e dosmstresm public waer supplies,

We koe il appreciative of the many other proposed messures i minimize risk of
Eesbicide drift b sensitive weas (6., wind monitoring: use drift cands, dves, drilt
reduction agents, sprey nozzles te produce larger deoplets, eic, L

We parcicularly appeecine the amention given bo provention proctices and BMP: for wesd
vemiral { Appendix [¥). sinpe weed prevention is afie the most cost-effective way 1o

3
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sl conirol weeds by svoiding new infesiotions end sperad of weeds, and thes,
evoiding the need for subsequent weed treatments (2.8, revepetasen of disibeal e,
usg ol wenl free sead, clesming vehicles sl equig and orther practices thai pr
infemation and spreed of weads), Emlrmpnmudmldmw-&mbm
svoids wider future use of hechicides and other sontne methacls, Wesd peevwetion is 4
erilical compesnenl in & wiosd i pEen fon g

The drcmeion and presentation of information on weed species, weed biology,
ulnerabality b infestations and iz of spresd, treament methods, ned risk msesment m
Chapies 3 and weed species specific ecology ead [FM tresimests in Appendiz Lare very
informative. This type of information is s important part of an eMecive IPM program,
sul wee are pleased 10 see so much valushle mfemation inchded @ the DELS

Momious weeds iomd 10 gain a fooSeld where there is distarhance in the ecovysiem (..,
i fresgd &1 1e, coetruction s, road bullding, soil dismrbance, fire, motorzed travel,
recreation, livesinck pracing. etc. ). W belirve an Integrased Weed Mansgrsest

program should sirive 1o expliin e wty oo and weels are
[nesent, w0 mprove public mderstanding of meckanismes md vectors for weed spread.
We, therefore, suppes incloding additional dacmsion om the probable caies of no

il invasive wesd isvasion within the Custer Matlonal Forest. By describing the more
comman mechanismes by which weeds spread, the Custer Mational Forest may be betier
ol 4o gam pubdic seppon. o e acivilaes fhen speesd weals and Besier apply
lralegies 1o miligate ool causes. It bs imponant for an Imegraied Weed Mozagememn
Program o include educational sctivities for indusirial and recriational wsens by
emconrape sl promeds public seertance in wesd prevention and control

For emample, woed seeds ane semeported by wind and waler, animal Tur, feders gmd
Feies, bul primagily by people. The greanes: wector for spoeed of weeds. is through
maoneed vehicles-cers, trucks, ATY's, motoreyclex, and even sowmobile. Wead senls
am ofien caught ani the vehicle wndencarmaie i mud and releiesd oa the Foren. A singls
weltiche driven several feet through a knapweed site can acquire up o 0K seeds, 200 of
which may sl be attecked after 10 miles of driving (Momiana Krsgreeods:
Kentification, Biodogy and Mansgessear, MSU Exension Servioe)

We believe an effectne noxioes weal cofend] progran sheould include neanctingc on
mierized uses, panicalady off-coad uses. 0f-road vehicles ane designed o travel off-
tril, disturbang sodl, creating weed seedbeds, and dispersing seeds widlsly, Weal seed
dimperaal from moo-molorized trave] i of lesser concem becoose of fewer places oo
collecefranspon sesd, and the dispersal mte and distances along irails are less with ron-
motorized travel. Resirictions on moboriznd use fey alsa be neaded alter buming and
Parvest activities umil native vegetstion |s ressisblished In e Satarbed areas 1o reduce
potearial for weed infestation of the distarbed sites.
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H is particularly Emporan o moid moborized travel in nemainisg rosdless ansas, since:
roiddless sredn are olien nesereoin of native plante, snd limitstions on motorized travel in
such spesr can proiect such sreos from wesd vesion and avoid the absegeent seed 1
Irear wends.

‘We noticed that the preferred shamanive includes 3 aeres or less of cullural reaiments
iseading, pape 1-5k As you kiow, seeding can be very sseful 1o stabilize distorbed aress
by desirable apecies that ciil compele weads ind retan] wead infestation
ipage 3-1EL Itis not clear why the proposed screage for sseding & so low. Cen the
mdm#mlum]ummn[ndm{lhmhhlﬁmrhihnhmw
weed infesza d? Irisi that disneried sites be seeded a8 soon
pmﬁkl.ﬁurdumﬁmﬂumhmpulﬂﬂ.llhnﬂdﬂhﬂuhm The goel of e
e progrim should be 1o establh the sustainability of the aren.

[ order io prevent: the establishment and spread of eoxioes weeds in recreation aress
(eradlaenid, nodkel apess, e, ., ), it diay be helplal 1o consider the use of mulch where foot
traffic is high ard revegetation is difficult or imposastle. Addicionsily, wsthelic bavisn
aml pested sigms mmay be wtilien) 1o decourape fool traffic in sensitive aress.

#eoording o mformatton in Teble 1-1 (page 1-5), the Ashlmd Disirict sow b net decrease
in wesd-infesiad sires from 1985 6 2006, We suggest inchading further discussion of
this observation, sinee undersianding of te semons why te Ashland Disirer experienced
& decline in wend-infested acres may provide information belpful for effective wesd
mankgemesl on oy Custer Mational Fones Disirics,

W are pleased 10 e the Wead Seed Froe Fred and Seraw Policy ipape D-5). hombe
hielpful o requice canile wed horses, especially tose coming from sreas with eshnis
wepids, to be penned and fed woed free hay for seversl days prios to bemg relemed on
el Landhs oo prevent ieoduction of nankus weeds

Fored wilde progranmmstic diection should asseoe that the effects of buming on the
mﬂlmmmmm weads be evaluaned during die-specfic progest |evel
malysis. Prescrited fire bas the potential to stimulate weed growth (e.g., Dalmatien
insdfax or leafy spurge), and can destmy insects planted for binlogical weed contral
Buming followed by appdscation of appeopriste kerhicides can peovide effective wisd
camntmel, W sugpes! el sach consideralions be svalwied for during development of
direction and plas for peescribad bursing.

Sins selected for application of bielogicil contrel agents showld be protecied from oter
management gctions tiet could negatively influencs e bocomrod agent (such a8 neming
28 noted above, or application of toxic kerbicides). Protected bicconirod sinas cen slso
Tuncticn as collection points Tor redistribution o estahlished beromtrols to other sites.
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Spotied knapweed is identified a3 one of the more prevalent noxious weed species in e
project apea (pape 353 W noke thal sposed Enapwesd is son-chidomaios and ihisid
i relaively casy o comieal with lower moss of the moat sebective bow toxloiy hechicides.

It = mmportant g0 muonikr nevelts of werd Irsalmenl activiliss o documen? and i
effective weed meament with sinimel spects on non-rges species snd evoidance of
oiher adverse environmenial or public health effects. Momitoring shaalid be an imegral
pars of the weed sasagement progress, EPA s plessed wsee (page 2-H) thet the Custer
Mational Fores: woueld Incorporaie monkoring imio each aliernative focming oo thes 1)
dtmiuuﬂm:ut'-nlipmlduﬂiui:rm 2} effects of herbicides on noxiee
wepds; 3} estabdihmient sl efTectivensss of hiakegical conel sgenis; 3) presence of
hertacide |n erface or ground water in Bigh rsk erees (1.2, aocidemal spills, aeried
epplication], and 5) implementation of profection messines,

‘We belieys the healty of downsiream domestic, il recreational waier wsers
andl of the aquatic ssosystem should Sctate some livel of aqeitic momkeing
dozument and verily that og of herhicldes, parmiculerly plolorem, which is
highdy mokbile Ludm.r_l:lmmm Mionilonng is recessary so validate that
herbicide application protooels sml devign crileris are eMective = preventing hedhicide
IFanspe 10 sunfies and geoend witers, end may increase poble condfidence dant chemical
roniamingon of surface waters did aot oocur. We ame pleased thal sensilive resoraes
[reanies, fakes, wellinds atd sensitive plama) weild he manilonsd, amd her spray
detaction cards would be used o evaleyie herbicide drift sowards seasitnve resources
(pape 1-91

We suppori mositoring of waier sumples whee there higher probahility for herhicide
transpet 10 surfpee or ground watess, and collection of waser samgples after the First
subeaniiel rain to desect the presence of heshicides from beaching or ranoff, We suggest
fomrsing momitoring on waterns in bgh ek walersbeds with mereased risk Facton such s
higheer levels of herbicide appdications; applicetions in clnss proximity to suface waners
or oreas with porees soils and high proandwiner levels; herbicide applications near
sensiimvn fishemes and near public water dipplies, el Mionilormg of higher risk aml
T seiaitive witers can vidkdme that herbiclde marapar w0 squetic aress does not
oovar, particulary monkoring for piclormm and clopyralid, snoe dess herbacides ane
highly saluble and sachile, wd relubvely persimem and roxic (12, sslam a sincam with &
high poteniial for herbicide drifi for moniionng or high neachy tpeatment acreage, and if
no berbicide 7 idemtafind in this steeam, pos can beer validale ind extrapolme that
miligacion messures were effsctive b prevencing herbacide drift oo other aguatic sreas
with kower intersxy of ireaememes). The Forest may also want o corssder groundwaber
mumnitaring n sekected welle in clise prosimily b applicilion sibes,

While the Cmber National Forest Weed DEIS inchades excallen
presentation and dackeure af inforration. the DEIS oaly indicaley that te

B
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Irendiac|plinary team gy recommend fhal winer qualiry monzoring may be conducisd
Thee DIEIS does ot chearly state that monitoring will be conducted wheee there ee higher
risks or posential impacts w0 semsilive wales, Wie note that Tahle £- 10 (page 4400 shows
thai ondy 2.6% of the Forest bs in o “high” risk class due io pesticide |eachabilicy sad
depth to ground waler, Such high risk aress would be comdidabes for water quality
oilering. We oommend 4 mobe definitive eommitmen 0 eoadusting waler qualicy
monioring in kigh rek e be mcleded in the FELS.

W ninne that binassey teckalques isg aquatc species sensitive wihe herbicides w he
used are availeble for detecting aquatic impacts from herbicide applicacions (e.g.
nmd'llm m&m 1ml.||] EPH. ha prl]mﬂ a mml:r mm.: mamual entithed,

mlmﬁmﬂmmwm lhnmm:ﬂ ﬂhhrlm-:ﬂimmnnﬁuwmi
ook troul

We e pileased thit an adajive managanenl spproiah B idestifial in Appendia E,
idemtification of treatment priocities, & decision mee for reatment of new weed
localions, guideling: For treatmicnls, and a tnzalment elfectivomes guide {Appendix Fl,

Ag i general prectice, EPA ssggests prioritizing perimensr weed infestations sech a
arounsd irailheads ard readsides befom treating interior weed infestaiions. L7,
Thank you for mcheding pre- and post-evaluations of effertivensss for all weed coneml

progects.  Evalestion of B effectiveness of treaiments is critical &0 the long-term success

of e peogrem.  Non-effective memments sesd oo be pe-evalusied and posentially

replaced with other reatment methods. Al irestmen: methods weed should be tecked w0

provide a comngurisnn of the effectiveness of comitrel meseoes, and weed infeslitions

wontrnl acthons should be iracked in o Foretlevel weed dainbass. The Custer NF Wised

I e pemend program, appesns comssdend with these concepis

The presemation of information regarding the herbivides for me is Belpful in

evalustion of polential efects of hersivide applications (Table 3-10, Efectr of Drift

Facrors on Herbicide Drify, Teble 3-11, Companison of Hesbicides, Teble 3-13, 8.
Herticide Behavior in Sorifr, Table 5-14, Monfona Water (ualine Hamas Health

Franakardi fir Heanclded, Appeadices G, H, [, 1 & M L We seoociied all apelicalon

hanve acoess so thews tahles: in the fHald.

We are genenally mooe concerned about pplication of te moee 0Lk, persisient, and
muohile herhicides such as piclorm (Tordon).  As s know most picloram products,
mclaling Tendon 2K, arc Restriced Lse Pesticides requising pesticide apglicaior
cemificaiion so purchase end apply. [k s importees thae U5, Forest Service employess be
cerified throughout the durstion of the project. IF commerncial applicators will be
eoalracted Tor spplication of Restrietal L Pesticades, we resnmiend diecking o make

T
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sure their MT commerial Resiricied Ui Peslicales [ieenee is cumenl, Fless contiad
Moatana Depr. of Agriculnme ar (i) S44- 5000 for more infnrmaton.

W peeommend thal applissions of mone pessisien!, oass berbicides gich s picloram be
limited b onee per year b reduce foe ptbon n sodl. Trede-offs betwesn
effective waed control and effects on soil ] leaching concems need io e
cnnmidened. A decnnd reatment applealion of paclom if needed should aaly pecir afker
30 diys {or accoeding o lebel dirscoons)

The Muntana Dt of Agriceiers renminends that petidohertacide spplicions
estaibdizh soll depth criteria with safficient depih vo ground waier io mitigme the poteniial
for the moeement of leachable herbicides such as picloram oc clopyralid 1o groend water
(Dna Rize, MDA, phone $44-54001), Six fﬂiﬂlﬂﬂmﬁ'hmlrﬁtﬂﬂﬂ
less permehle (e.g-. clay) ond may provide adeqaaie time for picloram and clopyralid o
degrade. 5 feet of soil. horwwver, will pot be adequale iff e soils o smdy, avelly o
have cohbly, siony, of cther permeable structural cheescoerisrics. The Crevoed 'Waer
Infiormation Cemter at the Montama Bureau of Mines & Geology in Bume, MT (40656
#153) may havee well Ing imformativn for estimation of ground sater levels in teatmem
[T

Fint oves inforsstion, Do AgroScience, the menulsctones of Tosdon 2TK, ks socenlly
developed supplemenind labeling for Tordoa 22K for areas west of e Mississippi River.
Thiy have directsons for wick or carpet roller applications. Toedon 2IK herbickde can be
piliend iy Wik of carpel noller squlprmesn where Seift presenis & hazand W seceible
crops, surface waben, and ofher sensitive sreas. (One part Tordon 1K is mined with 2
parts waler 10 prepire s 3% sohdtion. The wick methel of spplication is more lihes

m:mlwwrﬂ;leﬁ'm]wuwdn“ﬂ'm“u weads ndjacent io surface
wabers, weilomds, or projecied planis

Also, pleese nole that for Access. picloram active mgredient, is cancelled and
Appemlis B {pege G-1) should be updalal,

Thank you for providing detadled mformation on povential sffects. o sodls and ground
waiter and waker (ality elfecss W|mem1.mmiﬂlﬁu|uﬂ“ﬂﬁi¢
mquifer volnerbility evalustions (RAYE] in Chapter £ (siarfing on pape 4-£0),

Tahle 3- 14 shows numerse Moniens Weer Quality Human Health Sandards for
herisicides, and a saiement is included in the namative that no aguatic life standands hewe
baen established (page 3490 Whils il i corred thad Montana Wider Qizlily Standand
o pit include memerical crieria for squatic life prmection for the berhicides proposed.
fior e {since researci/data requirements mecessary to establish oumerical agqeatic life
wader qualaly Crileria are very rigonnesl, il is inporan W underiiand (hal ey
herisieides are wnnc 1o aguatic |ife sven though numerical squate life critera Bave moo
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e established. The Moatma Water Qualiry Srsdusds, howeves, 8o include o genend
nerrative siendard requiring surfoce waiers 1o be free from sebarances that creare
comrentrationy which are docic ar karogf fo ageaic (e, B owould be helpful to present
this mponeat nerrative “free from iniiry sandard” in the fisal E1S.

Table 4- 1 koo that omly 5% of the arcas ang in a “high" rivk calejory ioal na areas

e nthe risk casagoey, and it [s sieted tise pesticide |zachabiiity and bigh b3
ground waler acornt fior the frw “high™ risk ratings (page 4-411. W are plesssd thet

el Wl off fhe Fidesl B i the “Tea™ o “low o miderile™ el ok

= noted in our comment #16 above, we are moee concemmed about applications of e

e boxic, perninient, and sobile hefbazides voch o pickeum (Tordom),  Trade-ofTs

between effisctive weed control end effects on soil preductivity and hericide

transpor and contammeation concema teed 40 be comsiderad,  While the DEIS doss not

shiree ailverse effecs on soil productiviey from proposed herbickde use, we recommend

thet applications of more herbicides such as piclorm be limited to once per

yesr 40 peduca: potesitial for aceumulation im seil, A second reatsmen? application if o
nzeded shoald only eocor afer 30 days (or scconding to labed divections ).

Weead] fafestations ke flen able 10 oul compete nallve vegetation in sail whene

overgrazing, fire, or oiher disturbanoe bas depleted soal fertility levels. [t may be usefial

I analyze for soil fendlity pacameters (pH, Ca, My, K, P, cepanic matter, % M), 17 suil

feruility i bow, i sy be helptal wo apply show release femilizess o isiviaie competizive

growth of native vepeistion. The Forest may also want 40 comsider monitormg for

herbicide concentaions in snils; e sl siceobichogic wsays; moniding of pa

commuraies; and moniionng of soil ercsion and sedimenietion raies. 4

Thesre & alwinys concem aboet thi polentisl for pastichds contesdinatica of surfacs and
grourd waier, when pesticades (herbicides) ane spplied, since some pesticides may be
harsmdul % Buinans and oo Cidb sl wildisle md o semirive crops o very low
roncesirations.  Alsn, clean-up of ground water supplies that have been conlzminasd by
persisten pesticides can be vory dafficull, s it is best to avoid contamination in the firs
pilace.

Wit arrs aabsan pletsed thal (he rod sssecsmienl for soils and grousd water evidences & low
risk of ground water conieminerion (pege 4-43). The surfece waler risk analysis shows
some potential for waber quality risk with picdoram eetments (page 4-53), however, oo
woe [lened it it b sated that site-specific reassessments will be done during contracy
prepanstics for seriel applications, and if necessary treatment acres would be reduced 10
minimies wealer qpElily effes,

Thark you for including the many tahles with information on soxicity and hazands
waiciied with herbicide e {eg., Table 4-4, Hamar Sozordr Sl on Acsde Tomicity

L]
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Carcgories, Table 43, Chronic Taxciry Susumary, Tahle &6, Herbickle Toxioly Hozard
Oworients for Workerr, Table 4- 13, Effects of Propesed Herbicides o Agmaric
(hrganiseg, Tabde 4 19, Memmaliom Tacliry), We e plessad that the arsesimen of
herizicide drift indicates no significent off-site drift with proposed mitigation meesures
{page 434}, and no anticipased sgmificant curmabative healh effects,

Plesase be eware that cerinin pest controd activities described in the DEIS may fall under
EFA's Worker Protection Stiedard (WES] if, (1) tae 1.5, Foret Service is the
“employer” in conmel of the “operation” and the imnlves or is relasd o
commerciel production of timber or tmber peoduons, (2} the U5, Forest Service &= using
WS- |sbeled praticites, and (3) the pesticide applicalions in question ang related s the
pendactinn of timbentisber product: ard they ans nad covered by one of the applicable
exceptions. of exemplions. I you have any qoestions reparding the WS or s
applicabality please contact Faslyn Dobrabeer in the Denver EPA oflice & (303) 312-
a2,

We ige pleased ol potential effests 10 Nsheries, wildlife e sensitive plaats
were also evaluaied end disclosed in Chapiers 3 and 4, with risk evaluation i wildlde on
» herbacide-br-berbicade b Will Fores! biclogisia and bolanishi conduct el ureys
wnid idennily potertial habiis for sensitive ind deestened and endasgered b
wibdlsfe and plani species for each ereatment area a5 pant of the prepareion of the sach
sy wispd mrmrapemen! aperatmg plan We did s ses e milsgation micoes
specifically ectudsd in the prolection or prevention mesvres, We sogges tal i be
included in Appendix C or [v

Thumk: yovs for discussion and analysis of potental effects on wildlife resouroes, inchiding
threatened dmd enalanpered spescies including Griezly Rear, Gy Woll, o Bald Eagle
[page 4-50 o 2-91) We noe that the fizal E15 should inclode e associaed FWS
Binlngical Opinion or formal coneumence for e following ressons:

(1] HEPA requees publsc imvolvement end full disclosere of all iswees wpon which 2
decision i i be made;

(71 The CE( Regulasons for Inplementing the Feocsdurl Provisions of NEPA,
sarnghy encourage the imegration of MEPA requirements with other
envinmmental neview wnd corultation requiremesats so-thal gl such
un eomcarendly ruther than consecotively (40 CFR 1500.2(c) and 1302.23); end

(33 The Endangered Species Act (E3A ) consuliation process can result in the
identifcalion of reasoasle and prudent elbematives o preclods jeopardy, and
mandiied reasomatle and pradent measunes w0 reduce incadental take. These oam
affect project mplementation.

Since the Biobogical Assement and E1S mmt svalese the potential impacts on listed
species, ey can jointly mait in malyzng (he effectivences of eltematiogs and

]
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- ~%
v
Glenn Gy
Ty Ranch, Ing.
mitigation measures. EPA recommends thor she final BIS mnd Recood of Decision not be mﬂﬁ‘fﬂm
cumpleted prios o the compleion of ESA consulation. I the consulation proces is e
trettead i 3 epare process, tie Apsneies i DSFWS ldemificarion of sddftion) RS} 4 T-AFT
s|praficant impects, erw mitigation measures. or changes b the preferred aliemative. I
these shumgrs hirve ot been evalusted in the Fisil E15, 3 sepplemest 1 the ET5 would be P I, I
Wi,

Mancy T. Curndes, Forest Sopersor
Ann. Kim Red, Pregect Coondinatos
Caster Mational Fores

N300 Mmin Btreet

Ballinigs, BT 59105

RE:Deufl Custer Hufiomal Fores! Woeed Mansgesent EIS

Jay Ranch, Inc. boeders the mouthesst corner of e Ashiand Fanges District of
Cyster Mational Forest. We also bave the Eloom Cresk Alloimest grazing permit on i
Ashland Ranger Distnct  This is the Powder Fiver Breaks area identified for biocomined
Eeatmenl,

[ support Alsernstive | as discesod in the Daft EES. The only way to control the
eedeniflens invasion of Boxie weeds i with & coondinated elfa using chemical,
biological, and robtoml methods. The E1S has o comprebensive discussion of fhe vanous
mustheds: proposed with a realists: peediction of the owlcome.  The evvircnmental mmpects
of the vinsis methods are adequately analymsd

T herve boen relessng the vamous Aphrf lealy spurge Nlea beethe oo this ranch
o i the Poveder River Breaks area since 1990, The last teo vears, § hanve rot foend o
leafy spurge miextation m this arca that does rot havee fles bestles,  Biocontrol is show bt
e bezetlien are esinblished and will help slow the spread of leafy spurge.

Cheinzil or colteral contnel ghoshd be ussd in the ansis whers the nooious wesds
are mot esahlished and can ke eliminsisd Piscontral is foo slow amd will allow the
noxions weed b become mfahlished

Undoriunatehy leaf willl mever be elimineed from the Powsder Brver
Freeuks mren bet with the methods discussed in the EIS ve sheould he able o slow the
spread and maybe even contein the infestation o this area

Vo inaly,

Y 4,
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United States Department of the Interior

RUREAL OF INIHAN AFFAIRS E
Fecky Mruniain CHlice
118 Parih 26° Sirewi s

ilings, Mot F101
In Reply Refar To;
Egriculture & Wildlife Mansgement

Code 462 SEP 2 1 2006

Fin Reid, Froject Cocrdinator
Custer Kational Forset

1310 Masin Strest

Billings, Montama 58165

D=arc M=, B=id:

Enclosed are comments regarding the Custer Hational Foresc Wasd
Managenent Draft Envirormental Impact Statement |DEIS). Coplas
of the pages of the DEIS with specific comments are enolosad o
wour revied and use. Thess comments do not address the meelcs of
the alternatives, but are more directed at the content and
presentation of the information.

¥y name and work address are:

Larry Beneker

Burzaw of Indian Affairs

Rocky Mountain Reglonal Office
J16 Moeth ZE°' Strast

Billirgs, Momtana 59101

Thank you Eor the opportunity to review and comment on Ehe DELS.
If you have any questions; please contact pe at {406|247=7925,

TIYE

Sincaraly,

hﬁ Bﬂv&.ﬁ-’-«_{
foil Cansecvabiconist

Encloguta
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Unih&mn Depariment of the T.nta-:lr

FiFH AND WILDILIFE SEBVICE

BERLOGICAL SERVICES
MONTANA FIELD OFFECE
8L Ehepard Way
HELERA, MOHTAMA 0]
[FHAOHE (a4 P35, F o odie) i 511

E5-61130 - Billings Crctober 20, 10046
MLLS = Cosier Mational Forest
Cusier Mational Forest Wl Mansgenent

Wancy Curmriden, Forest Supervisnr
Cushir Mational Foren
1373 Mlain Seoreat

Billings, MT 25103
Diear Mi, Cesriden:

This doaument transmits the 115, Figh and Wildlife Servee"s (Sarvice]) coRoumemss oo your
desermnination ol effecss for Ened species In your buologionl assessment (BA) for the progosed
Caster Marionel Forest Weed Managemen: Plan. Yo B4 was ressved in the Billings Sab
Offlcs an October 5, 2006, This respomse i3 provided by e Servics meder the suthority of Se
Endangere Species A (ESA) of 1973, avamendad {16 LS. 1531-1541), the Migraory Bdird
Treaty Act (16 UL.5.C 713712}, and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection At (16 US.C. 668
o se. ).

The peoposed project would e on lands adminisensd by the LS. Deparmens of Agriculture,
Porest Servicn within the Coster Mational Forest. The Forest |s located in scutheast Mistar o
appruzimazely 1.2 exdilion acves of lasd in parts of Sweet Grasa, Stillwater, Carbon, Rosebad,
Powder River, and Caster Counties in Montana, and Harting County in South Dekom,

The Forest Service bas determined that the proposed action will set adffias black-footed Serret
{Maraela nigripes), and bald sagle (Matiareha lescocrphatupl, The Forest Service bas
determined the foels reduction pregram may sffest, ot i o Sty to adversaly affect the
grizzly b (Tirmus arces), and Canada hysx {Lms canadeneis). The project is alae not likely 1o
jenpartize fe continued Evistence of e non-esseansal experimental populition of the gray wolf
[Camis s,

The Sesvies coneurs with yooe detminaton of affecs of your project om (s speces, and
feemal cossulmation is not required. The Service bases ita concurence o the ixplemeniation of
the comservation measmes sated in the DA, asd the protestion Sessunes in the Crmer Mational
Forast Weed Manspsmens Exviroemenial fegacr Stanemens - Bolagical Avrerrmant Appenices
provided &s on artachment oo te B
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® ® :
The Custer Matonal Forest proposes anriil wesd contnl oz about 1,500 net infesied e
(approximaely 14,000 managed pross aores) of nomioi weeds, Sit met e fll lieksper, il §
e e Ry infranichure mainienance {1 .. pived road shoulder mairdensnce). Aciual
Emmwkhﬁhﬂviwlmwﬁ]umwwm
aa i

& aboot L4115 net smfesred aored geoamd hessicide spplicition & progossd (iocludes 45
acres of in the AR Wilderzess Areal;

& Mhowr 33 net infesied soves perial treatmest aeplication i3 proposed. Ty, dhere e
about 5 net ecpes of infestation = the Dry Creek ares and sbout B0 et acres of infegtanion
im the Stillwater area. These areas havm potential for aeciel restment needs in the neer
flrnere due o ther remote i Seep charpcteristics.  These charvceristics reduce e
abilicy fier effective ground trestsene and have o potertial by spmmd to about 7,500 scres
of remobs and morcessihle e

*  Abod |55 dcres mding bilogical comtrnl is propossd. Harbicde treatment will be used
alomg the perimeter and small peatches 1o contain the weeds, Oorrent epetal e
include B0 Acres Stillwater, 5 Acres Dry Cresle, 24 Acpss Rook Cr, 20 Acres Sld Bun
RB&, 2 Acres Prvon Mioentiin (Beariooth Banger Chistrict), L0 Acres Powder River Broaks
{Asniored Rorgner Dastriet), 10 Azras Long Pines (Sioax Rasger Disssictl,

& Ligs chon J pores & peoposead o b trearesd by Sasd-pedling (hevicided may be dial o
roduce plant density so low Jevels, then pull isolmed planis)

#  Lems tham § wores of cultural sreatment by seeding is propossd. Heshioides o grazing
wrary B e b reducs plint density, then plant more desimble and competing vegeiabion;
tilling o bresming will most Hlosly apply if future populatons toe morne stabie s o mike
the tresfment more cost effective.

& mhoon ¢ poves of tall larkspor conral osing ground Rerbicide applioation i proposed.

s Less thom 3 pores for infearmctune sainiensnce o Thes faeind
treatment afong paved road shoulders. Other examples inchade helibases, drainage
cubverts, special use permils soch a3 felephone and electnc raremsssion: lines Sat may
bave ndismible vegstation growing in or adjscent 1o them,

Implensesdation sonld ooour sithin a L5 yesr persod. Wi o] acres li'nuld.'heuumﬂeuuy}ﬂr.
Muores ireated will depend on aveilable finding and on a priorty miing sysem. Historioal
fnding hae alloesd for treatmest of betwes §04 and 1,200 scres anmeally, Most sreas would
weetrl repeated insatment for 5 6o § years i sssure effective contral, Momdiomsg woild be use] o
determine affectivenes and to (dentfy sress Sat would peed b e raated o 1 reanmet
areas oould be radooed based on efectnemess of previous rsaiments.

Under 0 propoesd acton Uramanve ew wesl infeeaioe coold be reatal providal that the
steps identiSed in the Adsptive Manegement ssction of the BA's sppendices ape followed. They
include rileia o help determine the sppropriate Seitment for sew wend sites. ATl infestations
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@ @ :
will use the priority dectuion process cutined m the BA. 1 the weeds am iz e AB Wikdeness,
e Wildemesa Minimum Tool CiideEse will be nied.

All hertricides will be epplied sccording io label specification, of when sdditioeal promecion
measuned are reguired by Porest Service policy a3 deseribed i the BA. [mpects on soil axd
wiker will be mitigated jo mest pois: Ludmmmquupphmmm
Wordem Region Soil snd Wt Steedords, and Coster Fopest Plas Srandards

mwmmmﬂﬂmnwmmmmmmmmmm.t
implemenreg the ESA of 1573, 1 amended. This project should be re-analyzed if new
wumm&nuﬂummmmwmnmm
speies, if the projess i modified in a manmer thet causes in effiect oot considered in this
consultation, the propesed sotion mey afect 4 mew specied that s listmed or critical habritee
ideotifind or i timing, spatizl cestrictions, and pestective meysmmes will got be implemented.

The Service appreciates effurts by Coster Metioan] Fores b m‘:ﬁm‘rmupnin_i_mwmmm
speries i Mootana, W alsa support poor effoms o minimize e on sensifive sed
mamagememt indicter species. For farther qumstions, plese call Lo Hanebeny at the Bill=gy
Sob Office ar S08-24TT36T.

Smeerly, 4 7]
. 7ol Lo
B Mlark Wilson
Field Superdsar

et FWEES, Billings, MT (At Lou Heaebury]
WSS, Pomre, 30 {Amn: Peie Gober)
USFSCuster Watiomal Eorest, Billings, MT {A=s: Tom Whicford)
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