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IN REPLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
CALIFORNIA STATE OFFICE '
: 2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

WPC3004R

Dear Reader:

This is the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for proposed
vegetation management on BLM-managed lands in California and northwest
Nevada. The statement discloses the probable environmental impacts of the
Proposed Action and Alternatives. This EIS will be used during the
decisionmaking process which will follow the comment period on this EIS.

The EIS contains updates resulting from the public review of the Draft EIS
released in December 1987, Over 300 letters of comment were received of

which 52 have been printed in the Final EIS along with BLM's responses.

The Final EIS does not contain the Appendices referred to in the main body
of the document. Due to the few changes from the Draft and size of the
Appendices only the modifications to the Appendices are listed in the
Final. If you do not already have a copy of the Draft EIS which contains
the Appendices, additional Draft EIS coples are available at the. address
below.

Comments received on this Final EIS as well as those received on the Draft
will be considered in the decision process. A decision regarding vegeta-
tion management will be prepared and issued after September 30, 1988.
Comments should be addressed to: - ‘ ' ’

California State Director

c/o Mark Blakeslee

Bureau of Land Management
2800 Cottage Way’vf
Sacramento, California - 95825

Additional copies of the Final EIS and of the Draft EIS with Appendices

are available at the same address.

Sincerely,

Z./ /74;/7
Ed Hastey
State Director
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- s CALIFORNIA STATE OFFICE
8t 7 30 2800 Conage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

NOV 7 1988

Dear Interested Party,

Enclosed for your information is the Bureau of Iand Management California
State Office’s approval of the Record of Decision for California
Vegetation Management. The enclosed decision sumarizes provisions
governing vegetation control and treatment on public lands in California
ard northwestern Nevada. The decision is derived from the Final
Envirormental Impact Statement (EIS), entitled "California Vegetation
Manag ." The selected altermative reflects public input received
during scoping, on the draft and final EIS.

Release of this decision to interested groups and individuals will serve
as public notice of the decision.

Thank you for your cooperation and we lock forward to any further input
you may have that will assist us in managing the public lands.

Sincerely,

[///u,éy

Ed Hastey
State Director, California

1 Attachment
1. California Record of Decision (16 pp)



IN REFLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
CALIFORNIA STATE OFFICE
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

NOV 7 1988

RECORD OF DECISION
California Vegetation Management

Decision

I approve and concur in the adoption of the California Vegetation
Management Program as defined in the Record of Decision and analyzed in
the Final Envirommental Impact Statement, entitled "California Vegetation
Management" U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
(August 1988) .

The public is advised that the Proposed Action from the FEIS for the
treatment of vegetation will be implemented in the States of California
and northwestern Nevada.

BIM projects that an estimated average of 35,800 acres would be treated
anmially oen the public lands in California and northwestern Nevada using
chemical methods on approximately 6900 acres, marual methods on 2900
acres, mechanical and prescribed burning methods on the remaining 26,000
acres.

Implementation of this program is dependent on the level of funding
received annually and the allocations determined by program priority.

Vegetation management methods proposed for use on any specific site must
be in accordance with the existing land use plan and management
objectives for the site. Before any treatment can be undertaken a site
specific Envirormental Analysis will be prepared and public involvement
will occur in accordance to CEQ regulations.

a:’//é._/‘?_/

Ed Hastey
State Director



RECORD OF DECISION
California Vegetation Management

INTRODUCTTON

The Bureau of land Management (BIM) California State Office has analyzed
theoptimofuamgchemimlherbicidesasapa:tofancverall
vegetat:}mmnagemantprogzaminthenraftarﬂFinalCalifomia_

2,4-D; 2,4-DP; dalapon; dicamba; diuron; fosamine; glyphosate;
hexazinone; picloram; simazine; tebuthiuron and triclopyr. Other active
ﬁ:gzediermsmnbeomsideredforuseoruyifariskassessnenthasbeen
prepared on the chemical for situations similar to the likely BIM
application.



Before any vegetation treatment can be undertaken a site specific
Envirormental Analysis (EA) will be prepared and public involvement will
occur in accordance with CEQ regulations. The EA will be tiered to the
California Vegetation Management EIS and the appropriate land use plan
(MFP or RMP) for the location and will focus specifically on the site-
specific impacts. The EA shall consider all appropriate alternmative
vegetation treatment technicques.

proposeddmlcnltmatmmtsmsthavaanam:wedpasticideuse

'permitinaccordancemthqmentUSDIaxﬂELMpmcadures. All pesticide
use proposals are reviewed by the BIM State Office Pesticide Coordinator
and are approved by the State Director if less than 2,560 acres in size.
For treatments larger than 2,560 acres, or which involve uses classified
as Restricted by EPA, or which are reasonably expected to affect T and E
spacies, or which involve aguatic application the pesticide use proposal
must be sulmitted to the BIM Director for approval.

Herbicides will be used in accordance with the standards that EPA imposes
on their use and which is stated on product labels. Any further
standards imposed by the States of California or Nevada will also be
utilized. In addition, the personal protection equipment recammended by
each product’s Material Safety and Health Data Sheet (MSHDS) will be used
and workers will be trained in the proper use and maintenance. Other
safety information on the MSHDS will also be followed.

Herbicide formulations may be applied by fixed-wing aircraft, helicopter;
by ground vehicles equipped with boom or handgun sprayers: orbywor'lners
with backpack sprayers, broadcast cyclone sprayers, hand wiping tools or
cother handheld applicators.

In applying herbicides BIM will follow the envircrmental protection
measures outlined in the FEIS, however, the following minimum
requumxtsmybemdemrestrictivearﬂcmplmxtadbyadditiml
mstrictamasaremltofthesxtespeciﬁcmmmrorm
proposed project. No herbicide formulation may be applied within 500
feet of any residence or other place of human occupation unless the
occupant or resident gives his written consent. Herbicide products will
mtbeapplmdwithinlOOfeetcfanycmplarﬂsorbyaerialapplicatim
within 100 feet of any surface waters or identified ground water recharge
area. Nor will the products be applied by ground vehicles equipped with
boom sprayers within 25 feet of any waters. Spot treatments with
vehicle-mounted handguns or with backpack type sprayers will not be
applied within 10 feet of water. Herbicides may be wiped on individual
plants or squirt on cut stumps above the current water line. Aerial
applications may only be conducted when windspeed is no more than 5 miles
per hour, ground applications shall occur when winds do not exceed 8
miles per hour, however, gramlarfm:mlatimsmybeappliedwithwim
speeds up to 10 wph.

Additimalrestﬁctimsshallgwernﬂneqﬁmrtusedtoamlythe :
formilations. Spray nozzles on aerial and ground vehicles must be set to
produce spray droplets with a median diameter of 200 microns or larger.
'Meq:immmmsoope:atewithabomprmmotzo-ﬁmﬂsm
square inch unless the herbicide’s label specifies a different pressure.



Aerial applications must be within 30 to 45 feet above ground cover when
terrain and safe flying permit. Backpack applications of liquids will be
allowed only at low nozzle pressure and within 2.5 feet of the ground.
Gramilar formulations will be applied with broadcast spreaders within 3.5
feet of the ground. Ground application of gramulars must be done in wind

speeds below 15 mph.

Maximm application rate for each of the herbicide active ingredients
will be the values shown on Table 1-2 of the FEIS. For all proposed uses
consideration will be given to applying formilations at less than the
listed values, especially in areas of concern for small animals and for
other important resource values. Ordinarily only one herbicide treatment
per year will be allowed on any site.

Provisions governing BIM’s use of herbicides recuire measures to mitigate
possible envirormental effects. Mitigations are included in the FEIS,
BIM policy statements and maruals. All practicable mitigations are
adopted for use in this decision and are incorporated by reference into
this record of decision. The purpose of the mitigation measures is to
ensure the judicicus use of herbicides.

Of the total 35,800 acres of expected vegetation management BIM projects
it will anmually use herbicide formulations on about 6,900 acres in

Each District must evaluate its own water monitoring needs. At the time
a herbicide program is proposed, District personel will determine those
areas which require special attention such as domestic water supplies,
aquatic habitat and ground water recharge areas. Factors such as
proximity to water ard recharge areas, slope, public concern, Regional
water quality standards and other resource factors will be evaluated
during project formilation to determine the type of water monitoring
implemented. the monitoring will be identified in the pesticide use

An overwhelming number of comments on the FEIS called for a public
hearing on the use of herbicides. The hearing was proposed for one
location, Garberville, with a focus on use in the King Range and nearby
north coast areas. Due to the fact that no specific proposal exists at
this time to use any herbicide in this area or any other location in
California, BIM does not find that a public hearing would add to the
mwmmdxhavebeenldentiﬁeddurmttmEISpms

The strong concerns of pecple in this area are now well known and when
any vegetation management projects are proposed these concerns will be
considered in project design. In addition, the public will be involved
as appropriate at that time in project development and the EA
accordance with CEQ regulations. Through these future site specific
project analyses it will be determined whether any herbicides are
actually applied. At this time the ROD has only determined that the
option of using herbicides is available for consideration under the
limitations identified herein. Further considerations may be developed
during site specific project formilation and analysis using additional
public input.



Indmosmgtoinplanmttheprcposedhcticnhythisdecisim,theoﬂner
two altermatives addressed by the FEIS have not been

alternatives to allow only ground level use of herbicides (maerial
spraying) and to allow no herbicide use are not adopted due to the
rationale which follows.

B.

Section 302 (b) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976 (FLPMA) directs EIM to "take any action necessary to
pu:eventmnncessaryormxhedegradatim thelanis" (43
U.S.C. 1732 (b)). Secticn 2 (b)(2) of the pubucmngamrﬂs
Improvement Act of 1978 adds that BIM will
mﬂimweﬂxecuﬂitimofﬂnmblicrangelarﬂssomtﬂny
becane as productive as feasible..." (43 U.S.C. 1901 (b)(2)).
Hmusoaddremﬂmmedforwbliclaxﬁstobemmged
"on the basis of miltiple use and sustained yield..." and that
"mublic lands be managed in a marnmer which recognizes the
Nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber
and fiber from the public lands...™ (43 U.S.C. 1701 (a)
(7)+(12)).

EIM therefore has the authority to allow use of public land
resources within the quidelines of the BIM land use plans. In
addition, BIM has the authority to take action necessary to
inpruveyialdsfrmrangelmﬂsarﬂfomtlarﬂs and to comtrol

undesirable vegetation. Approved EIM land use plans
and this FEIS document the need to controvl noxiocus weeds and
manage other undesirable vegetation on public lands. The FEIS
documents that undesirable vegetation may negatively affect
reforestation efforts, compete with desired livestock forage
and wildlife habitat as well as detract fram the public use of
lands for recreation and rights-of-way.

Overall Perspective

As registered by EPA under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), herbicides differ from many other
toxic substances. To be registered for commercial sale and
public use, herbicides must provide specific econcmic and
social benefits. This is not to say that herbicide use is free
fram envirommental hazard or risk. Indeed, in registering a
herbicide for cammercial sale and public use, EPA must apply
another standard under FIFRA—whether it poses an ynreasonable
risk to human health or the envirorment. Each herbicide
already enjoys a regulatory finding by EPA that it poses no
unreasonable risk to human health or the envircrment in light
of the benefits of its use.

BIM’s decision, though, cammot and does not end with reliance
on EPA’s judgments under FIFRA that each herbicide is safe
enough to be commercially sold and publicly used. Studies
supporting the registration of cammercial products containing
amitrole, asulam, atrazine, bramacil, 2,4-D, 2,4-DP, dalapon,



c.

dicamba, diuron, fosamine, glyphosate, hexazinone, picloram,
simazine, tebuthiuron and triclopyr in varying mmbers and
degree, do not always coincide with current protocols for human
health research. New studies and disagreement among experts
about past studies raise more questions. Yet, still other
evidence confirms the studies supporting registration. Perhaps
most important, as the FEIS states, science does not fully
inform BIM about the herbicides’ hazards. Incomplete data
raises cquestions about the uncertainty of the risks involved.

After considering the FEIS disclosures, BIM has decided the
herbicides are still safe to use. Of course, safe does not
mean risk free. Rather, safe means that each herbicide’s

enviromental hazards arnd risks are acceptable anes to take.

'ﬂmdecisimtousethehadalcldasmalsomadeupmthe

judgment that forgoing their use substantially compromises

BIM’s abilities to control noxious and unwanted vegetation.
Reduced management capability and lessened productivity and
yield would result if herbicide use was not allowed. This

consideration will be addressed first in the following

Forgoing the use of herbicides would eliminate a highly
effective method for controlling noxious weeds. Repeated
marual or mechanical treatments, which are more expensive and
often less effective than herbicides, would have to be used.
Biological agents have not shown satisfactory effectiveness in
cantrolling noxious weeds on a widespread basis.

To forgo using herbicides to control or eradicate noxiocus weeds
would also ignore the prevailing recommendations of weed
science professionals, who advocate the use of all methods to
control noxious weeds. Most weed science professionals
emphasize that an integrated approach does not necessarily mean
less use of herbicides. In same cases, they hold that
herbicide use should increase.

Ancther consideration that must also be weighed arises under
the Carson-Foley Act of 1968 (43 U.S.C. 1241). The statute
directs.federal agencies "to permit the cammissioner of
agriculture or other proper agency head of any state in which
there is in effect a program for the control of noxious weeds
to enter upon any lands under (the federal agency’s) control or
jurisdiction and destroy noxious plants growing on such land.”
And where a state or its political subdivisions extend their
program for controlling noxious weeds onto public lands, the
federal agency is cbligated to reimburse them for the expenses
they have incurred (43 U.S.C. 1242).

the Carson-Foley Act, Congress implicitly recognized
that noxious weeds know no jurisdictional boundaries. Congress



also acknowledges that where noxiocus weeds cross boundaries, a
state or locality is entitled to cross that boundary where
needed to control or eradicate the infestation.

A ban on the use of herbicides on public lands would impede a
state or locality relying on that method when attempting to
cross jurisdictions and control noxious weeds on adjoining
public lands. The state or locality would have to change its
reliance on herbicides when crossing jurisdictions. The
inefficiencies in this type of regime are self-evident. They
also are of real concern to state or local governments charged
with controlling noxiocus weeds.

Forgoing the use of herbicides in forestry and range programs
would also eliminate the use of a highly effective technique.
Vegetation treatments are necessary in many cases to accelerate
tinber stand reestablishment and to improve deteriorated
rangelards. As noted in the FEIS the inability to use
herbicides would require more costly mechanical or mamial
vegetation treatments, and in all likelihood the reality that
fewer treatments would be completed than necessary. This would
result in lessened range productivity (affecting both livestock
use and wildlife) and lower revermues from timber sales. In
addition, altermative technicues may cause more surface
disturbance and greater erosion.

It is important to note that many commenters felt BIM should
change grazing and other management practices which may
contribute to noxious weed and other wwanted

infestations. It must be remembered, however, that those are
the types of management decisions made within BIM land use
plans and EIS’s, and thus beyond the scope of this EIS as noted
on page 1-1 of the FEIS. This decision will only address the
methodology of accomplishing the vegetation management required
as a result of implementing decisions on existing land use
plans and future modifications. Forgoing the use of herbicides
to aid in control of tamarisk for example, would seriously
upacteffortstoe::adicatethisinvasiveplantam.nﬁdeaert
water sources. Tamarisk control is necessary to reestablish
native vegetation to improve wildlife habitat.

Forgoing the use of herbicides, thus, makes little sense. It
would compromise BIM’s ability to effectively control or
eradicate nodous weeds and would have environmental effects
and incur econcmic costs. State and local efforts would be
impaired. These considerations are not outweighed by the
herbicides’ hazards to the natural enviroment and risks to
nman health.

Useofﬁmhubicidesasfomlatedforwg&tatimm
poses hazards to the natural envirorment and risks to human
health. BEIM’s decision accounts for this fact by examining the
nature of the harm and its likelihood. BIM’s decision also



considers the risks in relation to others camonly encountered.
When placed into proper perspective, the envirormental effects
of using the herbicides are acceptable.

']heFEISllstsseveralhazardstothenamraleermm
from the herbicides proposed for use. BIM’s decision to
use the formilations thus begins by acknowledging their

The herbicides have properties that may harm the soils of
the public lands. These properties are addressed in Table
3-1 of the FEIS for the herbicides. The data shows there
is varying potential for persistence and mobility of the
herbicides within soil. In addition, persistence is
increased in colder arid soils while mobility may be
increased in wetter climates. The potential for
envirommental harm, thus, exists.

Whether envirormental harm will manifest itself depends
upon the herbicides being present in the soil in high
enough amounts to result in residual toxicity. The
studies showing the herbicides’ residual toxicity, either
from persistence or mobility, all have involved applying
herbicides at rates exceeding 6 pounds per acre. Since
the decision calls for applying herbicides in amounts well
below 6 pounds per acre, BIM does not expect herbicide
persistence or mobility to affect soil quality.

Another consideration in relation to soil effects is that
repeat applications are unlikely except along rights-of-
way and for noxious weed control, however, in these cases
repeat applications would still be a year apart, making
residue buildup unlikely. Repeat applications for forest
management purposes would have intervals even longer.

As a result of the low application rates, few repeat
applications and the use of standard envirormental
protection procedures and other mitigations, hamm to soil
resources is not expected as a result of herbicide use.

The likelihood of the herbicides’ contaminating surface
waters is highly remote. This does not mean that the
herbicides will be undetected in those bodies of waters.
Detectability, however, does not in itself mean
significance. Although water quality standards for
allowable herbicide concentrations in water are
established in the parts-per-million range, the detected
level of the herbicides in surface waters has not even
came close to approaching that level.

Other considerations further diminish concerns about the
herbicides contaminating surface waters. The studies
showing detectability, regardless of the levels’



insignificance, have involved circumstances far different
from those existing under today’s decision. Unlike many
of the situations studied, the herbicides will neither be
applied aerially within 100 feet of streams or lakes nor
when wind speeds exceed 5 miles per hour. The herbicides
will oxdinarily be applied only once anmually and unlike
the circumstances studied showing detectability, the
herbicides will be applied in amounts well below what is
ible. In short, the chance is remote that the
herbicides will even be detected in surface water.

The same analysis applies to herbicide impacts on ground
water.,

Thirteen herbicides, not including atrazine, glyphosate,
and fosamine, are mcbile enough to result in detectable
traces of the herbicides in ground water. If any of the
13 herbicides did enter grourd water persistence over a
relatively long time could occur due to the lack of
microbes in the ground water.

Detection, though, is not the same as contamination. In
areas with detectad herbicides in ground water most
detection levels are well below water quality standards.
In these cases herbicides were usually heavily used and
irrigation occurred. BIM expects only light, non-
repetitive use of herbicides on natural sites as opposed
to repetitive applications on irrigated sites. The
application controls listed above for surface water
protection would also serve to protect ground water.

Unlike the herbicides’ hazards to soils and water, a
wealth of information exists about their potenmtial to kill
and retard the growth of plants. The herbicides are toxic
to many other plants than just the vegetation targeted for
treatment. And if the herbicides are applied aerially or
by ground vehicle, their residue is likely to be left on
nontarget vegetation. Thus, the use of the herbicides to
control target vegetation will potentially kill or imjure
susceptible nontarget plants in the target area, as is
noted in the FEIS.

The degree of harm to nontarget, vegetation varies
depending an the herbicide used. Amitrole, atrazine,
bromacil, diuron, fosamine, glyphosate, hexazinone,
simazine, and tebuthiuron are nonselective retarding the
growth of most perennial plants, anmual and biennial
grases, sedges, and broadleaf plants. Dicamba, picloram,
2,4-D, 2,4-DP, and triclopyr in contrast, are more
selective; only broadleaf plants and conifer seedlings are
susceptible to their toxic properties, and grasses highly
resist them. Dalapon is selective to grasses.



'Ihedegreeofhamtomrqetvegetationalsovaries
depending an how the herbicides are applied. If the
substances are applied aerially or by ground vehicles
equipped with boaom sprayers, the residue is
indiscriminately left on any plants within the broadcast
of the spray. In contrast, if the substances are applied
specifically to target plants by other methods, residue is
highly unlikely to be left on nontarget species.

In evaluating the harm to nontarget vegetation, BIM is
also mindful that killing or retarding the growth of
mmarrtedveqetationenhamesthegmwthofdesired
vegetation. In many cases, BIM’s cbjective is to promote
tlegzwﬂaofgrassesmﬂxep;blicmugelarﬂsaxﬂ
conifers on public land forests while maintaining wildlife
forage and habitat in these same areas.

Against this background, it makes sense to apply picloram,
2,4-D, and triclopyr either aerially or by ground vehicle
on the public rangelands. The desired species, namely

[ ’
willow, aspen, axﬂmanyforbsinornearthetreatment
sites, the harm must be kept in perspective. Broadleaf
plantsgrwttnuxghmttheareainlargeammts. The
loss of that vegetation on isolated, small tracts
ﬂ)mxglmrtﬂaeregimmldmtseriwslydamagethe
diversity of plant life on the public lands.

On forested areas aerially applied herbicides to control
vegetatimcmpetin;wimcmifersmstbedmnwitha
consideration for which herbicides will control the target
vegetation but not damage the conifers. This can be
accomplished with atrazine and hexazinone. The other
herbicides mentioned above when applied aerially for
forestry would be done for site preparation before trees
are planted, or when trees are dormant and less
susceptible to damage.

Because the other herbicides are nonselective and may
destroy all vegetation, BIM camnot accept the
indiscriminate killing of nontarget vegetation from
applying them aerially. The only way to protect
vegetation is to require that it be applied specifically
to the targeted species. Again, BIM’s decision contains
this limitation.

Finally, in deciding to use the herbicides to control or
eradicate urwanted vegetation, BIM acknowledges that scme
of the substances to be used will pose known hazards to

fish and wildlife.



In Appendix L of the FEIS the acute and chronic texicity
of the herbicides on both terrestrial and aguatic species
is addressed. Aquatic species would be the animals most
at risk from the use of herbicides. For aquatic species a
significant risk is defined as when the envirommental
concentration of the herbicide is at least half the value
known to cause acute toxicity to the species.

Using this methodology it was determined that no

jeant risks would result from right-of-way
applications. For backpack applications there are also no
significant risks expected, there is a slight chance of
adverse effects to crustaceans from diuron use. Under
aerial applications there are some possible significant
effects. Using highly unlikely assumptions it was
determined that atrazine could affect larvae of fish and
amphibians. Picloram use subjects trout fry to
significant risk and micro-crustaceans and mollusks could
be subjected to significant risk from 2,4-D aerial use.

Under an extreme-case accident of spilling a truckload of
herbicide into a pond, fish kills would probably occur
from any of the herbicides except Rodeo, fosamine, asulam,
tebuthiuron and bramacil.

For terrestrial animals only, 2,4D and triclopyr show
significant risks to animals under highly unlikely
scenarios. In these cases amphibians, reptiles and mice
are at risk. No large animals or birds are likely to be
directly affected by any herbicide.

while some risks to animals have been identified, they
must be further examined within the camplete framework of
operations and circumstances.

The scenarios used to determine risks did not include
mitigations which would be applied to herbicide
cperations. In addition, same of the assumptions
regarding exposures tend to overstate the risk to animals.
The FEIS further notes that exposures would be of short
term and non-repetitive allowing quick recovery since most
animals affected are highly mobile and reproductive.

In those cases where there are species of concern such as
Blunt-nosed Lecpard Lizards, Mchave Grournd Squirrels or
other T4E or candidate species, the risk information
should be considered to ensure a safe hexbicide is
selected for use or that herbicides are avoided if risk
carmot be reduced satisfactorily. These choices, of
course, would be part of the required consultations with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

In summary, the record shows that while use of herbicides
would subject enviromental resources to varying levels of

-10-



2.

risk, most risk is relatively insignificant and would be
eliminated through mitigations.

’

hy'= des RISKS GO Rhey
The FEIS finds that "risks to the public of systemic or
ive toxic effects fram routine spraying
operations are very low for all 16 of the proposed
herbicides." Cancer risks of the proposed herbicides are
also found to be low. While sensitive individuals may be
susceptible to herbicide effects, due to the large margins
of safety for exposure levels the vast majority of
sensitive individuals should be unaffected.

vmiletheFEISfirﬂstheriskstommanhealthtobelw,
theq:estimranaimmethertlmerisksstnﬂdbetaken.
Slmldmuuseﬂmherbicidesifad:arneadstsﬂntscme
ofthepersmsaq:osedtoﬂmwillhaveahigher
incidence rate of cancer or of developing heritable
matations?

Incmsiderirgwhetherﬂmrisksaxemrthta]d:g, BIM is
guldedbycmm—senseadvmefrmmnyexperts safe
does not mean risk free. Some risks are plainly
acceptable.

withthisPerspectiveﬂmmmstoﬂ)ernmnhealth
consideration that has overridden all others in its
decision to use herbicides—the possibility that pecple
e:-rposedtohexbicidaﬁwillhavehigherimiﬂmmratesof
cancer. Based on available evidence amitrole, asulam,
atrazine, brcmacil,arﬂz,A—DPareassumedtobe
carcinogenic. For 2,4-D, gly;tnsateaxﬂpiclmamttnreis
thaotlnreighthezbicidasthereismavidemetoswt
they are carcinogens. However, at the present time
scientific debate exists concerning the carcinogenic
prtperdesofmstofthemmicidespmposedforuse.

'mecmflict.imsttﬂiesarﬂdatagapsgivingrisetothe
discordabmtwhethermeherbicidesarecarcimgemwnd
justify forgoing their use. The rationale is that,
because science has failed to establish that the
herbicides are not carcinogens, the inference arises that
they may be. The theory further holds that, because
science also has failed to disprove the possibility that
the most mimite amount of a suspected carcinogen, even a
single molecule, might give samecne cancer, the only safe
dose or exposure is zero. The difficulty with this
rationale, though, is that in both instances its
applicability rests on science’s inability to prove
negatives, an impossible task in logic.

BIMrefusestobaseitsdacisimmpropositiom.thatdefy
logic. Indeed, given the nature of scientific inquiry,

-11-



the relevant consideration is whether the hypotheses that
the substances are carcinogens have been proven. They
remain unproven. Accordingly, until science shows that
the herbicides are in fact or likely to be carcinogens,
BIM is unwilling to forgo the benefits of their use. To
conclude otherwise would be equating safe with risk free.

The risk of EIM being wrong in presuming 2,4-D,
glyphosate, and picloram are not carcinogens is the worst
case in proceeding with the use of the herbicides. They
are addressed as are the herbicides amitrole, asulam,
atrazine, bramacil, and 2,4~DP which are assumed to be
caxrcinogens for the worst case analysis. The analysis
uses a mumber of scenarios that vary in consequence but
all share the view that the substances are carcinogens and
that exposure to even ane molecule may cause cancer in
scmeane.

Under the worst of the scenarios analyzed for the
public--an accidental, concentrated spill of herbicide
directly onto a person, and under the assumption that the
substances are carcinogens and may cause cancer through.
any level of exposure—the incidence rate of cancer is
highest for 2,4-~DP at a risk of less than 3 in 1,000. For
the other herbicides the risk ranges from 1 in 10,000 to
less than 7 in 10 million. It should be remembered that
this scenario assumes that most of a person’s skin is
caontacted and not washed off for several hours—-a highly
unlikely scenario.

Under more likely accident scenarios risks are much less

with amitrole being the herbicide of greatest risk. For a
truck spill in a pond, amitrole has a cancer risk of 4 in
10,000. For an accidental worst case spraying, a mmters
risk is 7 in 100,000 of developing cancer.

Cancer risks associated with realistic operations have
even lower risks, but again amitrole is of greatest risk.
For a single exposure the highest public risk is only 5 in
10 million for eating vegetables sprayed by amitrole.
When risks for 30 exposures are calculated, the highest
risk increases to less than 2 in 100,000 for eating
vegetables sprayed by amitrole. The highest cancer risk
resulting from the use of 2,4-D (which is proposed for
over 50% of BIM use) urder realistic conditions for
cmbjxndmrtesofexpostmisany3inloomillimfor
30 exposures in a lifetime.

lbptﬂmswmricsintope:spa:tiva,ﬂwymnhe

campared to everyday activities that pose a greater risk
than cancer, namely, death. A person who drives a car
assumes a 2 in 10,000 risk of dying from that activity
each year. Or, a person who must have a single x-ray
taken, confronts a risk of 7 in 1 million of dying from
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that event. BIM acknowledges that the risks are not
necessarily camparable. But what they show is undeniable:
even under the worst case, the possibility of people
having higher incidence rates of cancer after being

to the herbicides is insubstantial when measured

against the two comparisons above.

The FEIS also contains one other scenario that deserves
attention. It includes persons who work with herbicides
every year for 30 years without protective clothing.
Presuming the herbicides cause cancer through any level of
exposure, the analysis projects that the worker’s greatest
risk of developing cancer under the scenario is 1 in 1000
for backpack sprayers using 2,4-DP or atrazine. All other
workers over 30 years would be subject to a 1 in 10,000
cancer risk or less.

Upon first glance, this scenario is neither acceptable nor
unacceptable. But, the analysis provides a reference
point in cbserving that working for 30 years in
agriculture or construction carries a fatality risk of
about 2 in 100, and mining and quarrying has a death risk
even greater, 3 in 100 over 30 years. Thus, the risk to
workers in the worst case - that they are carcinogens and
may cause cancer through any level of exposure—still

In summary, considering the risk of carcinogenicity,
little cogent reason exists for forgoing the benefits of
using the herbicides to control or eradicate vegetation.
The risks that can be projected from the worst case are
small.

BIM’s approach to evaluating the herbicides’ risk to human
health—measuring them and camparing them to other risks
accepted in everyday life——enjoys support in professicnal
opinion. For example, after chserving that a risk’s
acceptability is ordinarily evaluated through one of three
methods of risk camparison, Doctor Sors of the University
of London stated that "camparison of the risks in question
with others cammonly encountered is perhaps the most
cammon form of (inquiry)." Professor Wilson of Harvard
University advocates that decisiormakers should "try to
measure...risks quantitatively...(and,) then compare
(them) ." Professor Sowby adds that decisiormakers need to
pay attention to "some of the other risks of life."

The statements, of course, do not represent the unanimous
opinion of all professiocnals working in the field of risk
assessment and evaluation. For example, Doctor Slovic
holds that measurement and comparison of risks ignores
what the public says about them—-preferences that should
be considered. His rationale is as follows:
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Risk perception research suggests that these
camparisons will not be very satisfactory. Pecple’s

are determined not only by expected value
statistics but also by a variety of quantative and
qualitative characteristics=-including a hazard’s
degrees of controllability, the dread it evokes, it’s
catastrophic potential, the equity of its
distribation of risk and benefits. In short,
nriskiness" means more to pecple than "expected
rumber of fatalities." Attempts to characterize,
compare, and requlate risks must be sensitive to the
hroader conception of risk than underlies pecple’s
concerns.

In other literature Slovic’s approach is camonly referred
to as evaluating risk’s acceptability on the basis of the
public’s expressed or revealed preference. According to
Doctor Sors, however, an approach measuring the public’s
expressed preference, vis restricted to the more visible
risks which pecple can understand and evaluate." Sors
further states that, "it is unlikely to be significant in
the evaluation of toxic chemicals" and explains that the.
other technique of public preference analysis——revealed
pu:aferences—-"isbasedupmtheassmptimttmtbym.al
and error, society has arrived at a nearly optimal balance
between the risk and benefits associated with any
activity." The approach uses "statistical cost, risk and
benefit data...to reveal patterns of acceptable risk."
Again, Sors adds a caution about this approach: "It does
mti:ppeartobepu:actimblemanhﬂivimmical
basis."

In sum, whatever the merits of evaluating risks according
to public preferences, expressed or revealed, the approach
has drawbacks. Even Doctor Slovic has recognized this
reality. Hence, BIM considers it more prudent to rely on
the conventional method for evaluating the herbicides’
risk to lmman health.

Same cammenters, maintain that an analysis focusing on the
16 herbicide active ingredients rather than the commercial
products they are formilated in, is incomplete. The
camenters begin by cbserving that the cammercial products
ccntainotherhr;rediemsbesidesﬂwherbicidas,mfened
to as inert ingredients. They then point to an EPA
document released in 1986 that states that inert
irgredimtsinsevmlj:stamasmof,wmggmtiwot,
toxicological concern. The implication is that the
camnercial products to be used here contain inert
falling into these categories. But, as the

!msmm,MmEPAmaslwdtom!tmmmmty
of the contention, it held that mmerous commercial
formilations of the 16 herbicides do not contain any inert

ingredients of, or suggested of, toxicological concern.
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It is from these products that BIM proposes to select the
productsusedmeptincasesvmenane.ffectiveproductis
not available. In these exceptions products which contain
a petroleum distillate of concern may be used, The EIS
addressed the risk associated with this petroleum
distillate and found it insignificant. BIM, therefore,
does not consider the presence of inert ingredients in the
comnercial products to be used as warranting further
consideration before proceeding with their use.

CONCTUSION

This decision represents a choice among alternatives carrying with them
different risks. One alternative for BIM was using the herbicides to
obtain their benefits in controlling and eradicating undesired vegetation
while accepting the envirormental consequences. The other alternative
was to avoid the herbicides’ hazards to the natural enviromment and risks
to human health while accepting the consequence that BIM’s ability to
control and manage vegetation would be campramised. In choosing the
first alternative, BIM acknowledges it is accepting an alternative that
carries with it risk. The envirommental risks, though, when placed into
perspective, are outweighed by the benefits of using herbicides to
control or eradicate urwanted vegetation infesting or campeting with more
important vegetation on public lands in California and northwestern
Nevada.
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SUMMARY

This environmental impact statement (EIS) describes and analyzes the
environmental impacts of implementing a program to control vegetation on
public lands in California and northwest Nevada. In accordance wlith the
National Environmental Policy Act, this EIS identifiee impacts on the
natural and human environment of three alternatives. Alternative 1, the
Proposed Action, is the preferred alternative.

ALTERNATIVES

The proposed program for vegetation control would involve coordination
with State agencies, counties, public land lessees and adjoining landowners

for both accomplishing vegetation control and ensuring adequate safety
factors are applied. Chemical, manual, mechanical and prescribed fire are
considered for use. For analysis purposes maximum likely rate of herbiclde
application is used, however the actual rate of application is expected to
be lower and depends on species of vegetation, time of year, application
method and formulation of herbicide. Treatment levels for the Proposed
Action conform to land use plan objectives and budget capabllities on
public lands. Treatment levels for Alternatives 2 and 3 are less due to
feasibility and cost considerations.

ALTERNATIVE 1: PROPOSED ACTION

All methods would be available for use with a total of 35,800 acres treated
annually. Herbicides would be applied aerially on 5,200 acres and ground
vehicles and hand application would treat 800 and 900 acres respectively.
Manual methods would treat 500 acres, mechanical treatments would treat
2,400 acres while prescribed fire would be used on 26,000 acres. All
safety requirements and project design features would be followed 1in
accordance with BLM policy and BPA registration restrictions, as they would
under all alternatives.

ALTERNATIVE 2: NO AERIAL HERBICIDE APPLICATION

This alternative would eliminate the use of aerially applied herblcides
and treatments by the other methods would total 31,250 acres. Ground
vehicle and hand applied herbicides would be used on 800 and 1,150 acres
respectively. Manual and prescribed fire methods would be unchanged from
Alternative 1 at 500 and 26,000 acres while mechanical methods would

increase to 2,800 acres.
ALTERNATIVE 3: NO CHANGE/NO USE OF HERBICIDES
No herbicides would be used under this alternative. A total of 30,550

acres would be treated by manual (1,200 acres), mechanical (3,350 acres),
and prescribed burn methods (26,000 acres).
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

AIR QUALITY

The major impact to alr quality would be short-term, moderate increases in
- smoke intrusions from prescribed burns and dust generated by mechanical
and manual methode under all alternatives. Insignificant chemical drift
is expected under Alternatives 1 and 2.

SO0ILS

Impacts to soils would result in short-term increases in erosion with
improved stability over the long term. Some persistence of herbicides
would be expected in arid soils but this would not be important because
the low level of herbicide expected would not affect productivity.

WATER RESOURCES

The potential for herbicides to be detected in water is greatest under
Alternative 1, less under Alternative 2, and nonexistent under Alterna-
tive 3. On the other hand the potential for suspended sediment level
increases in water would be greatest under Alternative 3. Through use of
buffer strips and other project designs neither of these impacts would be
expected to be significant.

VEGETATION

While desirable vegetation production would be greatest under Alternative 1
and least under Alternative 3, potential for injury or loss of nontarget

species would also be greatest under Alternative 1 and least under Alterna-
tive 3. Noxious and poisonous weeds would be controlled under both
Alternatives 1 and 2 with less than desired control under Alternative 3.

TIMBER AND SALES AND WOODLANDS

Under Alternative 1 the present annual allowable cut would be maintained,
while 1t would decline under Alternative 2 and decline even further under
Alternative 3. No impacts would be expected to woodlands other than a
lessened fire hazard to hardwoods due to control of chaparral under all
alternatives.

WILDLIFE

Impacts to wildlife would be either beneflcial or negative depending on
the type of treatment and specific location. The greater amount of
beneficial impacts would occur under Alternative 1 but impacts EIS area-
wlde would be insignificant, and no significant toxic effects to animals
are expected, except under accident scenarios.

LIVESTOCK AND WILD HORSES
Production of desirable forage would be greatest under Alternative 1 and
least under Alternative 3. No impacts to livestock, horses, or burros

from chemicals would be expected.

iv



CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural resources would be addressed by the site-specific project pro-
posals as they are developed. The lowest potential of damage to sites
would occur under Alternative 1 with an inecreasing potential under Alterna-
tives 2 and 3.

VISUAL RESOURCES AND RECREATION

There would be a slight potential for negative impacts to visual resources
under all alternatives. Alternatives 1 and 2 would control undesirable
vegetation in recreation sites while Alternative 3 would allow less control
of undesirable plant species than desired for management objectives.

WILDERNESS AND SPECIAL AREAS

There would be no impacts expected other than the slight potential for
vegetation damage from accldental spraying or aerial drift of herbicides.

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Economics of the EIS area as a whole would be unaffected by any of the
alternatives. The productivity of the public lands however would be
_greatest under Alternative 1 and least under Alternative 3. Local
economies and individuals would be slightly affected either negatively or
pogitively depending on their dependence on public land resources for
income.

SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

Individuals relying on public land resources for income would be most
satisfied under Alternative 1 and least satisfied with Alternative 3.
Those concerned with herbicide hazard would be negatively affected by
Alternative 1, less negatively affected by Alternative 2 and not impacted
by Alternative 3.

HUMAN HEALTH

Use of herbicides would be in compliance with EPA labels and State regula-
tions. No adverse impacts to either the public or workers from chemicals
is expected under any alternative. Workers are under greater risk than
the public under all alternatives, however the overall health risk is small
relative to other lifetime hazards. The potential for accident from non-
herbicide treatment methods would be successively higher under Alternatives
2 and 3 due to increased mechanical and manual treatment efforts.
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CHAPTER 1

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

PURPOSE OF AND NEED POR ACTION

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) proposes to implement a program to
control vegetation on public lands in California and northwest Nevada over
8 1l0-year period. This vegetation management would be done to control
noxious and poisonous plants, maintain rights-of-way, improve forest man-
agement, range management, wildlife habitat, recreation sites and to reduce
fuel load.

BLM's main authority and direction for managing public lands derives from
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, 43 USC 1700 et seq.
(FLPMA). Under FLPMA, BLM must manage public lands according to the
principles of multiple use and sustained yleld. These prineciples are
further qualified in FLPMA by the statutory duty that BLM prevent unneces-
sary degradation of the public 1lands. In addltion, two federal laws
direct weed control on federal lands: the Carson-Foley Act (PL 90-583) and
the Federal Noxious Weed Act (PL 93-629).

Under FLPMA and NEPA, BLM has already prepared land use plans for the
public lands and assessed the impacts of these land use allocations with
EISs. These planning documents are listed at the front of the References
Section. The decisions of the plans gulde land uses for the public lands.
This RIS for vegetation management is tiered to the land use plans. This
E1S will address impacts of different vegetation control techniques, while
subsequent Environmental Analyses will be tliered to this EIS and more
specifically address site-specific impacts of individual projJects. The
alternatives addressed within this RIS are designed to use different
vegetation control techniques to meet management objectives already
decided upon by the different planning areas. Nothing in this EIS will
supersede or negate any land uge restriction imposed by a land use plan.
Only vegetation control techniques and methodology decisions will result
from this EIS. Changes in grazing management, forestry yleld, etc., are
not included as they are land use plan decisions previously made.

Vegetation control 1is necessary to malntain rights-of-way and to protect
structures from fire hazards. In forest management vegetation is con-
trolled to promote better survival for reforestation projects and faster
growth of timber stards. Brush control is done to improve wildlife
habitat, increase forage for livestock and to reduce fuel hazard loading
for wildfires. In the desert area there is a need to reduce tamarisk
invasion around desert streams and waterholes. Vegetation control is also
often needed at recreation sites to maintain tralls, remove polson oak and
fire hazards. In urban or residential areas where publlc lands are inter-
mingled with developed lots, 1local fire agencies require weed abatement
activities be undertaken to reduce flre hazard.

Noxious weeds have become established and are spreading on public lands.
Rangeland is being invaded, and wildlife habitat is being reduced causing
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economic loss to these resources. Noxious weeds can only be adequately
controlled with Joint efforts by federal, state, county and private
interests.

Twenty-one noxious weeds have become established on public lands in Call-
fornia and northwest Nevada. The noxious weeds in California as a whole
and those found on publiec lands in the State are listed in Appendix B.
Nevada has no similar 1list. Accordingly, BLM proposes: to implement a
program for controlling or eradicating these weeds within the EIS area.

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969
(PL 91-140), this environmental impact statement (EIS) identifies impacts
on the natural and human environment of the Proposed Actlion and other
alternatives. Since BLM has already completed land use plans through the
NEPA process and declded on management objJjectives, this EIS will not pro-
pose changes to those existing land use plans. Therefore, this EIS will
only address different alternatives to accomplish the existing management
objectives. Comments recelved in response to a March 20, 1986, Federal
Register notice, local news releases and a scoping letter mailed to over
1,700 addresses generally agreed about the need for a vegetation management
program EBIS. When the team assembled to conduct the analysis and prepare
this EIS, an internal scoping session was held to ldentify the team's per-
ceptions of issues and concerns. The results of thls session incorporated
concerns and issues raised in the letters received. Concerns were asso-
ciated with herblicide use, alternative treatment methods, insufficient
control of noxlous weeds, and potential effects on human health and the
environment. (See Appendix A for results of scoping.) The greatest
amount of concern is centered on the potential hazard of herbicides on the
environment and human health.

Recently several other EISs have heen completed which also address many of
the issues being covered herein. These EISs have been utilized for refer-
ence 1in +this EIS. Included are: Chaparral Management Program EIR,
California Department of Forestry 1981; Vegetation Management for Reforest-
ation Draft EIS, USFS Region 5 1983 and 1986; Northwest Area Noxious Weed
Control Program KIS, BLM 1985a; Supplement to the Northwest Area Noxious
Weed Control Program FEIS, BLM 1987a; Western Oregon Program-Management of
Competing Vegetation Draft EIS, BLM 1983 and 1986; and Final EIS on the
Eradication of Cannabis on Federal Lands in the Continental United States,
DEA 1985.

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

Three alternatives, including the Proposed Action (Alternative 1, the pre-
ferred alternative), have been identified for impact analysis in Chapter 3.
Differences between alternatives 1include types of treatments, treatment
levels, and benefits to other resources. These relationships are shown in
Table 1-1. Descriptions of the alternatives and estimates of treatment
acres were developed under the assumption that each alternative could be
implemented. Treatments and standard mitigation that apply to each
alternative are discussed in Management Treatments and Design Features
section of Chapter 1.
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The California Department of Food and Agriculture has developed a list of
designated noxious weed species in California (see Appendix B). The
Federal Government also publishes a list of noxlioue weeds in 7 CFR 360
(included as part of California 1list). These 1lists are periodically
updated. The programs discussed in this EIS apply primarily to weeds
identified as Category A and B specles on the State list, but could
include any of the weeds on either l1list. BLM is responsible for imple-
menting a weed control program on the land i1t adminlsters.

Table 1-1

Estimated Annual Acreage of Vegetation Treatments by Alternative

Estimated Annual Acreage

(P.A.) (No Air) {No Herbicides)
Treatment Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3
Chemical
helicopter aerial 5,200 1] 0
ground vehicular 800 800 0
ground hand 900 1,150 0
Manual 500 500 1,200
Mechanical 2,400 2,800 3,350
Burning 26,000 26,000 26,000
Totals 35,800 31,250 30,550

Treatments for other land uses such as forestry projects, range improve-
ments, wildlife habitat, tamarisk removal and chaparral management or fuel
load reduction would all be done under the limitations and objectives of
BLM land use plans. Control of vegetation on rights-of-way, leases, and
at recreation sites 1s primarily guided by considerations for fire safety
standards, visibility needs and publlic safety consliderations.

ALTERNATIVE 1: THE PROPOSED ACTION (PA)

Under +this integrated abproach, managers would use herblcide, manual,
mechanical and prescrlbed fire methods to treat an estimated 35,800 acres
annually in the EIS area (Table 1-1).

An estimated 6,900 acres would be treated with herbicides using helicopter,
fixed-wing, ground vehicle and hand methods of application. Manual treat-
ment would total approximately 500 acres, and include hand pulling and
grubbing with hand tools and use of power tools such as chalnsaws. Approx-
imately 2,400 acres would be treated mechanically, utilizing mowing,
dozing, tilling, chaining, and crushing. Prescribed burns would include
about 26,000 acres.
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ALTERNATIVE 2: NO AERIAL HERBICIDE APPLICATION

This alternative would allow the same vegetation management techniques as
would the Proposed Action except that herbicides would be applied only by
ground application methods. Increased use of ground application of
herbicides and mechanical treatments would occur under this alternative.
The average annual program would treat approximately 31,250 acres, with
1,950 acres treated with vehicular and backpack applied herbicides, 500
acres manually, 2,800 acres mechanically, and 26,000 acres with prescribed
burns. While the amount of ground herbicide use and mechanical treatments
would be increased over Alternative 1, the increase would not make up for
most of the aerlally treated acres dropped between Alternative 1 and this
alternative. These other methods do not totally make up for the dropped
aerial spraying due to feaslbillty reasons (e.g., slope) and costis.

ALTERNATIVE 3: NO CHANGE/NO USE OF HERBICIDES

Under this alternative, the present situation would continue and herbicildes
would not be used under any clrcumstances. The use of manual and mechani-
cal measures would be increased in an attempt to meet vegetation control
objectives, but would fall short of the. objectives. Total acres treated
would be 30,550 with approximately 1,200 acres treated manually, 3,350
acres mechanically, and 26,000 acres with prescribed burns.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DROPPED FROM DETALLED ANALYSIS

Two other alternatives were considered 1initially but were dropped from
analysis. Biological control of vegetation was suggested by several
scoping letters. However, upon examination no proven biological methods
exlst to address the types of vegetatlon control needed by BLM. Insects,
pathogens, nematodes and viral agents affect very specific plant species.
Use of goats or other animals to forage on target specles ls lmpractical
because 1t 1is not posesible to 1limit grazing to target specles, the types
of vegetation needed to be controlled cannot be utilized by animals (e.g.,
manzanita) and the cost of handling and controlling the animals 1is
prohibitive.

A No Prescribed Burning Alternative was also considered but dropped for
several reasons. The primary benefit of prescribed burning is fuel load
reduction and there seems to be no other viable method to remove fire fuel
loads without burning it. Most burn areas are steep and Inaccesslible so
mechanical meanes are Iinappropriate, animals cannot utilize the woody
vegetation, and herbicide use would simply provide greater amounts of dead
vegetation which would burn even hotter in a wildfire situation. Manual
removal of chaparral 1s impractlical due to very poor accessibllity and the
high costs which would be incurred. In addition Memoranda of Understanding
with the State and other agencles and lahdowners would be violated if BLM
was to eliminate prescribed burns on public lands.
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VEGETATION MANAGEMENT TREATMENTS AND DESIGN FEATURES

The purpose of this section is to discuss preventive measures, treatment
methods, and protective measures (design features) that would be used in a
vegetation management program. Table 1-1 shows the treatments that would
be applied under each alternative. Some acres may recelve one or more
treatments in combination, including such treatment combinations as
herblcide application and burning, mechanical %reatment and burning, and
manual treatment and herbicide application. Treatment would only occa-
sionally have to be repeated annually in some situations such as for some
noxious weeds. On treatment areas such as reforestation, use might be
repeated only every few years for a total of about three applications to
any site. However most chemical treatments would be the only chemlcal use
on the site for periods of time exceeding 10 years. These lnterrelated
treatments are explained more fully in Appendix C which describes what the
different objectives for treatments are and how they are done.

Pretreatment surveys would be conducted in accordance with BLM Manual 9222
before a decision is made to use herbicides on a speclfic tract (Appen-
dix D). Such surveys would involve consideration of all feasible treat-
ments, including potential impacts, effectiveness, and cost (see Appen-
dix E). Information from such surveys would be used as a basis for
prescribing treatments, developing mitigations and water quallity BMPs.

Special provisions for treatments would be selected according to the scope
of the action, accepted mitigation measures, and the physical character-
istics of the specific site. BLM manuals, manual supplements, and field
gulides provide a variety of approved standard and special provisions.
Thege provisions are updated perlodically as pre- and post- treatment
analysis finds a need for change.

Prior to any vegetation treatment or ground disturbance, BLM policy
requires a survey of the project site for plants and animals whlch are
federally listed as threatened or endangered, specles proposed for such
listing, and sensitive specles (see Glossary). If a proposed project may
affect any lieted or proposed Federal threatened or endangered species or
its Critical Habitat, BLM will make every effort to modify, relocate, or
abandon the project to eliminate all effects. If BLM determines that such
a project cannot be altered or abandoned, formal Endangered Specles Act
section 7 consultation (or conference for proposed specles) will be initi-
ated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 CFR 402; Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended). State listed species are similarly pro-
tected and BLM will notify the State as outlined in BLM California Manual
Supplement 6840.2.

In addition to protection afforded federally listed speclies by the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973, as amended, BLM policy as elaborated in Instruc-
tion Memorandum No. CA-85-35, conveys a simllar level of protection to
sensitive plant species.

Vegetation control activities in wilderness study areas (WSAs) would only
be undertaken when no other effective alternative exlsts. BLM is required
to manage WSAs so as not to impalr their sultablility for preservation as
wilderness. Therefore, some actions can occur in WSAs that would not be
allowed in wilderness areas. These actions, however, could not impair
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wilderness values at the time the Secretary of the Interior submits his
wilderness sultability recommendations to the President (BLM Interim
Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review, USDI,
BLM 1979). For the most part vegetation treatments can be undertaken only
tc maintaln previous +treatments which were apparent at the time the
Wilderness Review process started. Prescribed burns can be done only to
maintain fire dependent vegetation and control of small areas of noxious
weed or poisonous plant infestations may be undertaken when there is no
effective alternative.

In wilderness areas, BLM's policy is to allow natural ecological processes
to occur and to be interfered with only in rare c¢ircumstances. Noxious
weeds would not ordinarily be controlled in wilderness areas unless these
weeds threaten outside lands or are spreading within the wllderness. In
those cases, noxlous weeds may be grubbed or controlled with chemicals,
provided the control can be effected without seriously impairing wilderness
values (BLM Wilderness Management Policy--USDI, BLM 1981b). Other vegeta-
tion control in designat=2d wilderness areas would only be undertaken as
necessary to maintain wilderness character or as allowed under the specific
wilderness plan.

Whenever evidence of historic or prehistoric occupation is found during
BLM activities, special surveys are undertaken %o determine possible
conflicts in management objectives. In addition, a Class III (complete)
cultural. resources inventory 1is required on all areas to be subjected to
ground disturbance. This inventory is conducted in the preplanning stage
of an action, and the results are analyzed in an environmental analysis
addressing the action (BLM Manual 8100, Cultural Resource Management).
When a cultural resource that might be harmed is discovered during weed
treatment, nearby operations are immediately suspended and may resume only
upon receipt of written instructions from the BLM authorized officer.
Procedures under the California Statewlde Programmatic Memorandum of
Agreement and/or, 36 CFR B00 would be followed, including consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer in determining eligibility for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, effect, and adverse
effects.

CHEMICAL METHODS

The use of chemicals to control plant growth has been demonstrated to be
an effective technique in certain situations and wlith proper application.
The specific plant, stage of plant growth, and season of application are
especlally important in prescribing chemical (herbicide) treatments as
proposed by Alternatives 1 and 2. Plant susceptibility to herbicides
varies seasonally and widely throughout the RIS area. Information on the
most effective timing of applications appears in published research and on
herbicide labels.

While this EIS will cover specifically the use of 16 herbicides, others
have been proposed or may be proposed in the future, for use by private
parties on their mining claims, leases or rights-of-way. Chemicals other
than the 16 covered herein will not be allowed for use on public lands
until risk assessments can be prepared for those chemlicals. The use of
paraquat for Cannablis eradication has been addressed by such a risk
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agsessment by DEA 1985 and, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.21, that EIS is
adopted by reference.

All proposals for herbicide use must have an approved pesticide use permit.
This permit is signed by the State Director or Director depending on size
of treatment and other factors. Through review of the proposal the State
Office Pesticide Coordinator will ensure that current regulations, chemical
guidance/restrictions, and safety information are utilized.

Since specific herbicides affect plant species differently, it is difficult
to state in other than general terms what plants they affeect. To deter-
mine the specific species affected herbicide labels should be used. For
use to control broad leaf plant specles wlthout affecting grasses the
following herbicides are generally used: 2,4-D, 2,4-DP, dicamba, plcloram,
and triclopyr. Dalapon 18 used for control of grasses. Broad spectrum
and nonselective herbicides include amitrole, atrazine, bromacil, diuron,
glyphosate, hexazinone, and tebuthluron. Simazine is used on aquatic
species, Fosamine is used to control woody vegetation, while ferns are
controlled with asulam.

Information on herbicides proposed for use is presented in Table 1-2. More
detalled information can be found in Appendix F, on herbiclide labels, or in
the following documents: Pesticides Background Statement (USDA, FS 1984%4),
Supplement to the Western Oregon Program - Management of Competing Vegeta-
tion (USDI, BLM 1986), Herbiclde Handbook of the Weed Society of America,
5th Edition, 1983, and Agricultural Chemlicals Book II Herbicides (Thomson
1983). Herbicides would be applied and monitored in accordance with BLM
Manual 9222, Chemical Pest Control, and in accordance with the herbicide
label. Safety considerations and personal protective equipment recommended
by the Material Safety and Health Data Sheet for each herbicide will be
followed.

Herbicide formulations have been evaluated in order that use of products
with inert ingredients of toxicological concern 1sg avoided 1if possible.
EPA liste inert chemicals by level of toxicological concern. EPA's Lists
1l and 2 are those which are known to be hazardous, or suspected of being
hazardous. Lists 3 and 4 contaln chemicals whieh have no evidence of
toxicity concern or are recognized as safe. Those products discussed in
Table 1-2, and more specifically in H-6, were screened to ensure that only
brands with inerts which are not on elther of EPA's lists of concern
(Lists 1 and 2) are proposed for use. For a couple of herbicides, brands
which contain a petroleum distillate of concern have been listed and are
further addressed within Appendix H.

Herbicides are applied in several ways, depending upon the treatment
objective, topography of the treatment area, target specles, expected
costs, equipment limitations, and potential environmental impacts.

Herbicide applications would be timed to have the least impact on nontarget
plants and animals consistent with the objective of the vegetation control
program. Table 1-3 shows the types of treatment and estimated acreage
proposed by plant communities within the EIS area.

Rates of herbicide application would depend on the target species, other
vegetation present, soll type, depth of the ground water table, and
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Table 1-2

Estimated Annual Acreage of Chemical Treatment by Method and Herbicidel
Estimated Annual Acreage
Expected3 Proposed
Major2 Rate of Action No Aerial
Herbicide Trade Name Application Ale. 1 Alt. 2
Helicopter or
Fixed-Wing
2,4~D amine salt|Esteron, DMA 2.5 1bs, ai/acre| 3,500 0
or butyl ester
Picloram® Tordon 1 1b., ai/acre 700 0
Triclopyr Garlon 2 1bs, ai/acre 600 0
Hexazinone Velpar, Promnone 2.5 1bs. ail/acre 280 0
Atrazine Aatrex, 3.75 1bs. ai/acre 120 0
Drexel Atrazine
Ground Vehicle
Glyphosate Rodeo 2 1bs., ai/acre 100 100
2,4-D amine salt 2.5 1bs, ai/acre 100 100
or butyl ester
Picloram Tordon 1 1b. ai/acre 100 100
Hexazinone Velpar, Pronone 2.5 1lbs, ai/acre 50 50
Triclopyr Garlon 2 1bs, ai/acre 50 50
Tebuthiuron Spike 2.2 1bs. al/acre|- 100 100
Diuron Drexel Diuron 4 1bs, ai/acre 50 50
Amitrole? Amino Triazole 2 1bs. ai/acre 50 50
Dicamba Banvel 1 1bs. ai/acre 100 100
Dalapon Dowpon 4 1bs. ai/acre 100 100
Ground Hand
Picloram® Tordon 1 1b. ai/acre 240 290
Glyphosate Rodeo 1.5 1bs., ai/acre 150 150
Triclopzr Garlon 2 1bs, ai/acre 150 200
Dalapon Dowpon 4 1bs. ai/acre 50 50
Dicamba Banvel 1 lbs. ai/acre 50 50
Hexazinone Velpar, Pronone 1,12 1bs., ai/acre 50 50
2,4=D Esteron, DMA 2 1bs. ai/acre 50 200
Atrazine Aatrex, 3 1lbs. ai/acre 10 10
Drexel Atrazine
Tebuthiuron Spike 1.5 1bs, ai/acre 50 50
Asulam Asulox 1.2 1bs. ai/acre 20 20
Bromacil Hyvar X 4 1bs. ai/acre 20 20
Simazine Princep 2 1lbs, ai/acre 20 20
Fosamine Krenite "3 1lbs. ai/acre 20 20
2,4~DP Weedone 2,4-DP 2 1lbs. ai/acre 20 20

TLiquids would be applied using water as the carrier.
Zsee specific formulations proposed for use in Table H-6.

3Expected application rates that would be used, actual application rates may be less.
ai = active ingredient.

4Registration for these herbicides has not been renewed in California, Existing supplies may be

sold and used for two years, after that these herbicides may not be used in California. Dalapon's -

registration has been dropped nationwide.
Sanitrole has recently been 1isted as a carcinogen on the 1ist of chemicals developed under the

California Safe Drinking Water and Toxics Enforcement Act of 1986.

to special procedures or restrictions due to this Act.

1-8

Use of Amitrole may be subject




0$6°0€  0SZ°TE 008°SE T®30L
Juswadeuey 159104 00T 00T 00T uing paqradssig 1so104 usa1819A§ POXTIH
juswsaoxdmy a3uey 000°TT  O0OCO0°IT 000°IT uang paqradsaig ysnaqoadesg

juswasoaduy JIBITqEY SITTPTTM -
‘uotlonpay Tong 006°%T 006°%YT 006°%T uang peqraosaig TeaxedRy)
juswasoadmy a3uey 00% 00€ 0 TBOTUBRYISH ysnaqs3es
Jusmo8euBy 183104 00T St S/ TEOTUBYOSK 1s2107 ua21319AF POXIK
juswma3eurK 13159104 00S 00S 00% TE2TUBYISH 31s910J BUTJ MOTT3X
SPT®Td Se) pue TI0 °SMOY 001 00t 001 TeoTuBYO9K YUTS FTEATV
SPISTd Sse) pue TI0 ‘SMOY 009 00% 00% TEOTUBYDd PUBTPOOM ¥ PUB[SSBID L3TTEBA
jusmlea1ialg uxng paqlraldsaig 069°T STVl A A TBOTUBYO3N Teaxedeys
juswe8eueBl 353104 00¢ 0S 0¢S Tenuey 159104 uvaa8asaAy POXIN
SPT®T4 SBD pue TIO *SMOY 00% ot o¢ [enuUey pUBTPOOM ¥ PUB[SSEI £3TT®)
TEAOWDY YSTIEBWE] 0¢S o4 Sz Tenuel ueTaedTy 3Ja9sa(
Jusweaoxduy s3upy 002 007 002 Tenuey pueTpoom zadtunp
jusms3euBK 2153107 062z S6T G6T TEnueR 153104 2UTJ MOTT3X
Teacmay }STIRUWE] 0 oST 0ST puey punoisn uveraedyy 313s2(Q
Jjuswadeurl 383104 0 0S¢t 0ST puey puUNOl1n 1s310d usa1813Ay POXIN
Juswa3eury 3so104g 0 00T 0% pueyg punociy 359104 2UuTd MOTI2X%
SMOY ‘SPoSM SNOTXON 0 00¢ 00S PUEH punocis PUBTPOOM % PuBISSEI9H ASTTEA
SMO¥ ‘SpasM SnNOIXON 0 oS oS PUE PpuUnois ysnigades
Juswe3rury 182104 0 0S oS 2T2TYaA PpunociIy isaxog ussxadasaj POXIH
juswa8euel 1s2104 0 oS 0S 9TOTYDA PUNOIH 153107 QUTJ MOTTDX
SMOY ‘Spo9M SNOIXON 0 0z 0z 9TOTYSA punoin qnaog 3a9s3Qq
SMOY ‘spedM SnOTIXON 0 0t9 0E9 9TOTYDSA Punoly PpueTpooM R pueIsSseiy LoIfeA
SMOY ‘Spe9M SNOTXON 0 0S oS ST2T4aA punoxn ysniqales
Juamafruel] 31s310y4 0 0 00 Sutfeadg TETIBY 359104 ua31819AY PIOXTIH
Juowa3euel 3S8I0] 0 0 002 Suifeads Teraay 1s3104 SUTJ MOTTIX
Juausaocadwuy a8uey 0 t) 0062 Surfeadg TeETISY ysnigs3deg
juswlealilsag uang pagGraodsaiyg 0 0 00/T 8uideadg TeTIOV Teaaedeyn

asodang € "ITV__ T "ITV.__ T "IV POY3I3H A3 TUnwuo)
93e910y TENUUY JueTd Po319eJIV

Juswieai]

£3Tunumo) jueld £q sjuswieaa] pasodoxg

€-T °TqEL

PSR



presence of other water sources. Where weeds have infested riparlian areas
and woody draws, the rate of application would be reduced to reduce injury
to nontarget species.

"Aerial applications could be done by either helicopters or fixed-wing
alrcraft, and nozzles to reduce drift would be used for all liquid appli-
cations. Liquid herbicides would not be applied when wind speeds exceed
5 miles per hour (mph), and granular herbicides would not be applied when
wind speeds exceed 10 mph. Herbicides would not be applied when condltions
stated on the herbicide label cannot be met and when alir turbulence signi-
ficantly affects the desired spray pattern. Buffer zones (see Glossary)
to protect water resources would be developed individually for each project
proposal based on site characteristics and values and any appropriate
local or State requirements.

Vehicle-mounted sprayer (handgun or boom) applications would be mainly
used in open areas that are readily accessible by vehicle. The boom would
be used only where feasible to treat concentrated weed infestations and to
clear undesirable vegetation, as in tree plantations and conlfer release.
The handgun would be used for spot treatment of weeds and no closer than
the high-water line near water bodies. Nelther handguns nor booms would be
used in riparian areas where weeds are closely intermingled with shrubs and
trees. Under both handgun and boom methods, sprays would be applied at a
height of 1.5 to 2 feet when wind veloclty 1s below 8 mph, except in
riparian areas where treatment would be applied only at wind velocities
below 5 mph. Boom sprayers would not be used within 25 feet of water
bodies.

Hand applications could involve backpack spraying, spotgun application,
wiper application, and cyclone broadcast spreading (granular formulations)
to control target grasses, forbs, brush, and trees. Backpack sprayers are
operated at low pressure and low volume and release herblicide through a
single nozzle held from 0.5 to 2.5 feet above the ground when wind veloci-
ties do not exceed 8 mph. (Near water, wind velocities cannot exceed
4 mph.) Contact systemlec herbicldes (see Glossary), wiped on individual
plante, would be used no closer to water than the existing high-water
line. Granular formulations would be applied through broadcast spreaders
at about 3.5 feet above the ground and no closer than 10 feet from the
high-water line of streams and other water bodiles.

Another hand application technique used for control of undesirable trees
and brush, especially tamarisk in the desert, involves the complete or

partial cutting of the trunk and application of herbicide to the cut
portion of the plant. This method is called the cut and squirt and proves

to be a very selective herbicide application technique.

MANUAL METHODS

Hand pulling and hand tools (shovel, hoe, pulaski, chalnsaws) would be
employed under all alternatives (Table 1-1). These methods are highly
labor intensive, requiring periodic retreatment, ranging from every three
weeks during the growing season to annually, depending on the target
species. These methods have been successful in controlling annuals and
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biennials but have shown only limited success in effectively controlling
creeping perennials and brush species.

MECHANICAL METHODS

Chaining, crushihg, dozing, mowing, and tilling would be used under all
alternatives (Table 1-1).

Mechanical methods range from prevention of sgeed production to total
destruction or removal of plante. This method may also weaken nontarget
species in treated areas.

PRESCRIBED BURNING

Prescribed burning would be conducted when weather or fuel conditions are
favorable and as approved by local air pollution control districts respon-
sible for smoke management. Burning permits will be obtained where
required. BLM prescribed burns are often coordinated burns with the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection or other agencies
and landowners.

All burning would be conducted in accordance with BLM's Fire Management
Policey (BLM Manual 9210), which requires the preparation of a prescribed
burning plan before every burn. The prescribed burning plan addresses the
following: physical characteristics of the burn area, objectives of the
burn, fuels on site (loading and characteristics), weather conditions
under which the plan will be carried out, expected fire behavior, air and
water quality restrictions, ignition pattern and sequence, emergency fire
control force requirements, public contacts, and safety.

Two methods are normally used in igniting prescribed burns. Either ground
application, including terratorch, drip torches and fuses, or aerial
applications which include helitorch or aerlal ignition device systems are
used to ignite fires. The terratorch 1z the use of truck-mounted propane
flamethrowers. Drip torches are used to apply a burning mixture of dlesel
fuel and gasoline by hand. Hand-held fuseeg are simllar to flares and are
touched directly to the vegetation to ignite it. The primary method used
in California is the helitorch which is an apparatus carried by a heli-
copter which drops an 1gnited gel onto the vegetation. Aerial ignition
device systems include grenade-type Iigniters and other aerial 1launched
methods. Whatever method may be used, the burn area 1is traversed in a
specified pattern described in the prescribed burning plan. Tailoring
traverse patterns to each burn area can maintain effectiveness, maximum
safety, and control.

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS

Table 1-4 compares the impacts of all three alternatives. Although the
impacts are described in detall in Chapter 3, Table 1-4 is presented to
assist decisionmakers and reviewers by concisely summarizing and comparing
the major impacts by alternative.
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IMPLEMENTATION

FINAL DECISIONS

Thirty days after the final EIS is published, BLM decisionmakers will
evaluate public comment on the draft and final EISs and prepare a record
of decision. The decision may be to select one of the alternatives intact
or to combine features from several alternatives that fall within the range
of actions analyzed 1in this EIS. The Record of Decision will address
significant impacts, alternatives, environmental preferences, and relevant
economic and technical conslderations.

_MONITORING AND STUDIES

Vegetation management treatment contracts are continuously monitored while
the work is being done. Prescribed burns are monitored in progress, and
the effectiveness of burns is assessed in postburn evaluation reports.

Vegetation management at most recreation sites and along roads and hiking

trails 1is routine maintenance work conducted and monitored by Bureau
employees.

Impacts of vegetation treatments on other resources would also be moni-
tored. Currently, the California Alr Resources Board monltors air quality
by measuring particulate levels in the atmosphere. Water quality monitor-
ing would be carried out in accordance with Executive Orders 11514 (par-
tially amended by 11991) and 12088, Sections 208 and 313 of the Clean Water
Act, BLM Manual 7240, and basin-specific water quality plans. Additional
monltoring systems for other resources (watershed, wildlife, vegetation,
ete.), as identified and outlined in the final decision and site-specific
EAs, will be developed and implemented (Appendix D). Effectiveness of
mitigating measures identified in project-specific environmental documents
will be monitored through periodic inspections of selected projects.

REQUIREMENTS FOR FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This EIS 1is a programmatic statement for vegetation management on BLM-
administered lands in California and northwest Nevada and 1s intended to
guide this program for the next 10 years. Site-specific environmental
analysis and documentation will be prepared at the district or resource
area level on each proposed site-specific vegetation control plan. During
site-specific analysis and documentation, public involvement will occur in
accordance with the CEQ Regulations for implementing NEPA. Interdisci-
plinary impact analyses will be based upon this and other EISs, such as
resource management plan, timber management plan, and grazing management
plan EISs. Impacts already addressed by this or other BLM EISs will be
referenced while site-specific impacts will be identified in the EA.

If analysis finds potential for significant 1impacts not already described
in an existing EIS, another EIS or a supplement to an existing EIS may be
required. Site-specific mitigations, project stipulations, and monitoring
needs will be determined through the EA process.
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INTERRELATIONSHIPS

The scattered nature of BLM-administered land in the EIS area makes it
essential for BLM to coordinate its management activities with adjacent
landowners and managers. BLM also works closely with other government
agencles responsible for special resource management programs. This
section briefly describes major Iinterrelationshlps involved 1in the
vegetation control program.

Federal Government

BLM shares common boundaries with several national forests and routinely
coordinates with Forest Service supervisors and staffs. Specific project
and program coordination takes place as needed between all management
levels of each agency. The Forest Service Region 5 is a cooperator with
BLM on this EIS in order that they can later document the chemical hazard
portion of thls EIS, but the impact analysis does not assess any proposed
treatments of the Forest Service.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has responsibility for
herbicide registration (40 CFR 162), including determining that a herbicide
will not generally cause unreasonable adverse effects on the environment.
EPA's determinations are based upon research data supplied by the applicant
for registration.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service administers the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (PL 93-205), as amended. Accordingly, BLM consults with that
agency when it is determined that a federally listed or proposed threatened
or endangered specles or its critical habitat may be affected. The purpose
of consultation is to avoid adverse impacts to the species in question.
Such consultation may result in modification or abandonment of an action.

The National Park Service (NPS) administers the Nationwide Rivers Inven-
tory, as provided under the National Wild and Scenlc Rivers Act of 1968
(PL 90-542). Present efforts are directed toward inventory and evaluation
to determine which free-flowing rivers and river segments are sultable for
possible designation as components of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System. BLM consultation with NPS is required if proposed management
actions could alter a river's ability to meet established Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act eligibility, classification criteria, or both. BLM also shares
common boundaries with several natlonal parks and monuments and routinely
coordinates with Park Service management.

Tribal governments will be consulted when vegetation is controlled along
the common boundaries between BLM and Indian trust lands. Consultation
with potentially concerned Native American tribal groups and organizations
will be undertaken as an aspect of the site-specific EAs (to be done after
this programmatic EIS) consistent with BLM Manual Supplement 8100 Rel. 8-1
and the MOU among BLM, NAHC, and the California SHPO.
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State and Local Governments

Section 202(c)(9) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act requires
BLM to develop resource management programs consistent with those of State
and local governments to the extent that such BLM programs are also con-
sistent with Federal law and regulations. BLM coordination efforts involve
a number of State and local agencies as described below.

Section 202(e)(8) of the Federal Land Poliey and Management Act requires
BLM to provide for compliance with applicable pollution control laws,
including State and Federal air and water pollution standards or imple-
mentation plans.

Permittees and grantees operating within rights-of-way on BLM-administered
lands are required to comply with Department of the Interior herbicide
regulations.

California

The Office of Planning and Research for the State of California is the
clearinghouse for State agencies to whlch BLM provides notices of all its
major proposed actions for coordinated State-level review. BLM has
notified the clearinghouse of plans to prepare this EIS and will provide
coples of the EIS for the State review as provided for by the MOU between
BLM and the clearinghouse.

BLM has established relations wlth the California State Department of Food
and Agriculture to ensure cooperation and coordination in noxious weed

control and eradication efforts. BLM districts coordinate on a project-
specific basis with the individual county agricultural commissioners. The
Department of Food and Agriculture also has regulatory responsibility over
herbiecide use within the State.

The California Department of Filsh and Game (CDF&G) has the responsibility
for managing California's wildlife and fish. In managing lands under its
Jjurisdietion, BLM considers wildlife habitat as a resource category. The
Sikes Act (PL 93-452), as amended, is the main tool guiding coordination
between BLM and CDF&G. Cooperative agreements and memorandums of under-
standing describe the responsibilities of the two agencies. Actions
possibly affecting State listed threatened and endangered species are also
coordinated through CDF&G.

To comply with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 (PL 95-95), as
amended, BLM cooperates with the local Air Pollution Control Districts
(APCD). The main objective 1s to keep smoke from prescribed fires away
from population centers and other smoke-sensltive areas. Burning 1is
allowed only when smoke dispersion conditions are determined to be
favorable by the APCDs.

The California State Water Resources Control Board through the Regional
Water Quality Control Boards has lead responsibility for statewide water
quality management planning in accordance with Section 208 of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (PL 92-500), as amended by the Clean Water Act
(PL 95-217) and the BLM management practices are designed to meet or
exceed objectives of the statewlde water quality management plan.
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In 1986 California voters passed the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforce-
ment Act of 1986 (Proposition 65) which required listing of known carcino-
gens and reproductive toxicants. As wrltten the law does not pertain to
Federal agencies, however there has been pressure to include the Federal
government within the law. Presently only one of the proposed herbicldes,
amitrole, has been 1identified under the Proposition 65 process. If
required by changes within the law or based on legal interpretations BLM
will comply with Proposition 65, otherwise notification procedures outlined
within the RIS will be followed for amitrole or any other herbicide listed
at a later date.

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) has respon-
sibility for administering the State's Chaparral Management Program and
other prescribed burn programs throughout the State on non-Federal lands.
BLM and CDF are signatories, along with several other state and Federal
agencies, of a MOU on Coordinated Resource Management Planning, a program
under which many interagency prescribed burns are presently conducted.

Nevada

The Nevada State Clearinghouse was notified of the development of the EIS
and will be provided copies of the EIS for coordination of State agency
review. BLM also will coordinate with the Nevada agencles affected by
BLM's on-the-ground actions. These agencies would include the Department
of Wildlife and the State and County Agricultural Commisslons.

Private Landowners

Because private landowners are highly interested in BLM operations near
their land, BLM strives to keep these landowners informed about 1its opera-
tions. Before preparing environmental documents at the state, district,
or resource area level, BLM invites interested landowners to comment on
proposed programs. Before aerial application of herbicides, BLM informs
local newspapers and all residents and contiguous landowners within a
half-mile of spray sites.
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CHAPTER 2

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY

The climate of the EIS area varies from mediterranean for most of the
area, to steppe in scattered foothill and inland basin areas, to alpine in
the high Slerra, to desert in the Colorado and Mojave Deserts.

The Paclific Ocean and its maritime air masses have a heavy influence on
the climate. The effect of abrupt changes in topography on temperature
range, wind veloeclty, and precipitation amount and frequency results in
wide varlations often within a few miles. The Sierra Nevada and the
Cascade Range effectively act as barriers for the movement of continental
alr masses from the east.

Two of the usual four seasons dominate the EIS area: a dry, warm summer
and a cool, wet winter season. Winter lasts from October to April in the
north and from November to March in the southern portion.

Winter storms from the west bring preclpitation which falls as rain in
the valleys and foothills and as snow in the mountains. Precipitation
increases from south to north and falls heaviest on the west side of the
mountains. When the snowpack melts in the spring, the heaviest runoff
descends the west side of the mountains. Eastern mountain slopes fall
into typical "rain shadows."

Snow is the major form of precipitation in high, forested, mountainous
areas. It can be expected in the Slierra Nevada at any elevation above
2,000 feet during October to May. Above 4,000 feet, snow will remain on
the ground for long perlods of time, and at even higher elevations will be
present all winter.

Air quality problems in some parts of the EIS area are unique and more
severe than those found in any other portion of the country. Some of the
most predominant air quality problems are caused by photochemical pollu-
tants, created by reaction of directly emlitted pollutants to ultraviclet
sunlight.

The EIS area's air quallty is affected by population, the types and number
of pollutant sources, weather conditions and geography, all of which vary
considerably from one region of the area to another. Generally, alr
quality is best in areas with low population density, such as rural areas
of Northern California, and in mountainous regions at elevations higher
than most commonly occurring temperature inversions.

Air quality is poorest in metropolitan areas and in locations downwind of
them. Downwind locations often experience the worst alr quality since
local sources contribute to pollutant problems generated by sources
elsewhere.
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Various pollutants reach their peak concentrations during different times
of the year. Concentrations of oxidant, sulfate and other pollutants that
are the result of atmospheric photochemical reaction peak during the summer
months. Concentrations of pollutants that are not formed photochemically,
such as lead or carbon monoxide, are highest in winter months.

The predominant air quality problem in California‘'s central valleys 1is
excesslve concentrations of particulate matter. In the San Joaquin Valley,

annual average concentrations of particulate are double the State's air
quality standards and are influenced primarily by agricultural operations.

Although air quality problems exist in urban areas such as Los Angeles and
Riverside, the air quality in the EIS area is generally good overall.

There are provisions in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 to ensure
that alr quality does not deteriorate in areas with clean air. Class I
areas such as national parks and wilderness areas, allow virtually no
deterioration. Most of the EIS area is Class II, which allows moderate
deterioration of air quality.

GEOLOGY AND TOPOGRAPHY

The EIS area can be divided into fairly distinct geomorphle provinces
dependent upon the geologic and climatic history of each area (Oakeshott
1971). The Sierra Nevada is a huge granitic mountain range on the area's
eastern side, which has a gently sloping western slope, while the sheer
eastern face drops off abruptly. The Central Valley lies on the western
side of the Slerra Nevada, a vast sedimentary alluvial plain which 1s the
drainage basin for most of California's rivers flowing out of the moun-
talns. On the eastern side of the Sierras, the basin-ranges form an area
of parallel mountains and basins experiencing harsher climatic extremes.

The northern portion of the EIS area is composed of the Klamath Mountains,
the Cascade Range, and the Modoc Plateau. The Cascades are a chain of
volcanic cones dominated by Mount Shasta at an elevation of 14,162 feet.
The Modoc Plateau is an interior draining platform conslisting of a thick
accumulation of lava flows and tuff beds with many small volcanic cones.
Along the California border with the Pacliflc Ocean are a series of more or
less parallel mountain ranges and valleys which compose the Coast Ranges.
Many active fault zones, including the San Andreas Fault, occur throughout
the length of these ranges.

In the southern portion of the EIS area, the Transverse Ranges are distin-
guished by a strong east-west trend in contrast to the north-south pattern
of all other geomorphic regions. This area is also a series of ranges and
valleys running parallel away from the coast. California's southernmost
mountains are the Peninsular Ranges with a geological proflle like the
granitic Sierra Nevada, but a topography similar to the Coast Rangeas. A
low-1lying basin, the Colorado Desert, 1s directly east of these ranges.
Part of the desert lies below sea level. The Mojave Desert stretches
across the southeastern part of California, a vast area of 1isolated
mountains separated by expanses of dry plains.

2-2



More detalled geologic and topographic information may be obtained from
BLM State, District, and Resource Area Offices in the EIS area.

SOILS

Soil development is a function of the parent material, slope, climate and
plant cover over time. These factors of soill formation have produced a
myriad of different soils. The soils in the EIS area are highly variable
in depth, texture, stoniness, chemical and physical properties. This broad
range of characteristics implies a wide variation in drainage, permeabil-
ity, erodibility, inherent fertility, water-holding capacity and any other
soll property that is important to nutrient cycling and decomposition of
organic compounds such as herbicildes.

Soil surveys have been completed, are under way, or are planned on most
BLM lands in the EIS area. This soil information is on file at BLM and
Soll Conservation Service Offices throughout the RIS area.

WATER RESOURCES
SURFACE WATER

The BLM lands of the EIS area contribute to the flow of all the major
rivers in California, but more directly affect the flow of ephemeral,
intermittent, and semall perennial creeks and rivers. These smaller
streams flow both into major rivers and into closed basins such as the
desert basins, Ragle Lake, Honey Lake, and Owens Valley. Many small
springs and seeps important for wildlife and livestock are also found on
the public lands.

Surface water is an important resource throughout the EIS area. Large
amounts are used by municipal, domestic, agricultural, and industrial
users. Nonconsumptive uses include uses for fisheries, recreation,
aesthetics, hydropower generation, transportation, and water quality
maintenance. BLM-administered lands contribute to or 1lie within many
watersheds important for municipal supplies. While water contributed to
the total flow of the area is relatively small it is often very important
for maintaining natural systems for wildlife and aesthetic purposes.

Water quallity and the beneficlal uses of water are protected by Federal
statutes and Executive Orders, State statutes, and agency regulations and
directives developed to implement this body of law.

The State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control
Boards are responsible for establishing water quality standards/objectives
which protect the beneficial uses of different waters from adverse effects
by any point discharge as well as nonpoint discharges (through Best Manage-
ment Practices) into State waters.

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is required by Public Law 92-500 and

Executive Order 12088 to meet State water quality standards regardless of
the management activity. Even where no water quality standards have been
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established by a State, Federal law mandates that the BLM conduct manage-
ment activities in such a manner as to protect or enhance water quality.
Best Managewent Practices (BMP) would be applied to vegetation management
activities to protect water quality on a site-by-site basis as part of
each individual project plan.

GROUNDWATER

Groundwater quantity and quality in the EIS area vary greatly and are
normally a direct product of the geologic formation in which the ground-
water originates. There are about 500 groundwater basins within the EIS
area. The best aquifers are found in alluvial deposits along major
streams. The following present and/or potential groundwater quality
problems have been 1identified by the staff of the nine State Reglional
Water Quality Control Boards: salt water Intrusion; salt accumulation;
overdraft; general chemical problems; industrial chemlcals; agricultural
chemicals; and metals (SWRCB 1982).

Groundwater basins underlying significant areas of publie land are often
minimally developed for groundwater use due to their distance from high
use areas or because of the yleld or quality characteristics of the
aquifer. The recharge area of many of the aquifers underlying BLM land is
often in nonpublic land areasg, i.e., National Forest lands or alluvial
deposits under privately owned lands. The quality usually reflects the
natural situation as most aquifers under BLM lands are unimpacted by the
heavy uses which normally result in degraded groundwater water quality.

VEGETATION
TERRESTRIAL VEGETATION

The assemblage of vegetation communities present in California and north-
weetern Nevada is complex. This is due in large part to the diverse topo-
graphy of the immense land area and the wide spectrum of c¢limatie condi-
tions to which it is subject. The EIS area ranges from the redwood belt
of the north coast to the expansive deserte of southern California. The
plant communities found over thls broad range present an array of problems
for managing competing vegetation and controlling undesirable plant sape-
cies. This section will briefly describe the EIS area by land resource
regions and major land resource areas (USDA, 8C3 198l1). Major land
resource regions are shown 1in Figure 2-1. The relationship of plant
communities to the various reglons and areas can be found in Table 2-1.
Appendix I contains the sclentific name equivalents of the common names
listed below.

Northwestern Forest, Forage and Speciality Crop Reglon

This region 1is best described as steep mountalns with narrow to broad
gently sloping valleys. It supports forests, open forest and grassland
vegetation. Public lands in the region occur within two major 1land
resource areas (MLRAs): California Coastal Redwood Belt and 8Siskiyou-
Trinity Area. Dominant tree species include redwood, Douglas-fir, grand
fir, white fir, red fir, lodgepole pine, ponderosa pine, sugar plne,
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Figure 2-1
LAND RESOURCE REGIONS
and

MAJOR LAND RESOURCE AREAS
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BEANTA C

I} NORTHWESTERN FOREST, FORAGE, AND
SPECIALITY CROP REGION

4 Galifornia Coastal Redwood Belt
5 Siskiyou-Trinity Area

[I] WESTERN RANGE AND IRRIGATED REGION

24 Klamath and Shasta Valleys and Basins
22 Sierra Nevada Range

. ) 23 Malheur High Plateau
14 Central California Coastal Valleys 56 Carson Basin and Mountains

15 Central California Coast Range 27 Fallon-Lovelack Area

16 California Delta , 29 Southern Nevada Basin and Range
17 Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys 30 Sonoran Basin and Range

18 Sierra Nevada Foothills 31 Imperial valley

19 Southern California Coastal Plain
20 Southern California Mountains

E CALIFORNIA SUBTROPICAL FRUIT, TRUCK, AND
SPECIALTY CROP REGION

SOURCE : U.5.0.A,, SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE
AGRICULTURE HANDBOOK 296

2-5




(6SRT ‘Yoo pue zuny)y

93uey pue uyseg ueiouog

/o8uey pue ulseg BpeAdN UWIA3YINOG
*SIN ¥ uiseqg uosie)/o8uey ¥ urseqg
uB10UOS /93uBy 3 UTSBY BPEASN UIIYINOS

neaie7g YSYH anayTeR
surseg 3§ sLa2TTEBA

eIseys ¥ yiemery/o3ury BpEASN BIIDTS
"SI R ulseg uosiep/oduey ¥ uiseg
ueyouOS/93uRy R UISeq BPERASN UISYINOS

a8uepy pue UIsSBg UBIOUOS

/23uey pue uUISEg BPEASN UISYINOS

a8upy pue UISEBg UBICUOS

/23uey pue urseg epeaay uiIsyINOG
*SIH % urseqg uosae)d/neslelg ySTg

PUBTpPOOM 231 EBnysop

puerTpoom asdyunp_uofurg
puerpoom iadfunp uiayijaoy

189104 SUFJ MOI9L
qUIS TTEATV
qnaog ysng 230850315

qnidg aTe2speys

spueTpoop 311983(

3S2104 SNOISITUOH

uor3ay poiIelriay

InayTeH/SuIseq § SASTIep BISBUS ¥ YyjeweTy qnidg ysniga8eg qniog pue 28ury UIDISOM
sAa1Tep urnbeor ueg pus ojuawmeideg
/o8uey 3SeO) BTUIOIITE) TBIIUIY pueISs®iIg AST[®BA puelssein
STITYIOOd BPERASDN BIISIS
/o8uey 1seO0) BTUIOJITITED) [EBIIUI) Teiaedeysn Teaxedey)

STITYIOO] EBPBABN B1IDTS

/28uey 3s®BO) BTUIOITTE) TERIJUD)
a8ury 31seO0) BTIUIOJITEH TBIIUI)

SAITTEBA

STITY3004 BPBASN BIIDIS
urnbeOor uUeg pUBR 0OJUIWRIDEG

pueTpooM TTTYy3Io0d
PUBTPOOM BQ UISYIAON
19104 9UTJ MOTT9%
qurs TTEjTV

PUUEBABRS-PUBTPOOM
383104 SNOI3ITUO)
qniag

uorday doiy L3Treroads
pue Yoniy *‘3Inag
1eo1doaiqnsg BIUIOITITE)

1T°4

IT°d

/31°¢
1T

11eg
IT°d
17°g

poOMD3Y TEBISBO) BTUIOIT[E)

poompeoy TEISEBO) BIUIOIITE)D

ea1y A3TuTI] NOATYSIS

eoay AITuta] noLTNSIS

Boay A3Tural noLIYSIS
eoay £3TuTal NoLTYSIS

poompoy TBISBO) BTIUIOII[E)

poompay TBISEO) BIUICITIR)

poompay JEBISEBO) BTUIOIFTE)
poompay [BISEBOH BIUIOIITR)
poompay TEISBO) EBTUIOIITE)

eIy 92anos3sy pue] ioley

9TaITeid TEBISPO) BIUIOIITR)

1s910] usaafasad POXIN
Isa104 9Todo8pon
is2104 I1T4 P3d

382104 2UTJ MOIT3%

389104 1fJ-seldnog
383103 poompay

Issxog
SNOI3aITUO) TBISBO) YIION
qnids TeISEO) UIBYIION
pue1lS TBISEO)

pueIsSSseRId
189104
u231819AF PIXTH

1S9104 SNOIIITUOYH
qnaos
pue11ls

ucI8ay doan
£3TeTo9dg pur afeiog
‘189104 UXIISSMYIION

SOTITUNMNNO) IUBRTJ

adi] uoyr3eladay

uoT83y 92In0S3Yy pue]

SBOIY 921IN0SaY pue] 10{ BN pue SUOCT33Y 2DIN0S3Y PUPT 01 xSOFITUNWWO) IUE]J PUB ySodL] UOF3IEBIaZ3 JO A[YSUOIIEB[AY

1-¢ °19EL

2-€



western red cedar, incense cedar, alder, California bay, chinquapin,
madrone, tanoak, Oregon white oak, California black ocak, and canyon live
oak. Characterizing the forest understory are poison-oak, snowberry,
ceanothus and manzanita. California oat grass, blue wildrye, bluegrasses,
tufted hairgrass, velvet grass, western and Idaho fescues, and native and
introduced bentgrasses are common perennial grasses. Important naturalized
annuals include soft chess and other bromes, fescues, filaree, wlld oats,
and clovers. Typical vegetation management actions within thie region are
timber management site preparation, release of commercial specles (i.e.,
hardwood suppression), precommercial thinning and stump treatments.

California Subtropical Fruit, Truck, and Speciality Crop Region

This region is characterized by low mountalns and broad valleys with long,
warm growing seasons and relatively low preclpltation. Containing from
small to moderate amounts of public land are three MLRAs: Sierra Nevada
Foothills, Central California Coast Range, and Sacramento and San Jocaquin
Valleys.

The EIS area within the region is comprised of forests, oak woodlands,
brushlande, and naturalized annual grasslands. Public land forests within
the region are restricted to the Sierra Nevada Foothill MLRA. Dominant
species include Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine with incense cedar often
occurring as a subdominant. Some hardwoods such as California black oak,
canyon live oak and big-leaf maple also occur. Beneath the forest canopy,
poison-oak 1s frequently abundant.

Brushland sites are dominated by chamise, manzanita, ceanothus and poison-
oak. Scrub oak, coyote brush and California eagebrush are also found on
scrubby sites but are most common within the Central California Coast Range
and Southern California Coastal Plain MLRAs. Soft chess, bromes, fescues,
wild oats, wild barley, filaree and burclover characterize the naturalized
annual grassland. Common oak woodland overstory specles are blue oak, live
oak and digger pine. The ground cover of the oak woodland is very similar,
if not identical to the naturalized annual grassland. Saltgrass, lodine-
bush and various species of saltbush occur along the valley floor on
saline-sodic sites, especlally in the southern San Joaquin Valley.

Vegetation control treatments common within the reglon are: prescribed
burning of brushlands; removal of vegetation ncar geothermal and oll and
gas well pads, drilling sites, power plants, and rights-of-way; eradica-
tion of noxioue weed species; and timber management practices previously
described.

Western Range and Irrigated Reglon

With the exception of the Sierra Nevada Range MLRA, this region can be
typified as arid semidesert and desert comprised of plateaus, plains,
basins and isolated mountain ranges. Publlc land acreage within the south-
eastern portion of the region is extensive. The EIS area includes the
following MLRAs: Klamath and Shasta Valleys and Basins, Sierra Nevada
Range, Malheur High Plateau, Carson Basin and Range, and Sonoran Basin and
Range. Public land forests within the reglon are found within the Sierra
Nevada Range MLRA. Dominant tree specles include ponderosa pine, lncense
cedar, sugar pine, white fir, red fir, lodgepole pine, mountaln hemlock,
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California black oak, Oregon white oak, canyon live oak, and tanoak.
Sagebrush, blue wildrye, fescues, bluegrasses and mountaln brome occur as
ground cover below the forest canopy. Vegetation control measures utilized
in this area are analogous to those discussed previously for timber
management.

Comprising a portion of the publie land of northeastern California and
northwestern Nevada 18 the Malheur High Plateau MLRA. The area can be
characterized as sagebrush scrub. Blg sagebrush, bitterbrush, rabbitbrush,
squirreltall, bluebunch wheatgrass, Great Basin wildrye, and needlegrasses
dominate the area. Spiny hopsage and bud sagebrush dominate the drier
sites. Greasewood, saltbush and saltgrass are found where soil salinity
or alkalinity 1is elevated. Silver sagebrush is found on moist sites with
intermittent water (e.g., playas). Rocky sites support western juniper.
Aspen groves are found on the more mesic high elevation sites.

Also occurring 1in northeastern California are the shrub and grassland
assoclations of the Klamath and Shasta Valleys and Basins MLRA. It is
typified by bluegrasses, Idaho fescue, bluebunch wheatgrass, and cheat-
grass. Dominant shrubs include sagebrush, rabbitbrush, bitterbrush and
mountain mahogany. Western Juniper 1s also common. Ponderosa pine and
Douglas fir are found in zones of hligher precipltation.

Farther south wlthin the region occurs the Southern Nevada Basin and Range
MLRA. The area 1is basically a shadscale scrub community, which is domi-
nated by saltbush specles and greasewood. Assoclated specles include bud
sagebrush, gray molly kochia, spiny hopsage, ephedra, dalea, winterfat,
horsebrushes, galleta, Indian rice grass, black sagebrush, blg sagebrush,
black brush, bitterbrush and cliffrose. Shadscale ls assoclated with
creosote bdbrush, whlite bursage, spiny mendora and Joshua tree in warmer
locations. Saline so0ils are dominated by black greasewood. Pinyon-
Juniper woodlands occupy upland mountain sites.

The Carson Basin and Mountains MLRA is characterized by a sagebrush-grass
complex. Common components are bltterbrush, squirreltail, needlegrasses
and Indian ricegrass. Typical on mid-mountain slopes are pinyon-juniper
woodlands, while at the highest elevations Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine,
red fir, and white fir are found. Drier sites support shadscale. Growing
in areas of high concentration are basin wildrye, alkall sacaton, salt-
grass, black greasewood, and rabblitbrush.

The Sonora Basin and Range MLRA encompasses the southeastern portion of the
State. This area supports plant communities of the Mojave and Colorado
deserts. Bursage, Joshua tree, juniper, yucca, cactus, creosote brush and
ephedra domlnate the perennial flora. Ephemeral forbs and grasses occur
during favorable rainfall years. Salline sites are dominated by saltbush,
saltgrass, alkall sacaton and iodinebush. Grasses commonly occupying sandy
sites include Indian rice grass, desert needlegrass and galleta.

Vegetation control measures typlcally practiced within the region (exclu-
sive of the Sierra Nevada Range MLRA) include: tamarisk eradication along
desert riparian zones; prescribed burning and mechanical treatments of
sagebrush scrubland and northern Jjuniper woodlands for rangeland improve-
ment; and herbicide use for control of competing vegetation within asage-
brush communities to increase livestock and wildlife forage.
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NOXIOUS WEEDS

Twenty-one Category A and B noxious weed specles occur on public lands
within the EIS area. Most noxious specles are introduced plants which
outcompete natlves and become quickly established. Thls establishment can
be accelerated due to heavy or overuse of the resource such as grazing.
Herbicides were employed for the control of a number of these noxious
weeds on 140 acres of public lands in 1985. Manual and mechanlical methods
have been historically used as well. A 1list of identified noxious weed
species occurring on public land can be found in Appendix B.

WETLANDS AND RIPARIAN AREAS

Wetlands and riparian areas occur along lakes, ponds, marshes, rivers, and
streams. They are often inundated by water and normally have saturated or
seasonally saturated soil conditions. Common wetland and riparlan area
plants range from cottonwoods and willows, to sedges, rushes, and cattails.
The width of the areas may vary from a few feet along small streams to
several hundred feet along major rivers. Because of the presence of mois-
ture and abundant nutrients, wetlands and riparian areas are often the most
productive areas of vegetation growth. They are valuable for wildlife
habitat. The Bureau has a strong commitment to responsible management of
these areas.

In the arid or semiarid lands of the EIS area, wetlands and riparian areas
make up a small percent of the total land surface. However, undeslirable

invasive species (e.g., tamarisk) present a serious problem to the long-
term management of these sensitive areas.

THREATENRD, ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

Presently, eight plant epecies occurring on publie land within the EIS
area (reference Table 2-2) (BLM Districts noted on Table 2-2 are
delineated on Figure 2-2) are included in the Federal list of species
threatened or endangered of extinction (Federal Register, Vol. 50, No. 188,
September 1985). Two others have been officlally proposed for Federal
listing. 1In addition, 61 State-listed specles occur or are suspected to
occur on public lands within the EIS area. It is Bureau pollicy to conserve
Federal- and State-listed rare, threatened, or endangered plants and to
utilize 1its authorities in furtherance of the purposes of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and similar
State laws. The BLM, through its actions and/or declsions, will not
jeopardize the continued existence of any Federally listed threatened or
endangered plant, nor will it destroy or adversely modify Critical Habitats
(as determined by the Fish and Wildlife Service) of any such species.

It is also Bureau policy within California to protect sensitive plant spe-
cles (see Glossary). Pending formal listing, all sensitive plants wlll be
afforded the full protection of ESA unless the State Director Jjudges on a
case-by-case basis that evidence against listing a particular plant specles
is sufficient to allow a specific action. Currently, 148 senslitive plant
species occur on public land within the EIS area. Appendix J contalns a
list of Federal and State-listed plants and sensitive plant species.
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Table 2-2

Federally Threatened, Endangered and Proposed Plant Species Within RIS Area

Species

Arabls mecdonaldiana Bastw.
Mcdonald's rockeress

Camissonia benitensis Raven
San Benito evening-primrose

Centrostegia leptoceras (Gray)
Wats.
Slender-horned spineflower

Eriastrum densifolium ssap.
Sanctorum (Mlkn) Mason
Santa Ana River eriastrum

Grindelia fraxino-pratensis
Reveal and Beatley
Ash Meadows gum plant

Nitrophila mohavensis Munz
and Roos
Amargosa nitewort

Oenothera avita ssp.
eurekensis (Munz and Roos)
Kleln
Bureka Dunes evening-primrose

Swallenia alexandrae
(Swallen) Soderstrom and
Decker
Eureka Dune grass

Family

Brassicaceae

Onagraceae

Polygonaceae

Polemoniaceae

Asteraceae

Chenopodiaceae

Onagraceae

Poaceae

Federal Status BLM District

Endangered Ukiah
Threatened Bakersfield
Endangered Calif. Desert
Endangered Calif. Desert
Threatened Calif. Desert
Endangered Calif. Desert
Endangered Calif. Desert
Endangered Calif. Desert
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FORESTED AREAS

About 1,023,000 acres of the total 18.6 million acree of Publie Domain land
in California and northwest Nevada are forested, while 157,000 acres are
capable, sultable, and available for commercial timber production. The
lands most 1likely to be affected by vegetation management for forest
reestablishment and maintenance are commercial forestlands in northern
California.

Under direction from the Federal Land Pollicy and Management Act of 1976
and other Federal laws, and Sustained Yleld Unit Records of Declision, the
public domain lands within California currently have an allowable cut of
21.6 million board feet (MBF). Annual sales vary, depending on budgets,
market conditions, bidder interest, and size and quality of sale. Harvests
have varied even more depending on new housing starts, Congressional exten-

slons to timber sales, and the generally poor timber market during the last
several years.

The timber management program for Callifornia is documented and described
in detail in the Environmental Impact Statements for Sustained Yield
Units 8 (King Range) (USDI, BLM 1974) and 13 (Clearlake and Arcata Resource
Areas of Ukiah Distriet) (USDI, BLM 1981b) and in the Environmental Assess-
ment for Sustained Yield Unit 15 (Susanville and Bakeraflield Districts,
Redding Resource Area of the Ukiah District, Carson City Dlstrict lands in
California) (USDI, BLM 198lc).

Since those documents were completed a substantlial change in land base as
well as the timber stand structure has occurred in SYU 13. The major
change which affects treatments proposed in this EIS is that lands acquired
as a result of exchanges are largely lnadequately. stocked and have heavy
brush and hardwood stocking levels.

The allowable cut for BLM lands in California is presently 21.6 million
board feet per year. This level assumes that intenslive forest vegetation
management practices will be applied as needed. Without intensive manage-
ment the allowable cut would have to be reduced by an estimated 25 percent.
Intensive management practices include site preparation, planting, planta-
tion maintenance and release, and precommercial thinning but do not include
different harvesting methods to ensure natural reproduction.

Forest management plans, EISs, and current practices on BLM forestlands in
California emphasize multiple uses of the forestlands. This declision as
well as the current stand structure allows cutting practlices other than
clearcutting in most cases. Cutting practlices other than clearcutting
especially in the eastside pine type tend to prevent invasion of sites by
brush and therefore lessen the need for control of unwanted vegetation.

All-aged as well as even-aged management systems are used. The all-aged
system ie used mainly in the eastslde or interior ponderosa/Jeffrey pilne
type and in areas of special concern (e.g., wild and scenlc river cor-
ridors, highly erodible soils, harsh sites, etc.). Trees are selected in
small groups or individually and are marked for harvest. Regeneration 1is
accomplished mainly by natural means and/or by planting openings and areas
disturbed by logging activity.
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Even-aged management systems involve stand regeneration done by clear-
cutting trees (all trees removed from the site), shelterwood, and seed
tree methods. Clear cuts are limited in size to 40 acres. Typically
clearcuts are betwecen 10 and 12 acres in size. The acreage that requires
reforestation each year consists mostly of eclearcut sites and areas burned
by wildfire.

The four main stages of vegetation management for reforestation are site
preparation, planting, release, and precommercial thinning. Under current
policy, during the next 10 years a total of about 700 acres would be
prepared and planted each year, about 1,000 acres would be released from
competing vegetation, and 400 acres would undergo precommerclal thinning.
Release would occur within 2 to 5 years of planting and precommercial
thinning within 10 to 20 years. Some stands may require two release
treatments. These practices are explalned in detall in Appendix C.

Over many decades most of the forestlands allocated primarily to timber
production would tend toward even-aged management. This automatically
occurs as clearcuts, fire killed areas, insect and dlsease infested areas,
and brushfields are reforested. Older timber is harvested leaving younger
trees which are closer in age. The result is that natural factors as well
a8 harvesting techniques favor the establishment of various groups of
even-aged stands varying in size of less than an acre to much larger
acreages.

Five major forest +types comprise the commercial forestlands wilithin
California. Individual areas within extensive stands of each type may
vary greatly in vegetative composition, depending on aspect, soil, and
other factors. '

DOUGLAS-FIR FOREST

This foreat type 1is located in the Coast Range from Mendocino County
northward, mostly east of the redwood forest type, and to elevations of
4,500 feet. This type occurs in the Northwestern Forest, Forage and
Specialty Crop Region. Average annual ralnfall ranges between 30 and 100
inches, and the growing season lasts up to seven months.

Besides Douglas-fir, the principal associated conifers are sugar pine and
white fir. The main associated hardwood trces and shrubs are tanoak,
madrone, golden chinquapin, big-leaf maple, California black oak, Cali-
fornia hazel, deer brush, and snowbrush.

YELLOW PINE FOREST
Bastside Pine

This forest type is found in a nearly continuous belt east of the Cascade
and Sierra Nevada Ranges from the Oregon line to the Tehachapl Mountains.
South of the Sierra Nevada Range, the type occupies the crests of the
higher mountains. This type occurs primarlly within the Western Range and
Irrigation Region. Precipitation varies from 15 to 40 inches annually.
The growlng season is only about four months.
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Conifer specles are ponderosa pine, Jeffrey pine, white fir, and lodgepole
pine. California black oak, Junlpers, and pinyon pine are sometimes
components of thies type. The more common assoclated shrubs include sage-
brush, bitterbrush, mountain mahogany, manzanitas, and snowbrush.

Westside Pine

Thie forest type occurs primarily on the western slopes of the Sierra
Nevada and Cascade Ranges as a transition belt of varylng width between
the foothill woodlands at lower elevations and the mixed conifer forest at
higher elevations. This type occurs primarily within the Northwestern
Forest, Forage and Specialty Crop Region. Annual precipitation ranges
from 30 to 80 inches. The growing season is approximately seven months.

Ponderosa pine dominates and 1a the climax specles of this forest type.
Associated conifers are Jeffrey pine, sugar pine, Douglas-fir, white fir
and incense cedar. Some of the princlpal shrubs and hardwood trees are
deer brush, bearclover, whiteleaf manzanita, greenleaf manzanita, Cali-
fornia black oak, and canyon live oak.

MIXED EVERGREEN FOREST

This forest type 1s found in the North Coast Range at elevations from 300
to 6,000 feet; in north-central California from 1,200 to 5,500 feet; in
the Sierra Nevada from 2,000 to 7,000 feet; and in eouthern California at
elevations from 5,000 to 8,000 feet. This type occurs primarily in the
Northwestern Forest, Forage and Specialty Crop Region. The prevalling
climate is similar to, but cooler than, that of the Pacific ponderosa pine
type.

The principal conifer specles are: ponderosa plne, sugar pine, incense
cedar, Douglas-fir, and white fir. Jeffrey plne occurs mostly on serpen-
tine soils. Some of the principal assoclated hardwood tree and shrub
specles of the type are California black oak, Slerra currant, bearclover,
greenleaf manzanlta, whiteleaf manzanita, Mariposa manzanita, deer brush,
snowbrush, mountain whitehorn, and bush chinquapin.

RED FIR FOREST

Thie forest type occurs above 6,000 feet in the North Coast Ranges; in
north-central California from 5,500 to 7,500 feet; and in the Sierra
Nevada from 6,000 tO0 9,000 feet. It occurs in the Northwestern Forest,
Forage and Specialty Crop Reglon. Annual preclpitation mostly snowfall,
is8 35 to 65 inches. The principal conifer epecies are red fir, lodgepole
pine, sugar pine, western white pine, and Jeffrey pine. Principal shrubs
in the type are bush chinquapin, mountain whitehorn, snowbrush, greenleaf
manzanita, and pinemat manzanita.
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WOODLAND TYPE

Of the 1,023,000 acres of forestland (land composed of or capable of being
composed of at least 10 percent stocking (crown closure) with tree species)
under BLM's Jjurlsdiction in California and northwest Nevada 866,000 acrees
are classified as woodlands or low site timberland. The low site timber-
lands are composed of both commercial species and noncommercial species.
For management purposes these lands are genecally grouped together and

managed as woodlands and will be referred to as woodlands throughout this
document.

The woodlands are primarily used for fuelwood production, timber produc-
tlon, posts, grazing, wildlife, and other multiple uses as directed or
authorized by land management plans, FLPMA, or other authority.

Western juniper occurs as a pure woodland type in northeastern California
and northwestern Nevada. Pinyon in combination with junipers (mostly Utah
Juniper) also occurs in this portion of the EIS area. Both of these types
(taken together are known as PJ) occur intermingled with the eastside
yellow pine type and out into the big sagebrush type. Together they
comprise about 45 percent of the woodlands (389,000 acres). The PJ type
has been increasing in acreage during the past 80 years and appears likely
to continue. Much of the management activity in thie type has been and is
likely to continue to be directed at controlling this encroachment.
Presently Juniper woodland production exceeds demand for products such as
fuelwood except near localized areas of utilization.

The remaining 55 percent (477,000 acres) of woodlands consists of various
hardwoods adjacent to or intermixed as described in the primary forest
types as well as mountain mahogany and aepen in the eastside yellow pine
areas. There 1s considerable demand for hardwoods for fuelwood, but
sustained yield of publice land hardwoods does not meet these demands.

WILDLIFE

WILDLIFE HABITAT

More than 600 species of mammales, birds, reptiles and amphibians live, or
at least meet part of their life requlrements on publiec lands in California
and northwestern Nevada. Wildlife populations are managed by the Cali-

fornia Department of Fish and Game and the Nevada Department of Wildlife.
BLM manages their habitats.

Wildlife species are assoclated with certaln kinds of habitats; vegeta-
tion 1s an important component of hablitat. Wildlife habitate are often
described in terms of plant communities and successional stages to facili-
tate evaluation of effects on habltat caused by vegetation management
activities. Certain areas 1llke fawnlng and nesting grounds, migration
corridors, and winter ranges are especially important to some species.
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Public lands in California and northwestern Nevada include a variety of
habitats, including 7.3 million acres of big game hablitat, 13.4 million
acres of small game and upland game habitat and 235,000 acres of wetland
and riparian habitat. Wildlife diversity and the occurrence of rare or
unique speclee and hablitat values are among the highest found anywhere on
BLM lands. Table 2-3 lists some of the major big game specles found in
the EIS area and estimated populations on publie land.

Table 2-3

Big Game Species and Populations on Public Lands
in California and Northwestern Nevada

Estimated Population

Species on Public Land
Pronghorn Antelope 6,500
Mule Deer 78,000
Black-tailed Dcer 33,000
Tule Elk 900
Roosevelt Elk 100
Bighorn Sheep 3,000
Wild Boar 2,600
Black Bear T00

Pronghorn antelope occur in the Great Basin sagebrush habitats on the east
slde of the Sierra Nevada and Cascade Ranges. Pronghorn are mainly
browsers, feeding primarily on sagebrush especially during the winter.
Grasses and forbs are lmportant during the spring.

Black-tailed deer and mule deer are the most common, widely distributed,
and hunted big game species on public lands in the EIS area. Riparian
areas provide important fawning and escape cover for deer.

Tule elk utilize the sagebrush/scrubd habltats of the Owen's Valley and the

chaparral areas along Cache Creek. Roosevelt elk are found primarily in
the King Range on the north coast of California.

Bighorn sheep are almost exclusively limited to desert mountain ranges in
southeastern California. BLM lands provide year-round habitat for both
peninsular and Nelson's bighorn.

Wild boar are found in the coastal chaparral and are a popular game
species.

Upland game birds found on publice lands include: sage grouse found pri-
marily in the sagebrush habitats in northeastern Callfornia and north-
western Nevada; chukar found on rocky slopes in northeastern California,
northwestern Nevada, and 1in the California desert; wild turkey which
utilize oak woodlands; and dove and quail found throughout the State.

2-16



Most of the EIS area's waterfowl are migrant, short-term occupants, follow-
ing the Pacific flyway during spring and fall. Some waterfowl overwinter
near unfrozen water. Nesting waterfowl species of the EIS area include
mallard, Canada goose, teal, gadwall, pintall, and shovellers.

Many stockponds, reservoirs, streams, and rivers provide extensive acreage
of shoreline and riverbank nesting and feeding habltat required for the
existence of shorebirds. Great blue herons, gulls, grebes, snipe, lesser
yellowlegs, willets, avocets, terns, sandpipers, killdeer, and long-billed
curlews all nest in the EIS area. Many of these specles migrate through
the area in spring and fall.

The northeastern region of the EIS area is a winter concentration area for
golden eagles and rough-legged hawks, which depend upon rabbits as their
major winter food source. Bald Eagles congregate in winter roosts near
rivers and lakes in the EIS area. Bald and golden eagles, red-talled
hawks, kestrels, marsh hawks, and great-horned owls are all known to nest

in the area. The turkey vulture and prairie falcon are also common
residents.

Cliff areas, rock outcrops, and shrubs provide nesting sites for most of
these raptors. 1In open country, utility poles, fenceposts, lsolated trees,
rock outcrops, and other lisolated structures provide important perches for
hunting raptors. These perches are often well used along transportation
routeg where traffic-killed small animals are an attractive food source.

Many seed-eating and insectivorous birds inhabit riparian and wupland
vegetation 2zones, but 1little information exists on thelr densities,
distribution, and limiting factors in the EIS area. Woodpeckers and other
cavity-nesting birds depend on dead trees for thelr existence.

The habitats most likely to be affected by vegetation management are sage-
brush, chaparral, Mediterranean annual grasslands and early successlonal
stages of coniferous forests. Effects of vegetation management on wildlife
habitats are considered in every project environmental assessment. Changes
in plant cover will benefit some specles and adversely affect others.

FISHERIES HABITAT

Many game fish specles inhabit the EIS area, including salmon, steelhead,
rainbow trout, brown trout, smallmouth bass, largemouth bass, crapple and
catfish.

Anadromous fish (steelhead and salmon) support both commerclal and recre-
ational fishing. BLM lands contain only about 10 percent (735 miles) of
the stream habitat for anadromous fish in California. However, much of
this habitat (489 miles of stream) is high quality spawning and rearing
habitat. Declines in anadromous fish populations have been attributed to
both adverse effects on habitat and direct harvest of fish.

Fish habitat consiste of an aquatic environment and the associated riparian
environment. Vegetation management can affect both environments. The
effects of vegetation management on fish hablitats are considered in project
environmental assessments.
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THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE ANIMALS

The federally listed threatened and endangered specles known to occur on
public land in California and northwestern Nevada are listed in Table 2-4.
Any action that may affect these species 1s subject to formal consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 7 of the Endangered
Specles Act.

Within the RIS area, there are at least 284,000 acres and 20 miles of
stream habitat providing important habitat for these aspecies. There are
additional species on the State threatened and endangered epecles lists

(Table 2-4). Habitat management activities are glven priority to ensure
thelr continued survival.

BLM has also developed a list of sensitive species which includes: desert
bighorn sheep, northern spotted owl, flat-tailed horned lizard, gila
monster, desert tortoise, San Sebastlan leopard frog, Inyo Mountain
salamander, Amargosa River pupfish, Nevada speckled dace, Shoshone cave
whip scorpion, and San Joaquin dune beetle. The northern spotted owl
oceurg in the Ukiah District and the San Joaquin dune beetle 1s found in
the Bakersfield District. The remalnder of these species inhabit the
Desert Distriet. ’

BLM sensitive specles are afforded special conslideration to ensure that
their populations do not decline to the point where listing as threatened
or endangered becomes necessary.

Vegetation management must consider the potential effects on all special
status species in projeect environmental assessments to ensure that the
continued existence of any of these species is not Jeopardized.

LIVESTOCK AND WILD HORSES

Livestock grazing (cattle, sheep, horses and goats) 1is a primary use of
BLM lands in the EIS area. The EIS area had approximately 125,000 head of
livestock on BLM lande during 1985 that grazed on about 9 mllllon acres of
land, consuming roughly 387,000 animal unit montha (AUMs) of forage.
Livestock grazing in the EIS area has been covered in detail by 18 site-
speclfic grazing EISs and Resource Management Plans.

The Wild Free-roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971 (Public Law 92--195) pro-
vides for the protection, management, and control of wild free-roaming
horses on BLM landa. The EIS area has 35 wlld horse management units to
provide forage for approximately 2,600 horses and 2,800 burros.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Federal agencles have been charged with responsibllity for managing
cultural and paleontological resources on lands under their Jjurisdletions.
Through a group of laws beginning with the Antiquities Act (1906) (Chap.
3060), BLM has been mandated to identify, protect, and enhance such
resources on public lands.
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Table 2-4

Threatened and Endangered Animals on Public Land
in California and Northwestern Nevada

Federal State
Specles Status Status BIM District
San Joaquin Kit Fox E T Bakersfield
Southern Sea Otter T —_ Bakersfield
Giant Kangaroo Rat E E Bakersfield, Desert
Amargosa Vole E E Desert
California Condor E E Bakersfield, Desert
Bald Eagle E E Bakersfield, Ukiah,
Susanville
American Peregrine Falcon E E Bakersflield, Ukilah
Yuma Clapper Rail E T Desert
Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard B E Bakersfield
Coachella Valley Fringe-toed Lizard - T E Desert
Desert Slender Salamander E E Desert
Mohave Tui Chub E E Desert
Owen's River Pupfish E E Bakersfield
Paiute Cutthroat Trout T - Bakersfield
Degsert Pupfish E B Desert
Mohave Ground Squirrel Cand T Bakerafield, Desert
Stephen's Kangaroo Rat Prop T Desert
Wolverine Cand. T Bakersfield, Ukiah,
Susanville
California Bighorn Sheep Cand. T Bakersfield
Peninsular Bighorn Sheep Cand. T Desert
California Yellow-bllled Cuckoo Cand. T Bakersfield, Desert
E1f Owl -~ B Desert
Inyo Brown Towhee B E Desert
Least Bell's Vireo E E Desert
Magic Gecko Cand. T Desert
Shasta Salamander Cand T Ukiah
Unarmored Three-spined Stickleback [ E Desert
Brown Pelican B B Desert
California Black Rail Cand. T Desert
Swainson's Hawk Cand. T Desert
Gilded Northern Flicker — E Desert
Arizona Bell's Vireo - B Desert
Tipton Kangaroo Rat E — Desert
Desert Tortolse Cand. - Desert
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In many cases surveys of existing cultural resource information (Class 1
inventories) have been completed for areas of BLM Districts and may be
examined in the BLM District Offices.

Many archaeological, historical, and paleontological sites have been found
on or near BLM-administered land in the KIS area. Some of the information
has been lost from all of these sites as a result of natural or human
disturbances bhefore discovery. Future intensive surveys are certain to
locate many more sites. The identified archaeologlcal sitee range from
small speclal purpose sites or seasonally used campsites to major long-
term village sites. Most historical sites relate to early settlement,
transportation, mining, and logging. Paleontological resources in the EIS
area include many vertebrate, invertebrate, and plant fossil sites. Lists
and descriptions of known paleontological sites on or near BLM lands are
maintained by BLM Distriet Offices.

VISUAL RESOURCES AND RECREATION

Visual resources consist of the land, water, vegetation, animals, and other
natural or manmade features visible on public lands. Highways, rivers,
and trails of the area pass through a variety of characteristic landscapes
where natural attractions such as mountain vistas can be seen and where
cultural modifications exist. To enable visual resources to be considered
when planning management, public lands have been assigned visual resource
management (VRM) classes according to scenic quality, sensitivity level,
and distance zone criteria. VRM classes provide objectives designed to
mitigate adverse impacts of land management practices on scenic values
(BLM Manual 8400). VRM maps and narratives derived from inventories and
evaluations of visual resources on public lands may be examined 1in
respective BLM District Offices.

Among the outdoor recreation activities occurring on BLM lands in the EIS
area are sightseeing, plenicking, camping, fishing, and hunting. Other
popular activities are off-road vehicle use, horseback riding, river
floating, and the studying of natural features. Some of these activities,
such as camping and pienicklng, occur at recreation sites that require
vegetation control. Detailed information on recreational use of public
lands may be obtained at BLM District Offices.

WILDERNESS AND SPECIAL AREAS

BLM California's preliminary recommendation is approximately 2 million
acres out of 6.9 million acres as suitable for wilderness designation.
The majority of the 6.9 million acres i3 the 5.5 million acres of wilder-
ness study areas in the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA), of
which BLM has recommended 1.8 million acres as sultable pending the assess-
ment of mineral survey data. The U.S. Bureau of Mines and the U.S.

Geological Survey are expected +to complete the mineral reviews by
September 1988, '



By the end of 1987, all California BLM wilderness studies are expected to
be completed. Recommendations will be forwarded to the Secretary of
Interior by BY 1988 upon assessment of USGS/Bureau of Mlines mineral
reports.

The California Wilderness Act of 1984 designated flve BLM wilderness areas
in the State. '

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

BLM administers roughly 18.5 million of the EIS area's 102 million acres,
or 18 percent of the land base. The 1980 population was 23.7 million.

Vegetation control activities generate employment and personal earnings 1n
the local economy. The level and effectiveness of vegetation control on
BLM land in the area could prevent the spread of noxious weeds to produe-
tive land, increase 1livestock. forage, 1mprove wildlife habitat, and
increase forest productlvity.

The production of timber, livestock, and crops generate employment and

earnings in the regional economy. Vegetation control allows production to

take place and also contributes to more economle activity in the regional

economy from control expenditures, and also reduces economic losses from
fire.

During fiscal year 1986 total receipts of 72 million dollars from public
land activities was realized (USDI, BLM 1987b). Of the total most was from
mineral activities with $1,010,000 from timber sales and $500,000 from
grazing receipts. While the timber and grazing recelpts are an lnsig-
nificant portion of the total earnings of these two activities statewide,
they are very significant to households and rural areas where BLM land use
is a primary source of income.

In some localized areas markets have developed for the use of woody
material for bdiomass energy generation or production of materials from
waste wood. This is a possible alternative to burning slash, ete., and
although it is a small market, new equipment and increasing demand may
make it a potential market to be utilized when appropriate.

SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

The social environment affected by BLM's vegetation control program
includes individuals; the companies and businesses they work for; the
communities, organizations, and groups they have formed; and thelr agencles
and institutions of government. The soclal environment also 1includes
attitudes, opinions, and perceptions about vegetation control policies and
practices. For this EIS, BLM did not undertake a detailed soclal analysils
of the EIS area that included a population profile, demographic analysis,
institutional analysis, or formal publie opinion survey. During the past
geveral years, however, BLM has conducted studies in the EIS area, with
extensive public involvement, for several EISe and many environmental
agssessments. The following description of the social environment that
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could be affected by BLM's vegetation control program is based on that
information and on concerns expressed during scoping for this EIS.

In addition to direct impacts on Jobs and personal income, certain social
aspects of employment might be affected by BLM's programs: the importance
of certain types of jobs to specific communities, dependence on particular
jobs, avalilability of alternative Jjobs, access to Jobs, and a community's
level of acceptance of certain types of work. For example, some people
highly depend on a certain type of work; for some people, alternative Jobs
do not exist, access to alternative Jobs 1ls limited, or alternative Jobs
are perceived as inappropriate work. The social effects of Job losses are
more significant for these people than for those who are flexible and have
access to alternative Jobs.

A significant social issue related to BLM's vegetation management program
is public concern over the use of herbicides and their effects on human
health and the environment. Opponents of herbicide use percelive a BLM
bias in favor of herbicides. The opponents see BLM as an advocate of
herbicide use, defending that position rather than seeking public input to
the process of decisionmaking. The proponents see BLM abandoning what
they believe to be a demonstrably safe and effective means for controlling
noxious weeds and competing vegetation.

The controversy has opposing factions whose polnte of view are sometimes
unaffected by the other side's perceptions of data. BLM ig in the middle,
having to make decislions that best serve a larger public interest encom-
passing much more than this controversy. The full extent and intensity of
the controversy among the people of the EIS area varies widely with some
local areas beling very strongly antl-herbiclde, particularly within the
north coast area of California.

On one side of the controversy the decreased production for timber and
grazing and the spread of noxious weeds 18 also a concern. Some are
concerned with (1) the spread of noxious weeds from BLM lands onto private,
State, and other public land; (2) the economic losses from this encroach-
ment and competition; and (3) the effects of noxlous weeds and undesirable
plants on native vegetation. Publle interest also exists in cooperative
programs of weed control. Concern over the spread of noxlous weeds 1is
expressed by county and State laws enacted to control noxlous weeds.

The controversy 1is sustained by the following four factors. First, EPA
has approved the chemicals for use and has provided instructions for safe
handling and application. For some people this is the whole story. They
see no basis for opposition to herbiclde use and they also see no reason
for BLM to 1limit herbicide use or to entertaln observations that the
herbicides used for controlling weeds are used more often and in larger
amounts for agrliculture and home use than for control of noxiocus weeds and
competing vegetation.

Another factor is that some people are suspicious of the accuracy of EPA's
determinations about herblcides. They fear that the approved herbicides
may eventually be found to be as dangerous as other substances previously
thought to be harmless. By then, they reason, it will already be too late
to avert at least some harmful consequences.
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A third factor that sustains the controversy 1is the difficulty in estab-
lishing scientifically, in a way that 1s comprehensible and believable to
concerned individuals and interest groups, elther the presence or the
absence of cause and effect relationships between herbicide use and
environmental damage or between exposure to herbicides and human health
problems. This complicated scientific situation 1ie important in three
ways. In some cases (especlally concerning long-term effects), the
scientific evidence may simply be inconeclusive. Therefore, questions
concerning the effects of using a particular chemlcal, though they appear
to be scientific questions, may have to be answered today in soclial and
political terms. Conclusive scientific analyses may not be completed for
years. Second, some segments of the public may distrust or reject sound
sclentific conclusions because they cannot understand the analytical
process leading to the conclusions or because they have come to congider
all scientific studies concerning herbicides to be inconclusive or dubious.
Finally, some people criticize the fact that many studies of the health
effects of herbicides are based on research with laboratory animals whereas
their direct experiences of perceived impacts on people and wild and
domestlic animals seem to be ignored. A more extreme manifestation of this
problem arises when parties to the controversy do not even agree on the
identification of credible sources of information and analysis or on the
definition of legitimate scientific research.

A fourth factor that helps sustain the controversy about herbiclde use is
that some people are increasingly concerned about not having control over
their larger environment, including the management of BLM land resources.
There is a growing sense that the nonprofessional public has a legitimate
interest in how these land resources are managed. A traditional attitude
of "leaving resource management to the professionals" 1s becoming less
prevalent, and increasing numbers of people geem to want some say in how
professionals do their Jjob. Just as social factors are linked to economlc
conditions, social factors are linked to other components of the environ-
ment such as air and water quality, rare and endangered plants, wildlife
and recreation, and human health and public safety issues. For example,
some are concerned about the safety of workers and the health of those
directly or indirectly exposed to chemlicals, with or without awareness of
the exposure. Some are also concerned about contamination of water sources
that are eventually used for irrigation, stock watering, domestic water
supply, and fish hatcheries. These feare and anxletieas appear to be
directly related to the perception of sgcientific uncertainty about the
exlatence of health risks.
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CHAPTER 3

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Chapter 3 compares environmental consequences (impacts) of three alterna-
tives to the existing environment as described in Chapter 2 and analyzes
the significant impacts resulting from implementing each alternative in
relation to these baselines. (Table 1-4 compares composite impacts of
each of the three alternatives.) Analysis, including the scoplng process,
reveals that the proposed program for controlling vegetation would not
significantly affect climate, geology, topography, minerals, utilities,
communication sites, paleontological resources, energy requlrements, or
prime or unique farmlands. Therefore, these topics are not discussed.

Basic assumptions of the analysis in Chapter 3 include the following:
(1) that BLM will have the funding and personnel to implement the final
decision, (2) that all design features described in Chapter 1 and Appen-
dix D will be applied, and (3) that the types and amounts of treatments
will be applied as shown in Table 1-1. The program ie intended to be in
effect for 10 years.

In this EIS, short-term and long-term are defined as follows:

Short-term: the 10-year period following the initial implementation of a
vegetation management program.

Long-term: beyond the l10-year period.

IMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY

Air quality could be affected by vegetation management activities. The
most pronounced atmospheric effects of herbieide sprays are spray drift
(displacement of airborne spray particles from the target area) and
volatilization (the conversion of liquid to gas)(Scifres, 1977). Manual
and mechanical treatments may generate fugltive dust and the use of
prescribed fire produces particulates and visible smoke.

Air 1in the atmosphere serves as a carrier of chemical spray drift from
aerial, ground hand, and ground vehicle herbicide spraying. Liquid spray
droplets most prone to chemical drift are usually 100 microns or less in
diameter (spray equipment 1is designed to produce 200 micron droplets).
These small droplets may be carried downwind great distances before
reaching the ground, or lofted upward and carried even greater distances.
If such a cloud of tiny droplets remains concentrated enough upon reaching
the ground, physical damage may be done to a nontarget vegetation species
on which it descends. Such a situation is normally found when there is
severe temperature inversion and little wind velocity. On the other hand,
if air-mixing and lofting of the chemical material to higher altitudes
occur, 1t 1s entirely possible that particles will be sufficiently
scattered and degraded to not pose a problem (California Weed Conference

-1985).
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The extent of chemical spray d4rift is related to: (1) droplet eize,
(2) wind direction and velocity, and (3) height above the target at which
the spray is released. Droplet size 1is affected by spraying pressure,
type of carrier (whether oil or water), and nozzle size. In general, low
spraying pressure and large nozzle orifices produce large droplets. As
spraying preessure 1s increased and/or nozzle orifice size decreased, the
spray is broken up into progressively smaller particles increasing poten-
tial for their displacement. As spray droplets fall through the atmo-
sphere, they become increasingly smaller until completely evaporated (the
rate of evaporation depends on temperature, relative humidity, and carrier)
or until contacting a plant or soill surface. Thus, the height above the
ground at which sprays are released 1s extremely lmportant 1n regulating
the extent of chemical spray drift. The potential for chemlcal spray drift
is greater from aerial than from most ground sprayers (Scifres, 1977).

The tendency of herbicides to volatilize 1s directly related to 1lte vapor
pressure. Vapor pressure 1is the pressure exerted when a solld or liquid
i8 in equilibrium with ite own vapor and is a function of the substance
and of the temperature (Scifres, 1977). Although herbicide applications
result in vapor losses, commercial uses have not shown volatility to lead
to phytotoxicity (see Glossary) in nontarget plants (NRCC 1974 in USDI,
BLM 1985a). Loss from volatilization is reported to be negligible or
insignificant with asulam, bromacil, dalapon, fosamine ammonium, gly-
phosate, hexazinone, simazine, and tebuthiuron. Minor loss from photo-
decomposition and/or volatilization of atrazine is not fully understood.
It has been reported that atrazine is more subject to ultraviolet light
and volatility losses than simazine (Weed Sclence Soclety of America
1983). Volatilization of 2,4-D will depend on the particular formulation
of 2,4-D, with acids and amines being less volatile than esters, which
vary from high to low with the oil soluble amines belng considered the
least volatile. Dicamba may volatilize from soll surfaces but further
study is required to determine the extent of such losses. Studles of
diuron have suggested that photodecomposition or volatility losses are
insignificant except when diuron 1is exposed on the soil surface for
several days or weeks under hot, dry conditions. Breakdown of pilcloram
occurs in ultraviolet light. The rate of this breakdown is greatest in
clear, moving water and on soil and plant surfaces. Triclopyr losses due
to volatilization are not appreciable (Weed Science Socliety of America,
1983).

Fugitive dust generated from the use of heavy equipment 1in mechanical
treatments or from manual treatments usually has only a localized and
short-term impact on alr quality and visibility. Since Alternative 3 has
the greatest amount of mechanical treatments, dust problems would be
greatest under Alternative 3, and Alternative 2 would be slightly worse
than Alternative 1 as far as dust impacts are concerned.

Increases in particuiates and visible smoke are major impactes to ailr
quality expected to result from prescribed burning. Because the Proposed
Action (Alternative 1) and Alternatives 2 and 3 propose 26,000 acres per
year for prescribed fire treatments in the entire EIS area, particulates
and visible smoke are expected to moderately increase on a short-term,
localized Dbasis. Because prescribed burning will be conducted during
periods of instability, the National Ambilent Air Quality Standards (see
Glossary) for fine particulate concentrations are not expected to be
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exceeded, even in nonattalnment areas under any alternative. In areas
where standards may be exceeded the Bureau will provide the Air Pollution
Control)l District (APCD) with adequate information to secure permits,
utilizing a smoke management model such as the Simple Approach Smoke
Estimation Model to ensure PM 10 standards are not exceeded.

Although burning would be conducted so as to protect populatlon centers
and Class 1 areas from smoke, unforecasted weather changes could cause
smoke to reach these locations. With the application of smoke management,
the probability of such an occurrence 18 extremely low primarily because
of the conditions proposed for prescribed burning and the use of lmproved
burning techniques such as pretreatment of vegetation by mechanlical or
chemical means, use of a backing fire or use of the helitorch.

In conclusion, air quality impacte from chemical drift and volatilization
are expected to be short term and restricted to the localized area and
time of the treatment because of application during conditions of low wind
speed and moderate temperature. Fugitive dust 1lmpacts from manual and
mechanical treatments are restricted to the treatment site. The use of
smoke management technology will minimize air quality impairment from
prescribed burning.

IMPACTS ON SOILS

Soils can be affected by herbicide, manual, mechanical, and prescribed
burning treatments in a variety of ways. The different soll character-
istics found throughout the area also affect the behavior of chemicals 1n
a wide variety of ways.

Control of solid stande of vegetation by chemical treatment may result in
short-term, insignificant increases in surface erosion that would reduce
as vegetation reoccupies the treated site. Reoccupation could occur within
a few months or may take several growing seasons depending on the vegeta-
tion treated, the type of herbicide and other site-specific factors.

The behavior of a chemical substance in the soll is determined by several
properties relating both to the chemical and to the =o0il environment '
(Heilman et al. 1979). The persistence of herbicides in the soll 1is
dependent upon a number of factors such as climatic factors and soll
properties of a particular site, chemical properties of a particular
herbicide, microorganism decomposition and movement in the soil profile.
Table 3-1, Comparison of Herbicides, provides a relative comparison of the
effects of soils on the 16 herbicides proposed for use in Alternatives 1
and 2 and discussed in more detail in Appendix F. Soils high in clay and
organic matter can prevent movement of herbicides (due to leachlng) by
providing eites for adsorption (adhesion onto the surface of a particle)
and absorption (incorporation into a particle) of chemicals. Soils with
low pH also tend to increase adsorption. Areas with abundant rainfall
inerease the chance of herbicide mobilization by leaching or runoff. Most
herbicides seem to persist longer in cold, arid climates. Many soll
microorganisms can metabolize herbicides, and are often reported to be
responsible for herbicide decomposition. There may however, be adverse
effecta on microorganisms. Experimental tests yleld widely varying
results, from toxic effects to stimulation of certain populations (USDA,
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Forest Service, 1987). Due to these widely different behaviors and
effects, only through site-specific evaluations of individual projects can
impacts and mitigations for a asite be determined.

Herbicide use does not inveolve removal of vegetation from the site, but
instead results in a pulse of dead organic matter on the site. Due to
subsequent decomposition and release of nutrlents, the impact on the
nutrient pool may be negligible if soil microorganisms are not affected.

Impacts on 8oile from herbicide application would be greatest under
Alternatives 1 and 2 bdut nonexlistent under Alternative 3. The use of the
16 chemicals under Alternatives 1 and 2 may degrade soll productlivity to
some extent, increase the potential for soll eroslion and mass wasting and
build up chemicals in the soil. Repeated applications of herblcldes may
occur along rights-of-way, at site preparation and release areas, and
during noxious weed control. Even so a buildup of herbicide residue in
the soil is unlikely because the time interval between applications 1s
expected to exceed the time required for decomposition. Impacts to soils
would also be minimized by utilizing mitigation measures described in
Appendix D, Project Design Features.

Manual treatment includes the use of simple hand tools for hand grubbing,
cutting, and girdling operations such as the saw, axe, shovel, machete,
mattock and brush hook. Machines avallable for use in manual treatment
include chainsaw, tree girdler, and scythette. Hand grubbing involves
digging out plants from the soil with as much of their root system as
necessary to prevent sprouting and regrowth. Cutting and girdling
insignificantly impact soil. Hand grubbing could provide short-term,
localized slight increases in erosion in treated areas until vegetation
reoccuples the area.

Mechanical treatment includes brush chipping, dozing, chaining, crushing,
mowing and t1illing. Brush chipping and mowing would have localized impact
of a slight to moderate increase in soil compaction where heavy equipment
was used. Chaining, dozing, and crushing do not materially increase runoff
and erosion but leave debris and trash to protect the soil from erosion.
Some localized impact of soil compaction could occur however, affecting
infiltration and runoff. Tilling would have the most impact on solls, but
impacts are relatively short term until vegetative cover has been reestab-
lished on the treatment site. Ripping compacted areas and judiclous place-
ment of water bars could effectively mitigate effects of solil compactlon
from heavy equipment usage (Vallentine 1980). Due to the larger amount of
disturbed area Alternative 3 would have the greatest level of impact from
mechanical treatments and Alternatives 2 and 1 would have successlvely
less erosion.

All alternatives would involve prescribed burning. The effects of pre-
scribed fire would be directly related to the duration and intensity of
the burn as well as on-site characteristics. The use of prescribed fire
could minimize the effects of high soll temperatures assoclated with a
wildfire that can cause significant changes in surface soll properties, in
particular organic matter content, water repellency, and soll microbilal
populations. Some short-term insignificant declines in soll productivity
in the treated area 1s expected from loss of soil organlc matter which 1s
a major source of nitrogen and sulfur in the soil. The destruction of
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Table 3-1

Comparison of Herbicides (USDA, Forest Service, 1987)

‘Adsorption to Solubility
Chemical Persistence Soil Particles in Water Mobility
Amitrole Short-Medium Strong, but High Moderate
: reversible
Asulam Short Negligible *u Moderate
Atrazine Long Readily, but Low Moderate
not strong
Bromacil Medlum-Long Low High High
2,4-D & 2,4-DP Short Not strong High-acid form Moderate
salt form
Low-ester form
Dalapon Short None High Moderate
Dicamba Medium None High High
Dliuron Medium Readily to clays Ly Moderate
& organic matter
Fosamine Short Strong High Low
Glyphosate Short-Medium Strong High Low to
Moderate
Hexazinone Medium-Long Low High High
Picloram Long Low to organlc High High
matter
Simazine Long Readily Low Moderate
Tebuthiuron Long To organic matter Low Moderate
& clays to High
Triclopyr Moderate Not strong i Moderate
to High

** Data reviewed was insufficient to evaluate this characterlstic.
PERSISTENCE - Short = half-1life less than 1 month; Medium = half-1life 1-6 months;
Long = half-life greater than 6 months; varies with climate and formulation.

ADSORPTION - Adhesion of the chemical ontc the surface of soll particles.

SOLUBILITY - Low = less than 500 milligrams per liter (mg/L); High = greater than
500 mg/L; will vary with environmental conditions and formulation.

MOBILITY - An evaluation of the chemical's susceptiblility to transport by water,

based primarily on persistence, with conslideration glven to strength of adsorp-

tion to soil particles and water solubillity. Environmental conditions, timing

of application in relation to rainfall, and distance to surface or groundwater

will affect actual concentrations reaching a water source.
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gsome soil microorganisms could slightly reduce soill productivity also, dbut
impacts would be minor and short-lived because prescribed fires would not
involve the intense fires that reduce microorganisms most dramatically
(Wells et al. 1979). Short-term increases in erosion could occur until
vegetation reoccupies the treated area. Overall magnitude of prescribed
burning impacts can be minimized by: burning under weather and fuel
conditions that result in a low intensity burn, selection of treatment
areas with soil types, topography, physiography, and climate that are best
suited to minimize damage to soils, burn when the solls are molst, limiting
chaining and crushing preparation work to slopes less than 30 percent, and
leave sparsely vegetated areas greater than 50 percent slope unburned.

In summary, chemical residues on soil surfaces may persist and be leached
into the soil profile. The probability and extent of persistence and
leaching depends on formulations (water solubility), soil moisture, timeli-
ness of rainfall after herbicide application, soll permeability and rela-
tive affinity of the herbicide for the soil colloid and/or organic matter
fraction. Manual or mechanical methods could on a short-term basis
increase soll compaction, disturb soill surfaces and therefore increase
erosion. Prescribed fire could produce short-term impacts on soil produc-
tivity and erosion until soil microorganisms and vegetation have reoccupled
the burn site. These impacts can be minimized by following prescriptions
that reduce damage to solls. In the long term erosion on prescribed burn
areas would be more stable than if uncontrolled wildfires occurred.

IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES

Alternatives 1 and 2 would have varying impacts on water resources,
including the possible introduction of herblecides 1into water and an
increase in suspended sediments and dissolved s8sollds. The degree of
impact would depend on the size of the treated area, closeness to water,
existing water quality, and type of treatment.

IMPACTS ON SURFACE WATER

The likelihood of a herbicide entering surface water depends upon the
herbicide's persistence and mobility (see Glossary and Impacts on Soils).
Herbicides would most likely enter streams through drift (see Impacts on
Air Quality). Some herbicides could also enter streams in surface runoff
or through erosion of previously treated solls,.

In areas where large streamflows occur, such as in the Sierra Nevada and
northwestern California, herbicides entering streams are heavily diluted
8o that little if any herbicide is detected. In arid or semlarlid areas,
the normal streamflow is low or ephemeral. Where streamflow results from
thunderstorms, surface runoff may flush herbicide residuals into streams
in detectable levels. The amounts would depend upon the length of time
since spraying in which microbial action has been degrading the herblcide
(see Impact on Soils). The longer the interval, the less chance of
residuals being present.
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The environmental fate on the 16 proposed herbicides is briefly discussed
in Appendix F and for more specifiec information, the reader should refer
to Agriculture Handbook Number 633 (USDA, Forest Service 1984) or to
studies accumulated by Labat-Anderson Incorporated (1986).

Since herbicide drift is far more variable during aerial spraying, the
amount of herblcide drift that reaches the water ls expected to be greater
with aerial applications and proportionately less with ground hand and
vehlicle applications. Often no effort is made to exclude aerial spraying
across ephemeral stream channels. In these instances rainfall may flush
herbilecide residues downstream when little time has passed since aspraying.

Ground vehicle application produces much less drift than aerial applica-
tion, and ground hand application would produce 1little or no drift.
Therefore, if herbicides originating from hand application reach the
stream channels, it 1s usually through surface runoff.

Alternative 2 would result in little herbicide reaching a stream through
drift. Surface runoff would move less residual spray because less acreage
would be 1involved and spray entering buffer zones could be better con-
trolled. Thus, less residue would exist for movement into streams. '

Alternative 3 would result in no herbicides from BLM actions reaching the
stream channel.

Normal BLM herbicide applications, using standard controls such as buffer
strips, would not affect suspended sediments, total dlissolved solids, or
water temperature. Other actions under Alternatlves 1, 2, and 3, however,
such as manual, mechanical, and prescribed burning treatments, could affect
water resource conditions.

Physical restrictions on mechanical treatments (such as on steep slopes)
and buffer strips next to surface water would limit significant impacts to
water quality. Short-term increases of suspended sediments in water could
be expected under all alternatives with Alternative 3 having the highest
level of sediment introduced to streams.

Prescribed burning generally destroys most or all vegetation. This removal
of vegetative cover would increase the potential of surface runoff and
might inerease suspended sediment and total dissolved solid levels in
streams. The size of the impact from this treatment would depend on amount
of exposed soil, severity of the burn, and distance to the nearest stream.
On the other hand prescribed burns to reduce fuel loading reduce the
chances of wildfire caused floods and eroslon.

Prescribed burning would also provide the beneficlal impact of greater
water ylelds (Anderson et al. 1976). Small springs and streams near
burned areas often produce greater amounts and flow longer into the summer,
due to less water consumed by vegetation. Thie increase in flow would
primarily benefit resident wildlife and livestock as increases would not
be significant enough for downstream uses.



IMPACTS ON GROUNDWATER

For a herbicide to reach groundwater, it must be relatively soluble in
water, reslstant to adsorption by soil and organic matter, and sufficiently
persistent to endure until it enters the water (USDA, Forest Service,
1987). Table 3-1 displays the persistence, adsorption, and solubllity
characteristics of the 16 herbicides and provides a rating of relative
susceptibility to water transport based on these characteristies. Since
amitrole, asulam, bromacil, 2,4-D, 2,4-DP, dalapon, dicamba, diuron,
hexazinone, picloram, simazine, tebuthiuron, and triclopyr are relatively
mobile herbiclides, the potential exists for detectable traces to enter the
groundwater. The relative immobility of glyphosate prevents it from
moving down into the soil profile (see Appendix F). The degradability of
atrazine, dluron, dicamba, 2,4-D, fosamine, picloram and simazine highly
depend on microbes in the soll and water. The number of microbes decreases
with depth and groundwater contains few if any microbes to carry on the
degradation.

No herbicides applied on BLM-administered lands have been reported to
reach the groundwater.

Streams and wetlands are areas where the groundwater often occurs close to
the surface. These areas are also high in microorganisms and organic
matter. With use of buffer strips spray would reach these areas only by
drift. Because the amount of herbicides used in these areas would be low
and the microorganisms and organic particles in these areas are high, no
significant impacts are expected to groundwater.

WATER RESOURCES SUMMARY

Site-specific environmental analysis conducted before herbicide application
will address sensitive areas, including areas where herbicides could be
introduced into the streams or groundwater recharge areas. These areas
may require mitigation or no treatment at all. Through the required
site-specific evaluations and application of standard procedures it 1is
unlikely that any significant (detectable) amounts of herbicide will be
introduced into streams or groundwater. There will be short-term impacts
to erosion and sedimentation from mechanical and prescribed burn treat-
ments, but these will be offset by the long-term reduction of erosion and
sedimentation caused by uncontrolled wildfires. Alternatives 2 and 3
would result in the most noticeable impacte to water resources due to the
greater amount of mechanical treatments.

IMPACTS ON VEGETATION

TERRESTRIAL VEGETATION

Management of competing vegetation would have both beneficial and adverse
impacts on terrestrial vegetation within the EIS area. Both target and
nontarget vegetation in areas scheduled for treatment would be directly
affected. The degree to which vegetation would be affected would depend
on the types of treatment used and the number of acres treated under each
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alternative (see Table 1-3). The overall effect of managing competing
vegetation would be to accelerate succession for forest management, to
achleve desired seral stages in rangeland management situations, to create
stratified age structure dynamics in brushlands and chaparral for wildlife
habitat improvement and fuel hazard reduction, and to reduce or eliminate
populations of undesirable sgpecies in eradication programs.

Pregcribed Burning

Under all alternatives an average of 26,000 acres per year would be
treated. Impacts on competing vegetation from burning would be identical
under all alternatives.

Forest Management

Prescribed burning would primarily be used for site preparation. Under all
alternatives the acreage proposed is relatively small (100 acres per year).

Burning would temporarily eliminate or suppress competing vegetation,
improving conifer survival. By exposing mineral soil, however, burning
would also promote the subsequent invasion of grasses, forbs and hardwoods.
The germination of some competing shrubs such as manzanita and ceanothus
would be stimulated by burning, most often in the mixed evergreen and
coniferous forests.

Intense burns would be more likely to kill plant roots than light burns.
Lightly burned areas would have a higher percentage of herbaceous and
brush cover present within two years after burning. However, growth of
this vegetation would be delayed, providing more competitive free growing
time for conifers than would be avallable in most unburned areas. It is
estimated that 80 percent of the treatment area would be lightly burned.

Risk of wildfire from escaped slash burns would be the same under all
alternatives. Data from western Oregon indicate that only 4.5 percent of
BLM slash burns resulted in wildfire from 1980 to 1982 (USDI, BLM 1983).
In California BLM-initiated prescribed burns over the last 10 years only
four escapes have occurred out of about 300 burns according to BLM records.

Rangeland Management, Fuel Hazard Reduction, and Vegetation Removal

Prescribed burning employed for range improvement, wildlife management,
fuel hazard reduction and vegetation removal will primarily occur in
chaparral communities (14,900 acres per year under all alternatives).
Proposed burning within sagebrush scrub and northern Juniper woodlands 1s
of a smaller magnitude (11,000 acres per year under all alternatlves).

Burning within chaparral would suppress brush species in the short term,
increasing community age diversity and the number of specles present.
Fire within this community induces a series of successlonal changes
beginning with an herbaceous ground cover in the first year. Long-term
effects on species diversity is dependent upon burn timing. Winter and
spring bdburns (wet season) could reduce or eliminate specles that depend
upon seeds for reproduction while crown sprouting shrubs would increase.
Fall (dry season) burns will have no adverse effect on grass and herbaceous
vegetation seed sources.
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Prescribed burning within sagebrush scrud and northern juniper woodlands
would lead to the short-term removal or suppression of overstory competing
vegetation, improving survival and vigor of the more desirable forage
plants. Most of the burns would not be intense enough to kill plant roots.
Fire treatments would result in reduced competition and subsequent peren-
nial grass release for approximately 3-8 years dependent upon the site's
potential (Willard Phillips, Personal Communication). Grass specles
generally would be positively affected with increased vigor and density.

Burning would be used mostly to control sagebrush. Big sagebrush is a non-
sprouter and is highly susceptible to fire injJury. The burning of sage-
brush would reduce total plant cover; however, the elimination of sagebrush
competition would allow for rapld revegetation of the bare ground surface
by the existing native vegetation. There would be a short period after the
burn during which the site would be susceptible to invasion of undesirable
plants such as cheatgrass and medusahead.

Research indicates that needlegrass is the grass most susceptible to damage
by burning. The least detrimental effects on needlegrase would occur with
a cool and fast fire, good molsture, and burning being conducted 4in the
fall of the year when the plant is dormant (Wells et al. 1979).

Plants are generally most susceptible to fire damage during growth phases
when root reserves are low and least susceptible during perliods of
dormancy. Reseeding is generally not needed after prescribed burns. Soil,

vegetation, and topographic conditions generally allow for a natural
revegetation of the burn area.

Chemical Treatments

Forest Management

Herbicides 1lmpact the species composition, size, density, and vigor of
vegetation. Impacts on vegetation would range from complete control to
negligible damage depending on species, chemicals used, dosages and timing
of applications.

Herbicldes used for site preparation, malntenance and release (e.g.,
picloram, triclopyr, glyphosate, and atrazine) would usually result in a
large percentage of brush and hardwood defoliation, a falr amount of
topkill (see Glossary) and minimum resprouting. Treatments would not
necessarily eliminate all competing vegetation but would temporarily reduce
competitors, increasing the amount of light reaching conifers and decreas-
ing brush and grass competition for soil moisture and nutrients. Impacts
of herblicides would be greater on plant sprouts or seedlings than on full-
crowned, mature plants.

Chemical release would increase the growth rate of young conifer seedlings
stressed by competing vegetation. Western Oregon studles on use of
selected herblcides for Douglas-fir release show a significant increase in
both tree height (Gratkowski and Lauterback 1974) and diameter (Lauterback
1967).
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0il carriers would also impact vegetation. In addition to improving spray
coverage and herbicide penetration, dlesel carriers in themselves could
damage or kill plants. Occaslonal damage would occur to individual coni-
fers which began bud break earller than the majority of conlifers in a spray
unit. '

Herbicide injection for precommercial thinning would leave trees standing
and would generate a dense slash layer from dead needles. This would
increase fire hazard, the laddering of fuels, and increase potentlal of
Injury to conifers. Herbicide injection could also adversely affect
released conifers 1f chemicals were absorbed through root contact with
injected trees.

Based on acreage proposed for treatments, impacts of herblcides on vegeta-
tion would be greatest under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), and less
under Alternative 2 with no herbicide impacts under Alternative 3. Under
Alternative 1, nontarget vegetation immediately adjacent to spray units
could be adversely affected by herbicides drifting beyond unit boundaries.
Such impacts would be mitigated by buffer strips and application techniques
(Gratkowskil 1974).

Rangeland Management, Fuel Hazard Reduction, and Vegetation Removal

The overall objective of managing competing vegetation with use of herbi-
cides would be to improve ecological condition and natural plant composl-
tion, provide for more favorable herbage production, Ilmprove watershed
protection, enhance wildlife habitat, pretreat prescribe burn areas,
control noxious weeds and certain undesirable plant specles, and to remove
vegetation.

The herbicides proposed for prescribed burning pretreatment, sagebrush
control and tamarisk eradication are selective ylielding no adverse effects
on grasses. Herbicide (picloram) used in tamarisk eradlcation may kill or
damage interspersed nontarget trees through translocation of herbicldes
from tamarisk roots to soll to other roots. Vegetation removal needs
(e.g., rights-of-way, pipelines, drilling pads, administrative sites,
ete.) will be accomplished with broad spectrum, nonselective herbicldes
that would affect most perennial plants, annuals and blennlal grasses,
sedges, rushes and broadleaf plants. Maximum weed control measures may
require either selective or nonselective chemicals depending upon 1indl-
vidual situations.

Nonselective herbicide use would result in the greatest loss on target
vegetation. Since chemical drift could inJure or kill nontarget vegeta-
tion, herbicides would not be applied when weather conditions would defeat
their effectiveness or when controlling the treatment would be problematic.
With all herbicide use, some chemical residue may be left for varying
periods, depending upon soil and climatic conditions.

Before prescribed burns chaparral brush specles can be chemically pre-
treated to achieve a dead-to-live fuel ratio between 1:3 and 1:2 (Green
1981). The herbicides proposed for this type of use (plcloram, triclopyr
and 2,4-D) are applied in late spring. A selngle treatment kille roughly
one-third of crown-sprouting brush species, but may completely klll more
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sengitive brush speclies such as ceanothus and salvia (Green 1981). Full
effect of treatments can take from several weeks to a few months.

Herbicide use in sagebrush communities would generally result in brush
defoliation and a minimum of resprouting. Treatments would not necessarily
eliminate all competing brush species but would reduce competition, thereby
increasing the amount of light reaching the surface and decreasing competi-
tion for soil molsture and nutrients.

In sagebrush scrub situations where selective herbicides (e.g., 2,4-D and
picloram) would be used, broadleaf plants would be the main target group
affected. Plants such as rabbitbrush, greasewood, mountain mahogany and
many forbs in or near treatment sites could be weakened or destroyed,
however with proper timing these problems can be mitigated.

The extent of any nontarget vegetation loss would depend on the proximity
of desirable species, both foliage and roots, to treated target plants,
method and rate of herbicide application, formulation of the herbicide,
and herbicide used. Herbicide application rates would be reduced in
riparian areas to mitigate injury to nontarget plants.

Most grasses would resist applications of the expected use rates of piclo-
ram, dicamba, 2,4-D amine and ester formulations, tebuthiuron, and triclo-
pyr. Grasses commonly would become more abundant in the short term as
plant competition is reduced following range vegetation control. Vigor
would also improve due to more favorable moisture and plant nutrient rela-
tionships.

Overapplication of herbicides, mixing mistakes, accidental spills, or
misapplication would weaken or destroy nontarget vegetation. Timing of
herbjcide application would be important. Applications of some herblecides
during early stages of growth could reduce grass production (USDA, FS
1984).

The herbicide application season for most effective target specles treat-
ment would occur when other desirable forbs and grasses are most suscep-
tible to damage. However, this impact would be minimized by following
proper application procedures.

Impacts to terrestrial vegetation from herbicides would be most profound
under Alternative 1. This 1is due princinally to the short-term adverse
effect of aerial application of herbicides on nontarget vegetation. The
effects of Alternative 2 would be less since no aerlal chemical treatments
would affect nontarget vegetation. Such impacts would be reduced by bdbuffer
zones and application techniques.

Species diversity in general will not be affected by the use of herbicides,
in that, treatments are episodic rather than chronic. Long-term effects
would be accelerated forest succession and improved vigor in rangeland com-
munities. Any seeding or planting efforts would also affect species diver-
slty however those actions are not a part of this evaluation.

3-12



Mechanical Treatments

Forest Management

Scarification would remove most of the brush in treated areas, killing over
70 percent of the root systems (Newton and Dost 1981). By exposing bare
mineral soil, scarification would aid germination of light-seeded species
such as grasses and hardwoods. On scarified unite where grass establishes
itself as the dominant vegetation, conifer seedlings would suffer increased
moisture stress and damage from rodents and deer. Damage to conifers from
animals could also increase if slash were piled during scarification and
left unburned, because piles would provide excellent habitat for rodents.
In addition, piling would impact conifer stocking by decreasing plantable
acres.

Mechanical cutting (i.e. with Hydro-axe) would have little effect on root
systems, increasing the incidence of sprouting. Many competing speciles
such as bigleaf maple, tanoak, madrone and evergreen huckleberry would
thrive on repeated cuttings and form dense, vigorous hedges of sprouts.

Scarification, piling and cutting would be most effective in controlling
competing vegetation when used in combination with other site preparation
methods. Scarification by 1tself would expose bare mineral soll aiding
germination of light-seeded specles, such as grasses and alder. Some
ghrubs would resprout from surviving root systems. The result would be
open stands of hardwoods and brush surrounded by a dense cover of graases
and forbs (Newton and Dost 1981).

Impacts of mechanical treatments would be slightly greater under Alterna-
tive 3 (600 acres) and progressively lese under Alternatives 2 (575 acres)
and 1 (475 acres).

Rangeland Management, Fuel Hazard Reduction, and Vegetation Removal

Mechanical treatments such as chaining would remove most of the competing
vegetation in treated areas, killing the majority of the root systems.
However, mechanical treatment would also result in a greater amount of
disturbance to desirable plant specles (nontarget plants). This would
allow undesirable plant species a greater chance to establish themselves.
Reinvasion of competing vegetation could occur quickly even where seeding
is included with mechanical treatment. Plant substrates would be adversely
affected by mechanical measures. Reseeding with adapted native plants 1s
recommended with tilling types of mechanical treatment in order to replace
desirable native plants lost in the treatment process and to ensure effec-
tive revegetation with desirable plants and reduce soil erosion loss. Non-
native species may also be seeded especially in sagebrush converslons.

Impacts to rangeland vegetation as a result of mechanlcal treatments would

be greatest under Alternative 3 (2,750 acres) and progressively less under
Alternatives 2 and 1 (2,225 and 1,925 acres, respectlively).
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Manual Treatments

Forest Management

Manually cutting brush and hardwoods for both site preparation and release
would temporarily reduce competition. However, studles and fleld observa-
tions in western Oregon indicate that within 6 months to 2 years after
treatment, sprouts of competing specles may regenerate to thelr original
height, and brush density could increase significantly (Roberts 1980).
These impacts would be most pronounced in the mixed evergreen forests due
to the abundance of prolific sprouting species. 1In addition, manual cut-
ting could result in Iinjury to more than 20 percent of released conifers
from saws, falling debris, and shock from exposure (Roberts 1980).

Mulchling would prevent the growth of grass and increase avallable molsture
to conifers. A 1982 study in western Oregon (USDI, BLM 1983) revealed a
93 percent survival rate on mulched plots containing Douglas-fir seedlings
after three growing seasons. On slopes greater than 65 percent mulch could
8lip downhill and damage conifer seedlings.

Scalping would temporarily remove competing vegetation from individual
planting spots. Vegetation with extensive root systems, particularly some
grasses, would quickly regenerate in most areas. Occasional damage to
seedlings could occur if scalping were done after planting. Overall,
scalping would not significantly impact vegetation.

Impacts of manual precommercial thinning on vegetation would be similar to
those of release treatments. Although some damage would occur to released
conifers by accldental cutting or by falling treee, precommercial thinning
could 1increase merchantable volume by 20 to 25 percent (Curtis et al.
1982). As with manual release cutting, manual precommerclal thinning would
leave a dense glash layer on the ground, creating a fire hazard for three
to five years, but 1in some cases the slash could be prescribe burned
without damage to the standing trees.

Rangeland Management, Fuel Hazard Reduction, and Vegetation Removal

Hand pulling and hand tools (shovel, hoe, pulaski) would be employed under
all alternatives (Table 1-3). These methods are highly labor intensive,
requiring periodic retreatment, ranging from every three weeks during the
growing season to annually, depending on the target specles. These methods
have been somewhat successful in controlling annuals and blennials in
noxious weed control and vegetation removal along rights-of-way, pipelines,
ete. Manual treatments, however, have proven inefficient in controlling
creeping perennials in these situations. Manual methods are impractical
for large-scale rangeland improvement projects and prescribed burning pre-
treatment.

With thle type of vegetation management treatment, some degree of weed con-
trol would be achlieved, but most weeds (including many noxious sapecies)
would spread due to ineffective control efforts. Undeslirable vegetatlion
would inerease.

Impacts to terrestrlal vegetation would be greatest under Alternative 3 and
less under Alternatives 1 and 2.
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RIPARIAN HABITATS AND WETLANDS

Riparian habitats and wetlands are the most productive ecosystem within
the EIS area. Additionally, from the standpoint of animal diversity and
numbers of individuals per acre, these areas are probably the most impor-
tant habitat type in the EIS area. Strict adherence to the project design
features for riparian habitat and wetland protectlon would be required
during any treatment which employed the use of herbicides near these impor-
tant areas. If these features are followed, no long-term adverse impacts
to these important habitats are likely to occur.

Principal herbicide treatment in riparian and wetland areas would be hand
application of chemicals to the introduced exotic tamarisk. The potentlal
minor adverse impacts from transfer of herbicide between rootes to nontarget
vegetation would be short term. Long-term effects of tamarisk removal
would be positive and highly beneficial to the health of the ecosystem.

NOXIOUS WEEDS

Treatment of noxious weeds could affect both target and nontarget vegeta-
tion. Alternatives 1 and 2 would have the greatest effect on noxious
weeds in the EIS area. Alternative 3 would have less effectiveness on
noxilous weeds.

Glyphosate, the least selective of the herbicides that would be used under
Alternatives 1 and 2, would result in the greatest loss of nontarget vege-
tation. For dicamba, picloram, and 2,4-D, broadleaf plants would be the
main nontarget group affected. Plants such as rabbltbrush, greasewood,
mountain mahogany, sagebrush, willows, aspen, and many forbs in or near
treatment sites could be weakened or destroyed.

The extent of any nontarget vegetation loss would depend on closeness of
desirable species to treated weeds, method and rate of herblcide applica-
tion, formulation of the herblicide, and herbiclde used.

The most effective and efficient control of noxious weeds would be under
Alternatives 1 and 2. Aerial application of herbicides within the EIS
area 1s not proposed for noxious weed control. Alternatives 1 and 2,
therefore, would have similar effectiveness and impacts for noxlous weed
control. Alternative 3 (no herbicide use) would utilize manual and
mechanical control methods which are much less effective and much more
expensive, but would have few impacts to nontarget vegetation.

THREATENED, ENDANGERED OR SENSITIVE PLANTS

Unidentified populations of threatened, endangered or sensitive plant
species could be susceptible to any impacts described under terrestrial
vegetation. Direct effects of injury or death to plants could cause the
immediate elimination of a species in all or a significant portion of its
range. The more subtle effects of vegetative community changes could cause
the eventual elimination of a specles on a specific site locally through
loss of competitive abllity relative to other vegetation.
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If any species of vascular plant is determined by the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service to be threatened or endangered, any action that would jeopar-
dize 1ts continued existence would be in violation of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended. Furthermore, all sensitive species will
be afforded the full protection of the Endangered Species Act (excluding
formal Section 7 consultation) unless the State Director judges on a case-
by-case basis that the evidence against listing a particular plant species
is sufficlient to allow a specific action.

Therefore, environmental analysis accomplished prior to any site-specific
action would document any threatened, endangered or sensitive plant species
known to be present on the site and identify appropriate measures to be
taken to protect the species. If the EA determines that the project may
affect any listed species, consultation pursuant to Section T of the Endan-
gered Specles Act would be undertaken.

VEGETATION SUMMARY

The overall impact of all alternatives would be to suppress competing vege-
tation. In a forest management context this means increasing conifer
growth and survival to maintain productivity. For rangeland improvement
the desired result is increased grass production for livestock, wild horses

and grass-eating wildlife. Chaparral treatments will reduce fuel hazard
and improve wildlife habitat.

The greatest levels of vegetation control would be provided under Alterna-
tive 1 (see Table 1-3) which would include the full range of vegetation
management practices and would treat the largest number of acres through
herbicide application. Adverse impacts to nontarget vegetation would also
be greatest under this alternative.

Less lmpact on competing vegetation would occur under Alternative 2, which
prohibits aerial application of herbiecides. Alternative 3 would least
impact competing vegetation resulting in the lowest 1level of conifer
survival and rangeland improvement acreage.

Herbiclides would provide greater control of resprouting vegetation than
other treatments, particularly when applied prior to burning. Suppression
of most competing vegetation through manual cutting would be temporary
because sprouts would quickly regenerate, increasing brush density to above
pretreatment levels. Mechanical treatments would temporarily remove com-
peting vegetation from sites but would aid germination of grasses and hard-
woods, in forest situations. Mechanical measures would also prove only
marginally effective in rangeland management and vegetation control.

IMPACTS ON FORESTED AREAS

Impacts to timber yield were developed from the information in the SYU-13
and 5YU-15 documents (USDI, BLM 1981b and USDI, BLM 198lc).
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ALTERNATIVE 1, PROPOSED ACTION

Under the Proposed Action the annual allowable cut would be 21.6 million
board feet for California. The Proposed Actlion assumes herbliclide appli-
cation on 900 acres per year over the next 10 years. This is higher than
required for the long term because treatments have not been current for at
least the last 30 years. After reducing the current backlog to zero the
annual treatment acres by herbicides would drop by at least 50 percent.

ALTERNATIVE 2, NO AERIAL SPRAYING

Under this alternative the treatable acreage by herbicides would decrease
to approximately 60 percent of the level for Alternative 1. Other types
of vegetative treatments would not increase significantly because of
economic inefficiency. That is, treatment would be foregone and reduction
to the allowable cut would ocecur. The annual allowable cut would decrease
to 20.5 million board feet and forest development costs would increase
s8lightly over Alternative 1.

ALTERNATIVE 3, NO ACTION/NO HERBICIDES

Under this alternative the allowable cut would decrease by 20 percent to
17.3 million board feet. There would be an Iincrease in total forest
development costs as more expensive manual methods are used to attempt to
meet forest development needs. Under the expected BLM funding levels it
would not be possible however to treat all acres requiring vegetation
control for forest management.

IMPACTS ON WOODLANDS

The woodlands are discussed as two distinct types, the jJjuniper woodlands,
and the hardwood woodlands.

Juniper Woodlands

Most of the prescribed burning program which 1s conducted in woodland
types is in the big sage/juniper types. The primary reasons for these
burne are to halt the encroachment of Jjuniper into the blg sage type and
to improve range condition. 0f the proposed annual treatment acres,
approximately 1,000 acres of the big sage type includes at least 10 percent
stocking of juniper. This is the minimum stocking level to be conslidered
forestland or woodland in thls case.

In the proposed action approximately 500 acres of blg sage/juniper wood-
lands would be sprayed with herbicide for range improvement. The herbi-
cide use is primarily to control sagebrush and although Junipers may be
sprayed they would only be slightly affected by the herbilcide. Some kill
on portions of juniper trees may occur but in most cases the entire tree
would not be killed.

3-17



Harvest of juniper for fuelwood and poste removes the larger juniper from
the equivalent of 200 acres per year in scattered patches. Much of this
1s concentrated and considered to be range improvement.

All three alternatives include prescribed burning and fuelwood harvests at
the same level and since herbicide application has little effeet on the
Junipers there is no difference in effect for the three alternatives
conslidered.

Hardwood Woodlands

Hardwood woodland types are those which do not fall within the commerclal
softwood forest types. Therefore hardwood control within the commercial
forest is not addressed in this section. There is no intention to control
areas designated as hardwood woodlands under any of the alternatives,
however they may be affected by the prescribed burning and spraying
program in the chaparral types. These woodland types are often adjacent
to or lntermixed with the chaparral and would be unintended targets.

Prescribed burning in hardwood woodlands is constant for all three alterna-
tives. Herbicide use to control the brush or chaparral apecies in Alterna-
tive 1 would have the most effect on the hardwood woodland types mainly due
to herbicide drift. Alternatives 2 and 3 would have fewer impacts since
spray can be directed where desired in Alternative 2 and none would be
used ln Alternative 3. Overall there would be no difference in effect on
the hardwood woodland types because treatmente can be well controlled and
are not 1ntended to be directed at these species. Any minor impact to
woodlands from accldental burns would be offset by the beneficial effects
of the chaparral management program, namely fire hazard reduction under
all alternatives.

IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE
TERRESTRIAL VERTEBRATES

Impacts on wildlife from vegetation management would be both positive and
negative, depending on the species affected and the type of treatment used.
Quantified impacts on wildlife species will be identified in individual
environmental analyses, when site-specific proposals are selected. In all
cases, lmpacts on wildlife will essentially be the result of habitat alter-
ation. No direct toxic effects are expected from the use of any of the
herbicides proposed for use. A risk assessment related to posslble toxlce
effects to wildlife and aquatic species has been done and is included in
this document as Appendix L. The assessment found that risks to wildlife
from chemicals would be low to negligible, with no likely effect to larger
animals.

Chemical Treatments

Herbicides significantly modify wildlife habitat by suppressing certain
forms of vegetation for the release of others.
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Alternative 1

The reduction or elimination of big sagebrush on 3,000 acres per year
would have mixed impacts on wildlife. Thermal and escape cover for deer
and antelope would be reduced on any winter range treated. There may also
be a loss of nontarget bitterbrush which would negatively affect deer
winter range. However, sagebrush reduction would improve grass and forbd
composition. This would benefit both deer and antelope during the spring
when nutrition is especlally important for lactating does.

Spraying winter concentration areas or nesting grounds would be detrimental
to sage grouse as thermal cover, food supply and nest sltes are reduced.
In general, spraying in blg sagebrush tends to reduce habltat diversity
and stratification which result in a corresponding reduction in nongame
diversity. Thie impact 18 most eignificant in large treatment blocks.

Spraying of 1,700 acres of chaparral annually would generally benefit most
species of wildlife. Dense, decadent chaparral currently provides 1low
value habitat. Spraying when followed by prescribed burning of chaparral
would open up areas of habitat currently unavailable to deer and would
increase the amount of edge or ecotone. This would actually increase
habitat and nongame species diversity. The localized loss of chaparral-
dependent species would be insignificant due to the small percentage (0.02
percent per year) of this habitat type to be treated.

Chemical treatment of 1,150 acres of grassland per year would have no
significant effects on wildlife. The majority of grassland control would
be in small patchee associated with rights-of-way, utility corrldors, oll
well pads and noxious weed control. Most sltes would be less than 10
acres.

Herbicide application would generally have adverse effects on wildlife on
900 acres per year of forestlande.  Suppression of grasses, forbs, brush
and hardwoods would reduce habitat capability for all species using early
gseral stages. Deer use would increase temporarily, but long-term reduction
in deer forage would occur. Nongame species diversity would decline as a
result of reduced habitat (vegetation) diversity and stratification.

Chemical control of tamarisk on 150 acres annually would generally benefit
wildlife. Dense stands of impenetrable tamarisk would be opened up for
reestablishment of native riparlian vegetation. This 1increased habitat
diversity would yleld a correaponding increase in animal species dlversity.
Overall condition of desert riparian habltats would be lmproved.

The majority of the impacts on the 6,900 acres of habitat annually affected
by Alternative 1, would result from aerlal spraying on 5,200 acres per
year. Aerial spraylng would be used for generalized control over fairly
large tracts. Ground application of herbicides both by hand and by vehicle
on 1,700 acres per year would retaln more diversity by allowing for more
gelective control of target species on a more site-specific basis.

Exposure to acutely toxic levels of herbicides is not anticlipated, as none
of the herbicides proposed for use have been reported to be highly toxie
‘to animals when used in accordance with manufacturers' labels (Weed Selence
Society of America 1983). Chronic effects of herbicides on wildlife are
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not anticipated. Animals are not likely to be expoeed to repeated treat-
ments, and herbiclde residues ingested are excreted rather than concen-
trated in body tissues. See Appendix L for greater detail regarding toxic
effects.

Alternative 2

Impacts on wildlife resulting from herblelde application would be similar
in nature to those under Alternative 1. However, the level of impacte
would be diminished by reducing the total of treatment areas to 1,950 acres
per year. The magnlitude of impacts would be further reduced by using only
ground application which allows for increased selection for target specles
and the smaller average size of treatment. These impacte would affect
sagebrush and chaparral hablitats which would receive very little control
compared to Alternative 1. Potential benefits to deer and nongame specles
in chaparral communitlies would not be realized.

Alternative 3

Not applying herbicldes would eliminate the potential for adverse impacts
on wildlife resulting from chemical vegetation control. However, the
potential benefits to wildlife 1in chaparral and desert riparian areas
would not be realized either. These areas would remain in unsatisfactory
condition for wildlife.

Manual Treatments

Manual control of vegetation on 500 acres per year under Alternatives 1
and 2, or 1,200 acres per year under Alternative 3 would have no likely
slgnificant impacts on wildlife. Manual control methods are very selective
for target speclies. Nontarget species and key areas can be easily avoilded.
Even treating 1,200 acres represents less than 0.0]1 percent of the wildlife
habitat on public land within the RIS area.

Mechanical Treatments

Chaining, crushing, plowing, slash piling, etc., all reduce structural
diversity. Food and cover for deer and a varlety of nongame specles would
be reduced on 475 acres of forest hablitats under the Proposed Action (575
acres and 600 acres under Alternatives 2 and 3).

Mechanical treatments on 1,425 acres of chaparral under Alternatives 1 and
2 (1,650 acres under Alternative 3) would bheneflt deer and nongame specles
by opening up dense, decadent brush flelds. Habitat diversity would
increase. Wlldlife habitat would recelve insignificant impacte in grass--
land and alkall sink habitats. Approximately 500 acres of this type are
proposed for mechanical treatment annually under Alternatives 1 and 2 (700
acres under Alternative 3). These treatments would generally be in small
areas, asgociated with rights-of-way and oll and gas well pads.

Impacte on wildlife resulting from mechanical treatment would be greatest

under Alternative 3 (3,350 acres) and least under Alternative 1 (2,400
acres). Alternative 2 would impact 2,800 acres. '
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Prescribed Burns

Impacts on wildlife have been fully documented in the Chaparral Management
Program Final Environmental Impact Report (CDF 1981), and numerous site-
specific environmental analyses prepared by all District Offices 1in
California. Overall impacts from prescribed burning are bheneficial to
wildlife populations. However, there are some short-term, locallzed
losses of individuals of some species. Prescribed burning would affect
26,000 acres of wildlife habitat annually under all three alternatives
(14,900 acres of chaparral, 11,000 acres of sagebrush and 100 acres of
forest are expected to be burned annually). This represents continuation
of an existing, ongoilng program. There would be no change from the
existing situation resulting from prescribed burns under any of the
alternatives.

FISH

Vegetation management can impact fish and aquatic habitat by causing
changes in food supply, water temperature, water chemistry and bottom
composition. Vegetation control, both chemlcal and mechanical can lead to
increased sedimentation. This can reduce or eliminate sultable spawning
substrate for salmon, steelhead and trout.

Elimination of multistoried vegetation along streambanks increases water
temperature and reduces the supply of invertebrates used as a food source
for fish.

The only potential for these impacts would be from aerial sprays in big
sage and forest habitata. Other methods of control avoid riparian zones;
and other habitate proposed for treatment do not contain significant
fisheries values. These impacts could occur only under Alternative 1, and
could be essentially eliminated through the use of buffer zones.

The possibility exists for herblcides to enter streams through elther
accidental direct application, drift, or movement of chemlical residues from
upland areas. As discussed 1n the Water Resources sectlon, no significant
amount of herbicide 18 expected to reach streams due to standard operating
procedures and the mitigations which result from site-specific EAs before
any applications. If chemicals are introduced to streams any exposure to
fish would 1likely be of very short duration. Because of this short
exposure and the proposed application rates, herblicldes are not expected
to significantly affect fish or their habitat under any alternative. For a
detailed discussion of herbicide risks to aquatlc organisms see Appendix L
which relates possible doses to documented toxic effects on aquatlc organ-
iams. Only under highly unlikely assumptions related to aerial appllcation
would any significant risk to aquatic organisms and fish occur. Incorpora-
tion of buffer zones would eliminate any adverse Iimpacts from applying
pleloram and herbicides applied aerially.
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THREATENED OR ENDANGERED ANIMALS

Threatened or endangered specles recelve special attention under the pro-
visions of the Endangered Speclea Act of 1973, as amended, and BLM policles
and guidelines as outlined in Chapter 2. Known nest and roost sites of
listed species are avoided or speclal precautions taken to ensure theilr
protection. Formal consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, are initiated for any action
that '"may affect" a listed specles or its critical habitat. No adverse
impacts to threatened or endangered specles are anticlpated under any of
the alternatives.

WILDLIFE SUMMARY

Impacts on wildlife resulting from vegetation management would be mixed.
Big game, upland game and nongame populations and diversity would benefit
in some areas (chaparral, desert riparlan, blg sage, and forest) as a
result of opening up dense brush fields, increasing edge effect and
increasing vegetation and structural diversity. 1In other areas (big sage
and forest), localized reductions in food supply and cover would negatively
affect game and nongame species. As shown in Appendix L there are no
likely toxic effects to wildlife from herbleclde use, however aquatie
specles are susceptible to toxlic effects especlally under highly unlikely
and accident scenarlos.

In relation to the 14 million acres of wildlife habitat on publie land in
California and northwestern Nevada, these 1mpacts are 1insignificant.
Alternative 1 affects 0.07 percent of the EIS area's wildlife habitat
annually. Approximately one-third of this would be in small tracts less
than 40 acres in size. Only 0.04 percent would be affected annually under
Alternative 2, all of this in small tracts. The lmpacts on wildlife under
A}yp?ngpive 3 would occur on 0.03 percent of the habitat.

OVerall wildlife populations and species diversity within the EIS area
would not change under any of the alternatives.

Table 3-2

Impacts on Wildlife by Alternativel

Impacts Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3
Pos. and Neg. (big sage and forest) 4,800 ac. 1,950 ac. 1,550 ac.

Positive (desert riparian & chaparral) 3,300 ac. 1,600 ac. 1,700 ac.

No Effect (woodland savannah, 1,700 ac. 1,700 ac. 1,300 ac.
grassland, desert woodland)

lgxcludes prescribed burns which total 26,000 acres under all three
alternatives.
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IMPACTS TO LIVESTOCK AND WILD HORSES

Impacts to livestock and wild horses could occur indirectly from exposure
to herbicides. The potential for this occurring 1s reduced however by not
allowing grazing within sprayed areas for one grazing season. Although
not identified as an issue, 1impacts could also occur directly from inges-
tion of polsonous noxious weeds.  Herbicide treatment has also been
identified as increasing palatibility of certaln toxic plants.

Chemical treatments are generally applied in a form or at such low rates
that they do not affect livestock. Most major treatments under the pro-
posed alternatives would be applied when livestock are not in the treated
area but spot treatments for control of noxious weeds would be applied at
any time, regardless of the presence of livestock. Animals consuming for-
age treated with certain herbicides (picloram, 2,4-D and dicamba) cannot be
slaughtered for food within the period of time specified on the herbicide
label. Dairy animals should not be grazed on areas treated wlth certain
herbicides (picloram, 2,4-D, and dicamba) for the length of time specified
on the label.

Alternative 1 would yield the most profound positive 1lmpact by providing
the largest increase in desirable forage for livestock and wlld horses.
Positive impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3 would be similar to one another
yielding less forage production than the Proposed Action. Aerial herbicide
application in Alternative 1 would also killl some shrubs and trees which
are used for shelter by livestock. Manual and mechanical control under
Alternative 3 would often be ineffective at controlling competing
vegetation.

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES

Mechanical and burning control measures could potentially disturd or
destroy cultural resources on or near the ground surface. The potentlal
for damage would vary with the amount of ground disturbance and bdburning
under each alternative. Tilling weeds could damage artifacts and disrupt
relative positlons of cultural materials. Mixing organic matter in
archeological sites could contaminate carbon 14 dating samplee, making
them unreliable for sclentific analysis. Uncovering sites could increase
the possibility of illegal artifact collecting. Burning for weed control
could destroy combustible cultural materials and damage stone and ceramic
artifacts. There would be Jlowest potential for damage to cultural
resources under Alternative 1 and a slightly higher potential under
Alternative 2 with highest potential under Alternative 3.

Cultural resource surveys, however, would precede management actions that
could damage cultural resources (BLM Manual 8100, Cultural Resource Manage-
ment). Under all alternatives, sites found during these surveys would be
managed in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
(PL 89-665) and Executive Order 11593, or the California Programmatic
Memorandum of Agreement per 36 CFR 800.
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IMPACTS ON VISUAL RESOURCES AND RECREATION

Treatments such as tilling, burning, and applying herbicides cause visual
impacts mainly by creating color contrasts between treated areas and
surrounding vegetation. Tilling disrupts the land surface and exposes
bare solls to view. In addition to causing color contrasts, applying
herbicldes reduces vegetation variety and can prevent the occurrence of
seasonal changes (spring flower, fall color) within treated areas. Burning
creates contrasting blackened areas and releases smoke, whlch temporarily
impairs visibility. These short-term impacts, however, would be offset in
the long term by the growth of desirable plants on the slte.

Most vegetation control treatments. would be applied 1n visual resource
management (VRM) Class IV areas (see Glossary). Because these public lands
are generally of low to moderate scenic quallty, are low sensitivity areas
seldom seen by most people, and are intermingled lands managed mainly for
livestock grazing, visual and recreatlon impacts in VEM Class IV would be
low under all alternatives. Impacts of herbicide residue on the health of
public land visitors are discussed in Impacts on Human Health.

Designated BLM recreation sites that are treated with herbicides wlll have
signs posted stating the chemlical used, date of application, and a contact
number for more information. Signs will remain in place for at least two
weeks after spraying.

Alternative 3 (No Actlon/No Herblcides) would adversely affect recreatlon
areas Infested with noxious weeds by increasing the exposure of visitors
to the stickers of thistles and poison oak. Visitor use could decline.
Alternatives 1 and 2 would benefit recreatlon areas infested with noxious
weeds by decreasing vislitor exposure to detrimental effects.

IMPACTS ON WILDERNESS AND SPECIAL AREAS

The control of vegetation in wllderness and wilderness study areas (WSAs)
under all Alternatives would control exotic weeds that would otherwise
compete with native plants. Under Alternative 3 though, fewer acres would
be treated and less effective noxlous weed control might be expected.
Under Alternative 3, and Alternative 2 to a lesser degree, there would be
less likelihood for accidental sprayings of wllderness and wllderness
atudy areas.

As with wilderness areas or WSAs, all weed control treatments applied on
or near the following designated or proposed areas would incorporate
features designed to avold or mitigate impacts on important resources:
research natural areas; outstanding natural areas; national willd, scenie,
or recreation rivers; national scenic or recreation trails; state recre-
ation trailes; and areas of critical environmental concern. Impacts would
be most llkely under Alternative 1, which proposes aerial spraying, and
nonexistent under Alternatives 2 and 3. Site-speclific impacts to special
areas will be addressed further in District or Resource Area environmental
analysis that precedes vegetation management actlon.
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IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Economic results of implementing any of the alternatives would be
insignificant when considered in relation to the overall economy of the
EIS area. When considered locally though economic considerations become
more significant.

Appendix E presents the estimated costs of implementing each of the
alternatives. These costs show only a 7 percent difference in total cost
of the alternatives and an 10 percent difference in average treatment cost
per acre between alternatives. However iIf the cost of prescribed burns is
not included (slince proposed burns are constant) the difference in cost
per acre by alternative increases to 65 percent. Average cost per acre of
nonburning treatments would be: $92.39 - Alternative 1; $129.76 - Alterna-
tive 2; and $152.14 - Alternative 3. This comparison gives a realistic
comparison of the basic cost of each alternative and what an additional
acre of accomplishment under each alternative would cost.

An indirect cost of vegetation control would be the cost of lost oppor-
tunity to improve forage production, wildlife habitat, timber produection,
and other benefits on areas left untreated. Compared to Alternative 1
Alternatives 2 and 3 leave 4,550 and 5,250 acres respectively untreated.
These shortfalls in control efforts will result in lost opportunity to
improve or maintain forage and tlmber production and other benefits which
would be increased by control efforts. While these benefitas are not
possible to completely quantify, the effect on revenues from sale of timber
alone are estimated to be $51,400 less for Alternative 2 and $202,000 less
for Alternative 3 than under Alternative 1.

While economic information on range improvementes is not avallable at this
time a site-speclific evaluation (SageRam, BLM Manual Handbook H-1T743-1) is
required bzfore range improvements can be undertaken. This evaluation
examines the cost and benefit of each proposed project. '

BLM would fund the costs of vegetation control for reforestation, range
improvements and recreation malntenance. Costs for wildlife habitat
Improvement (tamarisk control, chaparral management) are funded by BLM,
CDF&G and other contributors. Coste for noxious weed control are funded
primarily by counties and the state, while private companies would fund
vegetation control assoclated with right-of-way and lease maintenance.
Because of these different funding sources the cost of vegetation control
is spread among many sources.

The costs to 1implement any of the alternatives is esmall when compared to
the total coets for similar actions statewlde. Expendltures for herblicides
by agricultural interests in the area are much greater than proposed in
Alternatives 1 and 2. The California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection, USFS and private landowners spend much more for prescribed
burns than BLM proposes. These factors all demonstrate the relative
economic insignificance of BLM's vegetation control program on a statewide
basis. However the program 1is very important when considered on a local
or 8lite-specific basls. Local 1individuals rely on both the continued
productivity of public lands and on employment 1In vegetation conirol
activities for thelr economiec livelihood. These people often reside Iin
areas where the local economy relles to a great degree on the expenditure
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of dollars for vegetation control and utilization of resources from the
public lands, i.e., livestock forage, lumber industry, and recreational
opportunities. There is often no other viable means of economic support
in these communities.

In summary the proposed program would allow for economic productivity of
the public lands with Alternative 1 providing the greatest return and
Alternative 3 the least. This relationship would also be the same for
impacts to localized rural economies. Besides providing the highest level
of economlc productivity Alternative 1 would have the lowest unit cost and
Alternative 3 has the highest unit cost.

IMPACTS ON THE SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

BLM's noxious vegetation control program would directly and indirectly
affect social conditions and attitudes. Direct impacts would occur when
senses of personal well-being or economic security are affected by BLM's
decisions on the use or restriction of vegetation management practices.
Indirect effects would occur as a result of economic outcomes of BLM
policles and in response to gains or losses of recreational opportunities
or access to subslstence activities. Examples of social effecte deriving
from economic impacts include people's reactions to changes in the avail-
abllity of different kinds of Jobs and their dependence on certain jobs.
Whether direct or indirect, all of these impacts could affect lifestyles.

The economlc impacts of the alternatives on the local economy are discussed
in the preceding section of Chapter 3. The economic effect on individuals
who gain or lose jobs would be essentially the same wherever they live.
Social effects, however, would depend on whether the jobs gained or lost
are concentrated or dispersed or in emall or large communities. For
example, the galn or loss of Jobs scattered around the larger cities in
the EIS area would not have significant social effects. In contrast, the
concentration of that same number of Jobs in a few small towns could
significantly affect soclal conditions in those towns.

The soclal impacts of employment changes can be estimated, but data does
not exiat to allow the projection of where those impacts would occur.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would probably have beneficial social impacts related
to public land productivity on communities in the EIS area, and none of
the alternatives 1s expected to have significant social impacts resulting
from employment changes associated with increases or decreases in forage
or timber productivity. Any affected Jobs would probably be mostly in the
northern half of the EIS area.

Because of the controversy surrounding herbicide use, Alternatives 1 and 2
would have social effects specifically related to this issue. Alternatives
1 and 2 propose the use of herbicides and would be perceived as involving
some harm by those opposed to herbicides. These impacts would be greatest
under Alternatlve 1 and somewhat less under Alternative 2. Alternative 3
would be perceived as having the most adverse impacts by those who support
the use of herbicides in vegetation management.
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Many people believe that herblcidees are safe to use and that risks apso-
ciated with herbicide use are acceptable to themselves as individuals and
to society. These people could perceive limitations on the use of herbi-
cides as threatening to their jobs and lifestyles, and in some large sense
to society as a whole. The threat they percelve to soclety 1ls usually
articulated as job losses forcing some to go on welfare. Manual release
workers and businesses would feel the opposite with the fear that less
emphasis on manual methods could affect their employment opportunities.

On the other side of the herbliclide controversy are others, particularly
residents near areas to be sprayed, who perceive helicopter spraying as a
threat bYecause they associate helicopters with military activities or
because they feel helpless to avold exposure or to stop the spraying 1n
case of unexpected drift or accidental overflight of nontarget areas.
These people would be adversely affected by Alternative 1, which proposes
helicopter spraying of herbicides.

Another category of social effects related to the use of herbicides
includes fears and anxieties about human health and personal safety. These
concerns would be related to the amount of herbicides used and would thus
be greatest under Alternative 1 and less under Alternative 2. For those
concerned about this issue, Alternative 3 would have beneficial impacts.

IMPACTS ON HUMAN HEALTH
PRESCRIBED BURNING

Smoke from burning 1is not expected to significantly affect human health
under any alternative. Levels of suspended particulates (a suspected
factor in some health problems) are expected to be well below the 150
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) public welfare standard and. the
260 ug/m3 publie health standard published by EPA. Effects of ..smgke.
would be minimized by complying with the required burn permits which
include coordination with weather forecaste to determine burn or no
burning days.

Burning of vegetation previously sprayed with herbicides would not be done
for several months to one year after the spraying. Thlis would allow the
chemicals adequate time to be degraded to nonhazardous metabolites. An
analysis on H-90 utilizing chemical half-lives and a delay of only 2 weeks
shows very little chance of the chemical dose in air to be of concern
after bdurning. Thus there would be no expected Impact to humans from
combustion.

Workere on burn areas would be exposed to potential injury from the manual
treatments they would apply and the conditlions under which they would work
(see discussion under Manual and Mechanical Treatments below). Workers
who manually ignite burn areas would be exposed to burning materlals,
which could cause physical injurles.

The probability of workers on burn areas being injJured would be the same
under all Alternatives.
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Public safety would not be affected by any method of igniting burn areas.
Most burning would ocecur where the public elither would not be present or
would be highly visible to those doing the burning. Further, those on or
near a burning area would be well aware of impending activities because
several hours of active preparation are required before ignition begins.
Safety measures normally taken to protect firefighters participating in
prescrlibed burning would also protect the public.

A report to BLM on impacts of smoke from burning is found as Appendix G.
This report basically studies the polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) found in
smoke and is the first step in assessing the potential environmental health
rigks associated with smoke derived from burning forest and range residues.
Products of combustion include several discrete groups. There are a great
number of low-molecular hydrocarbons which are relatively innocuous,
nitrogen oxides may have some environmental effects but may not represent
a primary health hazard, and then the PAH which are large compounds of
multiple benzene rings. The analysis in Appendix G concentrates on these
compounds as the most likely candidates for human health risk, primarily
cancer. Based on assumptions concerning exposure over 70 continuous years
to benzo(a) pyrene (BAP) (one PAH) a conservative probability of 3 x 10~3
for contracting cancer 1is predicted. A more realistic risk of cancer
based on research measurements of all PAHs in emoke 1s 8 x 10-8. It 1is
questionable 1f the rather severe exposure sequence assumed for prescribed
fire would ever occur. However it should be used for analysis until addi-
lonal specific data causes 1t to be changed.

MECHANICAL TREATMENTS

Operators of machinery (tractor operators) could be injured by losing
control of equipment on steep terrain or by coming into contact with flying
debrie and brush. Such hazards would be most likely under Alternative 3
and least likely under Alternative 1.

MANUAL TREATMENTS

Under Alternative 1, and particularly Alternatives 2 and 3, some hand
pulling would be needed. Hand pulling exposes workers to the hazards of
physical contact with irritant weeds that cause blisters, inflammation,
and dermatitis. Sensitive individuals can react severely to the pollens
and the close contact of hand pulling could cause major discomfort or
health risk. A severe hazard of hand pulling is the high potential for
poisonous snake bite. The remoteness of many treatment areas and the time
needed to gain medical attention could make a poisonous snake's bite a
serious health concern.

There would also be some hazard to operators of chainsaws for manual treat-

ments. The level of hazard would be highest under Alternative 3 and
lowest for both Alternatives 1 and 2.
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CHEMICAL TREATMENTS

The analysis of human health risks from the use of the 16 herbicides in
BLM's California vegetation management program was accomplished using the
methodology of risk assessment widely accepted by the scientific community.
In essence, the risk assessment compares herbicide doses that people may
get from applying the herbicides or from being near an application slte
with doses shown 1likely to be gafe to humans in long-term studies on
laboratory test animals. For the herbicides that could posslbly cause
cancer, the risk of cancer over a person's lifetime was based on animal
studies that related the chances of developing tumors +to 1inereasing
herbicide doses. The details of the risk assessment are presented in
Appendix H.

The conservative approach used in this risk assessment tended to exaggerate
the estimated risks to human health from herbicide use. A number of
assumptions about the proposed herbiclide spraying operations tended to
overestimate the doses workers and the public would be likely to recelve.
The way herbicide toxicity information was used to Judge risks based on
effects seen in the most sensitive laboratory test animals tended to make
that part of the risk assessment conservative. This conservatism, both in
estimating exposures and in setting toxliclty levels, when combined to
judge riske, led to an exaggeration of the real risks of the vegetation
management program to err on the side of protecting human health.

Risk Assessment Conclusions

The risk assessment indicated that risks to the public of systemic or
reproductive toxic effecte from routine spraylng operations are very low
for all 16 of the proposed herbicides. The ratio between the safe lab
animal doses and the estimated public exposures was 150 to 1 or greater,
glving a 1large margin-of-safety. The possibility of toxle effects
increases when the public are assumed to be exposed as a result of
accidents, however, the real risks are also low here because of the exireme
unlikelihood of an accident directly exposing any member of the publile.

Risks to workere are higher than those of the publie both in routlne
operations and as a result of accldents.. Workers have a far greater
chance of belng exposed than any member of the public and are likely to
get higher doses than the publlc when they are exposed.

Cancer risks for the proposed herbicldes are low. Avallable laboratory
evidence indicates that dalapon, dicamba, diuron, fosamine, hexazinone,
simazine, tebuthiuron, and triclopyr do not cause cancer. A cancer riek
analysies was conducted for the eight herbicides that showed positive or
queetionable responses 'in laboratory cancer studies. The analysis was
based on up to 30 estimated realistic and worst case lifetime exposures to
the public assuming single and multiple exposure sources. Results showed
that for aerial applications the worst case cancer rlsk for 30 exposures
from multiple sources is less than 3 in 10,000 for atrazine. For 2,4-D
the worst case cancer risks are less than 2 in 100,000. The risk for
picloram is never greater than 7 in 10 million. Cancer risks to workers
who are exposed at higher levels more frequently are higher than the risks
to the publie.
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There appears to be little risk that the herblcides would cause heritable
genetic mutations. Exposures of members of the public should be low if
any occur at all. Available evidence indicates that bromacil, dicamba,
fosamine, glyphosate, and hexazinone are not mutagenic. They tested
negative 1ln the majJority of mutagenicity assays reported and were not
positive in available cancer tests. No mutagenicity studies were reported
for dalapon or diuron but they were not shown positive in cancer tests.
There 1s confliecting evidence of mutagenicity for amitrole, asulam,
atrazine, 2,4-D, 2,4-DP, picloram, simazine, tebuthiuron, and triclopyr
due to positive results in a number of mutagenicity assays and in at least
one cancer study. However, there 1s no strong evidence to indicate that
any of these latter herbicides would be likely to cause heritable muta-
tione at the levels of exposure that may occur in BLM's program.

Synergletic effects are not likely to occur since synergism rarely occurs
with chemical mixtures. The herbicide mixtures that may be used in the
BLM's program have not shown synergistic effects in humans that have used
them in other applications although there is some evidence that mixtures
of 2,4-D and picloram may cause skin irritation.

Cumulative effects are not likely to occur because none of the herbicides
1s persistent in the environment or in the human body, no member of the
public is likely to be chronically exposed in BLM's program, and no one is
likely to recelve simultaneous exposures from these same herbicides usged
in any other programs in California.

The structure of the risk assessment, the ways in which risks tended to be
exaggerated, and a summary of the risk assessment results are described
below. '

Risk Assessment Structure

The: risk assessment consisted of three steps: a hazard analysis, an
exposure analysis, and a risk analysis.

The hazard presented by a chemical pesticide is ites inherent toxicity or
poisonous quality that may cause brief, reversible effects such as nasal
irritation or nausea in humans who receive small amounts, or that in the
extreme case, may cause death. All chemicals are injurious to health at
some level of intake; even commonly consumed items such as aspirin, table
salt, and sugar. As shown in Table H-2, the herbicides examined in this
risk assessment in general are less acutely toxic at a glven dose than
insecticides, fumigants, and many other common chemicals to lab test
animals.

Exposure is the amount of pesticide in a person's immediate surroundings
(in the air, on their ekin, in their drinking water). The amount that
enters their body--that is ingested, inhaled, or that passes through their
skin, during a specified time period--is their dose. A person's dose is
usually expressed in milligrams of chemical per kilogram of body weight
(mg/kg) .

Rigk in the case of chemical pesticides is the possibility or likelihood,
under a specified set of circumstances leading to a given exposure, that a
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person may experlence any of the range of toxic effects described above.
In BLM's program, it is the possibility of experiencing toxie effects
because of an exposure to one of the 16 alternative herbicides.

The Hazard Analysis

In the hazard analysis, a review was made of toxiclity studies in open
literature and of publicly available summaries of proprietary data to
determine the toxiec properties of each herbicside. The hazard analysis
included a review of relevant laboratory toxlcity studies on acute (single
dose), subchronic (short term dosing), and chronic¢ (long-term or lifetime
dosing) effects caused by exposures via dermal, inhalation, and ingestion
routes. The hazard analysis results are summarized in Table H-24.

The oral LDgg in rats (the single dose that kills half the animals
tested) is the generally acknowledged benchmark of the acute toxiclity of a
chemical. It is usually found at test doses that far exceed any that are
liable to occur in the handling and use of the chemical by humans. The
rat oral LDsgps for the 16 BLM herbicidees are llsted in Table H-24.

Long term animal studies (subchronlc and chronic studies), lasting 90 days
to 2 years for most teste, are used to establish safe levels for humans.
The safe lad animal level is the no-observed-effect level (NOEL) in a long
term study--the dose that a test animal can receive every day without 111l
effects. Additional safety factors are used to extrapolate from the safe
animal dose to a safe human dose. The generally recognized safety factor
is 100 based on a factor of 10 to move from animals to humans and a factor
of 10 to account for variable responses in humans. Table H-24 1lists
systemic NOELs for each herblcide. A discussion of the animal studies and
the choice of NOELs is given in the Appendix H risk assesement.

Reproductive toxicity studles determine whether a chemical will affect the
fetus or mother during gestation and cause abortions or malformed offspring
(teratogenesis). A separate NORL for these effects has been set for the.
16 BLM herbicides. These reproductive NOELs are listed in Table H-24.

For the herbicides that had positive cancer tests, a cancer potency value
that relates the probability of tumor formation to increasing lifetime
doses is the parameter of concern. Those values are listed in Table H-24
for amitrole, asulam, atrazine, bromacil, 2,4-D, 2,4-DP, glyphosate, and
plicloram.

No comparable value can be used to estimate the likelihood of a human
developing heritable mutations so the risk of mutagenicity 1is considered
only in a qualitative manner based on the results of mutageniclity assays
and cancer tests.

The Exposure Analysis

Two human populations, workers and the general public, are at risk from
herbicide applications. Worker personnel such as mixer/loaders and
backpack sprayers are directly involved in treatment operations. Members
of the public, including public land visitors and nearby resldents, may be
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exposed to herbicide drift, to vegetation with herbicide residues, or to
an accidental spraying. They could also eat food or drink water with
herbicide residues. .

The exposure analysis determined how high the exposures and resultant
doses of workers and the public are likely to be from routine operatione
and possible accidents under BLM's proposed program. No analysis could
consider all the possible circumstances of herbiclde spraying, so scenarios
were used that were simplified descriptions of spraying operations and
potential routes of human exposure.

Four scenarios (helicopter, truck, backpack, and hand application) were
used to estimate realistic worker doses in routine operations (routine-

realistic scenarios). Four additional scenarios with the same methods of
application were used to estimate the highest doses workers might get in
routine operations (routine-worst case scenarios). The worker dose
estimates were derived from actual worker field study data of 2,4-D doses
found by urine analysis. These studies showed that inhalation exposure
was a negligible contributor to a worker's total dose 8o no separate
estimate of worker inhalation doses was made. Scenario dose estimates
were adjusted for hours worked, application rate, and the different skin
penetration rates of the other herbicides.

Three of the four routine-realistic scenarlos (hellicopter, truck, and
backpack spraying) were used to estimate public doses. The same three
routine-worst case scenarios were used to estimate the highest likely
public doses. Because no studies of public exposure comparable to the
worker studies were available, the public's doses were estimated by a
mathematical accounting (modeling) of the movement and fate of each
herbicide in the area of spraying to estimate exposure levels on their
skin, on their food, and in thelr drinking water. As 1Iin the case of
workers, inhalation exposures of the public were considered negligible and
were not estimated.

Dermal doses from the smaller herbicide spray droplets drifting offsite
and depositing on a person's skin or from brushing up against vegetation
with drift residues were estimated. Doses to a person drinking water with
herbicide residues and eating berries, deer meat, game bird meat, garden
vegetables, and fish containing herbicide residues were also calculated.

Cumulative doses to five "example" members of the public--hikers, berry
pickers, hunters, fishermen, and nearby resldents--that recelve doses
simultaneously through several exposure routes were calculated.

Scenarios were also used to estimate worker and public doses from
accldentas. Worker accidents included a spill of concentrate or spray mix

on their skin and a direct spraying. Public acecidents included a direct
spraying and drinking water from a pond or reservoir contaminated by a
spill from a truck or helicopter.
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The Risk Analysis

The risk analysis was conducted after the worker and public exposures were
estimated. The scenario-based estimates of doses to workers and the
public were compared with the toxiclty 1levels detalled in the hazard
analysis. These comparisons were used to determine the risk to humans
under the specified circumstances of exposure.

For threshold effects, the doses were compared to no-observed-effect-levels
(NOEL8) determined in the most sensitive animal test specles. A margin of
safety (MOS), the animal NOEL divided by the smaller estimated human dose,
was computed to relate the doses and effects seen in animals to estimated
doses and possible effects in humans. For example, an animal NORL of 20
mg/kg divided by an estimated human dose of 0.2 mg/kg gives an MOS of 100.
A margin-of-safety of 100 1is comparable to the 100-fold safety factor
described in the Hazard Analysis sectlion as being generally recognized as
safe for humans. The larger the margin of safety (the smaller the
estimated human dose compared to the animal NOEL), the lower the risk to
human health.

When an estimated dose exceeded a NOEL the dose was divided by the NOEL and
a minus sign was attached. The result was not a margin of safety but
gimply a negative ratio. A negative ratlo did not necessarily lead to the
conclusion that there would be human toxic effects since all of the NOELs
used in the risk analysis are based on no-effect levels in long-term animal
gtudies and the egtimated dosee are not likely to occur often. This
applies particularly to doses that are not likely to occur more than once,
such as those to the public. Doses that greatly exceeded the NOEL were
also compared to the herbiclde's acute LDgo to evaluate the risk of fatal
effects.

Systemic effects were evaluated based on the lowest systemic NOEL found in
a 2-year feeding study of dogs, rats, or mice (or from a subchronic study
if that NOEL wae lower). Reproductive effects were evaluated based on the
lowest maternal, fetotoxic, or teratogenic NOEL found in a 3-generatlon
reproductive study or in a teratology study.

A worst case analysis of cancer risk was conducted for the herbicides
considered to be suspect human carclnogens--amitrole, asulam, atrazine,
bromacil 2,4-D, 2,4-DP, glyphosate, and picloram--by comparing estimates
of 1lifetime dose with cancer potency estimates derived in the Hazard
Analysis. A worst case analysis was also conducted for those herbicides
that had positive mutagenicity tests or those for which no data were
available. The risk of these herbicides causing mutations was Judged on a
qualitative rather than a quantitative basis, with a statement of the
probable risk based on the available evidence of mutagenicity and
carcinogenicity.

Uncertainty Factors and the Exaggeration of Risks

A number of factors contributed to the uncertainty 1in the process of
judging risks to human health in the vegetation management program, and in
each of these cases, a series of conservative assumptions or factors were
used that tended to exaggerate the risks.
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First, the safe herbicide doses ~established in the laboratory are the
result of tests on laboratory animals, particularly rats and mice, where

doses produce no observed effects. To allow for the uncertainty in
extrapolating from NOELs in lab animals to safe levels for humans, the
margin-of-safety approach was wused as described previously. These

extrapolations and MOS values cannot adequately define the range of
sensitivity of 1individuals however. Some sensitive people may be affected
by doses normally considered to be safe.

A second area of uncertalnty is in jJjudging the risk to human health of
doses that may be recelved once or perhaps a few times in a person's 1life
(accidental worker doses and all doses to the public fall in this
category) by comparing those human doses to levels of the chemical that
produced no 1ill effects in laboratory animals even though the animals
received the doses daily in long term studies. The risk assessment uses
the MOS approach dlscussed above 1in comparing one-time human doses to
lifetime animal doses in all of these cases even though this leads to an
exaggeration of the risks.

Another uncertainty is that all herbicide chemicals have not been tested
for their effects on humans or animals for all situations which may affect
health. Page H-8 addresses these data gaps and their importance to the
analysis.

A different approach was required in assessing the risks to humans of
chemlecals that may cause cancer. Because the exact mechanisms and
effective (threshold) doses that cause cancer are not known to scientists,
chemicals that could cause cancer were assumed to have no threshold of
effects and no margin of safety comparable to that used to judge the risks
of systemic or reproductive effects. It was assumed that there was some
risk of cancer no matter how small the dose.

Where there was evidence from a long term study that a herbicide could
cause an increase in tumor formation with increasing doses, a cancer
potency value was taken from the lab animal study and adjusted for the
differences in metabolism and lifetime duration between the lab animals
and humans. Data of this kind existed for amitrole, asulam, atrazine,
bromacil, 2,4-D, 2,4-DP, glyphosate, and picloram. The cancer potency
value multiplied by an estimated human lifetime dose provides an estimate
of human cancer risk.

A number of factors in the cancer risk analysis tended to exaggerate
risks. The cancer potency value used to compute the human lifetime risk
wag derived from tumor data on the test species and sex showing the
highest rate of tumor formation with increasing dose. The mathematical
model used to extrapolate from the lab tumor data to likely human risk was
the most conservative of the models currently in use by the scientific
community. In addition, the upper limit of the 95 percent confidence
interval around this risk estimator was used instead of the average
potency value.
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Uncertainty was also involved in the estimation of the human doses liable
to occur in herbicide use. The risk assessment overestimated doses to err
on the side of safety. 1In reality, workers are likely to receive some low
level doses because they work with the chemicals routinely. However,
standard safety practices and the use of protective clothing should reduce
their actual dose levels below those estimated in this analysis. The same
is true of the doses from any spraying or spill accidents that might
occur, since the normal procedure would be to wash immediately.

Should a member of the public actually recelve a dose, 1t is unlikely to
be as high a dose as estimated in this risk asgsessment. Normal safety
practice and the remoteness of most treated areas limit the possibility.of
the public receiving any dose at all. Several aspects of the analysis
tend to exaggerate the public doses. No herbiclde degradation is assumed
to occur and the public 1is not assumed to wash themselves or thelr food
items after a spraying or to cook fish and game meat before they are
consumed. They are assumed to consume water that has recelved herbicide
from drift or from a spill immediately after the event. Thus, the way
exposures to both workers and the public are estimated in this risk
assessment and the way the toxicity information is used both tend to
exaggerate the real risks, to err on the side of protecting human health.

RISKS OF SYSTEMIC ANb REPRODUCTIVE EFFECTS

Risks to the Public from Routine Operations

Table H-25 summarizes the margin-of-safety results for the public for the
16 herbicides under both the routine-realistic and routine-worst case
exposure scenarios. i

Public Risks from Routine-Realistic Doses

Table H-25 shows that there are large margins of safety (greater than 150)
for every category of public exposure--even cumulative exposures-- under
the routine-realistic scenario for all 16 proposed herblcldes, except for
amitrole which has the lowest MOS of 32. Because no member of the public
should be exposed the majority of the time, these margins of safely mean
that the public should suffer no adverse effects. This is true for all
individuals including pregnant women and the vast majority of sensitive
individuals.

Exposure routes presenting the lowest risk are direct dermal exposure to
spray drift and eating animales or fish that have drift residues. The
representative members of the public at greatest risk from multiple
exposures are the nearby resident and the berrypicker. Persons at least
risk are the hunter, hiker, and fisherman. These relationshipe hold for
all 16 herbicides.

Although the routine-realistic scenarlos represent what can happen under
routine operations, the probability of people receiving the doses
estimated here is low because there are no residents, hikers, fishermen,
or berrypickers in the vicinity of the vast majority of treatment unlts
and, as described previously, these scenarios use a number of conservative
assumptions that tend to overestimate the size of the doses.
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Public Risk from Routine-Worst Case Doses

The routine-worst case scenarios estimate the highest 1likely public
exposure levels from routine herbicide applications in California. The
events leading to the exposures described in Table H-25 have a very low
probability of occurring. It is unlikely that anyone would receive a dose
as high as those estimated here. Under these extreme assumptions, risk to
individuals 1is very low except for people who receive multiple exposures
from a 400-acre fixed wing application.

Table H-25 indicates that all margins of safety under the backpack and
right-of-way routine-worst case scenarios are greater than 100 except for
amitrole and diuron.

Margins of safety calculated for combined routes of exposure to 2,4-D and
triclopyr range from 10 to 50 in the worst case aerial application.
Chronic doses of 2,4-D, as predicted by this analysis, could affect the
peripheral nervous system but, in most cases, these effects are reversible.
People who chronically receive triclopyr doses as high as those predicted
here could experience kidney problems. Because the margins of safety were
computed by comparing acute exposures with chronic no-effect levels, the
risk of occurrence of these effects can be considered relatively low.

The margins of safety computed in the worst case 400-acre aerial spraying
scenario indicate that sensitive individuals could suffer some acute toxic
effects from the predicted exposures to atrazine, 2,4-D, and triclopyr.
For atrazine, all margins of safety less than 100 are greater than 50
except for a berrypicker who 1s dermally exposed for 4 hours, eats 0.9
pounds of berries and drinks a liter of water contaminated at the highest
possible level. This person could experience sgome systemic effects.
However, that is unlikely becauge these one-time doses are all more than
10,000 times lower than the LDgg. It should be noted that the systemic
NOEL for atrazine is based on weight loss in dogs. Therefore, sensitive
indlividuals could become 111 and possibly experience stomach problems.

The probability of someone receiving a dose as high as those predicted
under the routine-worst case scenarios 1is negligible because these
scenarios assume that a number of unlikely events occur simultaneously.
The probability of someone receiving a dose as high as 1is predicted here
1s on the order of 1 in 1 million. The Forest Service's experiences in
these operations indicate that the probability of the scenario events
occurring simultaneously is even lower.

Public Risk from Acclidental Doses

Table H-26 summarizes the risk to the publie from direct exposure to aerial
applications or from eating food or drinking water that has been directly
hit at the highest application rate. The relatively low margins of safety
for amitrole, atrazine, bromacil, 2,4-D, diuron, and triclopyr indicate that
people exposed to a direct aerial application or exposed to items that
received the highest application rate could experience some toxic effects.
The extent of effects would depend upon their duration of exposure and any
precautionary measures that were taken. For example, if people gathered a
bushel of berries from a spray area and did not wash them but froze them and
then ate them every day for a month, they would probably feel ill. However,
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if people bathed after being in the forest or washed food items before
eating them, the doses would drop (and thus increase the margins of safety)
substantially.

It must be emphasized that these are one-tlime, rather than repeat or
chronic, exposures and that the comparison of these doses with the acute

LDgos shows that no one 1s at risk of fatal effects. Complete margins of
safety computed for each chemical and application under the accidental
worst-case scenarios are presented in the Appendix H risk assessment.

Worker Risk from Routine-Realistic Doses

In the routine-realistic scenarios, all categories of workers applying
asulam or picloram have MOSs greater than 100. This indlicates that even
workers chronically exposed to these herbilcldes should suffer no 11l
effects. As shown in Appendix H Tables H-27 to 28, backpack sprayers are at
greatest risk based on comparisons of estimated doses with systemlc and
reproductive NOELs. Except for asulam and picloram, all backpack sprayers
had MOSs less than 100. Doses of atrazine, 2,4-D, and triclopyr to backpack
gprayers gave M0OSs less than 10; and in the case of diuron, the dose exceeds
the NOEL. This means that unprotected sensitive workers may experlence some
toxic effects from routinely applying these herbicides in certain situations.
The doses and margins of safety are based on 6 hours per day of exposure.
Any reduction in the time of exposure would reduce the dose and lncrease the
margin of safety proportionately.

Diuron appears to be the herbicide presenting the greatest risk from
repeated exposures to other types of workers. Backpack sprayers using
diuron in the routine realistic scenarlo receive a dose that 1ls greater than
the systemic NOEL. Diuron systemic MOSs for hack-and-squirt applicators are
less than 10 in the routine realistic case.

2,4-D and amitrole present the .next highest long-term risk. Backpack
sprayers using amitrole and 2,4-D in the routine-realistic scenarios recelve
doses that have systemic margins of safety less than 10. Other workers
using 2,4-D and amitrole also have MOSs less than 50.

Triclopyr has at least 4 margins of safety for workers (including those for
backpack sprayers) that are less than 100.

Protective clothing can substantially reduce worker exposure by 27 to
99 percent as shown in a number of relevant field =studies. Margins of
gsafety calculated for routine-realistic and routine-worst case exposure to
workers wearing protective clothing are presented in the Appendix H Tables
H-27 and H-28.

Worker Risk from Routine-Worst Case Doses

Tables H-29 and 30 show backpack sprayers using amitrole, diuron, 2,4-D, or
triclopyr in the routine-worst case scenarlo recelve doses that exceed their
respective systemic NOELs. In addition, doses calculated for truck appli-
cators and hack-and-squirt applicators using diuron exceed the systemic
NOEL. Margins of safety for the reproductive NOELs are much higher. No
applicator dose exceeds the reproductive NOEL for any herbiclde 1in any
gituation.

3-37



All categories of workers, except the aerial supervisor and observer, have
margins of safety less than 10 for at least one of the herbicides. Picloram
and asulam are the only herbicides that always have margins of safety
greater than 20 for all categories of workers.

The vast majority of the time workers will be receiving doses less than
those predicted in the routine-worst case scenario. The probability of
workers recelving repeated daily doses as high as predicted here is less
than 1 in 1,000.

Risk to Workers from Spilling Concentrate or Spray Mix on Their Skin

The doses estimated here are based on dermal penetration levels derived in
studies over many days; these chemicals do not penetrate the skin immediately
but over a considerable period of time. Workers would have to ignore their
own safety and not wash the chemical off to recelve doses as high as
predicted in these accidents.

For workers who spill a pint of concentrate or spray mix on their skin there
is some certainty that, with the exception of picloram, they would experience
acute toxic effects if they did not wash it off. The modeling used in the
analyslis assumed that a certaln percentage of the herblcide penetrates the
skin instantaneously. In reality, the penetration through skin occurs over
a period of many hours. In the case of a spill of a pint of concentrate,
many of the doses approach the LDgg. This represents a clear risk of
severe toxic effects if the herbicide 1s not washed off. There is some
possibility that the damage caused by such a large acute dose could cause
long-term damage to vital organs. There have also been rare instances 1in
which limlted exposure to 2,4-D has been reported to cause permanent nerve
damage. The dose and the risk is much greater for spills of concentrate
than it is for the spray mix but, again, 1t 1is highly unlikely that a worker
would allow the chemical to penetrate his skin for any period of time. The
Appendix H Table H-31 risk assessment presents the complete listing of MOSs
and comparisons to LDggs for each herbicide.

Risk to Workers and the Public from Large Spill Accidents

Table H-32 summarizes the margins-of-safety for people drinking one liter of
water contaminated by a large spill of herblcide from a helicopter or
truck. Most drinking water reservolrs would dilute the herbicide below
no-observable-effect levels in a relatively short period of time. BLM, in
addition to EPA and the states, has procedures to minimize the risk to human
health should a spill of this magnitude occur in or on the viecinity of a
drinking water reservolr. When the spill has been diluted the risk to
members of the public should be much lower.

Spills into a small, stagnant pond would result in significantly higher
doses and, in the event of a truck spill of 2,000 gallons would constitute a
risk of chronic effects if members of the public continued to drink from
it. Spill accidents occur only very rarely; most recorded spills have
involved 30 gallons or less of chemical; so the chances of this type of
chronic exposure are negligible. BLM has detailed spill prevention and
clean up procedures that would attempt to ensure that no member of the
public was chronically exposed to a spill of this magnitude.
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CANCER RISK

Cancer risks for atrazine, asulam, 2,4-D, glyphosate, and plcloram were
calculated based on a variety of conservative assumptions that are likely to
overestimate the risks. These assumptions outlined previously are described
in detail in the Appendix H risk assessment. '

Cancer risk for the general public was calculated for a single exposure, and
for 30 exposures over a lifetime. The approximate cancer risks to the
public for the aerial routine-realistic scenario are shown in Table H-34.
(See Attachment C for the presentation of cancer risks to the public for the
other routine exposure scenarios.) The risk of cancer due to any of .the
routes of exposure in the typical aerlal spraying scenarlo is less than 1 in
10 million rigk when using atrazine. For 2,4-D, and plcloram, none of the
routes of exposure in any scenario results 1in a cancer risk greater than
about 1 in 100 million, per exposure.

Cancer risk to workers has been calculated for an expected case assuming
5 years of employment in herbicide application, and an average number of
days of spraying per year. The average number of exposures per lifetime was
estimated to range from 30 to 70. The risk has been calculated in the
extreme case assuming 30 years of employment and a total of 288 to 480
exposures. It is very unlikely that a worker would apply herbicides on the
number of days assumed in the worst case. (Cancer risk to workers for the
accidental-worst case scenario is shown in Table H-36.) The risks for each
herbicide were calculated aseuming that only that herbiclde was used. The
highest risks for workers involve atrazine and 2,4-DP use. The lifetime
cancer risk to a backpack sprayer using only atrazine or 2,4-DP is about 1
in 10,000 in the expected case. In the worst case the risk is greater than
1 in 1,000. The risk is much less for the other chemicals. The highest
risk for 2,4-D is about 1 in 100,000 for backpack spraying in the expected
case, and in the extreme case the greatest risk 1s about 1 in 10,000.
Workers using asulam in the extreme case have a lifetime cancer risk of less
than 1 in 100,000 in all worker categories. The risk of picloram or
glyphosate use is even less for all worker categories. The risks in the
expected case never exceed 1 in 10 million.

Cancer risks calculated for exposures due to accidental spraying are shown
in C-165. Among the chemicals, the greatest risk for a single exposure lis
about 8 in 100,000 exposure to amlitrole. Multiple 1incidents could be
expected to result in cumulative risks. Cancer risks calculated for spill
situations are also shown in C-166.

The greatest risks are for spills of herbicide concentrate directly onto
clothing and skin. Workers are at the greatest risk for this type of
accident. The tabled values assume that most of a person's skin has been
contacted by the solution, and cleanup does not occur for several hours.
This 18 certainly contrary to standard practice. A spill of 2,4-D
concentrate onto a person gives a risk of about 1 in 10,000, and a spill of
spray mixture gives a lesser risk of about % in 100,000. The risk of cancer
due to spills of asulam is about 5 in 100,000 for the concentrate and 4 in
1 million for the spray mixture. A s8pill of picloram or glyphosate
concentrate glves a risk of 2 in 1 million or less. Cancer risks arising
from even major spills into drinking water supplies are similar. A
100-gallon helicopter load of 2,4-D dumped into a l-acre pond would lead to
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a risk of cancer of not more than 8 in 100 million for a person drinking a
liter of the water. If a 1,000-gallon tank truck of mixture were spilled
into a small pond, the risk for 2,4-D would be less than 2 in 1 million.

RISK OF HERITABLE MUTATIONS

No human studies are available that associate any of the herbicides with
heritable mutations. No risk assessments that quantify the probability of
mutations are avallable in the literature or from EPA. Laboratory studies
constitute the best available information on mutagenic potential. Results
of the mutagenicity assays conducted on the 16 herbicides are summarized
in Table H-5.

Asulam and glyphosate tested negative for mutagenicity in all assays
conducted, and thus can be considered to pose no mutagenic risk.

While amitrole and bromacil have tested negative for mutagenicity they
have shown some oncogenicity, but EPA says this does not indicate they are
mutagenic. Fosamine, hexazinone, simazine, and triclopyr were nonmutagenlc
in the great majority of assays conducted and were nononcogenic in all of
the carcinogenicity tests performed; therefore, it can be assumed that
their mutagenic risk is slight to negligible. Dicamba was nonmutagenic in
most of the assays performed and no oncogenicity was found in several
long-term studies. EPA (1985d) has classified the chronic studies as
"inadequate to evaluate the oncogenic potential of dicamba." Due to the
bulk of negative results, dicamba can be considered as a mutagen in the
worst case analysls but the mutagenic hazard would be extremely limited.

No validated mutagenicity studies have been conducted for dalapon or
diuron. The worst case assumption 1is that all of these chemicals are
mutagenic. The probability dalapon or diuron causes heritable mutations
is low because they have not been shown to cause cancer in any long term
studies.

The negative oncogenic studies for diuron were classified by EPA (1985d)
as inadequate to determine carcinogenic potential to mammalian organisms.
The lack of positive results in any mutagenic or oncogenic tests with
diuron suggests that diuron would present only minute risk to humans as a
mutagen.

Atrazine tested positive for mutagenicity in 15 of 33 assays. The worst
case assumption 1s that atrazine is mutagenic. However, many of the posi-
tive results were achleved through tests that may not be relevant to
evaluating mutagenic risk in humans. Some positive results in rodents
were also achieved, but these in vivo responses were only observed at
levels greater than 1,500 mg/kg body weight. These are exceptionally high
levels and suggest that the degree of germ cell hazard from low levelg of
atrazine would be minimal at best.

For picloram, 2,4-D, 2,4-DP and tebuthiuron there have been only a few
studies performed and these have indicated both positive and negative
mutagenic potential. A number of comprehensive reviews of the 2,4-D
mutagenic data have indicated that it does not pose significant risk of
human gene mutations (USDA, 1984). 2,4-D has been shown to be nononcogenic
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in the two carcinogenicity studies that have been conducted. Based on a
worst case estimate, the risk of heritable mutations from these chemicals
would be no greater than the estimates of cancer risk.

SYNERGISTIC AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Synérgistic Effects

Synergistic effects of herbicides are those that occur when the combined
effect of the two chemicals is much greater than the sum of the effects of
each given alone. Based on the limited amount of data available on
pesticide combinations, it is possible but very unlikely that synergistic
effects could occur as a result of exposure to two or more of the
herbicides.

Simultaneous exposure to more than one chemical is likely in cases where
those chemicals are combined in a single spray mixture. Although the
great majority of vegetation control projects in the Region involve only a
single herbicide, a number of acres are treated with mixtures of
herbicides. However, the only herbicide mixtures used are comblinations
that have been approved for use by the Environmental Protectlion Agency.

The toxic effects of many of the possible herbicide combinations have not
been studied. The first priority in toxlcity testing is to study the
effects of the herbicides individually, and this type of information 1s
not yet sufficient in some cases. Moreover, the combinations that could
be studied are too numerous to be examined. The combinations of interest
include not only combinations of 2 or more of the 16 herbicides, but also
combinations of the herbicides with other chemicals, such as insecticides,
that exist in the environment.

Based on a review of acute oral LDgps for mixtures of 2 or more of the
16 herbicides, no synergistic effects were found. In no case 1s the
mixture of two herbicides more acutely toxic than any of the constlituents.
For example, a mixture of 2,4-D and dicamba resulted in a NOEL of 1,847
mg/kg, with lower acute LDgg values reported for the technical grade of
both mixture constituents (EPA, 1984e). Rat inhalation studies of formula-
tions containing 2,4-D and picloram did not result in toxic effects (EPA,
1984q) although the combination of 2,4-D and picloram appeared to produce
skin sensitization, while neither alone produces this effect. (EPA,
1984q).

It i8 unlikely that synergistic adverse effects could result from exposure
to more than one herbicide applied in separate projects because herbicilde
residues in plants and soil are not expected to persist from one applica-
tion to another, even for the more persistent herblcides. Silvicultural
and range applications are not annual; there are typlcally many years
between applications. None of the 16 herbicides accumulates in human
tissues, so exposure of an individual to 2 herbicides at different times
would be unlikely to cause simultaneous resldues within the body.
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Exposures to the herbicides, especially for the public, are normally quite
small. The greater exposures considered in the routine-worst case scenar-
los would occur only very infrequently, and the probability of the aceci-
dental exposures 1is extremely low. Becauge the probability of a large
exposure is small for any one chemical, the probability of large exposures
simultaneously to multiple chemicals is negligible. .

Cumulative Effects

No one individual member of the public is 1likely to recelve repeated
exposures to any of the herbicides because of the remoteness of most
treatment units, the widely spaced timing of repeated treatments, and the
use of a variety of herbicides for different purposes. In addition, the
precautions taken by the BLM in their treatment operations make any dose
at all to the public quite unlikely. This riek assessment used the lowest
NOELs found in chronic animal laboratory studies for comparison with
estimated human doses. The risk analysis results showed that, except for
triclopyr, margins of safety for the public from realistic treatment
scenarios are greater than 200. Thus, members of the public could receive
doses of these herbicides repeatedly over the years, even though the
chance of receiving multiple doses is negligible, and still not suffer
toxic effects. Some 1individuals who may be particularly sensitive to
triclopyr may experience ill effects but, again, this should occur only in
the unusual ‘circumstance of repeated doses. Compared to the levels of
exposure to the pesticides used in agriculture and related commercial
operations in California, the exposures to humans from BLM operations from
year to year would be insignificant. Therefore, cumulative effects on the
public should be negligible. '

Cumulative effects on workers have been considered throughout this
analysis. The risk of workers experiencing toxic effects, including
cancer, assumes that they are chronically exposed to these herbicides.
Backpack applicators are at greatest risk from cumulative effects.

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

The unavoidable adverse impacts which result from implementation of this
program will not be identifiable for the most part until the site-specific
projects are ildentified and EAe done on those specific projects. Some
generalized unavoidable adverse impacts can be identified at this time,
but these impacts will not necessarily occur in all vegetation control
projects as each project is different as are sites to be treated and many
of these impacts may be mitigated in some cases.

Short-term air quality impacts from prescribed burns and mechanical methods
are expected but standards are not expected to be violated under all alter-
natives. Under Alternatives 2 and 3 allowable annual timber harvest would
decline as would economic returns from timber sales. With vegetation man-
agement visual resource quality would be degraded in some cases to a slight
degree and cultural resources could be accldentally damaged by mechanical
methods. Adverse impacts to social well being would occur no matter which
alternative is implemented since with herbicide use some groups would
perceive danger from chemical use and with no herbicide use others would
be impacted by perceived inaction to control nondesirable vegetation.
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SHORT-TERM USES VERSUS LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Implementation of the proposed vegetation control program would have some
short-term effects on the productivity of treated sites. The areas to be
treated are currently used for forest production, grazing, wildlife, water-
shed purposes, and recreation. In the short-term, the loss of target and
nontarget vegetation would cause temporary loss of food, cover, and other
habitat requirements for wildlife, wild horses and llvestock.

Continued use of these areas for these purposes is contingent on future
productivity. Controlling the spread of vegetation species that are not
conducive to proper forest, grazing, wildlife, recreation, fuels or water-
shed management would ensure future productivity of these areas. Produc-
tivity of the treated areas would be enhanced and increased in the long
term.

IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Irretrievably committed resources include the loss of some types of vegeta-
tion with the implementation of all alternatives.

BENEFIT-COST ANAﬂYSIS OF RANGELAND IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

The level and effectiveness of range vegetation control on BLM land in the
BEIS area affects the amount of available forage that could be leased by the
Bureau as well as direct and indirect effects on other resources and their
values, such as recreation use, wildlife populations, and soll and water
protection. A change in the use of these resources would affect the
investment analysis. EBach of the uses of BLM land has a value; when uses
change (either increase or decrease), the mix of benefits and costs
changes, affecting the return on the investment.

A primary determinant of whether a range investment project should be
undertaken 18 1its economic profitability, the weighing of future dollar
benefits against future dollar costs. Benefit-cost ratio and internal
rate of return are two investment criterla that can be used to evaluate
range projects. For any investment decision, land menagers must look at
all costs and all benefits. Costs include project preparation time, cost
of the project itself including labor and equipment, administrative costs,
follow-up time, and monltoring time, plus any maintenance during the life
of the project. Consideration of any salvage value is also necessary.
Benefits may include, but are not limited to, increases in avallable for-
age, wildlife populations, and recreation activities and reductions in
erosion.

Land managers look carefully at what kinds of investment packages could
yield the greatest return while also meeting grazing management objectives.
Investment packages are designed for grazing allotments and can consist of
a combination of projects such as utilizing different types of control
methods (chemical, mechanical, or fire), seeding the area, developing
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springs, or building reservoirs. BLM uses a computer program ("SageRam,"
BLM Manual Handbook H-1T743-1) to show estimated costs and benefits over
the life of the proposed investment package and to show the benefit-cost
ratio and internal rate of return for the allotment.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts would be those impacts which result from the additive
effects of many small, possibly insignificant impacts from this program or
because of impacts from this program combining with effects from other
nonrelated actions in nearby locations. The most easily identifiable
cumulative impact under the Proposed Action is that vegetation production
will be managed and maintained under the guidelines decided upon by the
local land use plans. Meeting these guidelines is less likely under the
alternatives due to the manager having fewer tools to utilize. Other
possible cumulative impacts are less certain. Undesirable cumulative
effects such as water quality degradation, changes to soils, loss of
nontarget plants, and impacts to wildlife and humans are all possible but
unlikely due to the scope and design of the Proposed Action. This 1is
because areas to be treated are small in relation to the total EIS area
and treatments are not to be repetitive. The chemicals are all bio-
degradable, would break down over time, and would usually be cleared from
the natural system prior to any possible reapplication, eliminating the
possible additive effects.

While cumulative effects from chemical use are very unlikely, they would
be even less likely under Alternative 2 and nonexistent under Alterna-
tive 3. However, these differences would be likely to be so slight they
could not be measured.

Prescribed burning and mechanical and manual techniques are also unlikely
to create significant cumulative effects due to the large total area the
relatively small area of projects will be spread throughout. Preseribed
burning although affecting the largest area may have the least likely
cumulative impact due to the fire dependent ecology of much of the EIS
ares.
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CHAPTER 4

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS TO WHOM
COPIES OF THE STATEMENT ARE SENT

Comments on the draft EIS were requested from the following:

FEDERAL AGENCIES
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Department of Agriculture - U.S. Forest Service Region 5
~ Soll Conservation Service

Department of Commerce - National Marine Fisheries Service
Department of Defense - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Department of the Interior - Fish & Wildlife Service
— Bureau of Indian Affairs
~ Geological Survey
— Bureau of Mines
- Bureau of Reclamation
- Natlonal Park Service

Environmental Protection Agency
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
California

Office of Planning and Research (State Clearinghouse)
Department of Food and Agriculture

County Agriculture Commissioners

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

State Water Resources Control Board

Department of Water Resources

Department of Fish and Game

Department of Parks and Recreation

Department of Transportation

California State Historic Preservation Officer

County of Orange

Riverside County Planning Department

Native American Herltage Commisslon

Kern County Department of Planning and Development Services
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

Inyo County Planning Department

Modoc County Planning Department

Nevads

Department of Agriculture
Department of Wildlife



Interest Groups and Companies (partial 1list)

Humboldt State University

Animasl Protection Institute of America
California Native Plant Society

Sierra Club (Several Chapters)

SAFE Alternatives for our Forest Environment
Southern California Edison

Environmental Health Coalition

Environmental Protection Information Center
California Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides
Defenders of Wildlife

Western Timber Association

Louisiana-Pacific Corporation

Citizens for Mojave National Park

S8ierra Pacific Industries ‘

National Resources Defense Council
California Energy Company

Mattole Watershed Salmon Support Group
Pacific Gas & Electric

Pacific Power & Light

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Inc.
Cooperative Extension, University of California
Environmental Science Association
Environmental Defense Fund

National Forest Products Association
Audubon Society Chapters




LIST OF PREPARERS

Though individuals have primary reeponsibility for preparing uections of
an EIS, the document is an Iinterdisciplinary team effort. In addition,
internal review of the document occurs throughout preparation. Special-
ists at the BLM's Resource Area, District, State & Washington Offices
provide information and conduct review of the document. Contributions by
individual preparers may be subject to revision by other BLM specialists
and by management during the internal review.

Related Professional

Name Primary Responsibility Experience
Mark Blakeslee Team Leader Hydrologist, 11 yrs.
Bruce Dawson Vegetation, Grazing Range Conservationist
9 yrs.
Mike Ferguson Wildlife, Threatened Wildlife Biologist
& Endangered Species 11 yrs.
John Key ' Climate, Geology, Solls So0ll Scientist, 13 yrs.
and Water Resources
Dan Marlatt Forestry Forester, 25 yrs.
Sheri Olendorff Word Processing Word Processing Operator,

BEditorial Assistant, 6 yrs.

The Human Health Risk Assessment (Appendix H) and Wildlife and Aquatic
Organism Risk Assessment (Appendlix L) were adapted from reporte prepared
for BLM and the USFS through contracts with Labat--Anderson, Inc. The list
of preparers for the Human Health Risk Assessment can be found in Supple-
ment to the Western Oregon Program- Management of Competing Vegetation,
DEIS; USDI, BLM 1986.
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PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS

Comments on the Draft EIS were received from over 300 individuals, groups
or agencies. Within the Final EIS 52 letters are reproduced and comments
are specifically noted and responded to in the following pages. Letters
not reproduced elther are represented by similar letters which have been
reproduced or did not provide detailed comments requiring BLM response.
While most letters eimply stating an opinion one way or another are not
included in this final a few sample opinion letters have been included as
examples and will be referred to in the following discussion.

GENERAL OPINION SUMMARY

An overwhelming majority of letter writers opposed any use of herbicides.
Typlcal of these feelings are comment letters number 1, 9, 10, 12, 13, 16,

17, 21, and 24. These people felt that herbicide risks to human health
and the environment should preclude their use.

Many people opposed to herbicide use stressed that any vegetation control
should be accomplished by manual techniques because this would create
jobs, put convicts or youths to work, and promote the local econonmy.

There were a few letters which stated that no vegetation management was
necessary as well as a few letters opposed to prescridbed burns.

For the most part the source of the comments was very locallzed. Most
comments were from the North Coast area (Fort Bragg, Eureka, Arcata, and
King Range locale). Letters from this area were overwhelmingly opposed to
herbicide use and supported manual vegetation control.

Many strongly anti-herbicide use letters were also recelved from
Shingletown. Most of the Shingletown letters were form letters or
petitions which had been printed in a loecal paper. Another area of strong
herbicide opposition was the northern Sierra foothills (Sonora, Grass
Valley, and Nevada City).

Generally the other letters were received from widely scattered locations
throughout the state, and were more mixed in the general standing on
herbicides than the letters from the three locations identified above.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Rach letter reproduced in the final has been asslgned an index number and
individual comments within the letter were also numbered. Responses
follow the complete comment letter and are individually numbered using the
letter number and comment number. Any appendix material enclosed with a

comment 1s not included herein but may be obtained from the California
State Office.
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COMMENT LETTERS

Letter No. Indlvidual, Agency, or Organization and City

1. Martin Smukler, M.D. - Arcata

2. Sierra Club Redwood Chapter - Fort Bragg

3. Animal Protection Institute of America - Sacramento

4. Larry Ballew - Ahwahnee

5. Chris Conrad - Standard

6. Jackson Valley Watershed Coalition, Eric Swanson - Branscomb

T. Susan Smith -- San Francisco

8. Bureau of Reclamation - Boulder City, NV

9. Citizens for Mojave National Park - Barstow

10. Irene Koch-Marcus - Redding

11. Inyo- Mono County

12. Judy Lee Ramsey - Redway

13. Derham Giuliani - Big Pine

14, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

15. Kern County

16. Kurt Newman - Arcata

17. Mary Ann Czermak - Palo Cedro

18. CA Assoclation of 4 WD Clubs - Sacramento

19. Southern California Edison - Long Beach

20. State of California

21. Deborah Mokma - McKinleyville

22. Scott Rappaport - Arcata

23. Harold Heady - U.C. Berkeley

24. Rebecca Sherania - Redway

25. SAFE, Safe Alternatives for our Forest Environment - Hayfork

26. Central Sierra Audubon - Sonora

27. Tuolumne Chapter Sierra Club - Sonora

28. CCAP, California Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides -
Arcata

29. Donald and Phyllis Gernes - Garden Valley

30. Denise Grover - Redway

31. Toxiecs Subcommittee of the North Coast Greens - Comptche

32. Jackson Valley Watershed Coalition, Donald Cameron -
Branscomb

33. Sierra Club Redwood Chapter North Group - Arcata

34. The Rural Institute - Willits

35. EPIC, Environmental Protectlon Information Center,
Cecelia Gregori - Garberville

36. D. Scott - Mendoclno

37. Roger and Karen High - Nevada City

38. California Wilderness Coalition - Davis

39. Public Health Service, Center for Disease Control -
Atlanta, GA

40. Deanna McNallen - Ft. Dick

41. EPIC, Robert Sutherland - Redway

42. J.A. Ferrara - Covelo

43. EBC Company - Willits

4y, U.8. Geological Survey - Reston, VA

45, Pacific Gas and Electric - San Franclsco

26. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Portland, OR

AT. U.S. EPA - San Francisco
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Letter No. Individual, Agency, or Organization and City

48. Trinity County

49, National Park Service - Western Reglon

50. GASP, Group for Alternatives to Spreading Polisons -
Nevada City

51. Mattole Restoration Council - Garberville

52. State of Nevada
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Martin Smukler, M.D.
Natural Health Care & Childbirth

P.0O. Box 440 742 10th Street
(707) 822-5590 Arcata, CA 9552]

SIERRA CLUB - REDWOOD CHAPTER
PO Bon—466Santa—Rore €8540~

SIERRA CLUB - REDWOOD CHAPTER
CONSERVATION COMMITTEE
Ron Guenther

29900 Highway 20
December 26, 1967 Fort Bragg California 95437

Decenbar 30, 1987

Callfornia State Director gl‘:‘ii:':;' &:‘;mm.::::: (932)

Bureau of Land Management ‘ ;égo"a::t:::k;'vl“

2800 Cottage Way Sscramento, California 95825

Sacramento, CA BRE: California Vegetation Management Draft Envir tal Impact Statement (DEIS)

Dear Sir:
Dear Director: The following are Sierra Club - Redwood Chapter comments on the California Vegetation
We are submitting comments on the Callfornia Vegetatlon Management DEIS. We have these concerns for this document:
Management DEIS as It pertalns to Humboldt County. As health care 2-1 |1) The lack of justification for the use of toxic pesticides on public lands;
providers we are congerned about the possible, and In some cases 2) Lack of data base leading to inaccurate evaluation of pesticide hasards to human
'f"“ probable, health risks of the aerlal spraying of pesticides. We *r | and other life;
1 believe it I3 Immoral to justify the spraying with the rationale that 2-3 | 3) Lick of ducumnted need for vegetation managemsnt;

_ the financial benefits out weigh any perceived danger to the health of 2-4 | L) Lack of legally required concern for impacts to wildlife;

the public. This |s especlally true vhen there are aiternatives which 5) Fallure to adequately consider widespread and increasing public concern for the use
are not only safe but wlll provide jobs. Why not use manual release s of toxic pestieides on public lands;

on public lands and charge the lumber companies a little more money to 6) Oenerally incomplete information about the program as exemplifisd by 1),3), and §)
pay for It? Certalnly they can afford this more than the public can above;

afford Increased 111 health. 7) General inability to accurately determine impacts as exemplified by-2), and L) above.

’ A We request that theme soncerns be completely addressed, eviluated, and responded to in the
N //?{lx/é/“-/ ' Z/LHAZ’L /deéﬂ..___‘ Final EI3. ‘Thank you for your consideration of our miny concerns for BIM's California
Orleen Smukler, RN Martin Smukler, M.D. S

Vegetation Managemsnt Program. -

Ron Ouenther
Conservation Chair
For the Sierra Club - Radwood Chapter
Copies to: Mandueine-lake Oroup, Chapter Secretary
.. To explore, e 1joy and praserve the natior. s forests, waters, wildlife, a, d wilderness . .

You are a person not a disease



Reaponse to Comment Letter 2

A statement has been added to page 1-6.

A very large data base was used to develop Appendix H and L as
cited In the references.

Need is discussed on page 1-1.

Wildlife impacts are discussed in Chapter 3 and chemical effects
are further addressed in Appendix L.

These concerns are discussed on pages 2-21 through 2-23.

G NEVA SWITZERLAND
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€130 Freeport Boulevard
PO Box 72505 .
Sacramenio, CA 95822 SAGRMT -
(916) 422 1921

TWX 910 367 2378 API SAC

January 6, 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management
c/0 Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Blakeslee:

Thank you for granting the Aniwmal Protection Institute this
opportunity to comment on the Draft Vegetation Management
Environmental Impact Statement. We appreciate the amount
of work that has gone into compiling this document and
regret that our comments are mostly negative.

We're disappointed that the EIS does not include an
alternative which addresses the cause of noxious weed or
invader species takeover in given areas. If we vere able
to examine cause then the control options would include
methods not considered in the current draft EIS. Because
livestock overgrazing has long been considered the primary
cause of a declining range trend, we strenuously object to
the interpretation of sustained yield principles expressed
as the necessity of meeting "sustained yield production
levels called for by these (resource management plans)
management decisions..."(P.l1-1, p.3). The implication is
that BIM's job is to provide resources for users rather
than protect resources from users by controlling and
restricting usage through the permit system.

It has been our experience, that there is a tacit
implication that livestock are seen by BIM as a public land
resource when in actuality the resource is the forage and
livestock usage of forage is to be controlled by permit as
to numbers, season of use, and species by BIM. We object
to vegetation conversion to increase forage productivity in
principle; and believe vegetation control can be achieved
by a choice of foraging species--at least in given areas.
The failure to exercise this statutory control of

continued ....

Chateman of the Board, KENNETH € GUERRERQ. Vice Chakman, DUF FISCHER. Secratery, LUANA GRIMIEY, Directors: COLETIE C Faj
GWENDOLYN MAY ROWLAND MITGHELL. AICHARD WEMPE . Monarary Vice-President: KIM NOVAK. Nationst Advisary Board: ROBERT BROWN .4
Faiming MERRILL A BURT. DV M . Varenngiy Madicne, NED BUYUKMIMGI V M {1 Instiutional Velernary Meg-ne. DONALD € DOVLE MD &
Semnge Advsor BRUCE MAX FELDMANN. (3 VM vatennary Medicme and Pei Population MARJORIE GUERHER(D. Humane Educanor MAS KA
HARRISON. Notthwost Aagonal Actnates, SHIRLEY MCGREAL. PH D . Pumate Speciakst JOYCE S A TISCHLER. J D Animal Rughts and the Law ANN VOI
Pomtnne. and Austiatios. MRS AALPH YOUNGDALF, Pubicay and Fromotions Foreign Advisors: ANGUS O MCLAREN, Trancvaal Soutk Atca MRS A-
MUMIORD, vancouver Ganaga MICHAT LA DENIS faenhs kanva In Mamadam: VI LMA WilA Hies Anme PHNSTON HARRY DF ARINGER »
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users and the failure to include it as an alternative
management option, severely restricts the full expression
of public input on possible vegetation management practices
and policies. While this species-control possibility may
not apply to manzanita or chapparal control in steep and
rugged canyons, the draft EIS does not distinguish the
number of acres that would in fact fall into this category
or compare the feasibility of various methods of control in
different terrain situations. We believe different
terrains should be individually considered. We regret the
lack of maps in the EIS. Because there is such enormous
diversity in the state, we question whether this
programmatic EIS adequately examines the issue.

our position is to strenuously object to the preferred
alternative which will result in the highest level of soil
erosion, water contamination, nontarget species eradication
as well as presenting the highest human health risk and is,
in addition, the costliest alternative. The remaining two
alternatives presented in the EIS are equally unacceptable.
Nongame species have not been given major consideration and
the EIS overall does not reflect the ecclogical approach
required by the National Environmental Policy Act. That
should, we believe, include the interrelationships between
animal species and between animals and plants as a factor
to be considered as impacted by vegetation control methods.
This, too, requires examining the impact regionally.

The Animal Protection Institute, with 170,000 members
nationwide and a large California constituency, is more and
more involved with the management of public land habitat as
a major concern of our members. Most oppose the use of
herbicides as a management option--whether by aerial spray
or ground application. We believe "biological controls"
should be categorized in such a way that there is a
differentiation between grazing species and imported
insects or micro-organisms rather than lumping them all
into one classification. We urge that this additional
alternative be added to the study. Again, thank you for
thig opportunity to express our concerns and objections.

Sincerely,
/?7?“# K”éuﬁﬂﬁ,

Nancy whitaker
Program Assistant

Response to Comment Letter 3

Analyzing the land use plan decisions already made is beyond the
scope of this EIS as noted on page 1-1.

Individual EAs will be done on each individual proposed vegetation
control project.

See Table 1-4, erosion is not greatest under the Proposed Action
and while coatlier it may have the highest production.

Expected impacts have been addressed and site-specific interrela-
tionships will be addressed later when specific projects are
proposed., Nongame specles are given full coneideration in Chapters
2 and 3 especially as relates to threatened and endangered (TiE)
and seneltive specles
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Timberland Prescription IW&M
December 22, 17BYp:
Mr. Ed Hastey, State Director ~Hhner3ts
United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
2800 Cottage Way Action by
sacramento, Ca.95825 Sirame by
Retum o

Dear Ed,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment of the DEIS
for California vegetation Management programs. I am responding
to the document as an adjacent landowner, cattle rancher, and
Forest Consultant, who's clients include: Native Americans, BLM
cattle permittees, timber interests, and persons who provide
products and services to persons who are dependant on the manage-
of the BtM holdings. These persons provide the very basic needs
of the American people in the form of food, fiber, and employ-
ment .

The following comments are listed by page number in the parent
document .,

Page 1-6:Chemical Methods.

1 concure that no herbicide, except for the 16 mentioned, should

be used without a risk assesment, Acceptable risk assessments con-
ducted by other fFederal agencies should be considered as satisfact-
ory for inclusion in permitted 1list on BLM holdings. There are
several new herbicides, ie "Oust" Herbicide and "Escort” Herbicide,
manufactured by DuPont Company, which are being used on other
Federal lands. These should be acceptable, without the BLM con-
ducting a new completly independant document.

Table 1-2

Page 1-8: List of Herbicides by Trade Names

This table indicates what products will be used by trade names,
which insures that the formulation does not include any unaccept-
able inert ingredients. This same statement applies to the trade
names found in Table H-6, on page H-46.

Under the Herbicide Hexazinone, the folowing formulations should
be sdded: "Velpar" Herbicide, "Velpar" L Herbicide, "Velpar" ULW
Herbicide, "velpar™ RP Herbicide, and Pronone 10G.

Serving the Central Sierras to the Southern Cascades
(209) 683-TREE * P.O.BOX 10 + AHWAHNEE, CALIFORNIA 93601

Pfﬁzgéﬂ Y2 |
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Page 2

Under the Herbicide Diuron, the following formulation should be

added: "Karmex" Herbicide.
Attached are some of the labels mentioned for your consideration.

Page ]1-9: Proposed treatment by plant community. Table 1-3

You mention manual treament as the only proposed for the Juniper
Woodland type. The foresters and Range Managers at the DuPont Com-
pany have developed a method which is more efficient and cost ef-
fective. It is the use of "velpar" L, with a spotgun applicator.
Enclosed is a brochure on the method. It is used extensively through
out the United States for individual plant control in hardwoods,
brush and juniper control. This system will replace the manual
method in this type, and becauce of ease and cost will accelerate
the rate of range impovement in this plant community. It will also
create a larger industry in providing fuelwood and posts from the
treated juniper.

This method of application needs to be addressed on page 1-10
along with other methods of ground application

Page 1-11: Prescribed Burning

We concur, that prescrible burning should take place and be accel-
erated. It should be mentioned herbicides or crushing should take
place prior to burning to improve the dead fuel ratio. Resprouting
followina burning by pak species, and et al, more often cause a

a greater decline in range values than before the burn. This re-
quires more frequent burning to maintain values, which increases
erosion and decreases forage values. Control of resprouting by
the use of "velpar" L, w/spotgun, significantly Improves the ef-
ficiencey of the burn, This does not eliminate the oaks, but per-
mits maintaining the desired stocking.

This will need to be addressed in other parts of the DEIS} includ~
ing the section on Woodland type management,

Psge 2-4 thru 2-8 and Table 2-1

The description of the plant communities in the Major Land Resource
are nice broad descriptions, however, there are several other in-
clusions of other plant communities not included. This coupled with
the mention of the type of appropriate vegetation control measure
for the MLRA is overly restrictive. All needed methods of control
should be available to the land manager regardless of MLRA,

Page 2-11: Forested Areas

with the exception of the fist sentence, in the next to last para-
graph, this paragraph is in error or subject to professioanl crit-
icism. '
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Page 3

1 have evaluated many of the BLM holdings from Fresno/Bishop north
to the Oregon border over the last 30 years. The majority of the

forested areas are grossly inadaquately ‘stock with desired trees,

because of several past partial commercial harvests. Invasion of
weed species in the understory has in most cases prevented adaqguate
stocking of natural seedlings. The current stand structure promotes
more even-age mangement.

As your holdings are located on harsher, more arid sites, than oter
Federal holdings, the need for weed control in the early phases of
reforestation are greater. The third paragraph on page 2-12 more,
more closely describes the situation.

Page 3-8: Chemical treatment

The chemical Hexazinone should be listed under herbicides used for
site preparation. It is the most used by other Federal agencies in
Forestry, and cosidered the most cost-effective by private timber
holdings.

Some of the herbicides and specific trade names you mention by
specified uses, are being withdrawn from California registration
by the manufacture. It was announced at the recent conference in
Redding, Ca. that picloram is being withdrawn by Dow Chemical Co.
There may be others.

Page 3-15: Impacts on Woodlands

Under Juniper Woodland refer to my comments on page 2.

Under Hardwood Woodlands you mention "no intent to control..".
This iS a major adverse impact on the range resources located
in MLRA's: (15)Central California Cosat Range, (17) Sacramento
and San Joaquin Valleys, (18) Sierra Nevada Foothills, and (19)
southern California Coastal Plain.(Fiqure 2-1).

Control and management of hardwood species, density and size
should be recommended, and the availablility of all tools, includ-
img herbicides, should be available to the land manager. Refer

to my comments regarding page 1-11.

Page E-1: Analysis of program costs

In this comparison you have shown there is a difference in cost
per acre by different Atlernatives, This is misleading, because
the acres are different, and you have made not assigned a cost

of no-treatment, Alternative 1 would still be the best, but by a
greater margin. By not treating the 5,000+ acres per year under

4-q| Alternative 2 and 3, are you still able to meet management object-

ives over several decades?

410

Page 4
Page F-7 and F-12: Environmental Fates Chemicals
On page F-7, add the name “"Kermex" Herbicide to the trade name.

On page F-12, list the names, "velpar" Herbicide, "velpar" RP
and "Velpar" ULW to the trade names. ’

Conclusion

On behalf of my clients and myself, we wish to thank you for the
opportunity to review the DEIS. It is generally very complete
extremely readable and understandable by the lay person. ’

Although this is only one reponse, it represents the feelings of
a great number of people and cross-section of the American public.

I suggest, being your organization has not used herbicides for
several years, Yyou eénlist the free services of one of the
chemical companies that have field representatives in forestry
and range management to assist In training personel, I highly
recommend Wm. "Bill" Seaman, DuPont Company, Chico:916-894-8795,

ly yours
Larry Ballew

Forest Consultant

nal

c.c: list of clients
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Response to Comnent Letter A

True, BLM will not duplicate exlsting acceptable risk assessments,
we will reference those am we have for paraquat on page 1-6.

The lists are not meant to be all inclusive. Other herblcide brands
satisfy the conditions but not all were listed, only a sample to let
readers who may be more aware of the trade names know what could be
used. FPFrom the information we presently have Velpar, Karmex, and
Pronone 10G are OK for use. Velpar RP contains 1inerts of concern
and may not be used. Velpar L 1s already on the list and we have
no present information on Velpar ULW inerts.

The table on page 1-9 does not specifically 1ist juniper control
under herblcide uses, however in developing the table juniper
control was included under the sagebrush community as the two are
related in most areas of interest. We have also added spot gun to
the listing of hand applied herbicides on page 1-10.

The use of herbicides to control sprouting in newly planted timber
harvests iz anticlpated and covered. However, in most prescribed
burn areas for wildlife and range purposee herbicide treatmenta
after burns are not anticipated, as in most cases the young
succulent brush provides exceptional browse for wildlife.

The broad plant communities are used to allow management flexibility
and esince specific project slteas are not known at thies tlme, are
used as an attempt to ldentify where impacts can be expected.

The third paragraph on page 2-12 has been reworded and may address
your concerns. In additlon, due to the BLM multiple-use guldelines
the minimum stocking levels acceptable to BLM are often less than
desired for timber management alone. The need for reductlon of
vegetation competition with conifers 1s recognized as our main
concern.

The 1ist 1s not all inclusive. Those listed are only examples, any
herbicide regletered for a particular use may be considered for
that use.

For the wmost part these woodlands are managed for thelr willdlife
values and are therefore not proposed for treatment.

Page 1-4 identifies that Alternatives 2 and 3 would not meet present
management objectives.

It 18 not our intention to attempt to list every brand which may be
acceptable for use,

Sen,
January 8, 1988 Ch;

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management
c/0o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Director,

I would like to comment on the recently released Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the California Vegetation
Management program for the BLM,

I believe the DEIS is very complete in regards to herbicides
and the public health risk assessment. There is very little
risk to the general public to be associated with the
application of herbicides to forested lands.

I am dissappointed, however, at the lack of management that
will be applied to the 216,000 acres of capable and suitable
timberlands in the state, The DEIS states that there will only
be 900 acres of these lands treated with herbicides every year.
Given the backlog of untreated plantations and the number of
acres to be clearcut every year (700) this is an incredibly

low total.

I recommend that another look be taken at the number of acres

to be treated with herhicides on your forest land base on an annual

basis. The Bureau cannot be an effective steward of the land
it is to manage if it takes an ultra-conservative approach to
the management of its timber resource.

The main body of the DEIS shows herbicides to be saie and efficent -

tools for forest management, Let's not be afraid to apply them
to our public lands. The future wood supply of this country
demands it.

Sincerely,

L,

Chris Conrad
P.0O. Box 218
Standard, CA 95373



el-v

Response to Comment Letter S

The BLM is a multlple-use agency and has attempted to balance the
compating land uses through land use planning. The treatments
discussed within the EIS are felt to be a reasonable approach to
the many land use demande on the public lands.

o~

Californisa State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Sir:

I am submitting comments regarding the California
Vegetation Management DEIS. I am concerned about several
areas, particularly those dealing with the use of
herbicides on public lands.

I find little explanation of the need for the proposed
vegetation management program. The DEIS states “Land use
plans have been completed for the EIS through the BLM
planning process " and "To meet the sustained yield
production levels called for by these management decisions
it may, be necessary to control vegetaticon in some cases. ”
(There seems to be very little "may be™” about it.) The
Proposed Action Alternative appears to be a predictable
outcome of these management decisions coupled with existing
economic constraints. The DEIS is thus little more than a
justification of what BLM Management has mandated by their
land use decisions,

The DEIS states "The major change which effects treatments
proposed in this EIS is that lands acquired as a result of
exchanges are largely inadequately stocked and have heavy
brush and hardwoud stocking levels....Without intensive
management the allowable cut would have to be reduced by an
estimated 25 percent."” Given the policy of acgquiuring non
productive timber land in exchanges and the desire to not
reduce the cut, there seems little alternative but to
recommend the proposed action. One must conclude that the
DEIS is an expensive and elaborate justification of the use
of herbicides to accomplish a management objective which
they knew would be difficult or impossible without the use
of herbicides.

Under Social Envivonment the DEIS states, "They <people’
fear that approved herbicides may eventually be found tc be
as dangerous as other substances previcusly thought to be
harmless.” History has taught us little else. I remember
vividly from my childhood the assurances that DDT was
harmful to nothing more than insects. Asbestos was Gods
gift tc mankind. Dow Chemical assured everyone that Agent
Orange was safe. The list is almost endless. The abundance
of historical naivety coupled with uncertanties and
outright disagreement within the present scientific
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community creates substantial doubt. As medical technology
advances we learn more and more of the subtle and often
long term effects the chemicals we are exposed to can have.
We learn of intricate relationships between chemicals,
cancer, our immune systems, our moods and psycholagical
stability. Sometimes laboratory animals cannot provide the
answers. We are dealing with known and/or suspected
carcinogens (Amitrole i=s listed as a carcinogen by the
California State Drinking Water and Toxics Enforcement Act)
and mutagens. Extreme care is called for.

According to Dr. William Marcus, Chief Toxicologist at the
EPA's Office of Water,"There is a growing body of evidepce
linking many toxic chemicals with a weakening of the immune
system. If this is the case, then the notion that a given
chemical causes a specific disease may be invalid in many
instances. Toxic substances may simply predispose. us,
through the weakening of the immune system, to contracting
a wide variety of illnesses.”

Proposed Action Alternative 1 calls for aerial application
of 2.4'D to 350@ acres (that’s 5.6 square miles) each year.
Shades of Vietnam. A Veteran’'s Administration study of
Viztnam veterans who served as ground troops shows they are
experincing a 58% increase in lung cancer and a 110%
increase in non-Hodgkin's lymphoma over normal. Although it
is popular to blame 2,4,5-T for those problems, 2,4-D, the
other ingredient in Agent Orange is also suspected. Only a
year ago a well publicized study from the National Cancer
Institute found a six-fold increase in non-Hodgkin's
lymphoma among farmers exposed to 2,4-D. Need we repeat the
mistakes of the past?

The most disturbing aspect of the DEIS is the lack of
complete information on the 16 herbicides selected for use.
Table -1 showing the identified data gaps tells the story
well., Picleram has data gaps in 20 out of 23 catagories.
Oimazine shows gaps in 18 of 23 catagories. Complete
information on data gaps was not available for 8 of the 16
propossd herbicides. Four are not even listed on the chart.
Ftocetera. But in spite of all the uncertainties and data
gaps the DETS purports to show herbicide use to be safe
even under the worst case risk analysis. Tt is difficult te
believe that a valid worst case analysis can be made with
that much missing data. In those cases, we are told,a
series of conservative assumptions or factors were used
that tended Lo exaggerate the results.” Gtatements such as,
"Synergistic effects are not llkely to occur since
synergism rarely occurs with chemical mixtures” are not a
good example of a conservative assumption. Numerous such

oY
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statements may be found in the DEIS.

I read that “The overall cost of conducting the studies to
£fill the data gaps is considered exorbitant with respect to
the limited funds available to the BLM. In addition the
time required to perform and evaluate these tests is more
than 2 years and would seriously delay the implementation
of the vegetation management program.” Are we in such a
hurry that a delay of over two years is considered serious?
Perhaps if substantially fewer herbicides were proposed for
use, the cost would not be exorbitant.

Even though some of the DEIS analyses show that workers may
receive doses exceeding their systemic NOEL, this is
concluded to be acceptable because of the low probability
of the worst case scenerio occuring. In my opinion this is
an unacceptable conclusion. What will your position be 20
years from now if studies show BLM workers are dying of
higher than normal cancer rates?

Another area which 1 feel was inadegquately addressed is the
possibility of contamination of groundwater supplies. The
DEIS states "the potential exists for detectable traces to
enter the groundwater.” It shrugs this off with. "no
significant impacts are expected.” And yet we read almost
daily accounts of groundwater which has been found to be
contaminated with toxic chemicals.

In another source I read, "A recurring pattern of pneumonia
and other bronchial disorders following broad-cast burning
of herbicide treated brush has been documented in several
valley communities in Oregon.” Is your proposed delay of
“several months to one year after spraying” adequate to
prevent this? Your calculations show only that the
guantities of herbicide being carried into the air will
probably result in doses below the systemic NOEL.

While some discussion of synergistic effects of two or more
herbicides is undertaken and dismissed, there is no mention
of the possibility of synergistic effects with other
chemicals with which we are routinely in contact.

In summary, 1 find little reason to accept the conclusion
that herbicides may be applied to BLM land with negligible
risk to public, workers, wildlife, or the environment. It
is indeed true that “there is a growing sense that the
nonprofessional public has a legitimate interest in how
these resources are managed." While we may have little to
say about what happens on private land, public lands are
another matter and our input must be considered.
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i be heard.
latively we own the land and have a right to
%ugzrzneg irge you to adopt an alternative which manages
BLM land without the use of herbicides.

Sincerely yours,
Eric Swanson

Member, Jackson Valley
Watershed Coalition

ce Donald Hodel
Senator Alan Cranston
Senator Pete Wilson
Congressman Doug Bosco

6-6

6-7

Response to Comment Letter &

The EIS has examined more closely what the impacts of vegetation
control might bs. This e part of a tiering process of environ-
mental aseessment. The land use plan BISa address land use alloca-
tions and resulting lmpacts. Thle programmatic RIS more specifi-
cally addresses the impacts of implementing the vegetation control
aspects within land use plans while site-specific EAs will be done
on each project proposed for on-the-ground treatment,

That study as well as a study reviewing the findings referred to is
dlscussed on page H-A-T.

The discussion of data gaps follows the guldance related to NBPA
procedures for such a eituation, 40 CFR 1502. The BIS also shows
that there may be risks from herbicide use and does not specifically
state that herblcide use would be safe.

Only in one case is a systemle NOBL exceeded in a realistic
scenario, and that 1s without protective clothing (Table C-9, page
H-C-10). However with protective clothing the NOBL is not exceeded
(page H-C-26). It 1s also true that in a few worst—case situationsa
NOELs could be excesded and these are acknowledged on page 3-35.
It is expected that by ueing proper techniquees and by being aware

It is unlikely that ground water impacts will ocour where small
amounts of herbicides are used usually only once in a period of
many years. In addition “detectable® does not imply an impact.

A discussion on this issue has bsen added on page 3-27.

It ism acknowledged on Page H-121 that other chemicals exist in the
environment ,
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Suite 205
407 Jackson Street,
January 17, 1988

S.F. 94109

For: Ed Hastey, California 8tate Director
Bureau of {and Managemant (BLM) 932
%Mmark Blakaslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, Ca 95825

Re: DEIS California Vegetation Management by BLM,
SLIDING TOWARD EXTINCTION, (Summary report for California Senate,)

1. I regret firmding this document deficient and laecking in

ggsential information for decision makers and the public.

Natura)l arsas are put at risk - the slide toward extinction inherent
in the plan: ’

A, There is no description of the importance of the
California flora, its ecosystems and geologiec associations -
all important for science, for the protection of watersheds and
wvataer qualiity.

If it had been adequataly dascribed, it would be given
squal protection in your vegetation management program as required
undar multiple use — a BLM required Congressional mandatea.

Under the list of ‘preparers' on Page 4-3, thare ara
no fisld botanists, plant ecologists or horticulturists listaed.
Your program essentially attempis to propaerly manage plants and
youf have no such experts on your staff, A foraestear is not an
expart on plants per se, he may be an expert on houw to market
timber and how to exploit forests for maximum output.

I11. 0On Page A~3 note the issue not addressed,
"Should evaluate or eliminaTe the management actions
legding to the naed for vegetation control,"

Now that is whare the DEIS should have been centered, -
That is the wost lacking information of all,

There may be no need to distroy some 35,800 acres of
vegatation by maerial herbicide and buming regimes - If a better
forestry/grazing management program were salectad. It is clear cutting
and overgrazing that leads to weedy species invasion.

Although some burning AT THE RIGHT TIME OF YEAR may ba
desirable in some arsas, the recent forest fires in California
REQUIRE a new forestry system. It is your selectad forestry
practise ~ plantation, even age forestry - which proved the
worst practise., Thaese areass burned hottar, destroysd more, ruined

soils faster and damaged watersheds to a greater degree than other
forested areas,

I1I, Siliding Toward Extinction in California.
it on the publiec lands they manags?

Enclosed is the Executive Summary of this report preparad
at the rsquest of the California Senats by Jones & Stokes.
Tha summary and full report are available from Tha Naturs Consarvancy,
It received wide and continuing publicity. Pleass obtain this report,
Please respond to it in this plan and your land managamsnt activitiaes.

How W1l BLM halt

cantinued ...,

7-5

-2 -

A, Under multiple use and lang-managemaent/stawardship neads,
BLM must have axparienced, adequately trained personnel.
In your field offices BLWM has sometimes had no field botaniats
or plant ecologists who are trained to recognize rare plants and
unysual ecosystems,

You have 18 million acras «~ how many on your staff can
do field work required for rare and endangered plant species
and in identifying new or rare ecosystems?

I1f land management decisions are preceded by a cgll
to the Sacramento Data Base to fulfill your rare plant protection
program then you demive yourselves and fail the publie.

Your vegetation menagement should not say you hava
a species protection program when you lack the resources/puerscnnal
to do this.

B. Native species are often the target of vegetation
mangement when they might be vital whare clear cutting is practised.
Ceanothus, lupine and mountain misery are ecologically important
if not essential for suceession or maintenace of the forast.

It is a slower process than the forestry gquick fix of intensive
themical/mechanical type planting of monoculture speciss like
pine or fir,

E. Your polficies of vagatation managesment are terribly
dostructive of diversity in our public lands when they are
carried out for clear cutting and ovaergrazing.

In conclusion I would like to urge a radical change from
8LMts alternative, I would urge maximum clearcuts of 5 to 15 acres
with minimum use of hesavy equipment. All grazing should be aeliminated
from public lands where beef and milk are in over production
requiring fedaral subsidies, It makes no sense to destroy natural
areas when we don't need the production, BLM can recommend that
to Congress; BLM can halt all of its own subsidies for grazing.
It ranchers paid their fair share of the costs, they wouldn't graze
public lands,

I1f salective logging waere used in the main, little herbcids
use would he needed - that could be menually applied. Tamarisk
removal is very desirable — it is a known weed damaging ecosystems,

In order to make good use of our public lands for the long
term and for future generations (which is the purpose of the EIS -
National Enviponmental Policy Act =), natural diversity protection
MUST be thes first and highest priority.

I urge you to prapare a document worthy of federal goals,

Smith -~

T

Susan N,
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Response to Comment Letter 7

California flora has been given extensive consideration, ae
referwnced vy BLM's sensitive species policy, page 1-5, and the
extenwlive list of plantes of concern in Appendix J.

The position titles used by BLM do not necessarily reflect the
indlvidual‘'s expertise. A Range Conservationist often has botanieal
and plant ecology background and duties. In addition the preparers
listed are backed by other BLM employees such as our State Office
Botanist. Other experts were also consulted and provided input at
various stages.

See response 3.1,

We are aware of this publication, however nothing of direct use for
this effort ie contained in the report.

Diversity is addressed on page 3-12.

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION K -
LOWER COLORADO REGIONAL OFFICE
P.0. BOX 427
INREPLY BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005
REFER TO:
LC-153A JAN 15 1088
Memorandum
To: California State Director, Bureau of Land Management,

2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 95825
Attention: Mr. Mark Blakeslee

From; hc,x\'-@kegional Director

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for California
Vegetation Management (DES 87/36) (memorandum from the
Commissioner dated December 16, 1987)

We have reviewed the subject document and find no impacts on Bureau of

Reclamation activities. The document appears well written and appropriate

D W

for the purpose intended.

ect Commissloner, Washington, D.C.
Attention: 150
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P. 0. BOX 106 BARSTOW, CA. 92311

California State Director

Bureau of Land Mangement (932)
c/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr Blakeslee,; 1/19/88

Thank you for sending us a copy of your draft December 1987 California
Vegetation Management EIS.

It is shocking to see that BLM has sunk to a new low in this draft £15,
In the CDCA (California Desert Conservation Area) there is no vegetation
management that needs to be done except tamarisk removal, and that
deesn’t require an E15.

In the 15 years | have worked with BLM in the CDCA (except for tamarisk
rernoval), | have seen no BLM expertise on vegetation. First of ail, there
should be no grazing allowed on public lands This welfare grazing on
public lands must be eliminated as soon as possible. Cattle and sheep
muck up the vegetation and taxpayers will soon end the welfare subsidies.
There is absolutely no need for vegetation management on BLM lands for
livestock grazing as this must be eliminated as soon as possible

it appears from this EIS that the chemical companies are trying to rape
BLM just as they have done on US Forest Service tands, We are absolutely
opposed to the use of herbicides and pesticides in the CDCA and | can see
no reason for their use on any other California public lands. The risk of
cancer ( page 3-36) is enough to prohibit their use.

Many people look to BLM as a welfare agency and this is wrong. Grazers
and chemical companies should have nothing to do with BLM 1ands

This EIS is useless and should be redone or junked. There was nothing
specific on any area in California and that alone makes it worthless

We are utterly opposed to any vegetation management in
EMNSA (East Mojave National Scenic Area), and can see no reason
for any vegetation management at all (except tamarisk removal by hand) in
the CDCA.

BecauseBLM is such an irresponsible agency we can see no need for
vegetation management anywhere until BLM gets its priorities straight and
starts protecting natural and cultura! resources and eliminates welfare

grazing on public land.
?cerelé.
Peter Burk, President

Jam. a

|, 148%

W,CA,

10
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Coanties of Tnyo-Hono

DONALD R. MUSE
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER
DIRECTOR OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES

27 W, BOUTH BT, + BIENOF, CA KII4 + TELEPHONE I3l

. -WMM fo M\MCI;V\__L , (“T January 21, 1988

. . ) . TO: California State Director
Lﬂ.ﬁ% MVLAMAW}O W G.W‘ Bureau of Land Management M/
. I
4 ' &}UL.UﬂLQRH FROM: George L. Milovich, Deputy Director
Z ! Inyo/Mono Counties, Department of Agriculture

SUBJECT: Draft E.I.S. for California Vegetation Management Plan

Our office has reviewed the Bureau of Land Management's
proposed Vegetation Management Plan for California, and
found that Alternative 1, The Proposed Action, best suits
the needs of agriculture in Inyo and Mono Counties.

The proposed action parallels State Food and Agriculture
requirements that alternate vegetation control always be
investigated prior to any use of pesticides. However, it
allows for pesticide use when the need arises.

This is essential in stopping a noxious weed infestation be-
fore it becomes a serious threat to agriculture.

GLM/rlc

W.CA" qw')ozi
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P0.Box 22k
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Jan. 21,998
CaliF- Sigke Director BLN
Clo Mark Blakeskee
2800 Corloge
Jear Mr. Blakeskee,
Zam writing +o Sayt am
ed Yoany rerevd oF spr'ay\ry
herbicides of Tublic lands.

T live clese. Ao BLM Yard and

Yee\ oproving 13 unhealhy  For Vhe
\ard E\r\t ,?M waker . !
These sproys K\l plants, '-Hml
are poen , These sproys don't
0 aWax end o in our
envitrn ment.

o

T Feel we must stop
'.?olsexﬂnj ourselues and owr
'Pkun€¥. )

We must raslize. the
for reaphir:g Cconsegquenc €% aF

our achons,

St nccre\7 )

%/M"?’

13-1

13-2

13- |

13-4

13

Derham Gluliani
170 Flower Alley
Big Pine, CA 93513
18 Januasry 1988
Buresu of 1and Management
Dear Sirst
I have reviewed the DEIS feor the Califcrnia Vegetation
Managerent program, My concerne pertain to the impscts
on wildlife.
I found that the W11dlife Rirk Aereeement (Appendix L)
wae totslly inadequate to tell me what the effects of the
herbieides might be.

Page L-1 etates "The tovicity of herblcides to wi1d1life

varies among 1ndlviduale of the eame egvecles (intraevecific),

between different svecter (interevecific), and, often mcet
tarkedly, between different clasece c¢f animale” ., My own
work with animslz hae olaced me in full asgreement with
tnat etatement, But the next fortv-plue pagee replaced thie
fact with fantaey, the woret belng extrapclation from
partridge to R& snake, rabbit to fox, rat to deer, quail

te ecreech owl, chicken to toad, etc, ete, (among the mcet
ridiculoue thinge I have ever read),.

¥any other unresolved quertions aroge, such ast Why waen't
the LDSO figure of 2000 for the Gray-talled vole for
elmazine (Pg 1-36) ured for the representative “"mouge"
inetead of the 5000 figure for the laborastory mouse? I
could nct find anvwhere in the dogument any of the refer-
encee mentioned on pagee L-21 and L-22, In the &qQuatic
Riek Analveie: NC DATA wae 1ifted for insects and amphitiane
in over 65% of the herticides 1isted for a truck epill
into a pend; NC DATA for amphibiane in 80% of the herb-
ic1dee to te veed 1n aerial spraying; etc,

To my mind, Aprendix 1L dcee not at all demonestrate the
valildity of the concluelcne given, euch ae: "Ko direct
toxic effecte are expected from the uee of any of the
herbicides prepocsed for ure" (Page 3-16), "Ae ehown in
Appendix L there are no 1ikely toxiec effecter to wildlife
from herbicide use” (Page 3-20), "No elgnificant toxic
effects on wildlife from chemicals" (Page 111 and 1-13),

Accordingly, No Ure cf Herbicides i8 the on)ly Alternative
I can accept.

Sincerely.,

Octham illoni
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Response to Comment Letter 13
13-1 Yes, it is difficult, however, if some basis for extrapolation
exists when data 1s lacking, conservative assumptions are made.

13-2 A laboratory mouse 1is a mouse while a vole does not have the same
blology as a mouse, see your comment regarding extrapolation.

13-3 The missing references have been included in the 1list of edits
following these comments.

13-4 Statements on pages iii, 1-13, and 3-20 have been reworded, and are
now found on iv, 1-13 and 3-22.

Department of Water and Power Q”‘”

"y

} the City of Los Angeles

PAUL H. LANE, General Manager and Chief Engineer

NORMAN E, NICHOLS, Asststant General Monager - Power
DUANE L. GEORGESON nt General Manager . Water
DANIEL. W, WATERS, Asvistant General Manager - Fxirrnal Affairs
NORMAN } POWERS. Chief Finaneial Officer

=Eﬁf

TOM BRADLEY Commission

Mayor RICK J, CARUSQ, Fresdent
JACK W. LEENEY. Vice Prevident
ANGEL M. ECHEVARRIA
CAROL WHEELER
WALTFR A ZELMAN
JUDITH K. DAVISON. Secreary

February 1, 1988

Mr. £d Hastey

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, California 95825

Attention Mr, Mark Blakeslee
Dear Mr, Hastey:

California Vegetation Management
Envir tal Tmpact Statement

The Department's Range and Wildlife staff has reviewed the Draft
Environmental lmpact Statement for the California Vegetation Management program.

Our staff finds that "Alternative 1: The Proposed Action” is clearly
defined and appears to be adequate for controlling and managing vegetation. We
would like to be notified of any vegetation management activities that will be
occurring on land adjacent to Department property in Inyo and Mono Counties.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

n[;(/(mv—/‘ -/j_//z///

DUANE D[, BUCHHOLZ
Northern District Engineer
Los Angeles Aqueduct Division

cc: J. Morrison

11 Noeth Hope Steeet, 1im Angelow. Californin [ ) Mailing address : oz 111, 100 Angeles 20081
Terlephone : (2170 481 42, | Coable address: BEWAPDILA
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DIRECTOR

STEVEN G. LADD
Assistant Director
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DEPARTMENT OF
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Mailing: 1415 Truxtun Avenue
Bakersfield, CA 93301
Location: 1356 Norris Road
Bakersfield, CA 93308

(805) 861-2615

February 1, 1988 FILE: Agency
RIM

California State Director
Bureau of Land Mensgement (932)
¢/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Re: EIS - California Vegetation Management

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above noted project. It adequately
reflects the concerns of thiz Department. We have no further comments at this

time.

Very truly yours,

RANDALL L. ABBOTT, Director
Planning ard Development Services

Junior Planner

FC:cms

1l

Feb. 1, 1988
State Director BLM
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento CA, 95825

Dear State Director,

| would like to comment on the BLM's plan to spray herbicides on
forestland in the King Range and in the Arcata Resource Area.

Many of the propesed chemicals are mutogenic and/or carcinogenic.
Other proposed chemicals have not been fully tested for health and safety
risks. This shows a criminal negligence on the part of the BLM. These
chemicals are going to leach into drinking water supplies and will pass into
the fish and wildlife and people of the Northcoast. These harmful side
effects need to be figured into your decisions, rather than basing them onty
on economics.

Instead of only considering the use of deadly sprays, the BLM should
pursue manual site preperation and conifer release. Not only is this method
more ecologically sound, but it is better forestry. People on the ground are
able to make better decisions for the forest than broad spectrum, non-
specific herbicides sprayed from the air. Microclimate based, site-by-site
decisions create a healther forest, and provide jobs as well.

Please consider a manual release alternative, and do not spray our

Northcoast forestlands.

Sincerely,

Kurt Newman
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MaryAnn Czermak
Certified Graphologist
6814 Belmont Drive
Palo Cedro, Ca., 96073,
February 5, 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c¢/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, Ca., 95825

Gentlemen,

Thank you very much for sending the Environmental Impact Statement
Draft. After studying it carefully 1 have to say that it is wordy and
inconelusive and, as our ecologically shaky present proves, most of the so-
called tests that have been performed are worthless.

1 find it questionable if the clearing of all that land is really necessary
If some of it were left in its natural state it would undoubtedly be better for
the soil and more pleasing for the eye. It is shortsighted to cite effects on
only a small segment of the population. Concern has to be for EVERYBODY.

A simple decigion to ban the use of all pesticides would have made tests
as well as the printing of this heavy volume unnecessary and, therefore,
saved the Government and the taxpayer much money, Prisoners, parolees and
welfare recipients could make up the workforce and it would give the latter
an excellentopportunity to do something for their country after years of only

taking. Perhaps it would even instill in them a sense of pride and
accomplishment.

I can do no better than to urge you strongly again to forego the use of

ANY pesticides and clear some of the land either mechanically or manually.
May [ also suggest that a good grade of trees is used for replanting instead

of something that only grows fast. )
o
Thank you for the opportunity to express an opinion. s.'
~
&
Sincerely ) ,'
| /lﬂmdu (Q/(/ e x
cr: Senators Cranston, Wilson w ' 4l i“" =
B 4

Assemblyman Statham F
Congressman Herger

W hd-a1 i ey

1MoK axy

L 4

TInrzp30. V001

(916) 446-4582
February 4, 1988
Bureau of Land Management
Mr. Ed Hastey, State Director
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825
1987

SUBJECT; Caligrnin Vegetation Management Plan, DEIS, Dec.
Dear Mr. Hagtle

Thig organization has reviewed the subject plan and concurs
with the proposed alternative for controlling vegetation. We are
not concerned with the use of herbicides on public lands as long

as thev are applied as prescribed under the proposed alternative,

Singerely,

Ed Dunkley,
Field Representative

ED: jd

Is

x
2

1730 “I” Street, Suite 240
Sacramento, CA 85814
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Southern Callifornia Edison Company

P O BOX 410
100 LONG BEACH BOULEVARD

LONG BEACH. CALIFORNIA S0801

. TELERHON
1213 491 29

California State Director February 1. 1988
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

sacramento, CA 95825
Gentlemen:
SURJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the

california vegetation Management Program.

The Southern California Edison Company has reviewed the subject
document and offer the specific comments as follows:

o Indirect Impacts to Edison - We anticipate no direct impact to
Edigon as a result of any of the proposed alternatives.
Indirect impacts to Edison may result, however, if all aspects
of the proposed action are not carefully considered and fully
evaluated prior to implementation. For exagple. veqetat@op
management applied in an area providing habitat for sensitive
plant or animal species could adversely efféct these species,
degrading their already tenuous status. This could adversely
effect Edison's current and proposed operations in areas where
habitat for these species exist by making future 1ic?ns1nq more
difficult or altering our current management activities.

The proposed vegetation management pgactices would not have to
be a direct impact to sensitive species for adverge impact to
occur. Por example, eliminating vegetation in a particular area
may adversely effect insects upon which an endangered species is
dependent. Removing the food source for this endangered species
would adversely effect it's population if alternative_prey
sources were not available. This actually happened with the
flat-tailed horned lizard (Bhrynosoma mcalli), where
ingecticides were aerially sprayed over a large area of_thg East
Mesa (Imperial County). This application resulted in killing
most of the ants in the region. Since the flat-talled horned
lizard feeds almost exclusively on ants, its primary food source
was lost, resulting in a drastic population decline for this
species. As a result, this gpecies has become scarce. Due to
its secareity, it is considered sensitive and has become a major
constraint to project licensing and operations.

19
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Mark Blakeglee ~-2- February 1, 1988

In addition to this concern, Edison is sometimes placed in the
position of managing vegetation or selected target species
(including endangered species) as a part of a mitigation program
associated with a llcensed project or activity. The BLM's
proposed vegetation management practices may impinge on this
activity.

This document does not provide specific enough information to
determine which management technique (e.g., aerial application
of herbicide, prescribed burning, etc.) the BLM intends to use
where, We recommend that the BLM provide prior notice to any
planned management, indicating the area to be treated, the
treatment process, result of pretreatment surveys, etc., so that
Edison may have the opportunity to comment. Our review of the
proposed activity may help prevent adverse impacts to sengitive
species that ultimately affect Ediscon and would prevent adverse
impact to some of Edison's mitigation wmanagement programs.

-] nsitive Species - The BLM's list of sensitive species is not
complete. For plants, at least two species known to occur on
BLM lands in the Bakersflield District are not included on the
1ist (Table 2-2 and Appendix J). These species are cotton
buckwheat (Eriogonum gossypinum) and Bakersfields Cactus
(Opuntia basilaris ssp. treleasej). We feel that there are
other species that could be included on this list.

For sensitive animal species, there are numerous species not
included on the list (Table 2-4). These species include: giant
kangroo rat (Dipodomys ingens), federal listed endangered;
Tipton kangroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides ssp. nitratoides).
proposed federal endangered; desert tortoise (Gopherus
3qassizi). (BLM Sensitive and proposed federal and state listing
as endangered and threatened, respectively): golden eagle
(Aquila chrsyaetos), BLM Sensitive; etc. The listing of animal
species is incomplete and should be re-evaluated.

In addition to the above, the same criteria for defining
gensitive plant species are not used in defining a sensitive
animal species. When Edison applies for project licensing on
Public Lands, we are required to consider U.S, Fish and Wildlife
Service candidate species and/or species considered sensitive by
other organizations. Shouldn't the BLM also apply the same
standarde to their proposed activities?

o List _of Noxious_Weeds - The list of noxious weeds on Public
Lands subject to proposed management activities is
questionable. For example, why is the Russian thistle (Salsola
iberica) not listed? This species is a maj)or problem for the
Coachella Valley fringe-toe lizard (Uma inornata). causing
stabilization of aeolian sand deposits upon which the lizard is
dependent. Tamarisk (Tamarix ssp.) should also be on the list.
Thi-~ . narniss has invaded stream CoNreoc snd aAthor watar snnrres
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Mark Blakeslee -3- February 1, 1988

19-1
in the desgrt, causing the displacement of native vegetation
that endemic wildlife species depend on. 19-2.

In addition to those species not on the list, there are somre

where information concerning the species is inaccurate. For

example, according to Munz (the accepted atuthority on

California vegetation), white horsenettle (Solanum

elaeagnifolium) is found as a widely introduced weed throughout 19-3
southern California and the Central Valley., and is not just

limited to the desert of southern California. The content and

accuraecy of this list could be re-evaluated. 19-4

o Pretreatment Surveys - The BLM indicates that it proposes to
perform pretreatment surveys for cultural resources and
sensitive species. Considering their limited personnel and 19-5
funding, we find it difficult to believe that the BLM can
adequately survey these areas (up to 35,000 acres) in a manner
capable of preventing impact to sensitive resources. Our
concetn provides additional justification for the BLM to

publicly notice proposed treatments so that the public may 19-6
provide data or information on the presence of sensitive
resources. . 197

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing this draft and we
would appreciate receiving a copy of the final document.

If you have any further guestions, please call D. L. Myles at
(213) 491-2880. :

Very truly yours
D. L. Miller
Supervisor of

Project Licensing & Planning

7317PLP/hrg

Response to Comment Letter 19

This will be the function of site-specific EAs which will be done
on each project, see page 1-15.

Different agencies have differing definitions and 1lists. We are
using the BLM approach. In regard to cotton buckwheat it is now a
U.5. Pish and Wildlife Service (FW3) Category 3 plant and receives
no specisl conaideration and while Bakerefleld cactus is listed by
WS 1t is not found on BLM-managed publlic land.

Table 2-4 has been updated, however, the golden eagle 1s not a BLM
sensitive species.

BLM does use different definitions for sensltive plants and animals.
BLM does consider candldate speclies whether or not they are BILM
sensitive specles.

Russian thistle is on the noxlous weed 1llst, see page B-5.

. Tamarisk is not an 1dentified noxious species, it is however

considered an undesirable plant in some situations and 1s proposed
for treatment.

The 1ist does not intend to 1ist all species of concern, lnatead it
liste plants known or suspected to occur on BLM-managed lands.

BLM has no cholce and has to conduct these surveys. Other workloads
may be deferred in order for the surveys to be done. In additlon
recent staffing waddltions have been wade to help address these
needs.



State of California

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
1400 TENTH STREET
SACRAMENTO 95814

916/323-7480

RORGE DEUKMEJIAN
oV EmNOn

DATE: February 8, 1988

Mr. Mark Blakeslee

Bureau of Land Management
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

FRCM: Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
|

SCH 86031717———Draft EIS, California Vegetation Management, Statewide

T0:

RE:

92-1

As the teSignated California Single Point of Contact, pursuant to Executive

Order 12372, the Oftice of Planning and Research transmits attached comments
as the State Process Recommendation.

This recomrendation is a consensus; no opposing comments have been received.

Injtiation of the “accommodate or explain® response agency
theretore, in etfect. n By your 18

- Sincerely,

@' 4
7. Carly

Director, Office /
Attachment
Applicant

[3
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Resources Buliding GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN :::Smmcuuwnl
14186 Ninth Stroet GOVERNOR OF California Tahos Conservancy
6814 CALIFORNIA Catitornia Waste Management
(018) 44¢-5856 cm River Board
TOD (916) 324-0804 Energy Resources W“m
and Dwm" Commil
Calitornia Consarvation Corps San Francisco Bay Conservation
Depertment of Boating and Waterways and Development Commiasion
Department of Consarvation State Constat Conservancy
Department of Fish and Game State Lands Division

Dapartment of Forestry
Dapartment of Parke and Recreation
of Water

THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

Regional Water Quality

Control Boards

Mr, Mark Blakeslee
Bureau of Land Management
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

February 8, 1988

Dear Mr, Blakeslee:

The State has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 3Statement, California
Vegetation Management, submitted through the Office of Planning and Research.

Review was coordinated with the Air Resources Board, Coastal Commission, San
Francisco Bay Commission, State Lands Commission, and the Departments of Con-
servation, Fish and Game, Food and Agriculture, Forestry and Fire Protection,
Health Services, Parks and Recreation, and Transportation,

The Departments of Fish and Game, Forestry and Fire Protection, and Parks and
Recreation have prepared the attached comments for your consideration.

Thank you for providing an opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,
U sV 6 e

f1 Gordon F, Snow, Ph.D

Assistant Secretary for Resources
cct Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attachments (3)

(SCH 86031717)

State Reclamation Board
State Water Resourcas Control
Board
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Dote
Gordon F. Snow, Ph.D.

Projects Coordinator
Resources Agency

‘Fehruary 8, 1988

Department of Fish and Game

California Vegetation Management (Bureau of Land Management)
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), SCH 86031717

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the
subject document. The proposed project could affect
approximately 35,000 acres of publicly-owned fish and wildlife
habitat per year. We offer the following comments.

The Department is highly supportive of the Bureau of Land
Management's (BIM) plans for the removal of the introduced exotic
tamarisk. However, we recommend a more intensive program than
150 acres per year. The Department also supports the prescribed
burning program in chaparral for its benefits in wildfire fuel
reduction and wildlife habitat improvement.

The plan proposes a variety of treatment methods that would
convert sagebrush scrub/juniper range to a grass range at the
rate of 11,000 acres per year, and could be detrimental to
wildlife. Unlike prescribed burns in chaparral where many
benefits occur, sage/juniper conversion to grass results in a
very limited benefit., Such projects can have very significant
detrimental effects on sage grouse, antelope, and deer. These
game species as well as many nongame species depend on the
sagebrush/juniper vegetation for food and thermal cover. A
conversion program which results in small grassland communities
within the sage scrub/juniper community type could be acceptable.
We recommend that BIM seek comments from the Department's field
bjologists when designing any sagebrush scrub/juniper
conversions.

We concur with the Department of Parks and Recreation's comments
regarding the document's inadequate treatment of State-listed

animal species and candidate/sensitive species. The DEIS should
discuse the impact of vegetation management on these species, and
should provide detailed policies for management of these species.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS.
have any questions, please contact Mr. Scott Clemons,

Environmental Services Division, (916) 322-5655,

(é{&vg‘mtadelli

)

Director

If you
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Gordon ¥. Snow, Ph.D Date Feb
B . A v
:aoistlnt Secretary for Resources R9 Ve
esources Agency Telephone: ATSS (
1416 Ninth Street, 13th Floor { ;
Sacramento, CA 93814

1988

Department of Forestry & Firy Protection

0900 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
#86031717 California Vegetation Management

The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection has the f

ollowin
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on y
Vegetation Management submitted by the Bureau of Land Management.

1. The reference section (R~1 through R-
gh R-16) could be improved b
providing a complete bibliography of all documente referred go
in thglgfxt. ??e could then obtain, for example, one of the
many s on vestock grazing for an area t
understand this "umbrella” EIS? © help then

2. The Departmeant concurs with the information on herblcide
described in the EIS. The expertise at BLM is probably :ot,
nor should be, qualified to evaluate the actual hazards of
herbjcide use. Rather, BLM should closely follow approved
labe)l instructions on herbicides when used. As with any
decision, BLM personnel must be certain to apply the best
treatment to each sjituation, based on considerations of all

avallable alternatives.
/Ja;; D. Wickizer

Environmental Coordinator
kh

St-1e of Califomia

The Resources Agency of Califomia

Memorandum

Date 1

To [}

February 1, 1988
Gordon F. Snow, Ph.D.
Project Coordinator
Resources Agency

From 1 Department of Parks and Recreation

Sublech

20-4

20-5%

20-b

20-1

204

California Vegetation Management (Bureau of Land Management)
Draft Environmental lmpact Statement
SCH# B6D31717

The Department of Parks and Recreation has reviewed the subject
document. The proposed project could affect properties within
the State Park System throughout the State.

1n general, the EIS needs a better discussion of restricted
materials/restricted use classifications, and how this would
affect use, Tebuthiuron should not be used because of problems
with high leachability and persistence. Aerial spraying efforts
should be reviewed and approved on a case by case basis. Recent
data suggest Triclopyr——rather than Ficloram--is the recommended
material for tamarisk.

Dur specific comments correspond to statements in the EIS on the
pages indicated below:

2-14 The hardwoods that are to be harvested from forest zones are
of critical importance to a variety of sensitive wildlife
apecies (e.g.: alder habitat for ruffed grouse in Humboldt
County). Hardwoods should be conserved, especially in key
wildlife areas.

2-17 The EIS should also consider State listed animal species,
Gtate candidate species, and sensitive species identified by
the California Department of Fish and Game. The vegetation
management plan should provide detailed policies for
handling these species (as it did for rare plants).

2-18 Table 2-4 is outdated (¢.g.: Least Bell’'s vireo is now
listed as Federal-endangered; Swainson’'s fhawk is State-
threatened). The EIS should mention the legal protection
afforded candidate species and critical hablitats.

3-15 Add to this sectiont
Swajinson ‘s hawk, a State-threatensd species,
managed accordingly.

Juniper woodland is habitat for
and should be
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Gordon F. Snow, Fh.D.
February 1, 1988
Page 2

3—16,1? We disagree that conversion of big sagebrush to grass
wWill produce only mixed impacts on wildlife. If winter
range 4or?ge is reduced, then deer and antelope populations
u:l! decline (winter forage is presumably more critical than
spring forage to overall population maintenance). Bij
saqeprush habitat should be conserved in sage grouse (a
sensitive species) territories. Any large scale vegetation
conversion is detrimental to populations of animals
associated with the targeted vegetation. Plot sizes should

be small in order to lessen the impacts and to conserve
popul ations of animals.

Tamarisk removal should be a higher priority, with an
increase in treated plot acreage.

Using translocated herbicides for brown and burn will cause
a species change by reducing the percentage of sprouting

ﬁpecie?. This is not merely a seral change, but is a major
community change.

Please k?ep us apprised of the progress of the project.
contact is Mr. James M. Doyle, Supervisor, Environmental Review

Section, .0. o acramento [ = n
F B 9428746, S A F4296-0001 h e
’ ) 296 » telepho

Richard G. Rayburn, Chief
Resource Frotection Division

Our

20-1

20-2

20-3

20-4

20-5

20-6
20-T

20-8

20-9

20-10

e M S PR

Response to Comment Letter 20

These impacts are jdentified on page 3-19. See response 20-9.
We have included a list of BLM grazing EISs and planning documents
in the Flnal EIS.

It is noted on page 1-T that herbicide label information will be
followsd. In addltion before any herblcide 18 used a Materilal Data
and Health Data Sheet will be obtalned from the manufacturer.

Normally under state law noncertified applicators can apply non-
restricted herbicldes, howsver BLM requires that certified
applicators be used for all herbicide applications not Just
restricted chemicals. This requirement also applies %o 1indlividuals
working under BLM contract.

Tebuthiuron is persistent but 1s only moderately mobile in soil
(page P-15). These factors will be considered on a slte-spacific
basls to determine 1if it would be used or not. All herbiclde use
not just aerlal spraying will be evaluated on a project-by-project
basis (page 1-5). We are aware that triclopyr is appropriate for
use on tamarisk.

The ruffed grouse is not a sensitive species. The adverase impact
to wildlife from removing hardwoods 1n forest management areas ls
identified on page 3-19.

See response 19-4.
Table 2-4 has been updated,

The Swainson's hawk has been added to Table 2-3 and will be glven
appropriate consideration.

The comment assumes large-scale conversion of sagebrush to grass-
iland. The majority of sagebrush burns will be designed to lncrease
the edge effwct and leave a mosalc of unburned/burned vegetatlon.
Sage grouse nesting complexes will be avolded through the site-
specific project design. It 1s aleo questionable whether winter
forage 1ls mwore critical, in many areas succulent epring forage
required by lactating does has a more significant effect on fawn
survival and herd recrultment.

Many sprouting chaparral species also reproduce very successfully
from seed, i.e., chamise and manzanita. It is unlikely that brown
and burn treatments would significantly reduce these species. Other
species such as toyon, scrub oak, and mountaln mahogany are more
1ikely to be affected. These species #tll]l have the capability to
recolonlze from adjacent areas by diaspores. Because of utilization
of mosalc trestments and often incomplete k11l from herblcldes, it
1s unlikely major commnity changes will occcur, except in certaln
areas, and this must be assedsed on & case-by-case basis.
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February 8, 1988 February 3, 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management

tor
¢/o Mark Blakeslee California State Direc
2800 Cottage Way Bureau of Land Management
Sacremento, CA 95825 (BLM)

c/o Mark Blakeslee
2800 Cottage Way

Regarding the recently proposed initiation of herbicide spraying for vege- Sacramento, CA 95625
tation management of federally owned timber lands; are you, the educated pro-
fessionala that you are, still so naive as to believe in the safety of these
potentially hazardous chemicals, some of which contain Dioxin? Or does a

simple dollar value influence you to the point of wanton disregard for human 5
life? Y P I am strongly opposed to the use of herbicides in the Bureau

of Land Management's California vegetation management program.
0f the 16 herbicldes proposed for use, your agency itself
admite that fully half are known or potential carcinogens.
Furthermore, the California Department of Food and Agriculture
hae found that 10 of the herbleides have test data that
indicates harmful effects such as gene mutations and birth
defects, .

Dear Director:

1 personally know of a couple whose spring was contaminated by the amerial
spraying of forest land above the headvaters of their water supply. The
months that followed this spraying began a nightmare for these innocent people.
All of the animals born on their farm were either stillborn or born with auch
severe birth defects that they too soon died. Sadder yet, both husband,and
wife also became 111, the wife dying within two years of an unexplained” 1ymphoma
and the husband suffering from an unexplained skin rash for the next faw yeafs
before he too died of cancer. No, this was not a double blind study into thg-?
effects nf Dioxin poisoning, but a person has to be blind not to see thg!con
tnection here,

In terms of the potential for a spray-related accident, I ask
you to look at the record of the last federal agency to

spray California forestlands—the U.S, Forest Service., During
the last four years it sprayed in California, from 1980 to 1983,
14 accldents were reported (including a helicopter dumping 250
gallons of 2,4-D and another herbicide in the Los Padree National
Forest, and a plane crash in the Modoc National Forest which .
resulted in 150 gallons of two herbicides contaminating a
stream). Problems were also reported with tank trucks leaking
herbicides on roadways, helicopters spraying into watercourses,
and worker accidents.

2721

If Dioxin is so safe, why was an entire rown in Tennessee evacuated aftefit's.
dirt roads were sprayed with a Dioxin containing 0il? And why is so mugh re-§
search still going on investigating the mutagenic properties of Agent,OMfnge
which contains Dioxin and was used widely during the war in Vietnam? And why
is the EPA so concerned with the Dioxin containing effluence being released by
the pulp mill industry?

Prudence should prevail as we await further studies of this ingidiously danger-
ous substance and there should be no more use of Dioxin containing herbicides
on public and private lands. There are alternatives to the use of herbicides,
Manual release is effective and entirely realistic as a method of vegetation
mgnagement. In addition to freeing the conifers, hardwood products can be pro-
duced and badly needed jobs provided for our communities. While there may be

a few more dollars involved, this should not be a factor in choosing between
poisoning the population at large or protecting them! Our tax dollars will be
better spent this way than on many of the other choices now made by those who
see profit before public safety.

It has become very clear that using herbicides is a risky
business, and when these herbicides are used on public lands,
as the BIM proposes, the risk to the public is even greater,
Please do not use herbicides aa part of your California
vegetation management program and protect the health and
well-being of all Californians,

Surely you and the others who make the decisions to spray these herbicides can
see how in the past many chemicals which were deemed safe for use (DDT is a
classic example) have eventually been proven to be lethal and that this is quite
possibly the case with Dioxin, Why should we, the public, be forced to be at
the mercy of these mistakes again?

Arcata, CA 95521

Please see that the danger is real and reverse this recent decigsion to use Dioxin
containing herbicides in vegetation management. How can you sleep at night
knowing that your decision may afflict innocent people with countless health
problems, tremendous suffering and early death from this poison?



Response to Comment Letter 22

22-1 An analysis of accldents is contained on pages H-103 to H-105 and
contains a sample base 1lncluding air and ground accidents and
includes volume of the spills.

1€
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Mr. Ed Haatey

California State Director Jan. 27,1988
Bureau Lend Managemant

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramanto, CA 9582%

Dear Ed?
The Draft EIS "California Vegetation Management"” recently

came to me for comment. Thare is one samall criticism that I wish
to record with you. This Draft EIS ia important as one of a

numbar of ElSs on the managemant of BLM landa. For example,
under Livestock and Wild Horases, page 2-17, mention ias made of 18
site specific grazing EISa. Refsrancea to othera are made. All

of thase EISa contain valuable information thayr spuwaio ve mues
widaly known outside BLM. 0f great halp would be a liat of the
EISs that BLM haa in California. The lisat of referencesa, R-1
through R-16 ia great. It would be even better with a liating of
all the documents referred to in the text, Thia liat would be
moat valuablae if it wara up-dated on a separate page in &ach new
EIS publiahed.

My other comments apply to your over-all treatsent of
herbicide use in the managemant of rangelands. Tha analysi=z of
the Jliterature on the riak and hazard of the 16 herbicidea ia
exhaustive and it is objective. Tha lack of or alight danger to
the environment from tham ia fairly and objactively deacribed.
Tha uas of theae herbicides on rengeland is juatified and ahould
have no more reatrictiona than the use of herbicidea on farm
land. I econgratulate you on this snalysi= and approach . to
hearbicides and sinceraely hopa that you carry through with them aa
a tool in management of range vegetation.

Your preporsrs have written and excellent Draft E15. Please
tall them so.

Sincerely,

Harold F. Heady

23
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Reaponse to Comment Letter 23

See response 20-2.
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SAFE Comments re BIM California Vegetation Management DEIS Page 2

There is no credibility gap in establishing that "Agent Orange" has a detrimental
effect upon lumans and other forms of life, anxid that the goverrment and the
manufacturers persistenty denied these claims were valid until health officials
provided irrefutable evidence to the contrary.

No question of credibility exists about the numerous cases on record where sclentific
evidence and investigative actions have established beyond a reascnable doubt, that
marty of the herbidides and pesticides the government permitted to be sold were
inadequately tested and that intentional deception to gain product approval has been
practiced by the chemical compmnies. There is no lack of credible evidence that many
of these herbicides remain on the market, untested, inadequately tested, or based upon
test data fraudulently submitted.

Valid substantial evidence exists in state records that many wells and watercourses are

contaminated by herbicides and pesticides from agricultural use, including by rumoff,
drainage and spray drift of these chemicals. There are sxisting complaints of tasting
"Bolero" in the drinking water in Sacramento, state capitol of California.

No evidence has been submitted to contradict, or prove invalid, medical findings that

agricultural workers suffer fram a higher cancer rate than non-agricultural workers and

the cause is suspected to be herbicide exposure.

Records exist that cluster groups are beginning to appear with higher than normal
leukemia and other cancer rates, and cluster birth defects are occurring in small farm
| commmities and in areas near taxic weste dumps. Preliminary investigation point
5._3 towards herbicide/taxic waste esxposure,

SAFE takes the position that the DEIS does nothing to alter the credibility gap that
exists betwsen members of the public, and the goverrment, or the chemical campanies,
tut does much to sustain a guastion of credibility of the goverrment ard the chemical
industry. We do not feel that BIM examined the evidence that supports the questioning
of government and chemical companies' credibility. If BIM had done so, it could not
justify dismissing dangers of herbicide use as insignificant.

II EXTENT OF CONTROVERSY REGARDING HERBICIDE USE

The records establish that WE, THE PEOPLE have campelled enactment, through court
proceedings, through initiative, through letters and demonstrations, through
legislation, through volunteer sacrifice of time and money, of the Clean Air Act, the
Clean Water Act, the Superfund and other envirormental acts on the federal level. In
california the people have influenced legislation and passed initiatives for clean—up
of toxics on the state level; the last being Proposition 65, the Safe Drinking Water
and Toxics Enforcement Act.

On a local level, Trinity County outlawed phenoxy based herbicides and fought court
battles to control herbicide use an a local level. Trinity County is on record as
being opposed to any aerial spraying (to forestry herbicide use). In 1985 the
County passed a Water Quality Ordinance establishing a no detectable discharge policy
for polluting substances of controllable water quality activities which may cause the
waters of the state flowing through the County of Trinity to be degraded.

l' SAFE finds it difficult to understand the BIM statement in the DEIS that they have no
idea of the extent of the intensity of the public's concern regarding herbicides.

251
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Further evidence of the lack of confidence in state and federal agricultural
departments' testing and evaluation of herbicide safety is in the upsurge in
the public's purchases of organic frults and vegetablea. The public is also supportive
of mome market chains use of private testing laboratories to test nen-organically grown
food for pesticide/herbicide residue, free from government and chemical corporation
influenoe, SAFE believes it is remscnable for one to determine from the pecple's
voting and buying actions that there is an intense concern about herbicides that is
negative towards herbjcide use.

III MAKING JUDGMENTS ON OTHER THAN SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE

EIM expresses the opinion that conclusive analyses may not be completed for years on
some chemical cffeglt):s and decisions regarding herbicide use may have to be made in view
of social and political views (PG 2-22). SAFE talkes the position that BIM does rot
know the intensity and depth of feelings against herbicide use, and has avoided .
respanding to, or explaining how numerous reported and documented cases of significiant
dmmage to the human and patural environment could have and did occur from herbicides,
which when applied were believed to have only insignificant risks. Thus BIM has not
shown in the DEIS that their investigations prior to making their judgments are )
sufficient to justify their conclusions. SAFE believes that political decisions have
no place in this arena. Ammlightedappmachmldbebyjudqimarﬂmminim
all of the evidetce under the standards of law and justice - making decisions that are
beyoryd a reasonable doubt - after reviewing all of the evidence or, at the very least,
by civil law standards - and by a preponderance of the evidence.

IV REFERENCE TO LACK OF COMPLAINTS IN AGRICULTURE

BIM, in this DEIS, appears to be attempting to bolster support for A-1 and A-2 by
making reference to the lack of complaints regarding herbicide use in agricultural
areas., We do not believe that is the opinion of the American fearm workers or thedir
most active California union, the United Farm Workers (UFW).

Farm workers are migrant workers, remembered during harvest, forgotten and ignored in
off measons, Many are illiterate, or "illegally” in this country. As working poor,
they are effectivély barred by economics from receiving medical treatment in this
country and have a tendency towards self treatment of injury or illness without
necessarily being able to determine the cause. Because of the migrant pature of their
work and the rapid turnover in workers, they are not as {dentifiable as being victims
of harbicide exposures as farm owners who reside permanently in agricultural
commmities (who already show higher incidents of cancer, birth defects than the
general public). One of the main issues of those representing migrant farm workers in
California is the effects of herbicides upon the workers, SAFE believes the absence of
complaint is more the absence of investigation.

V CHANGE OF ATTITUDES TOWARDS PROFESSIONALS (2-22)

BIM raises the issue that the public no longer wants to leave resource management to
the professional, and the public wants a larger say in how our resources are managed.
SAFE agrees with this assessment. SAFE members are no longer content to leave resource
management to "the proféssionals"”. We believe too many professionals have based their
decizions, not on what the resource can effectively produce without destroying that
resource, but on how to exploit the resource beyond its capacity in a way that conceals
onlitical mismanagement of the economy. SAFE believes the resource base surnlies the
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As more and more political pressure is placed upon government professionals to produce
more short term economic benefits from the rescurce without Jocking at the long term
economic loee this ca . the quality of our environment and the strength of our
economy diminishes, as does cur base of true wealth, cur patural rescurces. Herbicide
Use provides at best an illusory short-time economic gain and in reality produces a

long-time economy loss.

In assessing real gains versus 1llusory gains, we believe rescurce managers, economists
ard politicians must factor in other major costs directly related to the herbicide
applications to field or forest. Some of these costs are:

Chemical spill clemn-up.
Health Treatments due to herbicide eNposure .
Lifetime care for those born with birth defects due to herbicide etposure
Subsidized research and development of herbicides.
Research to learn how to dispose of these chemicals and how to extract then from
drinking water.
Testing of herbicide residuss in food and water.
Maintenance of hazardous waste dumps.
Storage of chemicals too toxic to dispose of safely within present teclnology.
Maintenance of private insurance with public monies to insure chemical companies
against loss due to government recall of their product. {indemmification)
- AND the hidden costs — costs that can seldom be recovered:
Loss of respect for goverment professionals and institutions.
A lack of faith in a government system where votes so often can be correlated
with campaign centributions.
The deterioration of our environment.
The cost of suspicion, violence and despair these actions and effects bring
upon a society.

VI CQOST-BENFFIT RATIO AND BIM INCOME FROM GRAZING

SAFE notes that in the DEIS (3-41), BIM refers to a cost-benefit ratic. We also note
that the two main areas where herbicides will be used are rangelands and timberlands,
lands most 1ikely to have the most vegetation, wildlife and water resources,
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BIM claims a net gain of 72 million dollars (1985) from BIM lands with $500,000 of that
total from grazing or AM's (Animal Unit Month). There were 125,000 AM's returning
this $500,000 which equates to a return of $3.20 per AUM. Nine million acres were
utilized which averages ocut to 72 acres per AUM with a net return of $.044 per acre per
AUM. SAFE does not believe this justifies the use of herbicides for removal of noxious
veeds and "wndesirable" plants fram rangeland in return for so little benefit.

VI

WEED CONTROL AND BIM'S MANDATE

SAFE agrees that BIM has a mandate to rid lands under their control of certain noxiocus
veeds and undesirable plants under the Weed Abatement Act.

SAFE takes the position that this is not a mandate for herbicide use. SAFE believes
BIM also has a mandate to follew NEPA, the Clean Air and Water Acts, and the expressed
will of the people contained in other envirommental acts at federal, state and local
levels,

SAFE Comments re BIM California Vegetation Mansgesent DEIS

VIII HAZARDS CONNECTED TO A-3
BIM officials state that under A-2, and particularly under A-3:

1, There are hazawds of physical contact with irritant weed that cause bligters,
inflemmation and dermatitis.

2. That sensitive individuals can react severely to the pollens, and that close
contact of hand pulling could cause major discomfort or health risk.

3. A severe hazard of hand palling is the high potential for snakebite.

SAFE's response:

1. Hunters, fishermsn, hikers, shepherds, forest workers and most resource users
aloo face these hazards which are natural risks.

Few are life threatening.

Most can be cured with ocver-the-counter drugs without the need for expens ive

medical treatmemt.

Few, if any, are reoccurring without recontact with the plant.

Most poisonous plants must be ingested to produce death.

Most of the risks cen be avoided or diminished by knowledge of plants,

wearing protective clothing amd use of soap and water.

Herbicides can not be seen on plants, in soil or water and cannot be

readily identified.

Chlor-acne dermatitis caused by herbicides does not require recontact for a

reoccurrence and ls extremely difficult and expensive to treat.

Herbiclides can be ingested without knowledge, causing effects not readily

aptmrent .

Outbreaks of rash or other noticible effects of reactions to plants

generally take place within a short period making cause and effect easier

to determine. Herbicide exposure may cause kidney or liver damage, birth

defects, etc. long after exposure.

I 6 3 mpo wp

-

2. Sensitive individuals can react severely to pollen in the air, or be stung by
insects, in their own back yard. SAFE believes persons with « high degree of
sensitivity to the outdoor environment generally avoid employment in natural
resources . Howerer,

A. Sensitive persons can learn to identify immects and sources of pollen, but
persons sensitive to herbicides and other chemicals, unless use areas are
posted, carmot.

B. While BIM is concerned about the effects of natural events effecting

26-l sensitive individuals, no mention is made about those semsitive to largely
undetectable man-made chemicals in the environment.
Recent medical theories support two theories:

(1. The human body containg within itself a threshold of resistance to germs

ard chemicals. When this threshold is breeched, the adverse effects

gain a foothold in the body.

(2. Some effects are cumulative in nature so that resistance today does not
guarantee resistance tommorrow. Pesticides are known to be cummlative
and move through the food chain as ane form of life consumes
another with man at the top of the ladder.

251

In view of this SAPE believes the riske presented to sensitive people are
greater in the chemical environment than in the natural ervironment.
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3. SAFE sppreciates BIM's concern for protecting workers from snakebite, but SAFE

takes the position that this is a known and acceptable risk. It is estimted
that 20,000 cancer cases occur per year from herbicide/pesticide cavsed
cancer. Snake bite death levels are minimal. Spake bite is less a threat to
rescurce workers doing marual work than to resource users. Workers are
genarally armed with sharp tools, by necessity of employment, and have
reasonable physical agility. They are acutely aware of the danger. Muach brush
removal ise done during the coolest portions of the day, reducing snale activity.
The most dangercus, snake in California ls the rattlesnake, which is noted for its
shyness and lack of aggressivensss unless annoyed, surprised or

IX SAFE'S EXPERIENCE WITH BIM'S PROJECTED HAZARDS AND DIFFICULITIES ENCOUNTERED IN

_MANUAL_ALTERNATIVES

In order to prevent a plamned “cut and squirt" operation from takl lace in Junc
City, Trinity County, SAFE members and others in the coammund ty volru?ltzered t: gltﬂtm
trees. BIM officlals expressed concern that volunteers could do the job within a
specified time frame and estimated it would take two weeks of hard work on difficult
steep terrain In rattlesnake infested country. Volunteers, from teens to older retired
adults, male srd female, armed with knives, hatchets, meatcleavers, bayonets and
pruning shears, signed waivers and proceeded to do the job. Few had experience, maTy
had sedentary jobs. In one and one-half days, the girding was finished and passed BLM

i::ﬁ:::an Two rattlesnakes were dispatched by hand tools (and eaten) without

X TABLES AND EXPOSURES

The DEIS states that data gaps exist because of the eworbltant cost of research which
SAFE has already pointed out iz an expense that should have been and must be included
in estimating the true cost of herbicide and pesticide use.

SAFE points ocut that herbicides and pesticides are the off
-gprings of chemical warfare,

used in past conflicts against humans to the detriment of both sides. This country now
has extensive stores of poisonous gasses in corroding containers with no place to dump
m. m:fsare mnltn.;ldirg up gmg:jstoclq:iles of herbicides and pesticides, removed

arsenal of weapons in his war against nature; recalled because their use
proved to be detrimental to both sides. We have no place to put them, nor sufficient
funds to pmy for the research to find a safe way of disposing of them.

XI TABLES AND SYNOPSIS

Although tables and individual synopses under each of BIM'

s proposed herbicides
contains statements relating to significant risks, with taxicity levels ranging from
mild to acute, BIM reduces all of them to the level of insignificant in the Summary.

SAFE does not believe conclusions in the 1
synopses are valid conclusions. Sumnary from the tables and the

T
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Use of herbicides on tigberlands and timber harvest receipts:

BIM reported a net gain of 72 million dollars from BIM lands with only $1,010,000 from
timber sales (2-20). BIM claims a 25 percent reduction of the cut without intensive
management (2-11) and claims herbicides are necessary to sustain 10% of the cut, BIM
clajms a 20% reduction (2-20) Af A-3 18 adopted, and & slight in total forest
development coets will occur under A-3. BIM claimed it could meet the armual cut needs
without herbicides but claims that it 1s imprudent for management to spend unlimited
funds to reforest some lands. SAFE points out there is a vast difference in "slight
increases" and "unlimited funds". As previously stated BIM has failed to include all
of the costs of herbicide use currently being borne in the budgets of other

ts, i.e. health, research, taxic cleen-up, etc. SAFE's position is that
federal furxls are tmtpayers funds, income received fram public lands are tmoayers
receipts.

By absorbing only a portion of the cost within BIM's budget and passing the greater
costs on to other departments, BIM officials are attempting to balance their budgets
through deception. If all true costs of herbicide use were prorated and glven back to
the department that used the herbicides, the slight incresse BIM professed it would
need for development costs without use of herbicides would, in comparison appear to be
a profit, As all goverrment hiding true cost ard shifting
them on to the other departments does not constitute a savings; it escalates the
problems In allocating funds fairly.

BIM officials admit (3-8) that herbicides would not necessarily eliminate all competing
vegetation but would temporarily reduce competitors. This is listed as a major
drawback of A-3, and treated as insignificent under A-1 and A-2.

Without going into herbicide effects on other aspects of the enwvironment on (3-9), BIM
admits spray carriers herbicide injections could
increagse fire hazards and non-target speclies adjacent to SpPray units would be harmed,
but makes no assessment of costs when these occur, or coets of preventative measures.,

A-3 requires more labor which in turn creates a larger tax base and mgpansion in the

local econamy. BIM should coneider broadening the taxable base. How much is returned,
directly and indirectly, to the goverrment when payments are made to many workers over
few payments to chemical mamufacturers and distributors? which has the most effect on

the local econamy?

Exposure Level Risk

BIM, while admitting we live in a chemical envirament, oees little risk for hman or
animal at levels cited, and little risk of synargistic effects or cumulative
effects (3-38/39) occuring. SAFE's position is that man does not live in sterile
isolation. He is confronted with chemicals in his food, water, so0il and air everywhere
on earth, As the use of toxics rise, so do exposure levels.
possiblilities based on probabllities and assunptions, however inaccurate,
apply to that specific chemical umed in that specific location at that specific time.
SAFE believes that t agencies should begin to reverse this trend in view of
present toxics contamination today and projected contamination of the future.
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The DEIS states throughout, in its discussion of herbicide use, that there are
significant risks to same species of life. SAFE takes the position that no government
agency has a right, in view of man's demonstrated ignorance of our envircorment, to take
the position that the gain of food and fiber justifies killing all life unable to
resist herbicides, and to assume that the lifes exterminated have no bearing on the
lives of surviving species. '

Atmosphere and Drift

BLM regards herbicides as an insignificant risk to air quality and dismisses spray
adrift as controllable. BIM dismisses air crashes and other spray pollution incidents
as unlikely despite the record of the USFS, 1980-1983 - 14 accidents involving sprays.

BIM states drift occurs normally only when there is a severe temperature inversion and
low wind velocity, conditions generally found in California. BIM apparently belleves
it can also control down drafts, sudden shifts of wind, wind shear and other air
turbulence by labeling the riske as insignificant.

BIM claims air mixing and lofting of the chemical materials to higher altitude can
occur (3-1) and suggests that it is entirely possible that the particles will be
sufficiently scattered and degraded to not pose a problem. Not stated is that
chlorofluorocarbons have risen to the stratosphere and are believed to be respnsible
for destruction of the earth's protective ozone layer. What goes up must also come
down is a widely accepted theory. Acid rain from smoke rising up in middle America
falls upon Canada and New England. SAFE questions whether herbicides, or elements of
herbicides, unite with cxygen and hydrogen in the air and come down elsewhere.

SAFE believes the preparers of the DEIS lack sufficient background and experience to
judge for the people of the effected areas, and the world, what risks to human, animal
and plant life are acceptable. The data upon which BIM makes this political Judgment
(from an unelected position) is faulty and the understanding of social effects is
admittedly minimal.

SAFE agrees that we live in a chemical society; indeed, man himself has become a
personal victim of chemical abuse, from narcotics like heroin and morphine to drugs
1ike barbituates and nicotine. Like the effects of herbicides upon different specles
of life, same narcotic and drug users have avoided death, cancer and related problems,
others have succumbed to death and disease. Used primarily to satisfy one's self, the
adverse costs of narcotic use has been passed on to society. Herbicide use presents
the same problem. Few benefit while soclety pays for its use. Narcotic users seek a
physical and mental euphoria that cannot long be maintained or sustained. Herbicide
users meek the euphoria of increased production of food, fiber or profits, which cannot
be maintained or sustained. We are addicting the earth as well ourselves. No
agency, goverrmental or private, no individual or group has the right to turn this
planet into a "junkie planet". SAFE urges BIM to just say no to A-1 and A-~2, and yes
to life, a safe life, by implementing A-3 as the prefered alternative, and begin
working with nature instead of trying to conquer it.

Sincerely,

& B2 //\/ t—.{ /,/:('_/\

25-1
25-2

25-3

25-9

25-10

25-11

25-12

25-13

25-14

Response to Comment Letter 25

EDB is a fungicide and not proposed for any use in this program.
Statement regarding controversy has been changed, page 2-22.
The reference to agricultural use has been deleted.

You have used the number of livestock in your caleulation rather
than AUMs. Actually there were 387,000 AUMs returning $1.30 per
AUM. The grazing fee was actually $1.35 but due to rounding down
to $500,000 the calculation results in $1.30. Using the corrected
value results in 23 acres per AUM and $.059/acre. It must also be
remembered that this 1s only a livestock forage valuation and that
other resource values exist such as wildlife forage and habitat and
water yleld.

This EIS is prepared under NEPA requirements and the other aspects
you list all enter into the declsionmaking process through the NEPA
process.

Mention is made of the lack of a chemical free environment under
Cumulative Effects on page H-121.

Pesticides are not necessary cumlative, blodegradation elimination
from organlsms and other breakdown occurs, see Appendix P dals-
cussions.

The insignificant conclusion 1a related to the expected doses to
which the public may be exposed, not the toxicity of the undiluted
chemical which does not occur except in a lab situation.

The resulting impacts have been reworded on page 3-17.

This is true becsuse under Alternative 3 the ability to control
competition would be less than under elther Alternative 1l or 2 and
becomes more of a factor, thus it is a consequence of Alternative 3.

It 1 also stated that application techniques can mitigate these
effects.

It ie noted on page 3-25 that the overall economic effect of any of
the alternatives 1s insignificant except for localized sltuations.
These situations can not be addressed at this time and will be
considered during site-specific project analysis.

BLM wmakes no claim at being able to control the weather, however,
by being aware of unsatisfactory conditions we can do our best to
avold those conditions if herbicldes are applied.

This 1s precisely the reason the public 1s involved in land use
planning done by BLM and why EISs such as this are circulated to
interested individuals and other reesponsible agencles.
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Febh.8, 1938

To: Mark Blakeslee C/O Cal, State Director, BLM

From: Central Sierra Audubon Society
P.0. Box 3047
Sonora, CA. 95370

Dear Mr. Blakeslee:

Despite the great amount of material and computations provided, tﬁe DEIS
(1) violates NEPA in some basic, vital areas (2) provides certain false and
biased information and (3) fails to adequately address public concerns.

The following comments are based on a complete and careful scrutiny of

your document.

NEPA: NEPA (40 CFR 1500.2 [e]) requires Federal agencies to identify and assess

the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions... In this DEIS, there are only
two basic choices provided (A) NO spray or (B) 2000 acres or more of spraying
annually. There is no alternative that would allow spot spraying of noxious
Likewise,

there is no low-level chemical use alternative relating to forest management.

weeds in critical areas least likely to affect other resources.

Second, 1500.1(b) states: "NEPA procedures must insure that epvironmental
information is available to public officals and citizens before decisions are
made and before actions are taken."”

Yet the DEIS proposes:

(A) use of 16 chemicals, many of which have not met the full range of
toxicology and human exposure testing or data  projections,

(B) equally significant, (3-39) "the toxic effects of many of the
possible herbicide combinations have not been studied” relating to synergistic
potential. Such problems are simply dismissed.

(C) and Further, although the proposed herbicides mostly do not contain
inert ingredients known to be of toxicological concern, EPA has almost no data
fully submitted for inert ingredients,.thus the fact that there is "no evidence
of toxicity concern" often simply means no testing has been completed,

The uncertainty of these three areas plus other omissionz violates the

requirement that information be available prior to action. Any chemical program

proposed should not include any chemicals, active or inert, that have not met

the full range of toxicological testing.

A third NEPA violation, 1502.8 requires an EIS to be written in plain

L
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language...so that decisionmakers and the public can readily understand
them. Despite careful study of the risk assessment section, it is extremely
unclear exactly how dosage intake, body weight, incidence of exposure and
duration combine to produce proposed projections. In contrast, the USFS
vegetation management supplement, 1986, used similiar formulas yet made
clear explanations of the process so it was understandable how results were
achieved.

Last,.1502.1 reauires "full and fair discussion significant environmental
impacts,”" yet a fair, open-minded review of this document reveals considerable
bias and false information. This bias makes this document unsuitable for basing

a program on..(please see the following section).

BIAS:
biased toward herbicide use, go right ahead and favor chemical uge in almost

The authors, despite noting that chemical critics believe they are
all judgemental statements or analysis.

One prime example is the constant explanation that local communities will
suffer economically if chemical use is not chosen. Such sentiment is always
stated first (iv) (1-14) and often cited as the dominant theme (see 3-22, 23,24
for some examples). On page 3-24 the authors talk about the loss of "100 jobs
in two small towns". Since the only real difference between alternatives is
the difference between spraying or not spraying, it is obvious that the authors
are claiming that the loss of those 100 jobs in two small towns would be due to
the no spray alternative.

The truth can be found in figures elsewvhere in the DEIS. On page E-1 the

difference in BLM costs between Alt.l and the "no-spray" alternative is shown
to be only $53,500.
1 than Alt, 3,

later in this comment) even accepting it shows at most a total difference of

On page 3-23, timber revenues are projected to be $202,000
more for Alt, Although this figure is in error (see economics
$250,000 in potential revenues for local economies,

Divide that $250,000 figure by $10,000 ( a poverty-level job for most
families in America) and at most, 25 full-time jobs in the entire EIS region
Amend that still further since $156,000

in aerial spray monies will be going to aircraft spray companies with little

might be created by choosing Alt. 1.

local profit, and in reality, the total local jobs affected in the entire EIS

region will likely be 20 jobs or less.
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Compage this with the authors' projection of the loss of 100 jobs in just
two small towns and their discussion of how local economies often rely on
vegetation menagement for economic support. The truth is, even on a local

scale, the difference between alternatives is economically insignificant,

Further bias is found in the authors statements in the "impacts 06 social
environment" section, 3-24 that people who like herbicides fear job loses
and being forced to go on welfare if herbicide use is limited. Although this
sounds touching "who'd want to force hard-working Americans to go on welfare?',
the same exact logic could have been stated for manual release w&rkera. If
aerial spray is used, there will be far less money spent on hand release, Of
course, the pro-spray authors never would write that these manual release

workers worry that they will be forced go on welfare if aerial spray is used.

More Bias: Discussion of manual treatment methods constantly downgrade results
(1-10,3~12,3-14) claiming failure, injury to 20% or more of conifers, and
resprouting of cut brush density "to above pretreatment levels". Such criticism
is clearly intended to make manual treatment appear ineffective compared to

'Zﬂf1 ' herbicide. In most cases the claims are mostly or completely false.
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Manual treatment methods are used locally in the forest and have been for
more than 10 years. On No lands that brushhas been cut or scalped has the
brush ever "quickly regenerated to above pretreatment levels". On no sites
has manual treatment damaged 20% or more of the trees, And on most sites,
treatment has effectively allowed crop trees to out-grow competition.

On the contrary, use of 2,4-D and glysophate has been ineffective at least
a substantial portion of the time, with target vegetation only "burned" but
not killed. Accordingly, repeated chemical treatments have been required,
increasing both project costs and potential accumulation of chemical residues

in soils and nearby waters.

Bias can constantly be found (3-9) "The overall objective of managing
competing- vegetation with use of herbicides would be to improve ecological
and natural plant composition....(this is double-think. Herbicides kill off
ecological diversity and most natural plants)...provide for favorable herbage
production, improve watershed protection (again, double-think, killing plants
increases erosion and damages watershed, not improves protection)...enhance
wildlife habitat...(a clear falsehood. Even the DEIS admits (3-17) herbicides

will have "adverse effects on wildlife" and rraulr in "eadurad habitat divareite® 3

All the above misstatements and errors are contained in a single paragraph;

the same biag and mistakes can be found throughout the document.

ECONOMICS: 3-23 claims loss of timber revenues under the "no spray" alternative
would be $202,000, Pg. 2-20 says timber receipts are $1,010,000 annually. Then
pege 2-11 says "the use of herbicides is the only method to maintain 10% of
the allowable cut",

Since 10% of $1,010,000 is approximately $100,000, not $200,000, timber
revenues lost under Alternative 3 would only be $102,000, not $202,000. Note,
timber related job impacts would thus be even less than the 20 jobs regionally

discussed above, more likely 10 or less.

BIAS AND ECONOMIC SUMMARY

We believe we have clearly shown above that bias and false information
are the basis for much of the materials in this DEIS. We point out other

problems or suggestions below.

Where Sprays to be used-
tly to the aerisl spraying of 4600 acres each year for

We object veh

range "improvement" or "conversion". Grazing on BLM land already costs taxpayers

more than it brings in when all administrative costs, predator control costs,

range improvement costs, maintanance costs, and environmental costs are added
together. Grazing impacts streamside areas, especially in arid lands, erodes
stream banks, pollutes the water with defecation and giardia, detracts from
recreational uses and impacts many species of wildlife. To spend large sums of
taxpayer money to'convert lands into rangelands only to benefit range permittees
without fully discussing the social and economic benefits is illegal and a
violation of NEPA.

if considered safe, shows contempt for the general public.

To do so with potentially contaminating chemicals, even

We also strong object to the proposed use of herbicides on recreational

To spray trails and campsites with chemicals shows a lack of sensitivity

People most likely to object to chemical

sites,
to the entire herbicide controversy.
use on Federal lands are those most likely to actually use those lands for
recreation, They are the ones most likely to sit on ground recently sprayed

or to hike trails recently sprayed.
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On the same issue, to place signs only in sprayed areas for 2 weeks seems
unwisge considering that many of the listed chemicals last up to a year in
arid soils. If chemicals are still chosen despite our comments on this
projects, signs should be displayed visibly for at least 6 months after
spraying, explaining what was sprayed and when. .

Risk Assessment---The heart of this document is the risk assessment, which
produced the prediction that 100 gallons of 2,4-D dumped in a large pond

would only harm 8 people out of one hundred million people (8 out of 100, 000,000).
To say that the risk assessment is biased is an understatement. Even worse, it
i=s misdirected.

To try to justify the use of picloram or 2,4-D by numerically extrapokting
data derived by lethal dosages of test animals is not reasonable., FExcept in
some phenomenmal accident, no one, even workers, is likely to be poisoned by
these herbicides., The concern herbicide critics bring to this DEIS is that
lab results showing 2,4-D or asulam or triclopyr to have fetotoxic or mutagnic
or carcinogenic results at high laboratory doses indicates a “potential" for
the same kind of problems in real 1ife. People vary tremendously in sensitvity
to various substances. What may be "safe" for a rat may not be safe for a

sensitive person.

All risk data discussion emphasizes how conservative the projections are,
yet reality is quite different, We have talked with numerous Forest Service and
private workers who have worked around helicopter spraying and backpack spraying.
Every single one, even those indifferent to its dangers, admitted that every
backpack spray worker often was drenched with spray running down his back or arms.
Not just 30 times in a lifetime, but all day every spray day. When copters
sprayed, there were constant drifting misses, even at no visible winds. And

mixing or spilling accidents happen opten, not "infrequently" or "seldom".

All risk assessment also is based on a clean stream, clean worker or

clean animal to start with. Reality is again quite different., Each of these is

already contaminated with substances from a wide range of other "safe" applications.

Streams in particular already may have vaarious other spray projects with the
same or different chemicals upstream or downstream within the same general period.

No matter how you sugar-coat it, to add more to an area increases the risks.

In closing, our group (which includes almost 400 local members) wishes
to point out not only our overall concern with the environment, but our
specific area of concern—-—birdlife. We note that 2,4-D and numerous other
of the proposed herbicides affect birds or their reproductive success at
varying levels of damage, Simply put,..we ask that birds, wildlife, people
and beneficial plants be apared such toxic dangers. We ask that you choose
Alt. 3 with the modification that allows spraying of noxious weeds by hand
where deemed absolutely necessary. We ask that such spray projects have
independent, third-party monitoring and testing, that every project be fully
signed and that alternative methods be chosen for all vegetation management

except noxious weeds.

We sincerely ask that you accept these comments with open minds angd

that you specifically understand our main concern that under no circumstances

shoyld aerial spraying be used on BLM land based on the material contained
in this DEIS.

Thank you for your consideration. We look
forward to your efforts to use alternative

methods to meet multiple-use goals.

j{ M%
John A, Buckley,

Conservation Chair,

Central Sierra Audubon Society
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There are three levels of chemical use tnone, low level (1,850 acres)
and high level (6,900 acresa). The high level 1s over three times
as great as the low level. In addition, aerial spraying 1z included
in the high level. Aerial spraying has some of the greatest
possible elde effects from chemical use, making the relatlve range
of impacts between Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 very large.
There also 1s a low-level chemlcal use alternative related to
Forestry as Alternative 1 proposes 900 acres of chemical use
related to forest management and Alternative 2 only proposes 550
acres or 39 percent fewsr acres.

40 CPR 1502.22 addresses how incomplete or unavallable information

must be addrossed ln an EIS. BLM has ldentified those situations

in this EIS and analyzed those uncertalnties under a rlsk aseess-
went scenarlo. Decilsionmakers will thus be provided with the
available information as well as be aware of the uncertaintles
which may be influenced by any declsions, with some attempt made at
quantifying those uncertainties.

The findings of the riesk assessment in Appendix H have been
summarized in the main body of the EIS in "plain language.” The
Appendix, as are many technical Appendices, 18 by necesslty written
in a wmore technical msnner and included for those readers who are
8o inclinad to find out how the analysis was done. The Appendix
has undergone review by qualified toxicologlestse and has been
certified as thorough and understandable.

See response 31-38,

The RIS does not state local communities will suffer economlcally
if chemicml use 18 not chosen, it does say that economic produc-
tivity may vary, and that Alternative 3 would have the lowest
productivity, however, that lower productivity 1s not ldentified as
suffering sconomically.

In some cases alrcraft aspray companies may be local mmall
businesses.

The statemsnt has been rewritten to reflect that viewpoint.

The report by Roberte, 1980, documents the statement. While both
types of treatments are not 100 percent successful, treatments with
herblcides are less costly, disturb less vegetation and wsoil
resulting in less erosion, and 4o set back competing apecies enough
to lessen competition with conlferas. Since herbicide treatment
coste less initially it 1s more probable that retreatment can be
afforded 1if the first treatment fails and ultimately more of the
acres requiring treatments will be controlled.

26-8

26-9

26-10

26-11

26-12

26-13

26-14

ited describes a land mansgement oblective not impacte
:::n"l:;.i::n‘iing actions to reach the objective. The ilmpactis are
jdentirfied following the sentence cited. Proper use of selective
herbicides can control invading specles and allow for improved
forage production on these managed sites. Selectlve control of
plants does not simply remove plant cover, other specles repopulate
controlled areas providing often times greater watershed cover.
Your reference to 3-17 ia taken out of context. The discussion on
page 3-9 relates o range managewent, fuel hazard reduction and
other nonforest management treatments, while the phrase you cite on
page 3-17 1is related to 900 acres of forest- lande. Further
examination of the wildiife impacts shows that wildlife impacts are
mixed 1n the range, etc., situation, not necessarlily all adverse as
implied.

The dollar value is correct and 1s based on the expected allowable
cut impacts identified on page 3-15 which identify a 20 percent
decrease from Alternative 1 to Alternative 3. The 10 percent
estimate on page 2-11 1s 1n error and has been deleted.

The two-week signing period 1s a minimum and would be longer 1f
required by label guidance or State laws.

Bvidently the reviewer feels more people would be affected in this
situation. The number quoted only refers to cancer risk, not acute
toxicity, general 1llness or other noncancerous lllness. The
calculated noncancer margins of safety for the asltuation are shown
in Table C-127.

The potential for these problems 1s addressed in Appendix H and the
risk numbers are an attempt to demonstrate the relative differences
of risk betwesn the different chemicals and differsnt application
methods.

The doses to workers are based on actusl field studles of workers
(page H-52 for example). In addition, the number of exposures to
workers le not only 30 occasions. On page H-68 the development of
the number of exposures is discussed using expected number years of
employment and a realistlc number of days per year based on the
workload attributed to the proposed BLM spray program. Instead of
30 exposures for a backpack sprayer Table B-24 shows a realistic
scenario of %0 exposures and woret case number of 340 exposures.

While 1t is true there may be exlsting background levels of man
wade chemicals in npatural eystems, BLM does not propose numerous
treatmente for any one area, The most likely scenario 1s only one
large-scale treatment will occur on sny one area within a ten-year
period.
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Tuolumne Group. Slerra Club
P.0.Box 4440
Soncra, Ca.

February 7.

95370
1988

Californla State Director
Bureaw of Land Mangement (932)
c/0 Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, Ca 95825

Dear Mr. Blakeslee,

The followling are our comments on the Draft Enviconmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the California Vegetation Management
program of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The intention of
the DEIS is to describe and analyze “"the environmental lmpacts of
implementing a program to control vegetation on public lands In
Callfornia and northwest Nevada." Instead, the BLM has produced
a confusing and poocly written document clearly biased in favor
of herblclde use. It lacks complete Informatlion about the
program, documented need for vegetatlon management, and a full
range of reasonble alternatives, It |s jnacegquate [n lts abllity
to accurately determline impacts and 1ts conslderation of
potentlal environmnental consequences. It Is filled with
questionable judgments and guesses and false or mlsleading
concluslons.

Accordlingly, we ask that these problems be corrected, that
this document not be allowed to stand as a basls for vegetation
management, and that a new document with a better selectlon of
alternatives be available.

We support Alternative 3: No changesno use of herblcldes. We
support vegetation management by manual, mechnlcal and prescribed
burn methods.

HEALTH CONCERNS

A major lnadequacy in the DEIS |s the BLM’s fallure to fully
consider public concerns over the use of herbicldes and their
adverse effects on water quallty and human health. Accordling to
the Medical Coordinator of the Callfornia Department of Food and
Agriculture, “"There |s great concern by both the public and
medical community regarding the potential for chemicals to induce
birth defects, cancer., and neurological damage". Despite these
widespread concerns. BLM did not consider It Important to
‘undertake a detalled soclal analysis of the EIS area that

Included a population proflle, demographic analysis, Insti-
tutional analyslig, or formal public oplnlon survey." (DEIS
p.2-20)

Data gaps in herbiclde research need to be filled before
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-- PAGE 2 --

herpicice use i3 consiqered. The fact that the EPA has approved
herblcides for use |3 no guarentee of their safety. The accuracy
of EPA"s recommendations about herbicides is suspect., since data
provided to EPA I3 submitted by the chemical companies that
produce the herpicides. [t Is doubtful that this information ls
unblased. In aaaition, all data |s based on laporatory
experiments with mice or rats. The studies determine the effects
of high doses on short lives. The public Is concerned with the
effects of low doses on long lives. In real life, we are facling
possible low-level contamination of water supplies. Using

lab results of animals may not even start to correspond to the
effects on humans,

The DEIS stateg that there is little risk that herblcides
would cause mutatlons, or cancec. On p.3-27 it names speclific
herbicides which did not show positive results for mutagenicity
or cancer. But this sectlon omlts statlng that 2,4-D, picloram,
triclopyr, and atrazine cause birth defects. It omits mentlonling
that triclopyr, 2,4-D, and atrazline are fetotoxlc. It omits any
mentlon that 2,4-D, plcloram, asulum, and glyphosate are possible
carcinogens. Finally, it omits Stating that atrazline, 2.4-D.
dicamba, fosamine, hexazlnone, simazine, and triclopyr all had at
least some positive test for mutagenicity. Research done by
sclentists who are c¢ritical of herblcldes has been omitted. The
BLM has tried to obscure the fact that herbiclides are a danger to
human health. The DEIS is written as |f the burden of proof lles
with herbicide opponents to prove that chemicals are harmful ,
rather than on BLM to provide evidence that herbicides are safe.
Before herbicides are used on publie land, It must be proved
beyond doubt, with no scientific controversy, that herbicides are
safe,

On p.2-21, the BLM admits that It ls difficult to establish
“elther the presence or the absence of cause and effect
relationships between herbicide use and environmental damage or
between exposure to herblcldes and human health problems.

A major omission concerning risks and hazards of various
treatment methods to workers and the publlc concerns the subject
of cholce. BLM workers are pald to rlsk cuts, spralns, falls and
other mishaps when they work on vegetative management projects.
They choose to accept the risks whem they take the job. However,
the public does not choose the risks of air or water
contamination by herbicide treatment of their publlc lands. The
Pubile does not choose the risk of exposure to herblcide aspllls,
volatilized spray, off-target arift, or contminated water. There
will continue to be strong vocal opposition to these risks being
imposed on the general publlic. The issue of choice Is not even
mentioned in the risk assessment.

) BLM plans to use chemicals containing inert ingredients
which have not shown evidence of being hazardous., However, many
of these inerts have not been required to undergo "a full range of

toxilogical testing. Consequently, long term effeécts on humans
are not known,
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fhe DEIS admits that there is a llmlted amount of data
available on pesticide comblnation, but makes the assumption,
anyway, that it is "unlikely" that synergistic effects could
occur. In a project supported by the EPA, the Working Group on
Synergy in Complex Mixtures. from the Harvard School! of Publlc
Health discusses our nalvete in undecstanding the effects of
synergy. "Our knowledge of the toxicology of the compound
comprising the mlxture I1s llkely to vary between poor and nil,
and our understanding of the llkely or possiblie Interactions is
rarely better than guesswork." The likelihood of herbicides,
insecticldes, fungiclides, poison bait, and other chemicals
interacting to cause health problems ls not unlikely, since many
chemicals will pers!ist in the soil.

The DEIS discussion of cumulative effects ls inadequate.
The public Is constantly exposed to a barrage of carclnogens and

toxics. Pesticide residues on food, In water, and air pollution
are epidemic. The additlional exposure to herbicides used by BLM
will increase health rlsks already imposed on vislors to BLM landg

and downstream water consumecs.

A number of Indlviduals In the population are more sensitive
to the effects of herbicides than others. These people suffer
far more smevere effects from contamination than the *average"
person. The DEIS does not address the chemically sensitive
individual.

WATER QUALITY

Of maJor concern 12 the possiblity of contaminatlion of the
streams that flow from BLM watersheds. The DEIS states that
herblcldes can enter surface water through drlft, accidental
direct appllicatlon, surface runoff, or esrosion of previously
treated solils. It does not discuss adequate buffer strilps,
contral for drift, proper dispomal of pesticide contalners and
cleaning of equlpment, contingency splll plans, monitoring and
evaluation of spray program. Nor, does [t llst in Its references
a 1977 study for the BLM by John Cameron and John Anderson,
"Results of the Stream Monioting Program". The study states that
herblcides, as a result of aerial spraying, entered the stream
3yatem either as a result of overspray or direct hits desplte
efforts to protect streams and buffer strips. It concludes that
aerjal application of herbicldes would result In a 70% chance of
herblcides entering the stream system. Water contamination would
undoubtably occur as a result of herbiclde use by BLM.

Plans for monltoring water quality are inadequate. If
herbicldes are to be used, desplite public opposition, mandatory
water sampling downstream from all treatment areas within 250
feet from any body of water should be taken, in order to ensure
compliance with the Clean Water Act. Samples should be taken
during treatment. 24 hours later, and after the first heavy
rainfall by an independent contractor,
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The DEIS contradicts ltself by establishling a 50 foot buffer
zone along rlparian areas (p. D-5), and then stating on p. 3-10
and 3-13, that herblclde application would be reduced In riparian
areas and would be hand appllied. If herbicides are to be used
despite public protest, the minimum width of buffer Zones should
be 300 feet on each side of rilvers and lakes, 200 feet on each
side of perenial tributarles, and 150 feet on each side of
intermittent streams.

PERSISTENCE IN SQILS

One of the most giaring errors contalned ln the text regards
organic matter in the solls of sites where herbicldes wilil be
applied. The high organic matter content of moilms is constantly
used as justificatlon for the likelihood of reduced persistence
In solls, reduced moblllty or leaching. and reduced chance of
contaminatlon of atreams. The assumptlion that spray sltes will
have hlgh organic matter content ls false. 1In reality, the
opposite wlll be true In the maJority of spray sites. Broadcast
burning or tractor piling and burning are often used prior to
herblclde application, These treatments remove a tremendous
amount of organic matter from the slte. Extreme heat penetrates
deep into soils beneath the plle area, consuming the vast
majority of organic matter. Hot broadcast burns consume much of
the microfiora that would break down herbicides. The low organic
content of plantation sitem would greatlyincrease rather than
decrease the persistence and leaching of herbicides. The DEIS
presents misleading Information regarding the nature of soils on
which herblcldes will be applied, which leads to false
conclusions regarding their potentlal effects on the environment.
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ECONDMICS

Throughout the DEIS. reference I3 made to the economic
consequences of vegetation management and chemical methoas.
Although the document admits that, statewide, the Impact of any
alternative is economically Insignificant, it =still claims that
herbicide benefits, "when consldered locally...become more .
significant.* "The local economy often relles to a great degree
on the expenditure of dollars for vegetatlion control." (p. 3-23)

On page 3-23, the clalm s made that timber revenues under
the “no herbiclde" altecnative would be 3202,000 |ess per year.
Even accepting this flgure, thls $202,000 would only create, at
most, 20 Jobs for the entire EIS reglon, at a poverty level of
210,100 per year. Balance these possible 20 jobs agalnst the
peace of mind of thousands of Callfornia resldents who fear
contaminaiton of water supplies and resource )ands by chemicals.
Then, also conslder the economlic effects of lost tourlism If
spraving goes forward.

A second economie factor alsoc concerns beneflts to local
economies. Under Alternative 1, a large percentage of aerlal
spray costs would go to the fllght company and a few lndividuals.
Under Alternative 3, a greater percentage of manual release means
payments go the many local Jaborers more likely to mpend that
money locally. Since major spray companlies are seldom local,
mamual release would favor the local economy more than aerial.

Typlical blas can be seen on page 3-24 in the "economic
impact on socal enviromnment." As stated before, 3202.000 is the
projected difference between alternatives. Yet, on page 3-24,
the second paragraph talks about a )Joss of 100 Jobs *in two small
towns with a combined work force of 500." These “Jobs" wlll
bring In only 8200 a plece per year based on the dlffernence in
timber revenues.

As to economlics and range, the logle of mpending more than
%140,000 a year In aerlal spray costs alone to Increase range use
Is unwise when BLM already loses money on many reange allotments
when administative and other associated costs are considered.

The DEI5‘s discusslion of economics does not include the
addltlonal costs to BLM to attempt to convince the public that
herbicides should be used. additional costs for extra law
enforcement, additional costs to battle lawsults opposing
herblclde use, and the potential savings ln welfare ana
unemployment. ‘These |ikely costs Should easjly offaet any
possibie economic benefits of chemical use. No discussion is
glven either to the potentlal for lawsuits of damages arising
from spray accldents, off-site contamination. or health effects
to workers.

SUMMARY

We supprt Alternatlive 3: No change/no use of herbiclides. for
the following reasons. Contamination of resources offsite could
be affected by herbicides. Complete and unblased information on
the chemical safety of herblcides Is lacking. The potentlal for

chronic, long term adverse health effects to both workers and the
publlec ls |ikely.

ws

Sincerely,

e

Sheryl Freeman
Conservation Committee Chair
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Response to Comment Latter 27

The lack of an opinion survey mpecific to vegetatlon control is not
a factor which 1s an lssus since BLM has done numerous land use
plans and assoclated EISs throughout the State, forest management
plans, and other planning and environmental analyses from which we
have gathered public concerns and opinlons--including those on
vegetation contrel and herblcide use. The atatement was made on
page 2-20 to make 1t clear that the information was not collected
solely for this BIS but as a result of other BLM efforts.

Data gaps are identified in the EIS as discussed in response 26-2.
In addition, data may be based on short-lived animals, however,
this can be seen as a benefit 1n that effects that may take a
generation cr more to occur can be seen in a relatively short
periocd of time am several generations of young can occur within
Just a few years.

The firet paragraph on page 3-30 Ldentifies those herbicldes for
which positive or mixed mutagenlclty has been determined. Almo
page 3-31 paragraph A4 refers to the reproductive toxicity NOELs for
all 16 herblcides contained in Table H-24. Whether or not any dose
which wmlght be received by the public is adequate enough to result
in teratogenesls or other effects 1s another matter and is dis-
cussed within the EI1S.

Cholce 1e not addressed by the risk assessment but the feelings of

the public are addressed In the social environment sections of
Chapters 2 and 3.

Fage 3-41 acknowledges that synergistic effects are possalble,
however unlikely due to the way chemicale are typleally used in
wildland situations. Appendix H on pages H-116 through 118 aleo
discusses synergy in detail.

Under the program proposed herbicldes would be used infrequently
and in unpopulated sreas making cumulative effects unlikely.

The uncertainty of the sensitive 1ndividual's response to exposurs
is addressed on H-122.

Appendix D discusses how pretrestmwnt surveys will delineate
necessary buffer strips and lists some minloum procedures which
will be followed to control aerial drift. The pretreatment survey
and pesticlde use proposal required for any project will also
identify the dlsposal, contingencles, and monitoring needs. In
regard to the Cameron and Anderscn study, there are much more
definitive and realistic drift studies now avallable and referenced
in the RIS such as Lavy et al. 1980 and 19B2.

Monitoring needs are addressed on page D-5 and are to be further
¢larified in the eite-specific project proposals.

27-10

27-11

27-12

27-13

The %0-foot buffer you refer to is for prescribed burn operations.
Herbiclde use in riparian areas referred to 1s primarily hand

wpraying, see page 1-10.

The EIS does not justify use of herbicides based on high organic
matter content of soile. It does state that a wide varlety of soll
conditions are present and this varlety will affect chemical
persistence. Bffecta of different soll characteristics are
addressed for each chemlcal in Appendix F. Thie information and
soil survey imformation, and any changes to the soil resource will
be utilized during site-specific project formulation and evaluations
required before any vegetation management.

It is true that the chemical companies are usually not local but
loca) firms may sell the herbicide and local flylng services may do
the spraying. Manual release workers will not necessarily be local
as government contracts are clrculated over a wide area.

See resxponse 31-38.
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COAP . Calitornia Coalirie o
for Alternaces 1o Pestigides
404 H Streer, Suire €2
Arcara, Califoraiy 95521
(707) 822.5497

February 10, 1988
California State '-ector
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c/o Mark Blakeslee
2800 Cottage way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Blakeslee:

Following are the comments from the California Coalition for Alternatives to Pesti-
cides (CCAP) on your agency's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
California Vegetation Management Program. CCAP is an organization of 36 member groups
from the following northern California counties: Del Norte, Humboldt, Mendocino, Marin,
Siskiyou, Trinity, Tehema, Butte, Lassen, Plumas, Yuba, Nevada, Shasta, Placer, Lake,
Tuolumne, and Calaveras. We anticipate that some of our member groups will be submit-
ting separate comments.

In general, CCAP finds the DEIS to be unclear, inadequately documented, and §n
violation of NEPA, The organization of the document breeds confusion, significant infor-
mation is either missing or difficult to locate, and there is evidence of a persistant
bias throughout in favor of the “preferred" alternative. The DEIS falls to adequately
indicate the impacts which would result from the proposed action; such action, if com-
pleted, would constitute a major threat to public health and environmental welfare,
and would be in contravention of the wishes of many directly affected persons, The
DEIS should thus be reissued In a form and with a content that remedles these flaws.

Following are specific criticisms of the document:

1) The DEIS fails to consider a full range of altermatives.
are considered in any detail,

Only three alternatives
and all three are predicated on one highly-specific gen-
eral management plan, which requires the use of so-called "intensive" forest management
techniques. No attempt has been made to consider alternatives based on less demanding
timber harvesting regimes and/or on alternative harvesting techniques that may prelude
the perceived need for the use of herbicides, The DEIS is thus In violation of 40
CFR 1502.14(a), (b), and (d).

2) The DEIS fails to adequately describe the affected environment. Of particular
concern here is the fallure of the BLM to describe, even in the most cursory fashion, -
the Interface between penple and the affected physical environment, Nowhere are we
told how many people exist near potential spray areas, either as residents, tourists,
water-users, or In some other relationship. Nowhere are the characteristics of any
affected watersheds or air besins described in manner that informs either decisionmakers
or the publle as to possible herbiclde distribution patterns and the resultant hazard
posed to the affected public. The DEIS is thus in viclation of 40 CFR 1502,15,

3) The DEIS falls to accurately describe the environmental consequences of the pro-
posed action. The DEIS's section on environmenta) consequences is so superficial that
it can only be assumed that the BLM Intended for its "Human Health Risk Assessment”,
contained In amn appendix, to provide the topic with the full coverage necessary. In
the main body of the DEIS, for example, Impacts on alr and water quality are given
less than fowr pages of coverage, total. There is no mention made of the effects of
previous spraying on these resources, although there has been a history of oversprays,
spills, violatlons of label requirements, and contamination through drift, volitilazation,

CCAP COMMENTS -2

runoff, etc.  Such information would be much more helpful than the bland generalizatior
contained in this section.

The "Risk Assessment" fails to improve on the dismal coverage of this toplc. Thij
“,q|analysls takes Incomplete, possibly Inaccuate, and selected information, applies a primi
tive methodology, and relates the results to a human and physical environment so ger
eralized as to be meaningless, Among the most glaring deficlencles in this proces
are:

4 a) the fallure to fully list all of the data gaps for long-term health studic
bad Ifor the proposed herbicides.

b) the fallure to describe and consider the effects of herbicides on sensiti.
ﬂ*'populat!ons, like children, the elderly, persons with allergies, etc.

¢) the fallure to adequately consider the cumulative effects of multiple exposur:
tv"llto herbicides and other toxins, especially the possibllity of multiple herbicide appl
cations In a particular watershed or alr basin over time.

d) the fellure to adequately account for synergistic effects,
combining of two herbicides, but in the combining of inert ingredients,
and other toxins,

not just (n
other additive

w»

QA e) the fallure to develop an adequate and accurate toxicity profile for iner
I land other additlves, which may have hazardous effects on their own .,

f) the failure to deplct nay “real-life" situation that would combine all of tt
exposure and hazard elements that might be present im actual spray operations; tl
analysis is so abstract and hypothetical that the .public and decisionmakers will
doubt flnd it impossible to relate it to actual spray operations, What is needed he:
Is the depiction of at least two or three extant areas that may face spraying, a
which can then be related to the abstract data In the analysis,

1“’

g) the failure to make true "worst-case" assumptions for the basis of the "ri
analysis". In a true worst case, herbicldes would be depicted as having maxim
toxic effect, the mechanisms of toxicity would be the most lethal, etc. Instead t!
DEIS appendix gives us compromise positions on these factors and then attempts
account for a "worst case" effect by plugging in a somewhat arbitrary "margin of saf
ty", which may Itself be a compromise determination. The document is thus dishone
in its depliction of worst case risks, and should instead admit that current dats a
methodology are too limited to allow for an accurate depiction of true "worst cas
situations and outcomes.

The DEIS is thus In violation of 40 CFR 1502.16(d), 1502.22(b), and 1502.24.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

M’?w&&_

Jerry Rohde, for CCAP
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Ses response 26-1, ln addition, the program 1s not based on one
management plan but many land use plans, grazing EISs and timber
harvest plans already done for specific areas. This EIS is thus
tiered to those many plans to address herbicide impacts in one RIS
instead of numerous RISs for each area. After thie site-specific
projects will be tiered to thie EIS with site-specific HAs for each
project.

Since specific treatment sites are not yet identified it 1
impossible to describe the publlic population characterlstics except
very generally. Dus to the site-specific variation throughout
California this ie an issue to be addressed in the site-specific
EAs.

It is possible there 1s a history of the occurrences you refer to,
however no record of these occurrences on BLM landes in California
exista. Nor 1s there any evident lasting impact to the landecape,
water or wildlife on these BLM lands, similar to the insignificant
level of impacte predicted in Chapter 3.

The methodology used is consistent with techniques used by agencies
such as PDA and EPA. The assessment was prepared by qualified
individuals and reviewed by others in the toxicologlcal profession.

Data gaps are fully addressed on pages H-8 to H-11.

Page H-69 notes that the dose to a child might be 36 parcent
greatar than the dose to an adult and H-122 notes that veneltivity
cannot be predicted.

See response 26-14.

Herblclde mixes are addressed on H-116 to H.121l. The toxlceity of a
formulation as compared to the pure herbicide 1s discussed on pages
H-82 and H-33.

The lnert 1ssue is addressed on page H-31.

Doses recelved through multiple exposure routes are discussed on
page H-75 and in Tables C-33 to C-143 margine of safety and cancer
risks are presented.

It would be unrealistic to assign a toxiciiy greater than has been
established for a herbicide, and then exposing a dose which 18 not
foreseeable in a worst case situation. The scenarios are developed
on the best data available and conservatlve assumptions not
artificial information.
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10 February 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management
c/0 Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Sir,
Thank you for the prompt response in sending me the DEIS that |

requested January 27th.

We have two pertinent interests in the proposed vegetation
management programs on B.LM. tands,

First: We have BL M. land adjacent to our 32 acre property on
both our east and west boundaries. Our current water supply comes from a
spring {from an old mine tunnel) fifty to seventy-five feet from the_
eastern line. We have a large herb garden approximately the same distance
from the property line. The herbs, harvested for drying, are not washed.
we are downhili from B.LM. land in these areas on slopes of 10% to 35%.

Second: We spend much vacation time in the desert - e'xploring
and camping, all the way from the Black Rock Desert to Death Valley, and
therefore are very familiar with conditions there.

Arter reading the impact statement and carefully considering
your proposed action, we must vote for Alternative 3 as the least
destructive to our environment.

Our specific comments are as fotlows:

Consideration *1

Use of herbicides should not be considered, Much of the
B.LM. 1and in the foothilis Is contiguous with private property. Persons
Hving in these rural areas - on property varying from tots to small and
large acreages - , obtain their drinking water from springs and wells; have
vegetable and fruit gardens; pick berries from along the roadside, raise
animals for meat; hike, jog, and horseback ride; have dogs and cats.
All of thege activitinm wiantd ke ot =inb in sprayed areas.
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Your report, (1-18) says -B..M. strives to keep 'and owners
informed about its operations, etc.

Comment: Notices in local newspapers are missed most of the time. it
was not until January 27, 1988 that | knew about the DEIS. Any neighbors |
have spoken to are completely unaware of the report. Therefore, no one in
this area has had the opportunity to comment or discuss these proposed
operations and how they could affect this community.

Plans for lumbering of f large trees on property of B.LM. in this
area (rural residential) are being implemented without informing the
community or all of the adjacent property owners, even though there has
been considerable controversy involved.

29-2

Your Alternative *3 leaves much to be desired {f activities such
as lumbering, burning, and bulldozing were to take place.

We are very vulnerable to erosion as much of the 1and is rugged
with steep slopes.

Burning, even fairly distant from populated areas, would only add
to what is already a serious problem.

Example: in October of 1986, U.S. Forestry, Lumber Companies,
and Experimental areas(ie, Blodgett) all perceived 2 "window" on the same
day. From 2 AM. the next night , and for several days, a blanket of smoke
hung over areas 20 to 30 miles away. Smoke conditions were worse than
during large wild fires, as there was no air movement. The local
(PLacerville) Air Pollution Contro! Board knew nothing of this, as these
fires were over 3000" elevation and "were out of their jurisdiction”. | cite
this as the cumulative effect of several agencies "doing their thing".

Use of herbicides, burning, soil manipulation, would all have a
deletertous effect on our wild flora and fauna.
Comment. Most, if not all, of the sensitive plants/ endangered species
studies, were done in the desert areas. No concern was apparent or
acknowledged for sensitive plants/ animals in the foothills and Sierras.

Consideration #2:

Our concerns with your plans for the desert result from our
observations during the last twenty-five years or more.

We have come across barren places where vegetation was
removed and grasses planted. In almost every case the grass is extremely
short and sparse. Naturally, if frrigation is planned, oasises of green
result, but that obviously is not your goal,

We are also concerned about piants to be eradicated. Surely,
tamarisk is not nearly as invasive as willow which you would plant in its
place (¢-1). Willow becomes impenetrable after oniy a few years.
Example: [Tule Canyon).

Young shoots of gorse and comfrey are forage for animals.
Comfrey is also a valuable builder of compost for soll improvement.

We have always felt the desert has a fragile ecosystem better
left alone.

SUMMARY

Ye realize that certain areas are affected differently then
others in the broad territories you manage, and,obviously, with the work
that was required to compile this DEIS report you must certainly aim to
manage judiciously.

Our suggestions, hopes and prayers would be that the B.LM. would
choose Alternative *3, but implement it with considered restraint: to
disrupt the desert as little as possible and minimize erosion by utilizing
hand cutting, pulting, mowing and muiching practices. Putting the
unemployed and C.C.C to wark would help more men - than hiring one pilot
to fly a helicopter.

In the rural residential areas of the foothills and Sierras, the
interspersed B.L.M. 1and should remain pleasant woodlands; open space
areas that will be appreciated as we become more urbanized. These
woodlands would be equivilant to preserving small wilderness areas for
the retired and other persons who would not be physically able to visit
and enjoy the large wilderness areas.

We feel that selection of either Alternative #1 or *2 would
create more problems than would be solved.

Sincerely,

" onall (. Y oamia
Dgnalg C. Gerne

PhyHis L. Gernes
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Appendix J addresses all TSR plant specles and identified sensi-
tive species. Many of the plante listed ocour in the foothills of
the Slerras. It is true that most of those listed may be dewert
species but that ls related to the delicate nature of the denert,
oot that more astudies have been done in the desert.

Tamariek 1s an invading nonhative apecles while willow is native
and wildlife of the desert utilize willow habltat more adequately
while tamarisk is unsuited for native wildlife habitat.

3043
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February 5, 1968
£tar Route
Redwsy, CA 95560

California Stete Lirector
Furean of Land Mznagement
¢/o Mark Elakeslee

28C0 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95&£25

Lear Director;

Iam writing you to regieter my strenuous objection to the .
enraying of herbicides for vegetation management in California,

Al ternative 1 of the Traft Fnvironmentsl Impact Statemeni con-
flicts with @irectives cdeveloped =ix years ag» in consultastion
with local (Loithwestiern Californic) recidentc and putlic intcrcct
grouvs to reject the ure of herbicides. Ten of Lne sixleen  sul-
stences sisted for ure Fave been found by the Caifornia wevart-
mert of Agriculturcto have harmful effects, like Lirth defects,
genetic mutations and cancer, The LE1S glosses over tlese
pzards, just as it downplays the risk of soray drilt, water cone
tamination and catasirophic accidenis (such as the U.S. Forest
Zervice accident in the 1980-£3% perivd, whken a helicopter jetti-
soned 50 gallors of 2,4-L1 and another herbicide into Lhe Los
Padres hational Forest). Your proposal slso does rnot provide

for adequate notice to local communitiee of spraying, even ihough
ite LEIL is not site-snecific,

1f commercial timber s ecies need to be released, and peihape
tke d~, 4 it manuelly. HManusl release is environmentally
eafe mud €mploye local penple.

I gneak f»r the King Fange and the Lrcata Resouce Area in
particular, Ve wich tn protect these wild areze for the plante
and arimals that live in them, for the peaple who enjoy then
vow and orofit in nunerous ways from tneir existence, and for
future gererations, If you will not reject flternative 1 of
tre TEIS forthwith, I ins =t you hLold public heeringe on inc
matter in the a2ffectied areas with 2ll due spced.

3

incerely,
(.-mwae)%zm,)
nise Grover
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We are unsure of the agreement you refer to. The Timber Management
Plan for SYU-13 wae done about 7 years ago and while not developing
the allowable cut based on & need for herbicide use, the use of
herbicldes was still allowed for under the program.

Mutegenicity, fetotoxicity, and carcinogenicity are addressed by
Appendix H.

See response 22-1,

See page 1-15.

Kristy Sarconi

Coordinator, Toxlc¢ Substances Committee of the
North Coast Greens

P.O. Box 284

Comptche, CA 95427

February 11, 1988

Californls sState Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c/o0 Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage way

Sacramento, CA 95825

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DECEMBER 1987 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR VEGETATION MANAGEMENT

Dear Mr. Blakeslee,

I have read the DEIS for Vegetation Management in California
and am submitting comments on behalf of the Toxic Substances
Committee of the North Coast Greens of Mendoclno County.

In my reading of the document, I found that the informatlion
presented did not truly support the conclusion of the DEIS team
that Alternative 1 should be the preferred alternative, although
that seems to have been the goal. The flaws in this DEIS {such as
lack of references for conclusions, inconsistencies, omissions,
and incomplete analyses) weakened 1ts credibility. This DEIS does
not adequately discuss short-term and long~term, direct and
indirect, and cumulative impacts for each of the alternatives.
There is an {padequate discussion of the significance of
Incomplete or uncertaln Information in evaluating the impacts of
the alternatives.

¥hat 1 had hoped to read was a careful and thorough analysis
that vas prepared vith sclentific integrity, Such & document
vould have been closer to the spirit of the National
Environmental Policy Act.

31



I did not have time to comment on the toxicological sections
of this document in detail. Hovever, I am concerned about the
inadequacy of the diacussion In this DEIS of the environmental
impacts of the proposed herblcides. Therefore, I would like to
lncotEOtate inte my comments additional, highly relevant
materfal:

The Toxle Substances Commlitee of the North Coast .
Greens incorporateshereln, by reference, in their
entirety, the following varlous Inputs/comments to
USFS and BLM EISs, DEISs, and WCAs vhich are on flle
at the regional offices of those agencies:

NCAP “Comments for Scoping," BLM, Denver, 10/14/85
NCAP "Comments on.,.FEIg," BLM, Portland, 2/3/86
Ibid., 2/6/88

CCAP “Comments for Scoping,™ BLM, Ssacramento, 4/25/86
NCAP "Comments on...DEIS," BLM, W. Oregon, 5/2/86
SAFE "Comments on S$coping,” BLM Sacramento, %/3/86,
NCAP "Comments on Supp.DEIS," BLM, W. Oregon, 5/11/86
Ibid. 6/12/86

NCAP "Comments on Supp.," USFS R-5 San Franclisco, 9/86

vS-t

1 respectfully request that the Californla State Office of
the Bureau of Land Management rewrite this Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Vegetation Management, in order to produce a
document which adequately addresses the environmental problems
assoclated with the use of herblcides.

Sincerely,

,Kcz{s% Skreony
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COMMENTS RECGARDING PLM'x DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
EQR _VEGETATION MANAGEMENT

1. Page 2-11:

There 1Is 1nadequate information provided regarding the
conflict betveen, on the one hand, the allowable cut set for BLM
lands In California and BLM documents detailing the timber
management program, and, on the other hand, the changes in the
"land base as wvell as the timber stand structure" in Sustalined
Yield Unit 13." This needs to be addressed in this EIS, since the
slgnificance of the changes in the land base have not been
addressed in the SYU 13 EIS and have a bearing on vegetation
management.

Several statements are made about assumptlions and estimates
vithout including a reference to who has made them, and whether
there is a rational basls for the statements. In the £ifth
paragraph, for example there are flaws of this type: "The
allowable cut for BLM lands In cCallfornia 1is presently 21.6
million board feet per year. This level assumes that intensive
forest vegetatlion management practices will be applied as needed.
fHho assumes? Nhere is the basis for the assumption detailed?)
Without Jntensive management the allowable cut would have to be
reduced by an estimated 25 percent. (¥ho says so? How is this
25% reduction determined?]l...It Is estimated that the use of
herbicides is the only viable method available to malntain 10
percent of the allowable cut." {Who estiwates? Hov Is this
determined? This statement is too general to have value.]

Also, I don't understand the meaning of the sentence, "It is
estimated that the use of herbicides 1is the only viable method
avalilable to mafintaln 10 percent of the allovable cut." The
previous section of that paragraph suggests that the goal Is to
achieve 100% of the allovable cut, and that this requlres
intensive management practices--but achieving a level of 10%
doesn't follow. There is some information missing which would
connect this last sentence to the bulk of the paragraph. What do
you mean?

2. Page 2-20

The “Economlc Condittions» section states that BLM's
"f{viegetation control activities generate employment and personal
earnings in the local economy”. A statewlde total from BLM timber
sales in 1987 is clited as $1,010,000, and $500,000 from grazing.
It 1s then stated that this 1is “very aignificant to apecific
rural areas and the households supported by these activities on
public lands“,

I think you need to gite the =specific rural areas which are
supported by these activities and feference the determination
that vegetation control on BLM lands is economically significant
to an area.

The "Economic Conditions" section is also flaved because



31-5

34

§G-v

31-b

37

39

LT

there is no discussion of the impact of the herbiclde moratoarium
vhich has been In effect since 1984. In fact, the figures cited
on page 2-20, for 1987, are a product of BLM timberland and
rangeland management without herblcides. I would like to see a
factual discussion of the moratorfum in terms of Its economic
impact to specific areas. If, in this DEIS, the authors presume
that the use of the preferred alternative--using herhbicides--
will improve “economic conditiona™ over the figures cited for
1987, then this needs to be backed-up with supporting evidence.

The economic impact of the change of land base, which has
caused a substantial decrease in the volume of productive
timberland, is not discussed here. Was the impact of this action
to areas and individuals taken into account? :

3. Page 2-20, 2-21, and 2-22

The "Soclial Environment" section is also flaved.

It is too vague to say that a community is going .te be
Ilmpacted by unemployment 1f BLM does not have an Intensive veq.
management program. Get specific: vhat communities, how nany jobs
Are involved, what kind of jobs are these? As stated above, there
needs to be a comparlson to the employment picture during the
years of the moratorium on herbicides.

I vas surprised to read, tn paragraph 2 of page 2-21, that
"[tihe full extent and Intensity of the controversy among the
people of the EIS area are (sic) not known." Surely you are avare
that the Counties of Trinity and Mendocino had local ordinances
in effect from 1979-84 restricting the use of herbicides? And
that Mendocino County residents vehemently protested against the
Louisiana-Paclflc Corp. resumed aerfally spraylng of

herbicides on timberland in 19857 You may not be able to verify
the sentiments of residents statevide but you should be able to
identify high-profile "antl-spray" reglons or countles. I have

included a copy of a report I co-authored, A History and Apalysis
of Herblcjde Spraving  on Tim d nd .
SeaChaplter Four, (The Concerns of Citizens) and Chapter Five (The
History of Citlizen Action),

I am also astounded at the statement, in the fourth paragraph
of page 2-21, that "[t]he agricultural use however does not
generate comparable oppositlion.™ Are you kidding? [Lots of
attention has been focused on the 1inadequacies of the EPA and
COFA registration process for pesticides. 1 refer you, for
starters, to GAO reports, and the work of National Coaltion
Against the Misuse of Pesticides, Natural Resources Defense
Council, and Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides.
Within the state of California, there has been an incredible
amount of criticism of the agricultural use of pesticides. Look
at the work done by the United Farmworkers, CA Rural Legal
Assistance, the CA Action Network, Lawrle Mott of MNRDC...look at
SB 950 and AB 2021...Raley's Market's independent testing for
pesticide residue!

There is an important obdection
use of herbicides on Jlands managed

raised by the public to the
by BLM which is entirely

3-U
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omitted from the analysis of the controversy in this DEIS. 1'm
not the first to bring it wup, so I'm bothered that it was not
included. It is this: there is a g9laring lack of concrete data to
support the claim that herbicides are more useful for vegetation
management, or generate more jobs and improve economlice
conditions, etc., than other techniques avalilable to BLM. This
lack of data to Justify the use of herbicldes needs to be
discussed forthrightly.

Many people would be very pleased to see BLM develop an
environmentally-sound, non-toxic approach to vegetation manage -
ment on public lands. It can be done, The California Department
of Parks and Recreation, for example, 1is able to effectjvely
contrel noxious weeds with no or minimal use of herbicides.

I am also disturbed by a statement made at the top of page
2-22, "(1i)n some cases {especially concerning long-term effects),
the scientiflc evidence may simply be Inconclusive. Therefore,
questions concerning the cffects of using a particular Chemical,
though they appear to be sclentific questions, may have to be
ansvered today [who says s0?) in social and political terms.
Conclusive scientific analyses may not be completed for years."

Page 4-3 lists the preparers of this document and none are
political or soctal scientists. You are not gqualified to
interpret, on behalf of the public and in the public interest,
inconclusive scientific Information in terms of arbitrary social
or pelitical assumptions. 1f chronlc effects are unknown, then
Say so and discuss the scientiflc significance of thisg, within
the limits of your field of expertise.

Finally, I take great exceptlon to the comments regarding the
role of the public in the management of BLM land resources,
discussed on page 2-22. We are in a public comment perlod, and
before this there was a scoping comment period. Under the
National Environmental Policy Act, federal agenclies are supposed
te actively solicit public comments. We, the public, are
empovered by federal lav to take a "legitimate interest” in how
BLM land resources are managed. I find statements such as, "lal]
traditional attitude of 'leaving resource management to the
protessionals,' and 'increasing numbers of people seem to want
Some say in how professionals do their Jjob,' to be offensive and
blased. If 1t is professional for a hydrologist, soil sclentist,
forester, wildlife blologist, and range congservationist to render
pollitical and social decislions about the use of herbicides (see
above}, then it is a good thing that the public is exercising its
right to examine the decision-making process! '

NEPA procedures must insure that environmental infor-
mation 13 available to public officials and citizens
before decisions are made and actlons are taken. The
information must be of high gualalty. Accurate scientific
analysis,expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are
essential to implementing NEPA...Ultimately, of course,
It ls not better documents but better declsions that
count...The NEPA process ia intended to help public
officials make deciszjons that are based on understanding
-of._environmental Gonsequences, and take actions that
protect, restore, and enhance the environment.

--NEPA 40 CFR, Part 1500,.1
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4. Page 3-1

The discussion of the Impact on alr quality from chemical
drift is inadequate on several counts. The wvay the Information i=s
presented suggests that, under some clrcumstances, drift of 200
micron-sized droplets can occur. But there is no discussion of
the extent of drift (with possible impacts to people, wildlife,
vater, or non-target plants) with larger droplets. The discussion
of the impact of drift from smaller droplets 1s inadequate
because It does not consider the impact to vildlife, people, or
vater. '

Information about drift is avallable from several sources; it
is not necessary to rely solely on information presented at the
CA Weed Conference in 1985. David Pimentel, for example, has
researched and written about drift. The great concern on the part
of the public regarding drift should compel the authors of this

DEIS to thoroughly research the issue, and acknowvledge
conflicting information.
5. Page 3-2
The discusslion of volatility is inadequate because .t does
31-15] not address any hazards except phytotoxlicity. The {mpact to

3h|GI

9G-v

3\-\1

wildlife and people i3 omitted.

6. Page 3-2

The conclusion regarding alr quality impacts from drift and
volatilization is illogical,.
It is not comforting to read that the impacts "are expected

to be short term” when short term has been defined as a pericd of
up to 10 years! And, asx I mentioned above (#4), there |is=s
conflicting information about the extent of drift with 200
micron-sized droplets, 80 It 1is intorrect to assume that the
impactz will be limited to the "localized area."

Also, two issues have been confused in this final paragraph.
The period of time following a particular application of an
herbicide during which drift and volatility will occur may be
brief, but the duration of the impacts to people or the

environment as a result of exposure to toxic chemicals in the alr
cannot be assumed to be brief.

7. Page 3-3

The paragraph, "Removal of s=olid stands of vegetation by
chemlcal treatment may result in short-term, insignificant
increases In surface erosion that would reduce as vegetation
reoccupies the treated site" needs to be re-wrlitten. As |t

stands, it is not a meaningful statement.
"Removal" is not the proper wvord, since the vegetation is

killed or suppressed by chemical treatment but not removed.
"Short-term" has been defined as a period of up to 10 years.

The possibility of slaplficant Increases in erosion need to be
evaluated,

Specify the type of vegetation which will raoccupy the site,

-1

-1

3i-K

3120

31-2%

duce

this vegetatlon will re

impacts on the rate of erosion
type, slope, ¢limate, and

before
and the duration of tiwme

erosion. Identify and discuss the
from other factors, such as aoll
aspect.

3 soil

. P;ggle 3-1 would be more useful dtii it 1;2523 E:enigtggid:oin
mer s0il molsture con ons ]
gigiio:aia?u::e wa, the readers, to assume that all BLM lands are
moist-fertile during the summer?
How persistent will these

conditions? Just above the chart
have longer herbicide persistence

field
hemicals be under actual

' eve are told, "Arid solls would
than other soils.” There needs

f persistence. The
uch more thorough analysis o

t:atzzenz n"the use of the 16 chemical herblcl?eit u:::z
:1ternat1;es 1 and 2 would not degrade soll productivity

used at approved applicatlon rates" is not suppoite? bgaﬁhgeDSiS;
Until the guestion of hov persistent these chem cafsl e on
specific site 1s anvered, we can't predict the harmfu €
deaired plant specles. Lent put pesticide
rt only lists active ingredients.

e thlsa::a appllid, not Jjust actlve 1ngredl$nts. Hov
formulations
perasistent are the other ingredlents in the formulation

> P:zga:;?ng the detection of herbicides after applicatl:::tzg
herblecides: Mendocino County residents have long pro

t
self-monitoring for water contamination on the ggognd:tt::tlzigl
results are not credible, Since 1985, the Nort 12: the gounty
Water Quality Control Board has hag :n agr::ngEQVEOI e éerlal

t. of Health to provide independen mon _
:;gllc:tlons of herbicldes. This agreement has not beenrgzélg?ngz
action yet, however, since no aerilal spraylng has occu
1985.

10. Page 3-6

The statement, "No herbicides applied on BLM-admi:ls&er?S
lands have been repotted to reach the ground:a ;; e
meaningless, since no chemical treatment on BLM an

occurred since 1984 but monltorlnqt for %;:gzd:it:;ec:::i;lgggé:?
in Californla under AB 2012 vas no ne N arly e bne

What wve, the readers, vant to knov iz whet ;i nt: oL enen

ed 16 active ingredients (or the other ingredie

gzgﬁziatlon, or any metabolites) 1= capable of qurat:nghgzrgggg
soll to contaminate groundwater. The answer "sbyislt ns et
notes that 10 of the 16 are ‘"relatlively moblle u 1 eadq N
to mentlon that some of these active ingredient hav: alr y
found 1n groundvater, including atrazine and amitro e.of chese 16

I am disturbed by the conclusion that the use E e he
herbiclides will not significantly impact groundvatei. o ol
degree of concern among cltizens about groundwater
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nation, BLM needs to take a hard 1look at each formulation vhen
evaluating the impact to water. Also, 1t 1z not enough to state
that "no signiflcant impacts are expected"--whg decides what is a
significant impact or a minimal impact? Deflpne "significant!”

It is also important to {identlify 1In this document where
sensitive areas are located vithin BLM lands and to list the
slte-specific factors which might contribute to leaching. It lis
not enough to state that (once this EIZ has been approved) a
slte-specific analysis will be conducted for sensitive areas.

11. Page )-7 and Page 3-14

The statement on page 3-7, "{tlhe overall effect of managing
competing vegetation would be to accelerate succession for forest
management,.." {8 conjecture since it lacks a reference,

The same Is true of the statement of page 3-14, "[tlhe overall
Impact of all alternatives would be to suppress competing
vegetation. In a forest management context this means increasing
conifer growth and survival." This needszs to be referenced.

12. Page 3-9 and Page 3-12

The statement on page 3-9, "(clhemical release would increase
the grovth rate of young conlfer seedlings stressed by competing
vegetation" is supported by a reference to a study In wvestern
Oregon. Let's see some studies ahout the growth rate of young
conlfers under fleld conditlons found on BLH lands in Callfornia.
If there aren't any, then say so. lIf you are going to use a study
from Oregon, note the differences betveen groving conditions in
Oregon and the proposed areas on BLM lands.

The discussion of manual treatments on
irreparably flawved by references to
Let's discuss studles done 1in
propesed for treatment by BLM,
you citing Oregon studlies? If
admit that this creates
proposed treatments.

I object to the use of the Oregon study (Roberts 1980) also
because thls DElS does not state vhether the resprouting species
studied in Oreqon are identical ¢to those 1n California--this is
critical! Or vhether this study involved a comparison between
manual treatment and herbicides--also criltlcal, since the issue
of efficacy is relevant to both.

This brings up an important guestion: what has BLM been doing
for vegetation management in California since 1984, while the
herbicide moratorium has been in effect? Let's hear about BLM's
ovn experlence with resprouting, and mulching, and scalping.

page 3-12 is also
studies in western Oregon,
California on sites 1like those
Do they exist? If they do, why are
they don't exist, then say so and
uncertainty about the results of the

13. Page 3-14

The statement that "l[hlerbiclides vould provide greater
control of resproutling vegetation than other treatments,
particularly when applied prlor to burning” is bevilderlng on

several counts. First, this 1is conjecture since it is not
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reférenced. Let's see some comparative studies supporting this

discussion of the
tion. Secondl wvhy wasn't there a
:;;::g onf:om spray-zﬂd-burn operatlions 1in the sectlon on ai;
quallity? (Review the written literature, including Roger Ha;: a?s
J.C. Bentley before declaring that there 1z no impact.) This

- t!

st mentlon of spray-and-burn treatmen

the gt: statement that "{sluppression of most competling

vegetation through manual cutting would be temporasy b::au:z
sprouts would quickly regenerate, lncgeuzing 2;2225 izscaz Lo
bove pretreatment levels" ls also conjec ure

:upporged with comparative studies regarding the efficacy of

herbicides vs. manual cutting on specles vwhich occur on BLM lands

in california.

14, Page 3-14
Plzase elaborate on the reasoning behind the need to apply

ten years. The
iciad to over 900 acres per year for the next

gggg gee;:.to imply that there has been no vegetatlon management
in the last 30 years. Why not?

1 ?aggj:;tsto the statement that "inlo direct toxic effects are

for use" because
ected Erom the use of any herbiclides proposed

::g evaluation presented in Appendix L only refers to the active
ingredients, not full formulations.

. Page 3-19
16 Stgte speclfic levels of contamination instead of saying; “?o
significant amount of herbicide is expected to reach streams”, bn
order to make it clear what levels are considered significant by
the authors of this DEIS.
Define wvhat would be considered a significant effect, to make

the statement “herbicldes are not expgited to significantly
t £ish or thelr hablitat" understandable.
affegn page 3-27 there s mention of "eight herblicides that

laboratory cancer
ahoved positive or questlionable responses in

studles?" These eight chemicals are " not speciflcally ldentlfle?.
There needs to be a discussion of california's Proposition 65 in
respect to these elght active ingredients.

17. Page 3-20 and 3-21

Thg analysis of the impacts to vildlife, 1livestock and wild
horses is incomplete since it does not incorporate information
from studles which indicate that browsing/grazing anlmals are

attracted to herbiclde treated follage.

18. Page 3-22
The discussion of the "Impacts to
certain dlrect costs of

Conditions" ls
of herbicides

Economlc
the use



Jpgb[that the comparision to

(monitoring, training, insurance) are net lncluded, wvhich means

other methods 1s distorted. Indirect
costs are also lgnored, but are important to conslder. Economists
Randall O'Tocle and Jan Nevton have both written extensively on
this 1ssue.

Also, g¢lte the source of your figures, since 1 am awvare of
31 studies which show that the cost for aerial applicatlons of
- herbicides versus manual release under field conditions in

e
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forested areas of California are in the same price range.

19. Page 3-24

I object to the statement here (vhich 1i=s similar to the
discussion I objected to on  pages 2-20 through 2-22) that "the
galn or loss of 100 jobs =cattered around the larger cities in
the EI5 area would not have significant social effects, In

contrast, the concentration of those
with a combined work force of 500
social conditions in thege towns." This statement Is
meaningless, and deceptive. Cilte actual examples of small towns
vith a combined .total of %00 vorkers which will (not may) have
100 nev job= open Up only by the Implementation of the preferred
alternative! What kind of Jjobs? Permanent Jobs? How many jobs has
BLM provided In these towns vhile the moratorium has been effect?

100 jobs in tvo small towns
would significantly affect

I also object to the ridiculous suggestion that persons
primarily feel threatened by the aerlal applications of
herbicides because they TMassoclate helicopters with military

activities."” There are some concrete reasons to oppose the aerial
applicatlons of herblcides, but these are barely acknovledged in
this DEIS. Please sew e

Chapter 4, "The
Concerns of Citizens." ’

20. Page 3-28

The discussion of synerglstic effects is inadequate. The
statement that "lslynergistic effects are not likely to occur
since synergism rarely occurs with chemical mixtures" needs to be
teferenced. It is not clear from the incomplete
dizcussion presented here whether synergism between active and
inert ingredients in a single formulation or whether synergism
between a formulation and other synthetic chemicals in the
environment have been evaluated.

On pages 3-38 and 3-39 there 1= a
effects which further confuse=s the
"lblased on the limited amount of data avallable on pesticide
comblinations, it is possible but very unlikely that synergistic
effects could occur as a result of exposure to two or more of the
herbicldes” needs to be referenced, and |Is troubling because a
conclusion is drawn in splte of insufflcient information. The
degree of uncertainty needs to be stated forthrighly.

Lack of data about Synergistic effects 1s further noted on
page 3-39: "The toxic effects of many of the possible herbicide

discussion of synergistic
issue. The statement that

J

ycombinations have not been studled, The first priority In

3vq\|has been critically commented

because only the
quL

testing Is to study the effects of the herbicides
.:z;:Sigzally, agd thiz type of information 1Iis not yet sufficlent
in some cases." [Be speclific-~vhich active or inert 1ng:edi:n§s
are in thls category?] "Moreover, the combinations that cou . :
astudied are too numerous to be examined.® [Is the public e;pec“:
to assume undefined risks from synergistic exposures ecathe
there 1is such a plethera of herblcides in use th?§ “Th:
interactions can't be calculated? What a preposterocus 1de: . e
combinations of interest include not only combinations o vo 0

bicldes
Perbiciaes with other cals, such as insecticides in the

environment. (1 agree, and 1 wonder wvhy th;szza? omitted from the
i of cumulative effects on page 3-28.

dxsc;:slgghh of the deqree of concern expressed by citizens about

synerglstic effects, BLM needs to more thoroughly assess the

factors wvhich could favor synerglism and also acknowledge areas of

uncertainty about the impacts.

21. Page 3-28

The diacussion of cumulative
there i3 no assessment of the
individuals within the context of
A forest worker, for example, may
doses of forest herbliclides while at
pumping gas at a self-serve gas station,
hoeme, and trihalomethanes vhile drinking

effects Is Inadeguate because

lmpact from herbicldes to
real life exposures to toxics.
repeatedly be exposed to small
vork, benzene fumes while

indoor air pollution at
coffee made with

K\ chlorinated wvater. There needs to be a discussion of simultaneous

exposures to several chemlcals from diverse sources in order to

adequately assess cumulativ: hnpacll:.t1
The further discussion o cumulative
also inadequate for the same reason, and is bewilderingly ;;
conflict with the Information presented on page 3-38 and 3-
regarding the uncertaintie= of synergistic effects.

effects on page 3~39 is

the impact of
- There is also an inadequate discussion of
cumulative effect to individuals with heightened sensitivity to

herbicides,

22. Page 3-30

'Tge worker dose estimates were derived £from actual :oxkfr

fleld study data of 2,4-D doses Eoundb by :zin: ana:{zé;. w:?c:
ot referenced, is probably e Lavy ’

s Ll 'upon in other public comments on

EISs for veg. management.

23. Page 3-33 rate that "16
It Is inaccurate to state a
ublic risks from routline-realistic doses
because. onty tr agtive ingredients 1In the formulations are
acknovledged. (And "Table H-25" is a misleading description of
here to find the table.)
¥ "The routine-vorst case scenarlos estimate the highest likely

proposed herbicides" have
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public exposure levels from routine herbicide applications ip the

." Clte the source. Who made the estimatlion? Are
the exposure levels planned for BLM lands In Calitfornia identlcal
to exposure levels in the Paclflc Northweat? 1If not, cite the
differences. I also object to the use of this lnformation for a
routine~vorst case analysis because routine herbicide
applications invelvefull formulations, but only active ingred-
ients have been Included here.

24. Page A-3

The statement that "(t)he scope of this EIS Is to evaluate
alternatives for vegetation control which can be utilized to meet
the land use decislons previously made through BLM's planning
process" is misleading. It is important for this EIS te note
that because of changes in the land use base, there are BLM lands
which have not been included in evaluatlons which led to prevlious
land use decisions, and these areas may not be apply to meet
productivity levels set by those declalona.

Also, the documents referred to as the land use decisions
need to be referred to by name, and the date of publicatlion.

25. Page H-7

The definition of cumulative risk, "in terms of lifetime
exposures to a given herbicide" is incomplete. What is omitted is
the cumulative risk of exposure to many toxic substances in an
individual's environment,

Define "sensitive individuals.”

26, Page H-8

Omissions in the list of uncertainties: toxicity of full
formulations, cumulative effects In the context of toxic
substances an individval may be exposed to on a daily basis, and
synergistic effects between active and 1inert ingredients in a
formulation.

27. Page H-10

I object to the conclusion that "the cost of £illing the data
gaps is considered exorbitant." There needs to be a discussion on
a case-by-case basis for each of the 16 active Ingredlents
proposed for wuse, Priloritize these chemicals in terms of
estimated volume of use, and toxiclity. Then evaluate the effort
to £111 data gaps for the chemicals which are golng to be used
the most. Evaluate the ability to substitute other chemicals with
less data gaps for those chemlicals with lots of data gaps that
are planned to be used often.

Also, I disagree that it is going to make a blg difference in
the "implementatlion of the vegetation managment programs" to
valt another twe years to fill these data gaps! Document the
assumptlion that a two-year delay ils critical, especially in viev
of the fact that BLM has managed wlithout herblcides since 1984,

31-1

31-2

31-4

31-5

31-8

31-9

31-10

Responee to Comment Letter 31

As is stated on page 1-1 this EIS addresses the vegetation control
impacts of implementing decisions of the BLM's land use plans.
Land use planning goes through a secparate RIS process. This
vegetation management EIS is tiered to those EISs and it 1s beyond
the scope of this RIS to readdress lessues of the land use plane.
The presently occurring Arcata RMP will address the changes in land
base you are concerned with.

The allowable cut figure is a result of the analysls done 1ln the
8YU-8, 13, and 15 EAs and &ISm. In these plans the need for
intentive management needed 1s discusesed. The effect of intensive
management on 25 percent of the cut is from data 1n these timber
management plane. The need for herbicides 18 also discussed,
however, there is always some profeseional jJudgment necessary in
comparing the ylelds from different techniques.

The reference to herbicides malntaining 10 percent of the cut meane
that 90 percent of the cut could be maintained if herblcldes were
not used, howsver the statement has been deleted from the final
version.

This relates to areas where BLM holdings provide an lmportant
portion of the local sconomic base, and has been clarified on page
2-21.

The wmoratorium on the use of herbicldes has no effect on the
present economics and discussion thereof in the RIS. This is
because the 1inablility to conduct chemlcal treatments does not
immediately affect the timber harvests but would do so over time as
those sale areas now requiring treatment reach thelr harveatable
age. Grazing levels have not been changed elther as a result of
the moratorium.

Any change 1n land base would affect the volumes of all
alternatives equally.

The pages referred to are a description of the affected environ-
ment, impact discussion is found in Chapter 3. Due to the site-
apecific nature of these impacte they can only be characterized as
you request upon apecific project formulation.

The statement has been changed to reflect that controversy varles
widely within the State, with the North Coast area being strongly

antiherbicide.

The report was not included with the comment letter.

That sentence has bean deleted.
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31-11

31-12

31-13

31-14

31-15

31-16

31-17

31-18

The effectiveness of herbicides in controlling vegetation 1s
thoroughly documented. The EIS does not claim more Joba would be
created or economic conditions would be improved by using herbdl-
¢ldes. What it does state 1s that existing Jjobe and economics
resulting from public land uses, i.e., forestry and grazing, would
be Dbetter wmaintained with the full range of vegetation control
techniques avallable to BLM.

The list of preparers includes a statement regarding the source of
the Human Health Rirk Ascessment which was done by & team of
toxicologiste, biologists and public administrators. Numerous
other BLM and Forest Service personnel have reviewed the information
in the EBIS and provided input besides just those listed in the
document .

The people you refer to have not rendered any declsion apd will
not., The declsion will be made by BLM management based on the
Plhal KIS and the public comments.

The air quality discussion on pages 3-1 and 3-2 has been rewritten.
The dlscussion focuses on smaller droplets because large droplets
are not likely to drift. The effect of herblclde drift in air on
wildlife, people, and water are addressed in other sectiona of the
EIS.

The discusslon does note that volatilization losses are insig-
Bificant for woat of the herbicldes. Without slignificant volatil-
izgation of the chemicales 1t 1is unlikely humans or animals would be
impacted and correspondingly was not identified as a significast
exposure route in elither the human health or animsl risk
assessments .

Short- term could be up to 10 years but could aleo be as short as
1 day or even less. The impacts to air quallty and humsns or the
snvironment are not confused. Alr quality 1s addressed in this
section while other environmental and human impacts are addressed
in other portions of the document.

The word “removal® has been changed to "control,” and as in 31-16
short-term also means a 1-, 2-, or 3-year period or less. As there
is & wide variety of vegetation types in the EIS it would be nearly
impossible to identify wite reocccupation characteristics except on
& site-specific basie as will be done in project RAa.

Mot all BLM lands are to be treated with chemicals; only 6,900
acres out of 17.5 million acres managed by BLM would be sprayed in
say one year. In most cases herblcldes will be applied during the
growing season when molls are moist. Due to the wide variety of
factors affecting persistence, Table 3-1 is only presented to show
relative persistence. REffects on aspecific sltes and plants can
ohly be determined later during specific project ZAs.

31-19

3l1-20

i1-21

31-22

31-23

31-24

31-25

31-26

31-27

The table 1lists active ingredients howsver data used to develop the
table invelve actual monitoring of applied formulations. While
other chemicale are contained 1in formulations 1t is still the
herbiclde sctive ingredisnt which is the object of major interest.
See discussions regarding inert ingredients pages H-42 and H-A3.

Monitoring initiated under AB 2012 was not the first time ground
water was monitored for pesticides. BLM itself has sampled ground
water as have other agencles previous to AB 2012,

The herbicides have not been found 1n ground water under or
adjacent to BLM lsnds.

Significance firstly is dependent on the abllity to measure effect
and determining that it is attributable to a particular action.
Secondly there must be an ilmpact, such as in the case of water
having the potential uese of that water restricted due to hazard or
cost to treat the water.

Due to the magnitude of BLM holdings it is inappropriste at this
time to 1dentify sensitive aresas other than generally as has been
done for areas near streams, steep slopes, wetlands, and areas with
solle prone to leaching or erosion as addressed in Chapter 3. As
D-1 outlines, pretrestment surveys and resulting EAs will address
these issues on the slte-by-site basis as 18 necessary and required.

The following references have been added to the Final EIS and
support the statements on pages 3-7 and 3-1%: Oliver 1982; Walstad
et al. 1986; Dimock II 1983; and Sawyer et al. 1988.

Drawing artificlal ecological boundaries between those forested
lands administered by BLM and those not administered by the Bureau
is meaningless. Oliver (1982) specifically addressed competitive
relationships between brush opecles and ponderosa pine in
California‘'s North Coast range.

A detailed dilscuseion of manual treatments 1s discussed and
referenced in the draft Vegetative Management for Reforestation
KI3, Region 5, USFE, on pages 64, 65, 67, and 68. Specific yleld
reductions due to competing plants are alsoc refersnced on pages
159-174. Some studles specific to California found in the P3 K13
include McHenry 1983; Oliver 1979 (3 papers); Oliver and Powers
(date); Oliver 1983; Roy 1956; Srun 1980; and Baron 1962,

The valldity of ueing the Roberts (1980) study for comparative
purposes 1n the DERIS is not contingent upon identical species
composition occurring in western Oregon and northern California.
Within the forest cover types the principal competing plants were
grouped by expected simllarity of competition, sensitivity, or by
similarity of typical effective treatment methods.
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31-28

31-29

31-30

31-31

31-32

31-33

3134

31-35

31-36

31-37

31-38

31-39

31-40

31-a1

BLM California has completed a total of 1,280 acres of 1land
treatment/site preparation using manual, mechanical, and prescribed
burning treatwent for the period 1984-1987. In addition, 1,609
acres have been planted and 729 acres protected from rodent and

animwal damage. Precompercial thinning has occurred in an addi-
tional 1,132 acres.

Spray and burn is noted as the first line in Table 1-3 and detalled
on C-1. An analysiz of impacts from burning herblclde wsprayed
vegetation i1s contained and referred to on page 3-28.

This issue is covered by response 31-26.

It is not stated that no vegetation management has been done, it
says there is a backlog due to past emphasis on harvesting and a
lesser emphasis on reforestation, release, thinning, etc.. In
addition, cut over commercial forest lands have been acquired in
some areas, many of these acquisitions require treatment.

Many of the studies referenced analyzed formulated herbicides not
Just the technical herbiclde.

Saw response 31-27.

The elght euspected c¢arcinogens are listed on page 3-33. A
statement regarding Proposition 65 has been added to page 1-18.

Thls 18 a poseibility, however based on the analysis in Appendix L
effects on large speciles are not expected. As 15 stated in
Appendix L smaller animals such as toads, anakes, and birdes are
more likely to be impacted.

Indirect costs for all techniques are ignored. Monitoring,
tralning, and contract supervision must be undertaken whichever
technique 18 used.

The costs on page E-1 have been revised and are also documented .,

Since the discussion was only an exsmple it has been reworded to
better reflect its application to the document.

Synergism and the availadility of information or lack thereof was
sddressed on pages H-116 to H-121.

These 1 are a ry of the discussion on H-121 to H-122.
The main reason for the 1dentified ineignificance of this issue is
the small exposures identified in the overall risk assesstent.

The Lavy study was used (and 1s documented 1n Appendix H) based on
the preparation of the Human Health Risk Assessment by qualified

togicologists and a peer review. The study also fits the scenario
likely under the proposed program.

31-42

31-43

31-44

31-45

31-46

I1-AT

31-ag

31-49

31~-50

tive ingredient
The relationship on toxicity, etc., between an ac c
an: the formulated herblcide 1s found on H-42 and A3. Tabledﬂtis
is an accurate description of where to find the Hosf ‘th;
Examination of the narrative next to Table H-25 wlll refer

resder to more specific data in Attachment C.

ifornia. It 1le true
his editorial error has been corrected to Cal

’:lu: in the scenaric used exposures would be the same in both areas
i1f the amount of active ingredient used was the same.

111 be 1incorporated
When new acqulsitions are made by BLM they w

into BLM land use plans through amendments or updates as in the
ease of the present Arcata RMP process.

See response 20-2.

That 18 not the definition but 1s the manner 1in which cumilative
risk was addressed.

Sensitive individuals are discussed on page H-121 and H-122.

These uncertainties have all been lddr_eued at aome polint 1in
Appendlx H.

lume of theae
With BLM's relatively small use of the large vo

chemicals sold each year it would be exorbitant for BLM to provide
for these studies, especially with EPA requiring the manufacturers
to provide much of the information. The analysis done in the EIS
satisfies the requirements of NEPA.

dled without
The initial four years of the moratorium has been han

severs hardship. However, any additional delay may result 1o
changes in timber ylelds in the future. In addition, treatments
deferred 1in the hope of future action will likely cost more to
implement later.
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JACKSON VALLEY WATERSHED COALITION
PO BOX 221 BRANSCOME CA 95417

February 12, 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA. 95825

Public Servants,
The following is a

comment on the Draft Environmental Impact

Statement (DEIS) for the California Vegetation Management
program.

The studies presented in the DEIS are single organism risk
asszessments. There are no studies which track the behavior of

¢hemicals in the ecosvstem as a whole. Especially, rezponse
data on communities of organisms. The information needed for an
adequate understanding of the effects of herbicides in the
forest. relates to ecosystem assessment at watershed level,

Indirect effects of
=ubject DEIS.

chemicals go largely unaddressed in the
Ecological realism is needed when testing toxic
effects and can only be attained when test conditions reflect
important characteristics of the natural environment.
Single-species testing does not delineate the complexity of the
structure and function of the ecosvstem. In short they lack
realism. To study the effects on fish, for example, and not the
cffect of the fish on its predators when consumed is
insufficient when addressing the true effects of chemical
Ltoxicity,

How do these chemicals behave in nature? This is the question
which needs to be addressed by this DEIS. Do the chemicals bind
to the s0il? How and by what are they assimilated? How do thew
effect  the food chain? It does little =ood to know the
resistance  of rats or fish if their main sustepance is no
longer available as a nutrient because of an adverse reaction
to a specific chemical application,

Single-speciers testing is still needed, but testing should alsno
Lbe modifird to include ecosvstem and pollutant realis=m.
should nlse be:

1. Survivorship curves and
pools, migratory behavior
stidies.

2. Multi-species tests to include interactions such as:
competion, symbiosis, parasitism, host-plant relationships, and
predator-prey interaction.

There

changes in  population genc
patterns, and food preference

32

0n-3

3. Ecosystem tests e.g. laboratory microcosms, greenhouse

studies, field enclosures and field tests in natural
ecosystems. i

4, Models - Both empirical and simulation models are
needed.

Such an integrated system of testing would produce data on: )
1. The characteristics of the chemical and its behavior in
the environment.
2. The physiological responses of
presence of the chemical.. )
3, Changes in species interaction.
4. Changes in the functional processes of the
tlike mineralization; and nutrient, so0il, water, and
fluxes).

species related to the

ecosystem
energy

Until stepas have been taken to gather ecotoxicelogical data gnd
an assessment of the risks is developed which spans the ent?re
ecosvstem the scientific relevancy of the current DEIS studies

are suspect, The DEIS as currently presented does not supply
adequate data to allow scientific conclusions to be d?awn
relevant to their complete possible impact on a given
ecosvstem.

In this case a little knowledge may well prove te be an

ecological disaster.

Sincerely,

Donald "Cameron
Member, Jackson Valley
Watershed Coalition
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Response to Comment Letter 32

It is assumed indirect effects refer to biosccummlation 1n the food

::-t:k ::a dlucu;u:on 1: Appetdix F ldentifles that the herbleides
oaccumulate and aleo dlscusses the aspecifi
and breakdown processes, ? ¢ degradation

32-2  See Appendix F.

32-3 The DRIS has noted the sclentific data gaps and uncertminties as

required by NEPA under &40 CFR 1502.22 for
inedequate data. such instances of

33!
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SIERRA CLUB
Redwood Chapter
North Group

POST QFFICE BOX 238
ARCATA. CALIFORNIA 95521

February 10, 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear S5ir:

The following comments on the California Vegetation Man-
agement DEIS are submitted on behalf of the North Group's
Executive Committee. They deal primarily with timber manage-
ment on the Ukiah District.

In our scoping comments of April 25, 1986, we stressed
that BLM must provide documentation to support its statements
on the benefits of vegetation management and the impacts of no
vegetation management. To assume that without vegetation man-
agement, there will be reduced timber production is not adequate
to satisfy the requirements of NEPA, which call for a "scientific
and analytic basis for the comparisons” of alternatives (40 CFR
§1502.6). 1In the summary of-impacts by alternatives (p. 1-13,
DEIS), timber sales are predicted to decline from 21.6 MMBF
under the preferred alternative, which provides for site prepara-
tion on 700 acres and release on 1,000 acres of timber land yearly,
(p- 2-12) to 17.3 MMBF under Alternative 3, which prohibits
herbicide use. The DEIS further states that "(i)t is estimated
that the use of herbicides is the only viable method available
to maintain 10 percent of the allowable cut" (p. 2-11).

The DEIS presents no documentation in supportof these state-
ments. Furthermore, the comparative table (p. 1-13) indicates
that the present allowable cut of 21.6 MMBF, which has been main-
tained without herbicides, can only be maintained in the future
by the use of herbicides as proposed in the preferred alternative.
What is the basis for such a conclusion?

A 1981 Record of Decision by the Ukiah District Office adopted
a Timber Management Program for Sustained Yield Unit 13. Under
this program, the average annual allowable cut is 8.5 MMBF, almost
40% of the 21.6 MMBF produced annually on BLM lands throughout
California. This production has been achieved without herbicides.
In fact, SYU 13 prohibits aerial applicationof herbicides (p. A2-4,
Draft Timber Management EIS, 5YU 13, Sept. 1980). The Final Timber
Management EIS for SYU 13 states:
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page

2 - California State Director, BLM

An alternative providing for the extensive
use of aerial applications of herbicides was
rejected as an alternative for this 10-year
period because it is economically unviable.
The use of herbicides has not been a normal
practice of the forest management program

for SYU 13, Herbicide use on a limited scale
is planned in the proposal. However, this.
use would not be obligated in the allowable
cut computation. The proposal calls for a
hand-applied herbicide release spray on 135
acres of conifer site presently suffering from
grass competition (p. vii). (emphasis added)

5YU 13 remains in effect in the Ukiah District and Area

Resource Management Plans reflect the policies and direction of
that document. The preferred alternative proposed in the DEIS
calls for aeria}) application of herbicides and predicts that with-
out that use there will be a reduction in the allowable cut. SYU
13 does not support that proposal nor the contention that aerial
herbicide use is necessary to maintain its present timber produc-
tion. The final California Vegetation Management EIS should in-
clude 1) documentation to support the statements that the present

allowable cut of 21.6 MMBF will decrease to 17.3 MMBF unless
herbicides are used and 2) the process which allows the California
Vegetation Management program to override SYU 13's prohibition of
aerial application of herbicides.

While there may be a future decrease in timber production on

the Ukiah District, it will not result from continuing the non-

herbicide use policy.

Withdrawal of lands from the timber base to

protect other values, land exchanges, and in-lieu entitlements to
the State may reduce -the timber-producing capability of the District

year

ment;

of vegetation management on wildlife.
the reduction or elimination of big sagebrush on 3,000 acres per

If this is the case, the allowable cut in the final EIS should re-
flect this reduced capability; a decrease in the allowable cut shoul¢
not be attributed to prohibited herbicide use.

The DEIS does not provide an objective assessment of the impacts
For example, it states that

would have "mixed" impacts on wildlife, indicating that white

loss of cover and some forage species would be negative, deer and

antelope would benefit from improved grass and forb composition (p.
3-16).
indigenous to the sagebrush habitat, do not need vegetation manage-

Wildlife, including small, non-game species, which are

non-indigenous livestock, do. fThe effects of converting

naturally-occurring habitat types to grazing lands and the effects
of displacement by livestock are not adequately discussed in the DEI$

page 3 - California State Director, BLM

We urge BLM to substitute good land management for vegeta-
tion management. Selective logging, long roFations, acceptance
of the role of pioneer species, and all-species/all-age forestry
preclude any "need" for vegetation management. Control of live-
stock to prevent overgrazing and weed infestation and management
for native vegetation types and wildiife should be the focus.of
BLM's grazing policies. Where introduced exotics are competing
with native vegetation, site-specific measures for contreol could

be appropriate, but wholesale elimination of vegetation communities,

such as sagebrush, has no ecological basis. The %ntent of pre-
scribed burning should be replication of natural fire events, not
commodity production.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely yours,
:g ¢
(L. s Z£££z
usie Van Kirk

For the Executive Committee
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Responee to Comment Letter k]

Data on impacts 1s & direct result of the forest BAnagement
docummnts for 8YU-8, SYU-13, and SYU-15 now documented in both the
affected environment and envir tal co asctions,

This statement has bean deleted.

The need for intensive minagement affects future ylelds, without
herbicide use Productivity will decrease and the allowable cut

would have to be recslculated based on the lower productivity in
order to provide for sustained Yields rather than over cutting.

Based on information in the SYU-15 document it is estimated use of
herbicides affeacts 8 percent of the allowable cut, while in SYU-13
the land base haw a higher amount of understocked lands due to
brush encroachment and eontrol of brueh would increase yields 30-x0

percent. Combining these eatimates results in a 20 percent overall
effect on the allowable aut.

This DEI$ cannot and does not override any prohibition of herbi-
cldes that may result from any BLM planning document. As the
8YU-13 allocations are belng updated in the Arcata RMP, the new

document and any future amendments or updates would be the gulding
land use allocation for that arsa.

If the allowable cut 1s reduced due to land ba

se changes 1t will
affect all alternatives equally.

The sagebrush habitat type has been significantly altersd over the
past 100 years. 1In many cases lndigencus wildlife specles wil)
benefit from land trestmentas. The propdsed action does not involve
large-ecale conversion of naturally oceurring habitat types to

grazing lands. Treatment of sagebrush lands will merely increase
thelr productivity for a variety of animals.
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ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE NETWORK

February 12, 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
¢/8 Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, Ca.' 95825

Director Hastey, .
D“r 1 the DRIS for BLM's California Vegetnﬁignc:::::e::n
b r.Vizzcnghooked and disgusted at BLM's "Hastey a:ticulurly
p::ﬁ::"éu:;1:.1 warfare on our public 1ln::. ::i:e:: :fpthia uarl
: ince ac
1 in California = v eion
e d;ei;i:n messnge to the Agro-Chemical Enpir; vi: ::gironment.
zgn:h‘: ::.::1; notstolernta the further toxification of ou
1.3

ible
DEIS does not adequately advime decisionm nnkei: 8:1%%%::?: zz;u
zhennentnl impactn of herbicide use on BLM ].mcl:'he e aaopt
Nevada and therefors falls to adequately justify trea iy aws to
reom 1“ 1 In addition, the DEIS fails, us reﬁu o eration anagement
Alte::‘: :afuil range of alternatives including & "ao veg
cons L} .
alternative, oetotes
ding to the princip
st manage public lands accor i
byl {LPMﬁ; 2&2 ::a & atatutary duty to "prevent unneces;::ic:;g:.r
o multipb;i: lands". By waging an unnecessary chemicnl/;scGMb.rkad ar
o tgfcleaa "undesirable vegatation", BLM has dol;::;:::lizn e arac
:: ﬁillegﬂl" mission to permanently degrade and in
o mechanical
v .etution management involves killing plants b{ ci:mi::& ::uter. oy
.sto reduce competition and allow desired pll? L] bt givarue coonyatons
n..::ural approach will result in the honogenizlt on i
:3: a permanent loss of critical wildlife habitat.

ornia
ding to the DEIS (2-11,12), “Current BLM practices ;2 g:l::rrent
hasts 8lti le ume of forestlands. This decision as 'ettin Surrent
e ea seract pnllowu cutting practices other than clearcu gt N Eo
cases !tr“c:::Q ractices other than clearcutting tend to p;ev; e
z:E:;;;;c:; brgsg and therefore lessens the ne::t§%§ z::;r;ele—03hsista
3 acraa that requires refores
;;a:;;t:;n;i;sgzut uits: and areas burned by wildfire".

(1)
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The DEIS admits that sall-age forest management would lessen the need
for vegetation management, yet BLM deliberately embarks on a policy of
even-age mhnagement for timber production areas: DEIS(2-12)-"QOver many
decades most of the forest lands that are allocated primarily to timber
production in the EIS area would come upder even«aged managemant',

The U.S, Forest Service has experimented succesafully with alternatives
to herbicidea, Salmonberry, for instance was found to be less of a Problem
than had been .earlier asaumed. Pulling young ceanothus was cheaper than
using herbicides. Cutting alder at specific timea of year nalr;y eliminated
resprouting. VYet, BLM has written off non-toxic alternatives as unfeasaible,

34'3|BLM obviocusly has & bias in favor of herbicide use, and has become a

99-¢

Wy

!

one~dimensional advocate of toxic land management.,

BLM's socio-economic justifications for resuming chemical warfars are
totally bogus. The DEIS(2-20) states that BLM received $72 million from
public land activities in California in 1986 with the vast majority of
that coming from mineral activities, Only $1,010,000 was taken in from
timber =alea, and a paltry $500,000 was realized from grazing receipta.

Yet BLM justifies uneconomical vegetation management activities in
pPArt because they provide employment tospeople who depend on a certain
type of work (welfare ranchers? apray rig pilots?). Thia im inadequate
Justification for continuing menagement policies that are acologically
and economically inappropriate, The Reagan Administration, which bad-
mouths "welfare cheate", sayr people should "vote with their feet' -
g0 where the jobs are,

The DEIS(3-24) goe=s on to contradict the job rationale with the
revealation that "None of the alternatives is expected to have significant
social impacts resulting from employment changes associated with increass
or decreass in forage or timber productivity",

The DEIS(3-22) claims that the 'chemical peace’ Alternative 3 would
result in = $202,000 revenue shortfall from timber sales when comparad
with the favored "chemical war" Alternative 1, However, careful scrutiny
of Economic Analysis Appendix E shows that Alternative ? would actually
bring in wore revenue if livestock permitees were c¢harged fair market
rates for the forage they consume, In addition, with fair market ratas
for forage, BLM would not have to engage in the insane practice of
converting vast areas to forage by "chaining, ripping, and chemical
moonscaping"

Alternative 1 (¢chemical war) Total CoBt.inrsvriirenanannaees$8930,500

Alternative 3 (chemical peace) Total COBturarissvennennrnesa$877,000

Alternative l:Cost Differentialiie.cciscvsrvacencnnncnssssasved5’,500

Alternative 3:Lost Revenue (timber B8lex) . rnnivinnnrnanneaes=§202,000

y Alternative

3: Net Revenue LoBS...iiveessviececassacrseesne.=5148,500

(2)
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AGrazing Receipts 1986.......................................ssoo.ooo

( @ $1.35 per AUM = 370370 AUYN )

Grasing Receipts 1989 projected at fair markst rates......$1;481,480
( @ 34,00 per AUM x 370370 AUM)

Alternative 3: Net Revenue Guin..,..........................!832.98Q
( 81,481,480 - $500,000 - $148,500)

The "chemical peace", fair market Alternative 3 would result in
over $800,000 more revenus for the Treasury than "chemical war',
business as usual Alternative 1.,

In addition, the DEIS Eeonomic Analysis does not include the
indirect costs associated with the cumulative long-term affects of

toxie chemicala on the environment,

The DEIS, therefore does not make a rational socioc-economic
Justification for "chemical war' Alternative 1.

According to the DEIS(1-2): "As a result of scoping, the greatest
Amount of publie concern 1s centesred on the potential hazard of herbicides
on the environment and humem health', yet BLM arrogantly dismisses thisx
¢oncern as insignhficant and contrives data and rationalizations to
back up the premise that the herbicides considered for use are
totally safe, BLM'S sasunptions are erroneous because:

DEIS assumes that EPA registration is adequate proof of safety., EPA has
relied on "trade secret" information from chemical companies which is of
doubtful validity due to widespread fraud, outdated or nonexistent research
and lack of independent review. EPA registrations are conditional at best
#nd are based not on safety but on risk/venefit anulyses which assume that
a dollar amount of "benefit" im wotth the fmmeasurable risk of cancers,
birth defects, deaths, etc., that & chemical might cause, This is
Unacceptable, BLM has abdicated ita responsibility to the public,

DEIS omits the ibpacts of chemicala listed as “inert ingredisnts" in the
herbicides to be introduced into the environment. Many of the chemicals
listed as "inert ingredients” are more toxic than the active ingredients.,

DEIS does not include an adequate description of the affected environment.
Do you assume the affected snyirooment to be unpolluted to begin with?

If 30, you have failed to provede important information abeut possibie
impacts of the program upon existing toxic exposure because the levela of
toxine people will be exposed to is vastly underatated, Easch of us is
bioaccumulating an increasing body burden of toxic chemicals as a result
of daily exposure to modern techno-industrial life.

DEIS does not include an adequate mitigation plan describing effective

measures to minimize harmfu) impacts of the program if anything goes
wrong (or right).

(3



DEIS assessment of impacts im not "site specific", It is too general

and does not describe impacts in the particular local environsents
affected,

34N

DEIS use of (NOEL) NO OBSERVABLE EFFECT LEVEL rather than (NEL) NO
34-R | EFFECT LEVEL is an unacceptable variant of the old myth that what you
don't see doesn't happen,

DEIS prements many uncertaintiss about silvicultural effectiveness and
[UR,) toxicity of herbicides. Deacribe the ralevance of these uncertainties to

their possible effects (worat case analysis: dead trees, dead animals,
dead people),

- DEIS fails to analyze previocuasly sprayed areas for long-term effects,
eapecially on "non-target" plants and animals, endangered species, ajc.

DEIS fails to describe and consider the beneficial e¢ffects of other
34-K]plants in the tree plantations (nitrogen fixation, shade, shelter,
slope stmbilization, etc.)

Wb DEIS failsto analyze the effacts on local employment of manual releass
ve, asrial spray.

344,l DEIS fails to consider implementation guidelines to ensure that individuala
exposed to toxic chemicals do so only at their own Yinformed consent®,

DEIS fails to consider the eatablishment of Toxic-Free Zones surrounding
3¢ | anadromoua .fish apawning beds, important wildlife habitat, and all
residences

DEIS fails to analyrze the historical records of each Land Resource

3¢n| Region regarding the masumptionz made about the efficacy and ¢osts of
different treatments.

+= The DEIS has contrived an exhaustively complex "Rimk Assessment"
o consisting of Hazard, Exposure, and Risk Anslyses which allow BLM to
~. arrive at the pres-conceived conclusion that the herbicldes scheduled for
use will not have a significantly adverse effact on the environment,
The Risk Assesament makes the following worst case assumptions:

34-10 | 1. All herbicides cause cancer (some wore than others)

34U | 2. Populations adjaecent to BLM lands will be expomed (some more than others)

-1 [ 3. One or more of the general public will be exposad (some mors than others)

awy-pn [ 4. Workers will be exposed (some more than others)

3414' 5+ Wildlife and domestic livestock will be exposed (some more than others)
Yet the BLM detarmines that the above risks do not outweigh the

so-called benefits, so chemical warfare is deemed appropriate for the
BLM misaion,

)
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34-b

The DEIS is packed with carefully deceptive atatements, misinformation
and downright lies, For inatance, the DEIS(3-4) claima that "no herbicides
applied on BLM administered lands have been reported to reach the ground-
water", What teats were condusted to prove this 7

The DEIS(3-16) claims "No direct toxic effects are sxpected from the use
of any of the herbicides propomed for use.,.The risk assesament found that
risks to wildlife from chemicals would be low to negligible, with no likedy
effects to larger animala“. (3-17) "Exposure to acutely toxic levels of
herpicides is not anticipated...Chronic effects of herbicides on wildlife
are not anticipated”, (3-19) "The possibility existas for herbicides to
enter streams through either accidental, direct application, drift, or
movement of chemical reaidues from upland areas. If chemicals are introduced
to streams, any exposure to fish would likely be of short duration.
Herbicides are not expected to significantly affect fish or their habitat
under ani alternative",

The above atmtements are totally false according to recent research
published in the November, 1987 issue of Environmental Toxicology and
Chemistry (see enclosure), The study conductad by s diverse, reputable
group of ten rasearchers reports the results of an experiment with rainbow
trout utilizing the lowest dose of TCDD ever tested (38 parts per
quadrillion - ppql. As & result of the study, researchers estimate that
rainbow trout biocconcentrate TCDD in their bodies 39000 times over the
TCDD levele found in their acquatic environment. The inescapable conclusion
iz that TCDD may cause damage at all doses. TCDD is capable of killing
organisms at extraordinarily small doaes, and it ig killing organisms at
those duses. BLM proposes massive aerial application of 2,4-D. An
internationally respected German analytical chemist, Hanspaul Hagenmaier,
has found a German sample of the phenoxy herbicide, 2,4=D, to contain
€.8 parts per billion TCDD. The BLM should include up-to-date data in
The final EIS.

The DEIS(3-27) makes the following claims: "Risks to the public of
systemic or reproductive toxic effects from routine spraying operations
are very low for all 16 of the proposed herbicides...Cancer risks for the
proposed herbicides are low...There appears to be little risk that herbicides
would cause heritables genetic mutations,..No human studies are available
that associate any of the herbicides with heritable mutations,

The above statsments are totally falae according to recent research
(see enclosure) conducted by a ranking Veterans Administration doctor
in Oklahoma City, The first-of-ita-kind study by Doctor Johnay Roy shows
that a high number of Vietnam Veterans exposed to Agent Orange have seriously
damared chromosomesm, The VA is, understandably, trying to suppress this
study, but the BLM ax & fellow Federal co-conspirator should be able to
acquire copies of this research, and include it in the final EIS =- just
for the hell of it. Doctor Roy's finished study will be an important
milestone in the Area of determining dioxin's influence on birth defects,
We demand that BLM incliude this material) in the final EIS.

(%)
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CONCLUSION:

BLM propeses to use herbicides assumed to cause cancer to manage
vegetation that doesn't need to be managed because we do not live in
& risk~free world, and the risk of giving a "“few" humans and animals
cancer is acceptable because of the benefita we will gain by industrial-
izing diverse ecosystema for an influential handful of welfare ranchers
and timber companies,

History has repeatedly shown that many Yapproved" herbicides and
pesticides are eventually found to be as dangerous am other subatances
previously thought to be harmless. By then, 1it's too late. for the
auckers who've been exposed - "sorry about that'. The BLM apparently
doesn't give a damn though,mince the Federal Government is immune
from prosecution “for damage causzed by :ita;actions:(SupremerQoart ruling
that the Government could not be held liable for cancer deaths caused
by nuclear teating in Nevada), Similarly, the Veteran's Adminismtration
won't recognize Agent Orange disabilities becauses the reat of the
government doesn't. The treaty Richard Nixon signed gave reparations to
Vietnam, so for the U.S. Government to recognize Agent Orange disabilities
among American veterans, they would have to admit the effects on the
Vietnamese, They would belheld responsible for crimes against humanity.

BLM's resumption of chemical warfars against the Earth is, quite
frankly, an outrage! BLM is asking the public to accept a perverted
form of industrial triage., No chemical should be used on public land
until it can be proven beyond a shadow of & doubt that it is safe.

We demand that BLM nullify the present DEIS for California Vegetation
Management and submit a new DEIS based on ¢urrent information and
considering a full range of alternatives including 'no vagetation
management', An unbiased assessment based on ecological facts rather
than contrived fiction will lead BLM to conclude that most vegetation
management can be left to nature,

Foreat Watch Coordinator
The Rural Inatitute, Inc,
c/o P.0. Box 1551
Willits, Ca, 95490

ancl,
ce: Kristy Sarconi

DCM: pds (6)
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Response to Comownt Letter 34

The NEPA requirement for a no action slternative includes the
interpretation that no change can be a Ro action alternative when
managemont will continue. The idea that no mansgement would oceur
is unlikely since BLM land use plans have already made land use
sllocations through the NEPA process and no sction wae rejected at
that time. Since this program is tiered to those land use plans no
change satisfies the no actlon requirement. Alternative 3 1ia
essentially a no change alternative as 1t proposes the control
utilize techniques BLM is presently limited to.

The third paragraph, now on page 2-12, has been rewritten to better
describe why even-age menagement would result.

Close examination of the proposed actlon shows that of the
treatments proposed for silvicultural npeeds 820 acres will be
treated by nonchemical means. This is 4B percent of the total
silvicultural treatments. BLM feels the proposal 1s a balanced
means to address program needs,

Your analyels is faulty in that you apply a higher forage rate to
Alternative 3 and compare it to Alternative 1 at a lower forage
rate. BSuch a comparison must use a similar forage cost. And in
your comparison since AUMs are the same grazing fee return would be
the same and not a factor in the comparison.

Since the EIS projects no significant cusulative effects identifica-
tion of those indirect costs 1s not possible.

The concern for the hasard of herbicides 1s not dismissed as insig-
nificant. Over one-hslf of the document 1is devoted to examining
the hazards, exposures, doses, and poselible effecte of herbicides.
The BIS dces say 1impacts should be ineignificant, but does not
belittle the concerns for hasard.

BLM did not simply accept EPA registration as proof the herblcides
are safe. Appendix H contalne different application scenarios for
sach chemical showing the expected margins of eafety for different
possible affected persens. BLM managers in this way will be able
to decide Af use is too risky or acceptable in a glven situstion.

Inerts are sddressed beginning on page H-A4l. Those herbicides with
inerts of toxic concern will not be used (page 1-7).

The lack of a chemical-free envir t is knowledged on page
H-121 and discussed in the Affected Environment discussion.

Appendix D discusses mitigations as well as identifies how pre-
treatment surveys will determine any site-specific mitigations
raquired.
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3a-11
3812

3a-13

38-1a

35-15

IA-16

38-17

3a-18

3a-19

354-20
34-21
322
34-23
34-2a

3a-25

Page 1-1% identifies that this is a programmatic EIS. Tiersd to
this EIS5 will be site-specific evaluations of each and every
projeet for vegetation control.

The use of the NOEL 1o widely accepted for toxlcologlcal analyses,
both in practice and regulations.

Worst case analysis has been done for human health (Appendix H) and
8 risk assessment has been done for wildlife (Appendix L).. As for
the meed for such an analysis on tress 1t is not deemed necessary
a9 herbicide labels are very clear as to thelr effect on different
vegetation (see C-2 to C-5).

Past oprayings by BLM show no long-term effects, many show no
svidence of having been treated. '

Use of herbicides does not kill all other plants in treated areas.
Treatmants tmalnly set competing specles back and allow timber
species’ to become ewtablished and grow at a faster rate. The
beneficial aspects of other plants 1s recognized, however without
some control of competition timber reestablishment would be delayed.

The EI3 1dentifies no wignificant employment changes from any
alternative.

Under Pederal Regulations 29 CPFR 1960.34(b) BLM owet inform
affected employees of hazards involved, protective measures to use,
and how to use personal protective equipment.

The pretreatment surveye required before any project (herbicide or
nonherblcide) would 4identify all necessary nonapplication =zones
required for water quality protection, plants or animals of concern
and human safety zones. :

The local BLM offices have the specific data for effectiveness and
coste of treatmente 1in thelr reglon. 3ince costa vary wldely
because of several factors this EIS has used average costs.

Only 8 herbleldes of 16 are known or suspected carcinogens.
Populations may be exposed, not will be.

Ses above.

Yes, workers are the most llkely people to be exposed.

Again these animals may be exposed, not necessarily will be.

While only a few widely scattered ground water quality analyses
have been made for herblcldes none have detected herbiclides.

34-26

3a-27

That may be true, however domestic samples of 2,.4-D have not been
shown to be contaminated with 2,3,7,8-TCDD.

Again, you are referring to the effects of 2,3,7,8-TCDD which has
not been found in esmples of domestic 2,4-D.



P.Q. Box 397

rberviile,
(707) 923-2931

Information Center, Inc.

Californis State Director
Bureag of Land Management
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA.

95825

Feburary 11, 1988

Dear Mr, Hastey,

The BLM proposal to spray 16 different toxic chemicals for
Vegetation management is ilnappropriate and unacceptable. The
DEIS Californis Vegetation Menagement prograrx does not reflect
an exploration of all the reasonable alternatives, BLM has not
proven the need for management with herbicldes or fully revealed
the impacts the program will have on rare and endangered plants
and animals, ailr and water quality, flsheries, long tera pro-
ductivity of forestlands, primitive character of wilderness study
areas(WSA) or the economlic, social and health conBequences to the

4= Breater community.
]
~ We belleve that BIM has falled to recognize the substantial
© controversy surrounding the proposal to spray herbicides on
public¢ land and the significant lmpacts to the human and natural
35-1 environment have been trivialized. This document has not been

publicized by 2IM, was released at Christmastime and 18 one of
five different documents released effecting the Ukiah District,
Arcata Resource Area by the Department of Interilor. Altogether
thege documents measure a foot and a half thick full of technical
data and overlapping planning documents, For these and other com-
pelling reasons, we request pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.6 that the
35-2 public comment period be extended to include a public hearing on
the DEIS,

It 18 not wmade clear how the vegetation management plan is
tiered to existing and proposed planning documents., The draft
Resource Management Plan for Arcata was released only a week ago
and was driven by an active exchange program which resulted in
a significant change in stand composition ( 2-11 DEIS/ VMP). 8IM
claims to be following the parameters set in SYU 13 which prohibit
the use of aerial herblclde application because it 18 "economical-
35-4 |1y unviable® in the new Resource Management Plan (BMP) yet this
DEIS states intensive management with the use of herblcides aa
the only viable method available to maintain the allowable ocut,
(DEIS 2-11)

153

EPIC comments VMP/DEIS  Page 2 2/11/88

The DEI3 (2-11) states thaet SXU 8 is the timber management

35,5 program for the ilng hange but the program was challenged by

the Natural Hesources Defense Councll so it 1s questionable
what document drives timber management in that vicinlty. Most
tinber stand improvement projectas have been conducted under
other catagories ie. fuel reduction program in hooning Creek
with a manual release and burning. The BiuM Just released the
FEIS on the ding Hange wSA which excludes the eagt side of
the area,unprotected and subject to intensive timber management,
The lack of site specifioc evaluation in the VMP/DEILS pakes it

35"' lmpossible to determine the lmpacts the proposal will have.

BIM falls to explore feasible alternatives to vegetation

3&1lmanngement without explaining why.Prevention through utillzation
of harvest methods whloh lessen the need for releaging trees and
recognition of the benefits to forest health and long term pro-
ductivity whlch natural sucession provides are not addressed,
These issues were raised in scoping but found to be beyond the
scope of the DEIS, Because the DEIS 1s programatic it is directing
land use for the next ten years and is proposing a management

3&5 program that will be incorporated into the existing framework of
land use on public land throughout California, failure to address
these 1ssues 18 & violation of 40 CF3 1502,14,

While recognizing that various management systems are in
effect for BIM lands(2-11) and that some methods of harvest can
prevent invasion of sites by brush;siM still maintains that in-
tensive treatment 13 the only viable method to reach the desired
allowable cut and even age stand compositon. BIM asserts that fast
growth, burning of slash,ever increasing dependance on chemiecal
inputs and a reduction in species diversity in favor of commercial
specles 18 good forest management without explaining why all-age,
all-specles management combined with labor intensive controla, thin-
351 ing and site prep will cause a reduction in the long term suastained
~yleld capacity for timber production,

N The DEIS contains no thorough evaluatlon of the economic nee-
35'°|euuity for herbicides and the unknown hidden costs in the long term.
Mannually cutting would temporarily reduce competition (3-12) and
herbicides would temporarily reduce competitors (3-8), Tide impact
of herbicldes 18 greater on young sprouts and seedlings than on
full-crowned mwature plants (3-9) whereas manual releasge techniques
354ll"°u1d be effeotlve in all types of vegetation and ages, The impli-
cations of this difference is overlooked in the DEIS. Alternative 1
described on page 3-14 sheds an intereating angle on the situation
in areas like 3YU 13 where increased application of herbicldes is
projected "because treatments have not been current for at least
the last 30 yeara". where in the UEIS has BLN evaluated the need
352 | for repeated applications of herbleide due to these stand conditions
or the impacts to envirormental and human health with "chronio"®
need for applications to achieve even-age stands? Why shauld BiM
insist on increasing succeasion of piloneer gpecies whioch may be
more beneficial to the long term sustainablility of the forest sud
rangelands solls than removal?
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The DEIS reflects a lack of understanding and reapect for the
forest, range and brushlands as & complex interrelationship of
living organisms, While postualting that Antensive management is
necessary to improve wildlife habltat, BLM falls to state that the

1514 imain benefactor would be deer herdas, at the expense of endangered
species, The approach to grazing land 18 slmilarly skewed without
recognizing the impacts of overgrazing and it's relationahip to the
exotic specles taking hold+BLM implicitly directs the public to
accept the chemical treadmill necessary to galn eoonomic benefit

fdpn land taxed beyond it'a natural carrying capaceity. The references
to burning slesh piles in the foreast to reduce habitat for rodents
completely ignoms the evidence that rodents, like volas, are crucial to
distrublting the spore of the mycorrhizal fungl lknown to benefit

the forst through a symblotlic relatlonship by providing the conifirs
with minerals in exchange for photosynthesis,

3515

13510

Because of limited timejinconsistency with NEPA regulations, in-
congrulties in the DEIS and missing lnfbrmation will be listed in
the following pagea:

PRESCRIBED BUANING

+ BIM admits (1-4) that herbicides combined with burning will create
hotter fire conditlona yet estimates that 80% of forestland would be
lightly burned (3-«7) The hotter fire 18 likely to spread faster,
damage released trees and soil, The BiM should have included oaae
studies such as release and burn programs occuring in the King fange,
The Information in the DEIS on the prescribed burning which covers
the majority of the annual treatment is deficent, Please include by
reference the work of 0Opr. Jon seeley USDa rforest Service, General
Te chnleal Report wWO-3, hov, 1977 ~ Sufflce 1t to aay we do not know
what the natural pattern of fire is in chaparral, To even appraach
thiz goal would require a large scale modeling efforty,

35-11

1614

+The BIM llste that benefits to burning the landscape 18 an in-
crease in water yleldst!it Where 1s the documentation that this is
a benefit ocutwelghing the havoe oreated by burning?

35 5

+ BLM cites beneflts to wildlife populations (CDF EIA 1981)(3-18)
due to presoribed burning, n document which 1s not avallble for re-
vied or summarized., wildlife burns are planned for a 10 year cycle
(D-5) contrary to Keeley"s findinge that there 1s atemporary
. growth of herbaceous plants which is relatively short lived

and by the end of the fourth year shrubs commonly dominate the site,
(Terrestrial Vegetation of horth America, Cambridge Fress, Jon b,
deeleyand Sterling C. sfeeley) now can zuw Justify burning for wild-
life benefits???

k)

ENVIAONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

+3Ly Proposes to use 16 different chemlcal herbicldes relyinz on
1&dustryo%2ggég and faulty fPA registration procedures., ‘'he health

A\ | Fisk ass 1s based on tpe ggsumption that people will not be
exposed, The DEls calls for uae of herblcldes in recreation areas,

on tralls and wilderness Areas under study with a public notice of

35'11

35""1

35|

3&1§|

EFIC comments VMP/DEIS page U 2/11/88

two weeks after spraying. Many of the chemloals are persistant in
the environment,soluable and will leach lnto water supplies and strea
Some are proven to be toxic to flsh, yet the DEIS claims that as a
whole the herbicides will pose no significant environmental threat.

+ The buffer zones are inadequate and the issue of run-off in areas
of high ralnfall is not even addresaed, The DEIS refers Lo the state
mandated guldlines for buffer zZones (i-10) but does not summerize
them or put in the appendix. . This is mlisaing information since it 1is
used to protect wetlands and streams.

+

There are numerous Data gaps in the health risk assessment, Qver=-
all BLIM has underestimated the effects of full pesticlde information,
The cost of the studles is to prohibitive (H-8-9) to determine the
real effects then they should not be used at all., How much are the
chemical companles profits ? where will the toxic waste be dumped
which i& the by product of the program?

+ The DEIS incorporates by referpmoe the DEA's EIS for Cannibas
Eradieation using Paraquat without summarizing the program although
it implies that BIM will use thls method to eradlcate the weed from
BLM lands, This document is not available to the general public,

Bruce Taylor at Congressman posco's office sald that comments
would be considered two weeks to a month after the Feb, 15th dealine,
Please give me written assurancée that this would be possible for
sending additlonal comments, especlally inconjunction with the
released REMPfor Arcata Planning ARea.

newly

I submit these comments on behalf of EPIC, In¢. wWe are dispayed
with BIM 's faillure to recognize and respond to the numerous and
extensive testimony presented on these very same matters, we will
incorporate be refrence the enclosed list of public input we feel
15 revelant to the ilssuea ralse ln tne DEIS,

Lol A
1:;€ a uregpori )

Officer and osoard Menber

CCAP

Sierra Club lLorth uroup
Aristi Scarconl

goo. Doug dosco

sen, Cranston

Sen, wilson

cc,
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‘The Farticipants incorporste herein, by refersnce, in their onf::.ret.y.

the fg“fg“ug? [documentsl, on file at [l 4 &E [

CCAF, et al., R-5 VM DEIS/SUPP PUBLIC INPUT, 9/11/86 -

‘FPerticipsnts reiterate for the record the Bublic Input wade
88 various and several groups, separately snd in sssorted
combinations, incorporsted herein by reference in their

#ntirety, copies on file with the Regionsl Forester. Participante
mlai herebhy dmunpnitmlie all thelr Tlllnge i Lhe melter uf the
Vegetation Hanagement Environmentsl Assesmment Trinity National

Forest Administrative Appeal and S5.A.F.E., et al., v. Petérson, et
2i:,' copies on file at the Regional office. *

: IT A (p 2
*C. Participants incorporate herein by reference, in their
entirety, the various INPUTS/COMMENTS to USFS/BLH ElSa/DEIS&/

WCAa:

NCAP ‘Comments for Scoping*®, BLM, Denver, 10/14/85;

NCAF ‘Comments on ... FEIS’, BLH, Portland, 2/3/86;

lbig., 2/6/86

CCAF  Comments for mscoping, BLHN, Sacramento, 4/25/86;

NCAP ‘Comwents on ... DEIS‘’, BLM, W. Oregon, S/2/86;

SAFE Comments on scoping, BLM, Sscremento, 5/3/86;

NCAF ‘Comments on Supp. DEIS’, BLH, W. Oregon, 5/11/8&;

Ihid., 6/12/86;

NCAP Cowmments on SUPP, USFS R-5, San Francisco. 9/86. *
I1 ¢ (p 11)

“A. Participante incorporate herein by reference, in ite entirety,

-~ the Northwvemt Forest Workerws Association/CCAF Comments on the

Jq SUPP A(/11/06) aubmitied under separate cover tn Region 5, °
1LE A G Lad

o Comment® on 3/22/86 Veg. Hngmnt DEIS, Dr. E.L. Ellim, 7/14/86,
App. B

Other Inputa to R-5 VM DEIS/SUPP -

Ida Honerof, 9/10/86
Nerthecoset Environmentel Center, Tim NcKay, 9/8/86

Northvest Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticidea, Norma Grier,

Hary O‘Brien, 9/9/86
Northvegt Forest Workers Aeeocistion, Jim Adame, 9/11/86
Salmon River Concerned Citizens, Kenoli Olesri, 8/7/86
Salmon River Concerned Citirens/CCAP, Kathy Hall, 9/10/86

Sierrs Club, Redwood Chapter, North Group, Susie Yan Kirk, R/28/86

Trinity County, B/12/86

Other Inpute -

CCAF, NCAF, othere to R-6& VH DEIS {159488) FIND DATES/DETAILS
Any Inpuis to other BLM DEISs (mee CCAP)
Filings in uny court cases (7717)

35-7

35-8

35-9

35-10

Reaponse to Comment Letter 35

The EIS acknowledges the public controversy which has alsoc been
reworded for clarification. The document has besn publiclized as
required by NEPA through the Federal Register and news releases.
The commenter was included on the original malling list for the EIS
and received the EIS over 60 days before the end of the review
period, which is only required to be 35 days.

It is unfortunate that several actions are affecting the Arcata
Resource Area, but this 1s true of other areas in the State too.
The comment periocd was not officlally extended however letters
recelved later were accepted. Hearings were not scheduled for the
DEIS because 1t was felt testimony would not add significantly to
what would be received 1in written comnent letters. This is
Justified based on the lack of site-specific pro)ects which could
be addressed by local ciltizens. At this polint the BRI3 1is
addressaling a general program which covers a statewlde area. Public
meetings and hearings may be considered for individual projects as
they are formulsted in the future and/or as s part of the site-
aspacific Environmental Assessments.

An explanation of tilering has been added on page 1-1.

This BIS covers other areas than just SYU-13. If the 3YU-13
prohibition on aerial epraying is not specifically chsnged in land
use plans for that ares, then aerial spraying will not be done 1n
the SYU-13 area. However other aresas in the State have no specific
prohibitions on aerial spraying.

The SYU-8 document does guide tlmber management in the King Range,
we are aware of no NRDC challenge on the timber program.

The EIS addresses the overall impacts of a vegetation control
program and site-specific iassues will be addressed by site-specific
BAs (page 1-15).

This issue was addressed on pi‘g A-3.

No, the BIS will not direct land use. Land use 1s directed by the
BLM land use plans referred to on page 1-1. This EIS only addresses
how vegetation control will be done to meet the land use objectives
declded upon by the BLM land use plans.

It 1s ldentified that the wain factor for declined yields under no
herbicides is due to the inabllity to treat all areas needing treat-
ment due to labor intensive methods costing more than is avallable
under BLM funding.

See response 33-5,
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35-11

35-12

35-13

35-14

35-15%

35-16

35-17

35-18

35-19

35-20

35-21

Timing of herbicide application, type of herbicide used, and
application method affects what species will be controlled by
sprays. Full-crowned species can be controlled without effects to
sprouts and seedlinge through these techniques and 1¢ addreessed on
pages 3-9 to 3-11 and on page 1-7.

Page 2-13 discusses what repeat treatments may be necessary.
Impactes are found in Chapter 3.

BLM is not increasing succession of ploneer specles.

Pages 3-18 to 3-22 note that control may benefit or sdversely
affect deer depending on the area (forest, chaparral, or range)
treated. The same is true for nongame specles, however due to
speclal requirements for threatensd and endangersd, and sensitive
species no impacts to these specles of concern are expescted,

In many cases the chemical treatments on rangeland are proposed %o
speed up healing from past over use. Often times management
changes alone 4o not mplish ry improvement and vegetation
control treatmwnts are used to accelerate improvement.

All slash plles are not always removed, nor is slash alwaye piled.

Page 1-4 does not say prescribad bdurne would be hotter after
chemical control. It simply says that if herbicides were used and
dead vegetation was not removed by preecribed burne, wildfires
would burn even hotter, Prescribed burns can be conducted to
provide light burns as page 3-9 dlacusses.

A great deal of information is avallable regarding the patursl fire
patterns in chaparral especlally recurrence interval and effects.
8es Wright, Henry A. and Arthur W. Balley. 1982. Pirse Recology,
United States and Southern Canads. John Wiley and Sons.

Reference to And.orlon et al. 1976 has been added.

The 10-year cycle for wildlife burns includes utilizing a mosaic of
unburned =and burned vegetation. Burning periodically prowotes
growth of herbaceous vegetation and succulent chaparral growth
which can be used by wildlife. Shrubs may dominate the site after
four yesars, however they will usually be much better wildlife
habitat and forage than stands which become very woody and dense
after 10 years. Coples of the Chaparral Management EIR can be
reviewed 1h weveral BLM offices.

The EIS does not assume no exposure of chemicals to people, it does
determine that exposures will be of very low doses and risk of
copsequences will aleso be very low.

35-22

35-23

35-24

35-25

fhe KIS states that buffers will be developed based on the site-
aspecific factors, chemical used, and mpplication method. This 1is
consistent with State of California guidelines as there are no
required winimum buffers. Use of California's Drift Control
Guidance and site factors will be followed to protect waters. This
site-specific evaluation will also better protect high rainfall
areas.

NEPA guldelines for inadequate information have bheen followed.

The Californis State Office has a copy of the EIS avallable for
review.

See response 35-2.
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36-2

36-4

Response to Commwent Letter 36

Endangered plants are addressed with speclal procedures. See pages
1-5, 1-16, 2-9, and 3-15.

Water quality, vegetation, and wildlife Iimpscts are found 1in
Chapter 3 with additional information in Appendix L of effects on
animale.

The alternatives addressed result in no eignificant changes 1n
aployment. Page 3-17 identifies that BLM funding for vegetation
control 1s limited and that available funding will not allow
conducting manual treatmente on all acres nesding control, thus
significant changes in employment are not expected.

8ee responses 24-1 and 24-2.
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Roger and Karen High
P.0. Box 663
Nevada City, CA 95959

February 12, 1988

California State Diréctor
Bureau of Land Management (932)
¢/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

The California Vegetation Management EIS statement fails to present
371 {R full range of alternatives. Consideration of a reduced spray

program, eliminating 2,4-D, amitrole, diuron and fosamine, in

addition to a ban on aerial apraying should have been considered.
31.1|A1ternatives which strictly adhere to an Integrated Pest Management
Progranm using chemicals only a3 a last resgort should be developed.

As the document nov stands, the only viable alternative is Alternative
3, no chemical management.

Si-v

As the procedure now exists (A-3,1-2), the management decisions are
being made in another process under timber management, chapparal
management, etc. The cart is being put before the horse and the
3713 public monies are being spent in vegetation management which could
have been eliminated if management actions were forced to consider
the entire program.

Econonic efficiemy is not fully presented in this EIS. E-1 costs
must include EIS preparation, litigation, accidents and training.
a1y Many high costs -associated with use of herbicides are hidden in
administrative overhead rather than specific¢ to project designs.
The percent contribution of costs from counties and state, as well
37'5!as voluynteer help, should be given a cost figure.

%1-6 iThat the supposed cost-benefit can be determined without (3-23) any

informatioh on range improvement is unacceptable. Assurance that

a study is performed before implementing a specific project is not
a valid procedure (3-41).

The EIS assumes that full budget and personnel will be avilable to
implement each alternative on page 3-1 and then complains about

¥ the economic inefficiency of Alternative 2 {page 3-15) as well as
the inability of actually funding Alternative 3 -- a full budget
is doubtful!

313

- High

February 12, 1988 2

While economic assumptions are not d

ocumented in th
gaTe of logic is played when comparing conclusions iegiiéi:n interestin
wildlife and conclusions re economicas of communities. &

Short-term, localized reductions in w
ildlife populati
:gogga:g:eggagig :oiBth{l:l g?e overall progrnmpig cgmpggzdagge:;e
e n e S . i i
e oL Cres in the &I area Negative aeffects on wildlife

However, when considerin
g the economics of management
::éc?nsiiidS:xg gsgzt;;gsmﬁ %gcalized effecta og unspegiggzgm:reas
g e program itself is an insi
part of the total proceeds from these nednrgtoan:
--BLM favors bolstering a false oy wethaat scomamin: Justisien
: economy without aconomi i
in the EIS for a small number of indi i Sidn i garion
f ndividuals. This is wi i
funds. It is boondoggle decision-making and it is unacze;:ag?g%lc

Detailed comments on the text Ffollow these comments.
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Roger and Karen High
P.0. Box 663 &
Nevada City, CA

95959
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management for timber in these zones.

"Noxious weeds have become established and are spreading on

public lands. (1«1)" The question that must be answered is why

this has happened. Are past poor range/timber practices responsible
and have practices changed?

1-4 states that it is not poasible to limit grazing to target
species, therefore, that alternative was eliminated., "How

successful is a chemical program in limiting effect to target
species., Where are the figures on efficacy for this program?

Buffer zones
There should be no
Range destruction of
water channels must be corrected. As stated on 2-16 2/3 of

the total miles included in BLM lands are high quality anadromous
fish habitat and no degradation should be chanced,

1-10 buffer zones of 25/10 feet are unacceptable.
should be 100 feet/100 year flood plain.

1-15 Monitoring parameters are too vague to be of value in a
decisbn. Mitigation measures should be evaluated for all
projects to determine if the are of any help. There is no
sense in continuing to design projects which are failures.

1-16 What is the meaning of the statement that the F§ "can
later document the chemical hazard portion of this EI5?"

The document must assess the cummulative effects of proposed
actions. Ignoring the proposed treatments of the FS5 and other
public agencies is a violation of NEPA.

1-18 Notification of landowners before a spray project who reside
within 1/2 miles is inaufficient. Watershed is the word which
this docu nt ignores.

2-3 admite that ephemeral, intermittent and small perennial
streams are abundant on BLM lands. Buffer zones must be used

for these water sources in order "to protect and enhance water
quality.”

2-11 and 2-12 If "other than clearcutting tends to prevent
invasion of sites” why go to even-aged management with its
greater need for public support dollars?

2-17 It is difficult. to believe that the spotted owl exists only
in the Ukiah district. There is no map of BLM districts to compli-
ment figure 2-1.

3-1 3-1 states that full funding is assume to implement the
selected alternative. How realistic is this? There is no inform-
ation re budget requests and final funding. What balance among
projects will be selected? The balance of range vs. wildlife
habitat is an unanswered question.

3-2 That the burn program will not exceed air quality standards
is an unsupported statement without historical record of past

3-3 The diacussion of soils ignored non~point water pollution
which is a major concern in Northern California. The herbicide
degradation rates are meaningless as it appears most applications
will be in arid soils (chapparal) not moist-fertile, tempectate
climate. Table 3-1 is meaningless to the discussion.

3¥7-20
37-21

3-4 Where is the support for the statement that long-germ erosion
41 |on prescribed burn areas would be more stable than asaresult

37 of wildfires? What is the historical record of the achieved control
of burn intensity to support the conclusions re prescribed burns?

3-5 Efficacy of "normal BLM herbicide applicatiens using standard
controls” is not fim this document, therefore, impacts on surface
water are unsupported.

113

1ﬂl3_6 The beneficial impact of increased water yield is false as
L L ,only water which can be stored has any value.

"No herbicides applied on BLM-administered lands have been reported

to reach the groundwater." This statement is unsupported by

1y15 documentation. What percentage of BLM spray programs have monitored
groundwater?
3-7 Prescribed burns and forest management: the planners must also
consider pre-harvest burning in program design. Why are we treated
te a statistical statement of escaped slash burns and not for

3115 rangeland, etc? The California figure means nothing without the
number of burns conducted over the ' ast 10 years.

!1Jﬂ I3-10 Where is the historical record to support the statement that
proper application procedures are avoiding non-target species?

3-11 Slash piles also provide excellent habitat for other animals
1.t‘lthan rodents. Downed logs are also of concern to animal habitat
k] and are ignored in BLM programs.

3-12° If manual preparation and release reduces competition for
JQIE short period, why is it not stated that chemical treatment is
£l of short duration as well?

3-17 As the majority of the spray program is aerial, non-target
species elimination will destroy diversity. It is a edict of the
EIS process to protect and enhance diversity as well as water
quality. Aerial applica on is unacceptable.

3-19 The discussion of fish in this section points out the
P
shortsighted view this document presents. The cummulative impact
3?30 in watersheds is the prime consideration in any statements about

water quality/fish.

314|l 3-20 Wildlife Summary Because table 3-2 ignores the impacts of
prescribed burns the summary statements are not true. The cummul-
37-3L1ative effects of management activities must be considered.
Effects on wildlife are dismissed as short-lived and localized.
lLocalized reduc+ion; in food supply and cover mean death (negative
313 | affect) to wildlife, This appears to be acceptable to BLM.
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though timber and grazing are "insignificant portion(s)(2-20)"

of activity when considering other agencies the localized, short-

term effect of reduction is unacceptable. BLM is required to

enhance diversity not support reduction of animal/plant species.

3134 Economic support of communities is not to be used as a counter
argument, We support actions which enhance the wildlife/plant

communities not false economics,

31-35|The document ignores the negative side of "edge effects”fthe reduction
of songhird populations due to the cowbird intrusions.

3-20/21 If herbicide applications preclude grazing for livestock
37-36b| -meat and dairy- how does Alternative 1 benafit laztating deer
and antelope (3-16) if there is a danger to the health of fawns?

37.31|3-22 Signs notifying the public of herbicide application must be
up longer than two weeks. Arid, poor soils will not aid in the
degradation of the herbicides as stated before.

3-25 Posting for burn activities must also be done. Being "well
awvare of impending activities because sevarol hours of preparation
are required” is not a valid practice. Pre-testing for herbicide
residue is a necessary monitoring activity.

134|327 Exaggeration of risk is questionable as low level studies
3 are not done on the chemicals.

3-27 The paragraph of mutagenicity must be rewritten. The assays
are specific; {t is not a matter of negative reults in a majority
31 ¥ |of tests. Comparison between mutagenicity tests and data gaps

for cancer tests is not valid. There is absolutely no support

for the final statement.

3-28 There is no documentation for the statement that synergism
371-40 rarely occurs when studies are not undertaken to test for this type
of effect,

3-29 This section must admit that a factor of 10 does not account
3140 for chemically sensitive individuals and children. Not all parties

will wade through the risk assessment itself. The statement cannot
stand alone in this section.

3-30 Because inhalation exposure is negligible in worker exposure
y1| studies does not mean public exposure is negligible. Exposure

3 studies ignore continued movement of sprayed chemicals hours after

initial application.

3-31 Uncertainty factors and the exaggeration of risks must

g
ypﬂB state the data gaps. This information is buried in the Appendix,
Data gaps are uncertainty factors,

3-37/38 Risk of heritable mutations paragraphs threq&hrough five

are making false statements about the probability of effects. No
314“ validated studies means no assumptions can be made about the action
of these chemcials,

45| 3-38  Which combinations of chemicals will be used in BLM programs?

314&l3-39 Synergistic effects based on LD/50 is a self-serving paragraph
which should be removed.

3-39/40 To conclude that cumulative effects on the public will be
negligible without an analysis of all management in the EIS area
ig unacceptable.

341

D-2 Herbicide design features: Buffer strips for intermittent,
ybq$lephemeral and springs must be stated. Why are buffer zones listed
in 1-10 and not here?
As the label directions for the herbicides are known vhy are
31‘H|the divergences from stated practices not listed in items 8, and
10?7 Ttem 12 is not an assurance of quality control as this document
31-5Pthas no record of compliance reports. -
Item 14 introduces the possibility that picloram may accumulate
in the soil. The text had assured the public that herbicide
315! |applications will be years apart on a given site. Explain this
conflict,

D-5 Priority sampling does not establish an acceptable record of
1Hﬂlmitigation/compliance results. All projects must include water
monitoring.

D-6 Item three introduces the first consideration of watershed
$53Ias a criteria for project design. What is the basis for using 302
3 disturbance in a watershed?
These four situations should not be optional for monitoring.

3}sq'Table H-1 This table should be in the narrative section and fully
discussed. A footnote that there is not enough information to even
determine the data gaps for dalapon, fosamine, tebuthiuron and tri-
clopyr is insufficient. The chemicals should be displayed in the
35| table. Why are drift and plant protection addressed only for
picloram?

H-43 The discussion of data gaps is illogical when applied to
115le full formula concerns. Nowhere is it stated that there are great

numbers of inert ingredients which are not on EPA List 1 or List
2 simply because the agency has not gotten around to it!

H-90 Half~lives of chemicals in ideal conditions for degradation
do not begin to estimate the persistence on BLM lands. A table
3?51 of environmental fate would not have taken up too much space in
section F. Incorporation of information through reference is
unacceptable. Brown and burn operations must have pre-burn tests
for chemical persistence.

K-1 Research costs for all data gaps may be large, however, BLM
could have whittled away at the list. Mutagenicity tests for all
of the chemicals with these gaps is relatively cheap and fast.

L-1 Chronic wildlife dosing cannot be ignored. BLM is treating
315% |arid, low-humus sites, encouraging palatable growth. Chronic
dosing will occur.

3154 IL—Z Why would grooming and preening be a highly unlikely exposure
to mammals and birds?
¥Tied | Why would animals have inhalation exposure for only ten
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31+°| minutes? Droplets remain suspended for hours in many cover
situations vhere animals would presumably seek shelter.

L-3 Replacement of "loat individuals” within the next breeding

37-b'| cycle 1s unacceptable. How would there be a subsequent breeding
cycle anyway? Local populations with "generally high" reproductive
capacity cannot be assumed to exist.

31_‘7_' L-28/29 This statement about 2,4-D bicaccumulating and attracting
animals must be stated in the narrative section 3-20/21.

31_,‘3|Reference section - all unpublished material should be removed from
reference as well as the statements they support. '

iT-1
ar-2

37-3

37-4

37-5

37-6

31-7

318

37-9

37-10

3T-11

Response to Commwnt Letter 37

See response 26-1.

The proposed action 18 sesn as a balanced approach to vegetation
control, using the different techniques 1n concert and separately
as most appropriate.

It is mors sppropriate that msnagewent decisions be made in the
other process, BLM land uee plans (RMPs, etc.). It 1s at that
level where all aspects of land management are considered, while at
this EIS level we are focusing only on one narrow aspect of land
management--vegetation control.

Since it is difficult to separate the EIS preparation coste among
the alternatives thees costs are not considered. Litigation and
accidente are not predictable costs and are thus not consldered.
Training mwust occur for all alternatives and 1s coneldered to be a
very swall portion of the direct costs. It Lls understood there
will be overhead costs no matter what alternative 1z implemented.

The source of funds is not ifmportant in the cost analysis, only the
total estimmted cost for each alternative which ls shown in BE-1.

The value of any Iincreased forage cannot be lncluded in the
analysis as increased forage 1s not necessarily going to result in
more AUMs lemsed. This can only be addressed site specifically,
also see page 3-43.

Page 3-1T7 does not say there 1s an expected inabllity to fully fund
Alternatives 2 and 3. In actuality Alternatives 2 and 3 were
designed to be as reasonably funded as Alternative 1. What 1s sald
is that more treatmsnts than proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3
are Y but t be funded due to the higher treatment
costs, thus less acreage is covered by Alternatives 2 and 3.

These possibilities are 1ldentified for managers to coheider 1n
declsionmaking. Often times wildlife recover quickly while lupacts
to an economy however slight take longer to recover, these need to
be addressed on a site-specific basis.

Discussion added to page 2-9. In addition poor management in sowe
cases sxacerbates the situation and BLM is addressing these problems
in land use plans and activity plans such as Allotment Management
Plans.

Page 1-T discusses the selectivity of herbicidea. Many of the
references listed address the efficacy of herbleides.

These are absolute minimum requlrements, slte-specific factors
may result in greater buffers, 1.e., slope, soll type, stream
importance, etc.



6LV

37-12

37-13

37-1a

37-15

37-16

3r-11

37-18

37-19

37-20

37-21

3T-22

37-23

37-24

37-25

37-26

37-27
37-28
37-29

37-30

No, it says two-thirds of anadromous stream miles on BLM are high
quality habltat.

See aleo Appendix D. Monltoring and mitigation needs are tied to
the actual site conditiona. It ils meaningless to say what monitor-
ing will be done until it 18 known what resources e¢xlst on a site.
It means the Forest Service may reference the riesk analysls for
similar situations on Forest Service land rather tYhan developing a
separate worst-case analysls or other such chemical hazard.

Cumulative effects on health were addressed and " an additional
discussion has been added to the snd of Chapter 3.

See response 34-2,

It has been edited to state that it is the northern spotted owl. A
District boundary map has been added as Figure 2-2.

Budget requests are beyond the level of detall in this document.
The balance of projecte is determined through the BLM Jand use
plans referred to on page 1-1.

Prescribed burns have been required to comply with alr pollution
control district requiremsnte and permits for several years.

Nonpoint source water pollution is addressed under Water Quality
and BMP development is discussed on page 1-5.

Most applications are not to chaparral, see Table 1-3. Also see
response 31-18.

See Wright and Balley 1982,

Several of the references address herbicide darift and entry to
streams, i.e., Lavy et al. 1980; Maybank et al. 1977 and USDA, FS
1980.

That may be true for human uses, however increased flows may beneflt
wildlife and fish.

3ee reaponse 34-25.

The California statement does include rangeland and chaparral burns
and involved approximately 300 burns.

Numerous references listed address drift from target areas.
See response 35-16,
It is so stated on 3-10.

This may be true however 1t 1is necessary to identify what short
term impacts may occur too.

37-31
371-32
37-33

37-34

37-35

37-36

37-37

37-38

37-39

37-30

37-A1

37-A2

37-a3

37-44

Prescribed burn impacte are addressed on page 3-21.
See page 3-AN.

This has deen coneldersd, however wildlife are somewhat mobile and
due to the normal mosalc pattern of treatments, cover and food is
not destroysd over a wide area.

See responee 37-8.

Brown-Headed cowbirde are very adaptive to different vegetation
communities, however they have not been a factor in past treatments,
nor expected to be a problem. In some specific instances euch as
Least Bell's Vireo habitat, they have been identified as a severs
problem (Goldwasser, Sharon. 1978. Distribution, Reproductive
Success and Impact of Nest Parasitism by Brown-Headed Cowbirds on
Least Bell's Vireo. State of California, Department of Fish and
Game ) .

Herblcide labels contaln directions for the pericd of time to keep
grazing animales off treated vegetation. Since deer and antelope
can not be controlled as livestock that factor may have to be taken
into conslderation. In wmany cases though spraying will be done
more than a wmonth before lactation occurs which according to labels
is longer than livestock should be off 2,4-D treated areas (1§
days). One study referenced in Appendix L recommends 3 weeks. The
analysis in Appendix L shows a wide asafety margin between the highly
unlikely dose and 1/5 LDgg levels and discusses other potential
effects from wildlife sxposure,

Two weeks is a minimum and may be posted longer if required by
label or site-specific factors.

fxposure and doses as well as no breakdown in the bbdy assumption
do tend to exaggerate the risk.

A detalled discussion of mutagenicity begine on page H-27. The
procesa used is an accepted analysls used by toxicologlutes and was
prepared by qualified individuale and subjected to a peer review.

Synergism studies have been done and are documented on page H-116.

The statement ls simply identification of what the adjustment from
animal data to human NOELs are and is the recognized methodology as
stated.

If lnhalation is a negligible factor for workers, it is even less
of a factor for the general public dus to dispersion and dilution
lnvolved with moving through the air.

Identiflication of data gape has been added.

Paragraph 3 has been rewritten. .In addition, when no validated
studies have been done the chemlcal 1s addressed under the worst
case as belng mutagenic.
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37-45

37-46

3T-a7

37-48

3749

37-50

3T-51

37-52

37-53

37-57

The possible brands listed for use include one which 18 a herbicide
combination: Tordon RTU is Picloram and 2,4-D. Others are possible
as long as label guldance is followed and other requirementes such
as inerts of concern are wet.

The analysis of toxic effects must start with some known benchmark;
the parsgraph remains,

The section referred to only addresses cumulative effects to human
health from vegetation control, overall cumulative I1impacts are
covered on 3-A%.

Buffers for intermittent and ephemeral streams will vary wldely
depending on time of year and likelihood of flow and will be
determined during eite-specific project developwent. Buffers on
1-10 are for hand and vehicle application and a part of proposed
action, while Appendix D 1is the minimum mitigations and further
clarifies proposed actions.

Al)l possible brands which might be used are not known at this time.

It is an assurance that BLM intends to enforce the contract require-
mente which includes all the items addresssd on D-2 and D-3 and any
others which result from the project planning phase and resulting
slte-specific RA.

Picloram 1s persistent in soll and so identified in Table 3-1 and
Appendix F. In sowe cases noxlous weed treatments require repeat
treatments. In order to assure no adverse affects a specific
mitigation for the possibllity 1s included.

Not all projects will be near water, therefore all projects will
not need to monltor water.

The 30 percent figure is simply-a flag or warning to managers. It
is not a standard or sclentifically determined value. Only through
site-specific monltoring and evaluation will it be better determined
when the referred to cumulative effects bdegin to occur. In the
proposed program 1t 18 not expected that 30 percent of any watershed
would sver be treated with herbicides.

For those readers so inclined they are referred to this sectlon of
the Appendix.

3ince there would be no entries for thoss chemlcals they are simply
noted rather than listed with blank columns.

Maybe so, however there is still no identified risk of the inerts
on List 3 and until there 1s, BLM will utilize the latest informe-
tion on inerts.

See Table 3-1.

37-58

37-59

37-60

37-61

37-62

37-63

Herbicides do not all cause increas
The analyeis includes doses fr
of chemical yet chronic dose
the Ldeq.

ed palatability of vegetation.
om all food and water and no breakdown
8 in all cases are well below 175 of

Highly unlikely refers to a higher
dose dus to conditions desoribed,
axposure route.

than likely application rate and
bhot that 4t 1s a highly unlikely

This is based on documented atudies,

The species listed do tend to be highl
y reproductive, 1
recrultment from offsite habltats often occu:s. v n addttion

It 1s etated that 2,4-D does not biloaccumulate.

been wdded. Palatability haa

Just because a report is unpublished does not invalldate it.
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California Wilderness Coalition

2655 Portage Bay East, Suite 5§ + Davis, Califomia 95616 « (916) 758-0380

February 15, 1988

Mr. Ed Hastey, State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
Friep ¢/o Mark Blakeslee
e ey ™ 2800 Cottage Way

Y Sacramento, CA = 95825 w2
e Dear Mr. Hastey:

Thank you for the epportunity to comment on the
draft environmental impact statement [EIS] for the
uCglifomia Vegetation Management program.

' The California Wilderness Coalition supports
oot i, Alternative 3, the no change/no use of herbicides

e Mion Cab it alternative. This option would not result in the adverse
By & St environmental impacts that can be expected from the

S S g Svhmecatenin. other two alternatives, 343
Foe s oo namaim Corte W canniot think of anether EIS we have seen that

Forwrr Allance

fands Aware of Wikdilla . . . . . . .
Eriarats of Pt Wikdarrsan covers so much of California with so little detail. Within
%%ﬁ%m wthe program area, BLM says there are 500 groundwater
ranta Ghiat Task Forcn basins, 148 sensitive plant species, and over 600 species

Nigilon """ of mammals, birds, reptiles, and amphibians [including
fifteen federally listed threatened or endangered species
o Pliets Asiccion” and who knows how many state listed species]. The EIS
mmrgfzgmﬂm,;gads more like a California geography primer which 9
E:V%%sfzém gives the reader a vague overview of the state’s W
Wartiy Mounusn Audubmn Socity

Ve o At environment. The EIS clearly is inadequate to consider
Esmtmenie  the vegetation managerment
e egetatio hagement prograrn.

ﬁm“-"“mm This EIS is nothing more than a thinly disguised
Justification for the use of herbicides on the public lands.
Adverse impacts on the use of such chemicals either are

not reported, ignored, or rationalized with little or no

1, Shata Radraation Councll

Spyral Resowrm Datensy Councl
RCL. Dinra Gt

Sacritriart F, mbonraral Camier

SE. Caffomume lor Wikdernedd

Monhmale YWiklerness Comyrines A
-.:'.'?;:“"'.MI.".'_.?:..""‘ bl documentation
Pl Couny Contarvaton Task Force For example, there is no mention of Proposition 65,

_MA,_‘;‘“““?,.:‘,.’;‘L}.'&W the California state law which may ban of some of the
o Boaoarioton gen €T DiCides being proposed for use by BLM. Such blatant

33-1 385

i “'8‘:4,".":‘“ disregard for state law is inexcusable and renders the EIS
2 i docly incomplete (to say the least).
eporm: Gt et Since the California Wilderness Coalition concentrates
mi}l"'w":..“ '&vfﬂ_uuu‘;m'mmits efforts on wilderness and wilderness study areas, we
Aurdylm 14
At O

s Crimne Burvhnn Srviety

will confine our specific comments to the following:

It is stated [page 2-11] that current tirnber
management “. .. allows cutting practices other than
clearcutting in most cases.” If true, this means that need to
use herbicides is not great as it is in even-age management.
Yet on the following page is the incongruous statement that
“over many decades most of the forestlands that are
allocated primarily to timber production in the EIS area
would come under even—age management.” Why is this
going to happen if current timber direction allows for all-age
management?

It is stated [page 3-6] that “no herbicides applied on
BLM-administered lands have been reported to reach the
groundwater.” What is not mentioned in the EIS is where
and how often anyone has searched groundwater beneath or
near BLM-administered lands, if ever. What studies have
looked at such groundwater and for which herbicides was the
water tested? Considering ali the variables in location,
climate, soil types, application methods, and particular
herbicides, how can it be claimed that no significant impacts
are expected to groundwater? Why wasn’t the threat of
contamination to groundwater more seriously considered?

Since it is reported [page 3-13] that herbicide
applications in forested areas will be more than double over
the next ten years due to a thirty-year backlog of
treatments, has BLM been over-cutting our tirnber
resources? Wouldn't it have been more prudent to cut at a
lower level, a true sustained yield rate, to reflect the actual

reforestation that has been occurring in recent years?

Under Alternative 3, it is estimated that the allowabie
cut would be reduced by 20 percent to 17.3 rnillion board
feet [page 3-15]. This “loss” in timber production, and in
fact the entire BLM timber management program in
California, is insignificant when compared to the statewide
timber harvest. The argument about impacts on local
communities is questionable unless site specific information is
given to show that this small reduction would indeed have
any impact on any particular communities.

The statement [page 3-20] that “in relation to the 14
million acres of wildlife habitat on public land in California
and northwestern Nevada, these impacts are insignificant.”
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This is wrong. Spraying will be concentrated in particular
wildlife habitat areas, e.g. forest lands. Potential effects in
these particular habitats could be highly significant to certain
species of wildlife.

We are completely opposed to the use of herbicides in
designated wilderness areas or wilderness study areas [page
3-22]. We consider such use in violation of the Wilderness
Act of 1964 and Section 603 of the Federa! Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976.

Finally, we note the cenclusion that “cancer risks for
the proposed herbicides are low.” [page 3.27] It is then
pointed out that the worst case cancer risk for atrazine is
less than 3 in 10,000 and for 2,4-D less than 2 in 100,000,
As low as those figures may sound, BLM should be reminded

that many state agencies use an action level of 1 in
1,000,000,

Sincerely,
Jim Eaton
Executive Director

38-5

38-6

38-7

Resp to C t Letter 38

A statement has besn added to page 1-18.
See responss 3A-2,

Ses response 34-25, Primarily the likelihood of no impact 1# due
to the widespread pature of the proposed action, small amounts of
treatoent 1ln widely scattered locations rather than repeat treat-
ments in a few areas.

On page 3-15 you've turned the statemesnt around, after 10 years
treatments will be half of what 1is proposed herein. BLM has not
been overcutting, the main resson is duer to exchange of adequately
stocked forest lands for previously cut brush-infested forest
land. The Arcata RMP ie presently proposing to adjust the allowable
cut based on these land base changes.

Precisely why we will examine the issue at the site-specific project
stage.

This is a general overview; each general habitat 1s addressed on
the preceding pages.

See page 1-6.



e

R Lt ™

o

£8-t

39-1

DEFARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Servics

39

Centers for Dissase Control

Atlanta GA 30333

February 12, 19as

California State Divector
Buresu of Land Management
Caifornia State Office
t/o Mark Blakeslae

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed the araft Environmental Impact Statement (DBIS) for the
California Vegetation Management program which includes an asgessment of
risks associated with the application of 1¢ herbicides in Propoged
Vegatation management activities. We are responding on behalf of the
U.S. Public Health Service and offer the follow commantes for
congideration in daveloping the Final Environmental Impact Statament
(FEIS). We have found the risk assessment (Appendix H) comprehensive and
well done and congistent with standard risk asgessments Ptepared by
Federal Agencies such ag FDA and EPA. We agres with the conelugion that
risks to human health are greatest for application workers. While the
rigk assessment thoroughly explores theoretical worst case scenarios fop
application workers (and the general public), practical field practices
for reducing worker @XPOSUres are not well discusged.

Fot example, in the Section aentitlaed "Exposure and Coga" (pp. H-48) a
distinetion iz made between exposure and dose wherein dose ig affected by
wearing protective clothing, using a reapirator, or washing immediately
after spraying. 1In a later Saction entitled "Effects of the Use of
Protective Clothing”, the degree of reduction of exposura ig discugged.
This discussion is vague and abbraviated and includes only a genergl
reference to “wearing clean coveralls and gloves”. The Section further
dincugges respirators and notes that "Most exposure to herbicide
applicators ig dermal, not inhalation, go the use of respirators iy
ineffective and unnecesgary”, Thig conflicting analysis of the role of
personal protective equipment in exposure reduction leads to uncertainty
about practical strategles for reducing levelg of exposure and absorbed
dose in the fileld. The tigk assessment (or Some other appropriate
gaction of the DEIg) should contain detajlg of proposed BLM guidance and
on-site training pPrograms for the gelection and use of personal
protective equipment (PPE).

Page 2 ~ California State Director

2 the BLM should
o effectively reduce herbicide exporure
s:::;iz;htprogrnns insuring the proper lo::::::niﬂd:::l::;ka::.:::m::t
le, are man

FPE. Rubbar gloves, for exanmple, T b

. however, if carelessly uge .
fgr r.?HCLn“.xpo.u;::. ‘?::h slov?:e sources'lf satursted with herbicide
N donned by an pecting worker. Clothing which ig not lnﬁpoct:d .
:::ncontnminltlon and laundered can theoretically ;nc::n:n I::os:re- ]

t shou ne L
worker. The Final EI& for this projec
:;::i:::on of appropriate work practices regarding proper u..&o::d
decontamination of supplied PPBt(r::ylrnt::nt:::niézt::n:;; e oPE at
demongtrations a
practices should include . et et at Franse o
inning of the herbicide application p
:::-gssl:nthﬁoughout the application period (including 1n;p:cti:::sfor
proper use, wear, contamination, otci:. 2onon:::::1::9::-.n::tiv‘
ducted at actual work gites to re

::z:i:gb:o::?tlonn. Supervisors should strictly enforce the proper use
of PPE at all times.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this 2r:§t Rzi.th:etgzgzetzz:lour
are useful in the practical translation
:::g::;:::'ofrexponure tisks to the practical Ti:iml:::to2o:ft;:p::::: at
tions. Please include us on your mailing
:i:lgoiotzln :roject ag wall as NEPA-related documente on any future BLM
projects with potential human health hazards.

Sincerely yours,

id s.z;pz,ph.p.,r;s.,cm

Environmental Health Scientist
Center for Environmental Health
and Injury Control
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Response to Comment Letter 39

Requirement for PPE according to the herbiclde’s Material Safety
and Health Data Sheet has been added to 1-7 and Appendix D.

0
P.0. Box 2495 y
Ft. Dick, GA 95338

Pebruary 14, 19

Hr,. Ed Hastey

California 8tate Director
Bureau of Land Management
c/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Hastey:

This letter 1s a resronse to the U.,5. Forestry Department
and the Bureau of Land Management proposed use of herbleldes
for forest management.,

I have read the December 1987 draft of the California Vepeta-
tion Management and find Alternative 3 the only acceptable
alternative for the followin; rezsons:

1., Many times a pesticide/herbicide has been declared "szfe"
only to be found to be toxic later, Take 2,4-D for
instance=«the American ledical Association iinks aunosure
with a six-fold inecrease in cancer risk, non=Hodgi:in'sg
lyaphoma. . Another exannle is the eifeet stnted on naje
3-36 that "1imited exposure to 2,%-D has been renorted
to cause vermanent nerve damage."

2; I'm not convinced that synergistic efizcts are not iwore
frequently encountered than stated or even linown at this
tine,

3. I feel that the statement that "All chemicals are
injurious %o health at some level of intale; even
confionly consumed ltems such as as~irin, taible salt,
and sugar" ridieulous. We malie cholces s to the level
of intale; it is not introduced into our enviromment
lile alr, wvater and scil and at levels in wh'~h wve
have ~o con*rol,

L4, Bven thourh Alternative 3 costs $20.75/acre 1t ig well
worth the extra $2.76/acre not to rollute the earth,
harn animals, expose workers to toxlc chemlecals, otc.
Some of the chemicezls that are to he uszd heve not
been studied to see 1f they ham- wildlifz. I'm not
proposing such ~ s*udy, but Jjust ~mointin- out that ,ou
are not awvare of all tihe effects exrnosure causes Lo us
creztures.

5. I gather herh: for my uz and to sell and want them to
be natur 1.
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2.

In using Alternative 3 many unemployed people wculd be
enployed. I don't think there would be as much danger to

Y01 these vorkers as there would be to the workers expose: to
all those toxlc chemicals. And there would be thousands of
homeless peonle that would be thankful for = Jobh.

The skatement that "Many people ielieve thet herbicides are

safe to use and thot risks associated with herbicide use arne
4m1|acceptable to themselves as individuals and to scclety" is

rointless because these neople are ill advised and uninformed.

903 I would like a list of the areas that have been sprayed in
FYorthern California, Please inclucde vhat chemicals were used,

Thank you for the nnportunity of reading and commenting on
the draft.

Sincerely, .
ol n e AT )

(i“s.) Deanna licKallen

R to C t Letter AO

Alternative 3 would not create "thousands" of jobs: the EIS points
out no significant changes to smployment.

We are merely conveying the opinion of some people.

BLM does not maintain this Ainformation. County Agricultural
Commlesions may have this data.



ql

P.O. Box 397
Office; .
Garberville, CA 95440

(707) 923-2931

address for Sutherland:
F.0, Box 996
Redway CA 95560

Environmental Protection
Information Center, Inc.

312 February 1988
Ed Hastey, State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c/o Mark Blakeslee
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento GA 95825

Dear Mr, Hastey,

Please carefully consider these comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Californla Vegetation Management (hereafter
DEIS). These comments are submitted both on behalf of myself, as an
individual, and on behalf of the Environmental Protection Information
Center, Inc. (EPIC), a California non~profit corporation. Please
respond separately to both of us at the letterhead addresses.

Not unexpectedly, your DEIS is inadequate, I say this based
on my experience with BIM's past and present vegetation management
efforts in the Ukiah District. ¥irst, it is obvious that much of
the vegetation management which has been practiced was quite
unnecessary and not well thought out. For example, in a special
Nooning Creek program, !mge amounts of brush were windrowed and
bumed, Unfortunately, virtually all this brush was Ceanothus, and
burning it meant an enormous loss of nitrogen, most ely most of
the nitrogen on the site. Nitrogen is the primary limiting nutrient
in most wildland sites, One or more approaches could have been
adopted which conserved most site nitrogen, This is an example
where management objectives could better have been achieved with
less intensive management. Another failed management project, this
a recent one for wildlife, occurred on Queen's Peak, where an
unnecessary and inappropriate burn did not significantly improve
site conditions. It is apparent that much of BIN's vegetation
management program is actually unneeded and this should have been
explored in the DEIS. I propose as a mitigation that all project

T proposals should receive very early and repeated peer review from
otl"::r agencies, especially non-federal, and also selected public
review,

98-¥

A somewhat more outrageous exclusion from the DEIS is the
subject of escaped burns. I strongly wonder, however, if the
preparers even had access to adequate data on this, because
embarrzssed managers have probably- hidden much of it. In the
Ukish Districh, a scandalously high percentage of control burns
have escaped. A recent DIM escape near Tolkan Campground, for
example, appears to have destroyed more commercial timber than
it conceivably could have released, at best, These escapes not
only increase suppression costs and damage non-target wildlands,

qi-2
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BIM DEIS -2 EPIC, Inc.

they are a serious hazard to the neighborhood and my neighbors
and T resent being endangered by unpublicized BIM and CDF
incompetence, Please take the cutesy all-is.well shine off your
DEIS and discuss these real problems in detail, I call for an
investigation and report of the true incidence of these eacapes.
I expect this will take a very thorough effort to fully uncover.

The DEIS discussion of smoke ig very superficial, Timber
induatry burning each fall is a severe problem in our region,
and BIM contributes to this problem, Smoke is at times so thick
in forest towns such as Whitethorn that it is necessary to drive
with headlighta on during otherwiae sunny days. The human health
problem of this smoke is quite understated in the DEIS. Cite for
example the many hundreds of cases of pneumonia and other serious
lang ailments Forest Service and CDF personnel experienced during
Just the severe fall 1987 wildfiree in Californla. These figures
are readily available and illuminsting. I also do not find ..
acknowledgement in the DEIS that most "controlled" burning (by
all parties including BIM) occurs in a very short space of time,
greatly intensifying effects, By such omiasions the DEIS thus
obscures the pressing need to greatly reduce unnecessary burning.
This is a legally inadequate examination of alternatives and it
stands as another example of how the DEIS is & rationalization
of foregone conclusions., As mitigation for smoke abatement I
suggest strict standards and public and peer review of vegetation
management. proposals. These standards should require that timing
of BLM burns (if genuinely necessary in the first place) be
coordinated with other regional burmns and wildfire activity so
as to minimize smoke impacts. No burns should be conducted when
other smoke sources are impacting the area.

Your refusal to seriously examine non-burn or less-burn
alternatives is indefensible, not withstanding the shabby arguments
at DEIS 1-4, Flease reconsider.

Another shortcoming of the DEIS is the unrealistic assessment
of the social problem of herbicide drift. The DEIS misjudges that
many thousands of people live in California's remote wildlands
explicitly for the purpose of achieving relatively pollution-free
lives. Aerial drift of herbicides unavoidably contaminates them
and constitutes a serious assault on their lifestyle. You are well
aware how inflamatory this can be.and it should be examined in
the DEIS, Sabotage, threats, and gunfire have repeatedly characterized
California herbicide confrontations, This fact should be provided
clearly to the decisionmaker, If only for these social reasons,
the insistence on herbicide use (especially if aerially applied)
reflects an apparent social arrogance and insensitivity unbefitting
a preferred alterative. Flease reconsider your emphasis,
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BIM DEIS - EPIC, Inc.,

Frankly, I can hardly believe how poor your treatment of
pesticide drift is. It is based upon an agricultural model quite
inapplicable to the mountain habitats that BIM proposes to spray.
How can this be adequate? Please adapt the DEIS analysis to mountain
models; for example, consult *Drift of insectieidal spray by cold
air drainage winds in western mountains®, by George Maridn (USDA
For. Ser. Research Note PSW-360), This long-suppressed Forest
Service study affims that "(t)he possibility of drift occurring
during forest spraying appears to be considerably greater than in
agricultural spraying." Wurther, the study "demonstrated that cold
air drainage winds carried large amounts of spray, sometimes equal
to the amount that landed in the spray plots, out of the target
area." Recommendations included by Markin could be adapted ag DEIS
mitigations. Global drift of pesticides,has been wall documented,
literally to polar icecaps, to remote islands, and to the snows of
Kilimanjaro. The slighted DEIS treatment of drift is another good
example of why few will greet it as a credible document. The DEYS
seens more a testimonial to BIM's intransigence in heading inexorably
towards violent social and political confrontation. Why do you
persiszt in a lose-~lose mindset?

Thé DE]S fails to note that it is a committed mitigation in
the SYU-13 FEIS that there will be no aerial harbicide use in
Sustalned Yield Unit 13. Please do not imply through silence that
this DEIS overrides thet commitment, Legally it camot. Thus it
appears this DEIS cannot properly address the issue of such spraying
in that region, as it does.

Flease respond fully to our concerns.
Sincerely,

%Wm@% WOJ(.SGU&B/

("Robert Sutherland")

A1-1

41-2

A1-3

Al-a

AL-5

R to G t Letter Al

Site-specific project planning and the EA process allow Just this
sort of coordination and consultation. BLM also coordinates with
other agencies as identified on pages 1-16 and 1-17.

BLM records on escapss from prescrided burns have been reexamined
and the number of escapss over the past 10 Years should be four.
Thie number has been changed in the Final EIS. In addition, of the
four escapes none exceeded 100 scree in sige.

A lengthy dlscussion 18 contained as Appendix G.

All prescribed burns must be permitted according to local Alr
Pollution Control bDistrict requirements. BLM only burns when the
APCD allows wnd they do consider other burns in the area.

Due to the State of cCalifornia's emphasls on chaparral r'l t
there 13 little likelihood of BLM being able to unilaterally not
¢onduct prescribed burns.

The sntiherbicide feeling of many people is noted starting on page
2-21. The incidence of wildland residents ls an issue which will
be addressed during project formulation.

The malority of aerial epraying is not proposed for mountain areas,
well over half of the acreage 1is for sagebrush areas (Table 1-3).
While the models used may have been derived from agricultural
applications, they used equipment and techniques similar to what 1s
proposed in the EIS. The alr quality aseessment discusses the
posoibility of spray drifting long distances.

This has been clarified on page 1-1.
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Response to Comment Letter 32

Most forestes are managed on an uneven age basis and in those which
are clear cut most slash As burned, reducing fuel loading.

This 1 beyond the scope of the EIS and can be found in booke such
as Wright and Balley 1982.

This is dlscusased on page 3-A3.

Mitigations are addreseed in Appendix D and additionally would be
developed based on site-specific features.

The slight probabllity of toxlc effects to wildlife as ldentifled
in Appendix L is outwelghed by the beneficial changes in wsome
habitats and forage as identified in Chapter 3.

This was addressed on page 3-26.

These isesues were thoroughly addressed in the SYU-8, 13 and 15 EISs
and EA are referenced on page 2-12.

The unlikelihood of toxle effects to people is addressed in
Chapter 3 and Appendlix H. Herbicide labels and references clted
document on what species chemicals are injurious. Proper chemical
selection, timing of applications, and amount applied willl prevent
death to nontarget species.

Appendix C addresses vegetation control in plantations. It
addresses control and reduction of competition of other plants not
their complete removal.

See¢ response 28-3.

See pages H-A1 to H-A5.

BLM 1s so required under 29 CPR 1960.34(b).
p-3.

and is noted on page

This is addressed on page D-1.
S8ame as response A2-11.
This may be true, however in reforestation attempts

cowpeting vegetation which would
comnercial forests.

they are
slow the reestablishment of

The majority of lande covered does not involve forests, but range
and chaparral. In addition as stated on page 2-17 much of the
harvesting is by selective cutes rather than clear cuts.
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HOMASE UTILIZATION
WASTE WATER REREAACH

707-459-6219

February 16, 1988

Mr. Ed Hastey, State Director

U, 5. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
California State O0ffice

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA. 95825

Dear Kr. Hastey:
I 2m enclosing "The Use of Forest Products in the Pollution Control Industry"
ag an example of the type of market that can be developed for material you

now regard as weeds,

When I first worked in the woods in Santa Cruz County in 1938 our major money
crop was tan bark from the tan oak.

We are currently using charcoal from lanzanita or Madrone for odor control,
BBQ fuel, water filtration and other uses.

New methods of harvesting such as the shear one making "weed" species valuable,
It is estimated that the pollution control industry will cost 90 billion dollars
per year. The annual growth of energy fuel from chapparal is enormous and

¢an be sustained indefinitely improving the habitat and lowering the fire hazard
at the same time. Your EIR devotes only one paragraph to manual removal with

no discussion of possible markets for the material,

1 invire you and your staff to review this potential and include it in your
final EIR report.

Yours very truly,
.)2y " -

AV z ‘ -
R
REB; nmk ’

Enclosures

cci  Phillip Lowell

a3-1

Response To Comment Letter A3

The material provided has been retained for future reference and we
have added a statement regarding potentisl markets for materlals.
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United States Department of the Interior

GEQLOGICAL SURVEY
RESTON, VA, 22092

ap-l

WoS ol Stop 423
FEB | 6 1988
Ay-2
Memorandum
To: California State Director, Bureau of Land Management
sacramento, California

From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology
Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for the California

vegetation management program

We have reviewed the statement as requested in your letter included in the
document.

The statement should recognize the importance of soil characteristics, local climatic
conditions, and geologic settings in planning the use of herbicides and appropriate
mitigation of impacts to water resources. A sorption and biodegradation of erbi-
cides, for example, are most effective in warm, moist soils with high content of clar,
high organic content, and relatively low pH. Deviations from these conditions wil
reduce the effectiveness of adsorption and biodegradation. Furthermore, the
presence of sandy and gravelly soils mar‘ result in [ess retardation of herbicides.
Also, timing of precipitation followin%\ erbicide application may be critical, for
untimely precipitation may flush the chemicals rapidly into the soil and into
underlying aquifers. n areas where thin soils overlie fractured rock, opportunities
for more rapid downward movement of herbicides may occur. Lateral movement of
atrazine within an aquifer is relatively slow but atrazine has been found in ground-
water from wells downgradient from irrigated fields at the end of an irrigation
season,!

At this present programmatic stage of the analysis, the discussion of plans for
mitigation should indicate pertinent contralling facters to be considered in the
various site-specific analyses. Examples are: sol sediment characteristics, pH, soil
permeability, presence or absence of fractures and cracks at or near the surface,
depth to water, and precipitation or irrigation timing with respect to chemical
application. 5 )

C/I—-v:- 7o G ke

o James F, Devine

iy Junk, G.A., Spalding, R.F., and Richard, J.J., 1980, Areal, Vertical and Temporal
Differences in Ground Water Chemistry: Il. Qrganic Constituents: Journal of
Environmental Quality, vol. 9, no. 3, p. 479-483.

Copy to: District Chief, WRD, Sacramento, California

Response To Comment Letter &4

The laportance of these factors on chemical behavior is discussed
on page 3-3 and the pretreatment survey process discussed on D-1
requires consideration of soll factors in designing projects and
setting restrictions, mitigations, and monitoring.

Dus to the wide varlety of sltuatlons which might be encountered 1t
is more appropriate that mltigations be ldentifled during site-
specific pretreatment surveys and project environmental analysen
using label guidance and site-specific information.
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company 77 Beale Streel
San Francisco, CA 94106
415/972.7000

February 24, 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c/o Mr. Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Blakeslee:

Thank you for the opportunity to review your December
1987 California Vegetation Management Draft EIS. We are
pleased to see a program which evaluates all methods of
vegetation management. We interpret the preferred
alternative as a program which would provide us with the
greatest flexibility when managing vegetation on our.
right-of-ways. Hence, we support the preferred
alternative. However, there are several issues which we
would like to have clarified.

As an adjacent land owner and permittee of BLM lands, we
have a variety of land management. concerns that are tied
to specific geographic locations. Due to the general
nature of the document, it is difficult to assess the
potential for conflict or negative impact on our
operations from your preferred alternative. Issues such
as safety of our employees, ease of maintenance, water
quality and erosion control on watershed lands, and
hazard avoidance on our electric and gas transmission
right-of-ways are impacted differently depending upon
what treatment is applied. The following are the
specific issues which need clarification:

1. Chapter One, Page 3, "annual acreage to be managed
by various vegetation treatments:"

If the geographic location ¢f the acreage has been
determined by your Land Management Plans, please
provide maps for review and comment. If the
vegetation management treatments have not been
allocated geographically, we request that we be
consulted prior to any decision which involves
designation of vegetation management treatments on
or adjacent to our lands and right-of-ways.

PR ST

California State Director
February 24, 1988
Page 2

2. Chapter One, Page 18, "notification of adjacent
landowners prior to spraving of herbicide:"

We have employees that traverse BLM lands as a part
of their daily operational routines. In addition to
advance notification of specific incidences of

491 aerial spraying, we need to inform these employees

of the potential occupational hazards due to
chemical maintenance if this treatment is to be
consistently used in the area. Such notification
will need to include all industrial safety bulletins
pertinent to the type of chemical agents to be used.

3. Chapter 3, Environmental Consequences:
The impacts of prescribed burning on or near our

distribution and transmission line right-of-ways,
both gas and electric, and their related facilities,

¢?3 including metering, regulator, and microwave

stations, need to be evaluated. Such a technique
implemented in these areas could not only be
detrimental to our facilities, but provide an
extreme hazard.

We hope these comments are useful to you, and once again

thank you for the opportunity to be involved in your

planning process. If you have any gquestions regarding

;?ese gomments, please contact Nancy Brose at (415)
3-5775.

Sincerely,

P. BRUCE BENZLER
Director
Land Planning
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Responae To Comment Letter 45

8pecific treatment sites have not yet been delineated. As is noted
on page 1-18 as & part of project formulation and required RAs we
intend to consult with adjacent landowners.

See response 45-1. In addition, signe will be posted as noted on
page D-1 in aceordance with chemical guidelines.

Prescribed burning 1s avolded near such lmprovements, in fact
chemlcal use may be proposed near sites such as microwave towers to
decrease wildfire hazard to these improvements.

Yo |
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Fish and Wildlife Service
Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692

500 N.E. Multnomah Strest

Portland, Oregon 97232

United States
Department of the Interior

1n Reply Refer To: Your Reference:
FEB 29 773 To itial
AL
Memorandum W'—z A§' o
, __IAMN T
To: State Director, Bureau of Land Management, Sacramerchd ;8. _...

Ccalifornia -

From:pcipg Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sarvice, —
-+ Region 1, Portland, Oregon

Subject: Review of the Draft California Vegetation Managemenittion by
Flan (Plan) and Environmental Impact Statement (DETSjnemeby —
(EC 87/95Retum

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the
Bureau of Land Management's (Bureau) subject plan and DEIS which
describes three alternatives for vegetation control on public
lands in California and northwestern Nevada. Areas to be treated
annually vary from 35,800 acres under Alternative 1 to 30,550
acres under Alternative 3. The primary difference among the
three alternatives is the maeans proposed for control. Alterna-
tive 1 (the proposed action) will employ aerial and ground ap-
plication of herbicides and several non-herbicide means of vege-
tation control; Alternative 2 (no aerial herbicide application)
will use herbicides only through ground application; and Alterna-~
tive 3 (no change/no use of herbicides) will not use any herbi-
cides at all. The objectives to be accomplished under the pro-
posed action cqnaist of: (1) control of noxlious and poisonous
weeds; (2) maintenance of rights-of-way; (3) reduction of fuel
load, and (4) improvement of forest management, range managemeant,
wildlife habitat, and recreation sites. Alternative 3 is not
actually a continuation of the "status gquo" because it increases
the areas where manual and mechanical control means would be
employed. A "no action" alternative is needed in order to fully
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act. In general,
there is a paucity of detail in the descriptions of the three
alternatives.

The Sarvice offers the following general and specific comments
for your consideration.
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Ganeral Comments

Even though this DEIS is a programmatic statement for vegetation
control on Bureau-administered lands in California and northwest-
ern Nevada for the next 10 vears, it presents a very general
overview and analysis of the propomed project. Because of this,
very detajled site-specific environmental documentation will be
necesgary when the Bureau undertakes individusml vegetation treat-
ment and management projects. These projects should be thor-
oughly coordinated with the appropriate State and Federal natural
resource agencies, including our field stations, early in the
process for planning and environmental review process,

The DEIS generally focuses on the direct impacts to wildlife from
each alternative for vegetative management. Even though the DEIS
identifies negative and positive impacts to wildlife, neither the
mignificance of theme impacts are evaluated nor the steps for
avoiding or mitigating wildlife losses are identified. In addi-
tion to fully evaluating the direct impacts, the DEIS should also
address the cumulative and indirect impacts to wildlife, ‘These
concerns should be fully analyzed in the wildlife risk asgess-
ment, as outlined on page 7,

Initiation of formal consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, is necessary whenever
# federally-listed species may be affected. The Sarvice's Bio-
logical Opinions will specify measures needed to prevent, reduce,
and/or offset anticipated adverse project effects to federally-
listed species.

The use of chemicals, ineluding herbicide application, can be a
highly beneficial management tool far protection of sensitive
species. The use of the herbicide Tordon, for example, is cru-
cial for both controlling tamarisk {Tamarix spp.) and maintaining
some desert species dependent upon native riparian and marshland
habitats. An example of such a species benefiting is the feder-
ally-listed endangered Amargosa vole (Microtus californicus
scirpensig). We want to point out that the use of Tordon has
resulted in some effects to aguatic wildlife and the risk of
using Tordon needs to be fully addressed.

The Bureau should also consider control and eradjcation of other
weeds such as the giant reed (Arundo donax) and pampas grass
(Cortaderia atacamensis). Both have been observed at locations
along the Mohave River in the Caljifornia Desert District, and are
considered to be very invasive with no value for native wildlife.
Eradication of these species would benefit both native plants and
animals,

Use of fire to anhance wildlife habitats should be carefully

Hi-p| =valuated on a site-specific bamis to determine the feamibility

%1

W4

and success for attaining desired wildlife objectives. Whenever
a herbicide or fire is used to control tamarimk, the root struc-
tures should ba mechanically removed to ansure control.

The DEIS does not clearly state the Bureau's policy for estab-
lishing buffer zones arocund wetlands. We recommend establishing
buffer zone widths on a mite-mpecific basis, using environmental,
biological, and toxicological factors to protect wetland habi-
tats. Our definition of wetlands includes all categories of mar-
shes, bogs, and estuaries and all classes of streams (FWS5/0BS-
79/31, December 1979 Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater
Habitats of the United States).

In summary, we recommend against the proposed action (as outlined
in Alternative 1) due to the potential for aerially applied her-
bicides contaminating wetlands through spray drift. The indirect
and cumulative impacts of herbicide application upon fish and
wildlife need to be evaluated. The site specific plans and envi-
ronmental assessments for individual treatment projects should be
detailed. The criteria for site-specific plans should be care-
fully designed to ensure that there will be minimal impacts to
fish and wildlife resources,

Specific Comments

Eroposed Trestments by Plant Community, Table 1-3. Under the
subheading "Purpose", there are maveral inaccurate descriptions
such as "Chaining, crushing", "noxious weeds"”, etc, These terms
describe a treatment method or the problem and not the purpose.

They should be corrected in the EIS,

Chemical Methods, page 1-10, paragraph 2. The description of
the criteria for using the "handgun and boom" technique for
applying herbicides in riparian areas is inadeqguate. The Bureau
bases the need for using the handgun and boom technique on the
presence of weeds being "closely intermingled” with shrubs and
trees. No criterja is provided to protect non-target vegeta-
tion. The Bureau needs to establish criteria for determining the
threshold for spraying when native vegetation is present.

These criteria should establish an upper limit for native vegeta-
tion density and a standardized means for determining the density
of native vegetation. Until these criteria are established, the
Service recommends that handgun and boom applications in the ri-
parian zone only when vegetation iz composed primarily of weeds,
based on a vegetative survey of the proposed treatment area. We
recommend coordinating such Surveys with our local field
stations.
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Comparison_of_ Impacts, page 1-13, Table 1-4. The Summary of
Impacts by Alternative gshould include analyses of indirect im-
pacts and cumulative impacts to wildlife. Theme potential impacts
include nest abandonment and contamination or alteration of food
supplies for various wildlife species.

Monitoring and_Studies, page 1-~15, paragraph 2. Excepf for line
2.a of Appendix D, the Bureau fails to discuss wildlife monitor-
ing and residue studies. Although the Bureau states that some
vegetation treatments are specifically designed to imprave wild-
life habitat, we find no analysis in the DEIS addremsing impacts
to wildlife. The impacts to resident and migratory species needs
to be agsessed before any monitoring programs can be established.
These monitoring programs should be designed in cooperation with
appropriate State and Federal natural resocource agencies and
implemented to evaluate the responses of selected wildlife
species to the vegetation treatments.

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Plant Species, page 2-9 and
Table 2-2. The slender horned spineflower (Centrostmegia Jepto-
ceras) and Santa Ana River eriastrum (Eriastrum densifolium spp
sanctorum), identified in the text as species proposed for list-
ing, have been lizted as endangered (52 Federal Register (FR)
36265; September 28, 1987).

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Animals, page 2-17 and
Table 2-4. Thesme sections should be revised to contain the
following updated information:

Mohave ground squirrel Category 2 candidate

50 FR 3796%; September 18, 1985
Stephen's kangaroo rat Froposed
52 FR 44453; November 19, 19R7
California bighorn sheep Category ? candidate
50 FR 37967; September 18, 1985
Peninsular bighorn sheep Category 2 candidate
50 FR 37967; September 18, 1985
California wolverine Category 2 candidate
50 FR 57967; September 18, 1985
Least Bell's vireo Endangered
51 FR 16482; May 2, 1986
Inyo brown towhee Endangered
52 FR 28780; August 28, 1987

ybt>

The Bureau needs to substantially revise these sections to ade-
gquately address the needs of both federally listed and proposed
spmcies occurring on Bureau lands.

Fven though candidate species receive no legal protection under
the Endangered Species Act,  we urge the Bureau to provide for
them during project planning in the event that they are listed

prior to or during project implementation.

The following list of

category 2 candidate species (50 FR 37956~37967; September 18,
1985) is provided for your consideration:

Fish

Amargosa canyon specked dace
Razorback sucker

Amphibian

Arroyo toad

Feptiles

Western pond turtle

Panamint alligator lizard

Colorado Desert fringe-toed
ljzard

Orange-throated whiptail

San Diego horned lizard

Birds

Reddish egret
White-faced ibis
Fulvous whistling Duck
Swainson's hawk
Ferruginous hawk
California black rail

Western snowy plover

Mountain plover

Long-billed curlew
Large-billed savannah sparrow
Tricolored blackbird

Mammals

Occult bat
Southwestern cave bat

Rhinichthys osculus ssp.
Xyrauchen texanus -

Bufo microscaphus

Clemmys marmorata
Elgaria panamintinus

Uma notata notata

Cnemidopherus hyperythrus

Phrynosoma corvonatum
blainvillei

Eghretta rufescens
Plegadis chihi
Dendrocygna bicolor
Buteo swainsoni
Buteo regalis
Laterallus jamaicensis
goturniculus
Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus
Charadrius montanus
Numenius americanus
Passervullus sandwichensis
rostratus
Agelajus tricolor

Muvotis lucifugus occultus
Myotis veljifer brevis
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Spotted bat Euderma maculastum
Townsend's western big-eared bat Eumops perotis californicus
Palm Springs ground squirrel Spermophilus tereticaudus
ghlorus
Amargosa pocket gopher Thomomys umbrinus amargosae
White-eared pocket mouse Perognathus alticola alticola
Tehachapi pocket mouse Perognathus alticola
inexpectatus
Yuma cotton rat Sigmodon hispidus eremicus
Colorado River cotton rat Sigmodon arjronae plenus
Owens Valley vole Microtus californicus
vallicola
Yuma puma Felis concolor browni

Wildlife Habitat, page 2-15. In addition to northeastern Cali-
fornia and the California desert, chukar populations alse occur in
northwest Nevada (including Washoe and Humboldt Counties).

Impacts on Surface Water, page 3-5, paragraph 3. The mummary
information on Diuron notes a longer persistence (up to 24
months) causing significant toxic effects on fish and lower agua-
tic organisms. For these reasons, the Service recommends ban-
ning the use of this herbicide in proximity to wetlands, Addi-
tional restrictions will be needed to prevent Diuron from enter-
ing any wetland due to runoff and drift from aserial and ground
applications.

The use of 2,4-D should be limited to areas where g80il conditions
pramote rapid degradation (moist, warm soils with high organic
content). Because the toxicity of 2,4-D and 2,4-DF to aquatic
organisms are highly variable, we do not recommend the uge of
these herbicides at sites in proximity to wetlands.

Impacts on Surface Water, page 3-5, paragraph 4. The statement
that "Often no effort is made to exclude aeriml spraying across
ephemeral stream channels" and "rainfall can flush herbicide

residues downstream”, is objectionable and inappropriate. These
streams and their ecosystems are wetlands which need to be pra-
tected, The Bureau should stipulate application procedures and

conditions to its contractors to ensure that no aerial spraying
of wetlands will occur, if an aerial spraying alternative j=
selected.

Noxiocus Weeds, page 3-13, paragraph 3. The DEIS notes that non-

Y19

target vegetation would be lost through aerial application
without determining the extent of impacts., Any evaluation of the
impacts should include the loss of non-target vegetation
intermingled with weeds, method and rate of herbicide
applications, formulation of herbicide, and use of alternative
herbicidea used. To minimize the loss of non-target vegetation,

He-20

42

4622

the Bureau should eastablish criteria for spraying weeds inter-
mingled with non-target vegetation (refar to comments for "chemi~-
cal methods, page 1-10, paragraph 2"), If lommes of non-target
vegetation should occur, standby mitigatiaon plans should be
implemented.

Chemical Treatments, Alternative 1, page 3-16 and 17, paragraphs

1, 2, 5, 6, and 7. The DEIS identifies potential adverse impacts
to winter ranges of deer, antelope, and sage grouse from large-
scale application of herbicides. If herbicides are applied on a
large scale, we racommend using a mosaic spray pattern to
counteract the additive effact of treating a large area.

Paragraph & states that herbicide use on 900 acres of forested
lands per year will ultimately result in long-term reduction in

deer forage. The health and size of California's deer herd has
generally been decreasing, as noted by the California Department
of Fish and Game. Whjle the treatment of chaparral areas is

expected to improve deer habitat, no information is presented to
verify whether the net change in deer habitat would be positive.
The Service recommends that the Bureau develop treatment schedules
and monitoring plans in consultation with the California Depart-—
ment of Fish and Game.

Appendix L, Details of the Wildlife Exposure Calculations, page [-
21, paragraph 1. We believe that the Bureau mhould not extrapo-
late wildlife exposure data from wildlife species typical of
foregt habitats in the Northwest. Toxicological evaluations sghould
bte based on requirements of animals adapted to the extremely arid
conditions found in the deserts of California. Many xerophilous
species have evolved elaborate physiological adaptations which may
be affected adversely by exposure to certain herbicides.

We recommend including an environmental risk assessment based on
the chemical and biological data provided in Appendix L. It
should address factors, such as effects on the nutritional and
cover value of treated, non-target vegetation teo selected wild-
life species, effects on breeding and nesting success of exposed
wildlife species, cumulative effects of repeated applications of
herbicides, and exposure to the carrier (solvents and other inert
ingredients) of the herbicide spray on the food web dynamics.

If you have any questions or need any points elaborated upon,
please contact me at the letterhead address or call John Wolfe,
Contaminants Specialist (FTS 429-6128) or Merle Richmond Environ-
mental Specialist (FTS 429-6159).
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Response to Comment Letter 46

See response 34-1.
See pages 1-16 and 1-17.

The impacts to wildlife are anticipated to range from low to
negligible as stated on page 3-13. In most cases the lmpacts will
be unmeasurable on a etatewlde Dbasis. However, slte-specific
environmental analyses will be prepared as Llndividual sites are
selected. Impacts will be quantified and mltigation will be
developed at that time.

Discussed on page 1-16.

We are aware of this and also that recent studies by other agencies
have found triclopyr to be as effective as pleloram and less
environmentally hazardous.

See page 1-15 for requirements for EAs on each project.

Buffers will be set according to label requirements, State or local
1aw (page 1-10) and site-specific factors (page D-1).

Comment noted and changes made as hecessary.

The KIS says "Neither handguns nor booms would be used in riparian
areas where weeds are c¢losely intermingled with shrube and trees.”
Hand applications would be used in the intermingled areas, and we
agree with your comment regarding presurvey of the treatment area.

Due to the small amount of habitat treated compared to the statewlde
total, these indirect lwpacts will be insignificant. This comment
howaver points out a good opportunity %o collect some information
on nest abandonment, alteration of food supplies, etc., in localized
ateas. This type of information 1n the literature 1s very sketchy
and lncomplete. We may be able to increase our knowledge in these
areas through studies and monitoring of projects.

Impacts of slte-specific projects, mitigations, and monltoring
needs would all be identified during the project development and EA
based on the site-specific factors sas noted on page 1-15.

Those changes have been made.

We have chosen not to list the Category 2 species, however they
will be considered at the site-specific RBA stage.

Correctlion made.

46-15

A6-16

R6-17

A6-18

46-19

46-20

46-21

46-22

The discussion on page F-7 also notes that diuron 18 one of the
least mobile herbicides. Other herbicldes have a longer persistence
and are more mobile than diuron and would thus be more hazardous
near wetlands. In addition, diuron is not proposed for aerial
application.

Such a determlnation as with your 36-15 comment would be addressed
on & site-specific basis.

It may be objectionable and inappropriate, however it 1s a statement
of fact.

Not all ephsmeral channels Aare wetlands, however as wlth other
water areas these areas will be consldered during pretreatment
surveys and project development for any necessary buffers or other
mitigations.

Aerial applicatlion for noxlous weed control is not proposed.

Follow-up monitoring and coordination with the Californla Depart-
went of Pish and Game will be an integral part of all land
treatment projects.

The species addressed are also representative of Californla forests,
sagebrush and chaparral areas. Since a majority of the proposed
treatments will occur in these areas the lnformation is appropriate.
When applying the information to desert species the arid adaptations
of animals will have to be taken into account individually, the
basic data for this analysis would come from the same species docu-
mented hereiln as there is little specific data on desert wildlife
species.

Appendix L 1s a risk assessment addressing chemical effects based
on poesible doses of several exposure routes. Cover values were
addressed on pages 3-19 to 3-22. Cumulatlive effects are now
addressed at the end of Chapter 3.
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REGION IX
215 Fremont Straet
San Francisco, Cs. 94105

01 MAR 1988

Ed Hastey

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
¢/0 Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage way
Sacramento, CA 95825
Dear Mr. Hastey:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) titled California
=—s2tornia

Vegetation Management.

Under the National Environmental Policy Act and Section 309
:githgggéean aAlr Act, EPA is required to review and comment on
s .

We have classified this DEIs as Category EO-2, Environmental
Objgctions ~ Insufficient Information {see attached “Summary of
Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action“). This DEIs is rated

We appreciate the

opportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send us three copies of

the Final EIS when it is filed with the
EPA Headquarters office, If you have any questions, please call
me at (415) 974-8083 (Frs 454-8083), or have Your ataff contact
David Powers at (415) 974-8187 (FTs 974-8187).

Sincerely,

oL .
Deanna M. Wieman, Director
Office of External Affairs

Enclosure (8 pages)

c¢c: M. Dlakeslee, BLM J. Ladd, SWRCB
J. McKevitt, USFwS R. Gill, Lahontan RWQCB

J. Schuler, CDFG S. Warner, North Coast RWQCB
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Water Quality Comments

1.
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Water Quality discussions contained in the
ggfssgié ?Sgdequate? whi!e these areas inc%ude a literature
review, there is no attempt to draw conclusions or offer
guidelines which would assist the resource manager in
selecting the herbicide that would minimize environmental
impacts ?n the soil and water. The FEIS should identify
guidelines for making decisions aboyt the use of herbicides
including the follow?ng decision criteria: soil type, slope,
aspect, precipitation (amount, type & distribution), tempera-
ture, partition coefficients, application (method, rate &
amount), repeated or combined applications, proximity to
ground water or surface water and stream/ground water moni-
toring requirements. If possible, this information should be
displayed in a table or matrix which allows comparison of the
persistence of the chemicals proposed for use in different
soil types and water. This would assist resource managers
and the general public in assessing potential impacts.

The FEIS should identify the pProcess and criteria that would
be used to determine which mitigation measures would be
required for a particular vegetation management project.

The source(s) of funding for mitigation/monitoring, imple-
mentation timeframe and party responsible for carrying out
the measures should also be discussed.

Protecting water quality means primarily protecting benefi-
cial uses, That protection extends to the most sensitive
uses. Municipal water supply and fisheries are the most
sensitive uses designated for many Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) streams and waterbodies. The FEIS should address the
protection of municipal water supply watersheds and offer
guidelines for vegetation management activities, particularly
with respect to the sensitive issue of herbicide use in those
The guidelines should be reflected in the pretreatment
surveys for decision-making discussed in Appendix D,

EPA supports the ‘tiering' structure for monitoring and
studies identified in the DEIS, All water quality monitoring
should be coordinated with the appropriate regional water
quality control boards, particularly where herbicide use is
contemplated, Some regional boards have special regulations
and monitoring requirements for herbicide application. For
éxample, BLM lands located in the jurisdiction of the North
Coast and Lahontan Regional Boards are subject to specific
mitigation measures, notice requirements and the issuance of
waste discharge requirements Prior to undertaking aerial
herbicide application.
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The degradability of atrazine, diuron, dicamba, 2,4-D, fosamine,
picloram and simazine is highly dependent on microbes in the
soil and water. The number of microbes in so0ill decreases
with s0il depth., Additionally, "ground water contains few
if any microbes to carry on degradation® (p. 3-6). The DEIS
states that "no herbicides applied on BLM-administered lands
have been reported to reach groundwater”. It is not clear
what types of monitoring, reporting or number of treatment
cages were used to reach this conclusion, The FEIS should
identify specific ground water protection, menitoring and
reporting requirements, particularly given the leaching
potential of 11 of the 16 herbicides proposed for use (see
Toxiecs comment #3).

The FEIS should discuss the rationale for using a 10 foot
buffer strip around streams and other waterbodies when using
granular formations of herbicides (p. 1-10). This conflicts
with the statement in appendix D~2 that minimum buffer strips
will meet or exceed state-mandated water related buffer zones,
which are greater than 10 feet. A 10 foot buffer may not
provide adequate protection. For example, tebuthiuron is
normally applied in a granular formulation and is guite
persistent (Table 3-1, p. 3~3 and Appendix F, p. F~9), 1In
addition, is is moderately mobile and may be leached into
surface water as a result of precipitation. Although it
appears to be relatively benign to animals it is highly toxic
to plants, The combination of persistence, mobility and
toxicity may result in significant impacts to aguatic and
riparian vegetation if only & 10 foot buffer zone is required.

The DEIS states that "in the desert area there is a need to
reduce tamarisk invasion around desert streams and waterholes®
(p. 1-1) and identifies herbicide application as a means of
controlling tamarisk (p. 1~10), Herbicide movement into
waterbodies may result from precipitation, transmission through
root systems and fluctuations in dam releases. The effects of
herbicides on water quality and beneficial uses could be magni-
fied in closed drainage systems or systems which include
wetlands. The FEIS should discuss specific measures which
would prevent herbicides from entering waterbodies adjacent to
treated areas.

The DEIS states that the only potential for fisheries/aquatic
impacts are from aerial sprays in big sage and forest habitats
(p. 3-19). This represents a significant portion of proposed
annual herbicide treatments, The DEIS states that 2900 acres
of sagebrush and 600 acres of forest would receive aerial
spray treatments under alternative 1. If aerial treatment
levels remain constant over the 10 year planning period,
35,000 acres providing watershed for fisheries habitat could
be impacted. Herbicide application to tamarisk adjacent to
streams and waterholes may also impact water quality angd
aquatic habitat, The DEIS assumes that standard operating
procedures and site=-specific environmental assessment (FA)
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recommended mitigation will prevent significant amounts of
herbicides from reaching streams. It also assumes that fish
will receive only short-term exposure. The FEIS should
provide the basis for these assumptions.

Page 2-3 of the DEIS acknowledges that BLM is required to

meet state water gquality standards regardless of the manage-~
ment activity, and to manage in a manner to protect or enhance
water quality where standards have not been established. The
FEIS should discuss in detail the measures, including best
management practice development, which will ensure the main-
tenance or enhancement of water quality.

Does BLM have its own specifications for spill protection plans
beyond reliance upon contractors? Have BLM mitigation measures
been approved by the State Water Rescurces Control Board

as sufficient to prevent water quality impacts (p. 1-17)7

The basis for the assumption that the proposed use of 16
herbicides would not degrade soil productivity should be
discussed in the FEIS. Information documenting the effects
of herbicide application on s0il microorganisms, fungi and
invertebrates should be discussed.

Page 3-3 of the DEIS indicates that chemical removal of solid
stands of vegetation would result in only short-term, insig-
nificant increases in erosion. The FEIS should provide the
basis for this conclusion.

The DEIS indicates that herbicide treaments would occasion=
ally have to be repeated in some situations but that usually

a single treatment would suffice (p. 1-5). It is our under-
standing that several applications, particularly during the
reforestation process, are often required. Methods of resource
utilization involving less intensive physical and chemical
treatments usually result in better protection of water

quality and beneficial uses. All-age management, for example.
generally results in better maintenance of fisheries and wild-
life habitat in forested areas than even-age management.

The FEIS should identify the types of sites or management
areas which could require repeated mechanical and chemical
treatments, and discuss special water quality protection
measures which would be afforded these areas.

EPA's review of BLM Resource Mangement Plans and Wilderness
Study Area EISs indicates that livestock grazing has resulted
in large areas of range in poor condition. The combined
impact of vegetation management activities and grazing on
s0il erosion and water quality impacts should be identified
in the FEIS.
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General Process Comments:

1. The FEIS should identify the process followed for decision-
making regarding individual herbicide application sites. It
should discuss the "tiering* process which will be used to
relate the potential {mpacts of a given project to the Vegeta-
tion Management Plan (VMP). The DEIS does not adequately
address potential cumulative impacts from herbicide use,

The FEIS should describe how the VMP will be used in relation-
ship to subsequent National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
documents for individual projects, especially with regard to
those projects that involve herbicide application. Page 1-15
of the DEIS indicates that EAs will be prepared on future
individual projects. We are concerned about the ability of EAs
for individual projects to assess the potential cumulative
impacts of vegetation management activities within a given
watershed. The FEIS should alao discuss the process for

public and interagency involvement if EAs are prepared,

2. The FEIS should discuss the process and criteria used to
determine whether or not a categorical exclusion is appropriate
for individual projects. The method in which BLM will coordi~
nate with the public (beyond adjacent landowners) to ensure
adequate input into the EA decision-making proceas should also
be discussed. This is paricularly important because a program-—
matic EIS normally does not provide a detailed site-gpecific
analysis. This places a heavier burden on the EA process to
analyze specific impacts to a given site. EPA encourages the
BIM to make extensive efforts to involve the public in future
EA and categorical exclusion preparation,

Herbicide Comments

001-v

1. EPA commends BLM's decision to avoid the use of herbicide
formulations with identified "inert" ingredients of toxico-
logical concern.

2, Appendix D, Herbicide Project Design Features, addresses
EPA's major concerns with respect to applicator training,
certification and oversight.

3. Atrazine, Bromacil, Dalapon, Dicamba, Diuron, Glyphosate,
Hexazinone, Picloram, Simazine, Tebuthiuron and 2,4-D have
been identified as pesticides with the potential to leach and
contaminate ground water. Given the potential of 11 of the 16
herbicides proposed for use to contaminate ground water, the
FEIS should identify the process and criteria which will be
used to identify the monitoring and restrictions placed on the
use of these herbicides, particularly in sensitive areas,

g
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Table 3-1 of the DEIS indentifies persistence rates for the

16 herbicides based on usual application rates in moist,
fertile soils, at summer temperatures in a temperate c¢limate.
*In general, arid soils would have longer herbicide persistence
than other solls"™ (p. 3-3). Over 73% of the areas where
herbicide treatments are proposed are chaparral and sagebrush
plant communities. The FEI1S should discuss how higher than
normal application rates and arid, less-productive soils were
factored into projected persistence rates for the 16 herbicides.
If applications are planned during fall, spring or winter, the
effect of lower temperatures on persistence rates should also
be discussed.

The FEIS should describe the processes ensuring that: BLM
district and resource area offices are notified of new develop-
ments on the regulatory status of the chemicals proposed for
use; on~hand chemicals identified as no longer useable are
pulled from use in district and resource area offices; supplies
of obsclete chemicals located in district and resource area
oftfices are properly disposed of.

Page H-A=-9 of the DEIS concludes that N-nitrosoglyphosate (NNG)
is not likely to form after the application of glyphosate.

The DEIS indicates that nitrite levels, necessary for NNG
formation, are not generally found in forest soils, The

FEIS should discuss whether fetilizers applied during the
reforestation process could elevate nitrite levels which

would allow NNG formation,

The FEIS should expand discussion on the 11 herbicides with
moderate to high leaching potential to incorporate potential
factors such as subsurface flow as a means of transport to
surface waters and degradation rates in an abiotic environment.

The DEIS does not discuss the breakdown products of the herbi-
cides proposed for use or their potential impacts. For example,
the FEIS should discuss the effects of the 'lengthy' persistence
of acid forms of hydrolized phenoxy herbicides on aquatic life
and beneficial uses. The FEIS should indicate whether or not
sampling for such by=-products occurs during monitoring studies.

Although the DEIS indicates that a several mont@ te one year
period between herbicide application and prescribed burning
will be allowed, the FEIS should discuss the potential effects
of incineration on the active and inert ingredients of herbi-
cides not yet fully degraded. This should include both areas
which would receive herbicide treatments prior to prescribed
burning and areas susceptible to wildfire.
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Alr Quality Comments

l. Appendix 6 of the DEIS includes a fairly extensive literature
review and cancer risk analysis for polyaromatic hydrocarbons
released during prescribed burns. The DEIS does not provide
an adequate assessment of the potential health impacts from
particulate (PMjg) emissions produced from 26,000 acres of
prescribed burng per year. A new federal standard has been
developed for PM)p. The FEIS should address prescribed burn
impacts on PMp levels, particularly for Group 1 areas (see
enclosed map) which are developing air quality plans to
address existing PMjg problems.

2, The FEIS should discuss how vegetation management activities
will be congistent with protection of Class I air quality
increments and criteria in existing and future BLM wilderness
areas. Protection of Class I air quality for adjacent U.S.
Forest Service or National Park Service wilderness areas
should also be discussed.

®

RPN R p—

®

CALIFORNIA

PM10 SITES

. . \
0 \\”
7 N
o¥e?, o2 Mammoth Lakes
- X 0. ’ f il
X i
L] ! ] // “
. : ORI N
. l/,/ I/’J/I/Il/ y /.’_\ Owens Yol
\ MW o877
GLTRRRYZ 72277
// A ///// Z[ oull carles Yalle
W N 7 =
Ty "“g
Bajgerstield 5422/42244 %0
ST 1Y 30 [ — R N
e g
1 [76 ' '/. N . \_"
R /
e S LV . e —
Group 1 ');//) X Coachella Valley |

Gzeup $

Ced

J

frorperTay Valley




c0T-¢

SUMMARY OF FATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLIOW-UP ACTION*

Environmental Impact of the Action

Iack of Gbjections
e EPA review has not identified any potential envirommental impacts requiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed cpportunities for
application of mitigation measures that could be accamplished with no more than minor
changes to the proposal.

EC—Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified envirormental impacts that should be avoided in order to
fully protect the environment. (brrective measures may require changes to the preferved
alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce the envirommental impact.
ER would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacta.

EO——Environmental biections

The EPA review has identified significant envirormental impacts that must be avoided in
order to provide adequate protection for the envirorment. Oobrrective measures may require
substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of same other project
alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to
work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU--Envirommentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse envirommental impacts that are of sufficient magni-
tude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of envirommental quality, public
health or welfare. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts, If
the potential unsatisfactory inpacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this
proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Envirommental Quality (CEQ). -

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1—Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the envirormental impact(s) of the
preferred alternative and thase of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or
action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest
the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2—Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess envirommental
inpacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA
reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum
of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the envirommental impacts of
the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.

Category 3—Inadequate
EFA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
envirommental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably

‘available alternatives that are cutside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the

draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environ-
mental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or
digcussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft
stage. EFA does not believe that the draft E15 is adequate for the purposes of the NEFA
ard/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. (n the basis of the potential significant
impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ,

*From: EPA Manual 1640, "Folicy and Procedures for the Review of Pederal Actions Impacting
the Envirorment.*

A7-1

47-2

47-3

A7-6

47-1

47-10

Reaponse to Comment Letter A7

The discussion on page 1-1 regarding tiering to the planning
process has been expanded.

Table 3-) has been expanded to 1lnclude more Information as sug-
gested. It is noted in Chapter 1 that apecific project proposals
will be evaluated indlvidually based on slte characteristice and
project objectives. The soll characteristics and effects on them
will be one of many factors addressed in making declelons on
treatment projects.

Mitigations to be applied would be developed through the pretreat-
ment surveys and coordination with others. The slte-specific EAe
will determine which mitigations will be required.

Discussion on the source of funding s 1lnappropriate at this time.
The site-specific project plans will identify parties responeible
for different aspects of projects.

Thess are values normally consldered during 1ndividual project
plans, in addition two statements have been added to pretreatment
survey requirements.

See response 34-25. Due to the site-specific varlations it would
be meaningless to identify specific actlons for the many different
situations which wmight aries. A statement concerning ground water
has been added to Appendix D.

The 10-foot zone is an absolute minimum 1in the absence of other
requirements or guldance from herbicide label information. The
pretreatment survey may also identify resource values requiring a
greater buffer than this or even other required buffers.

The tamarisk treatment is noted to be cut and squlrt where the
herblcide is only applied directly to the cut stump. While there
is some potentlal for transfer from the roots of treated plants to
untreated plants, this is unlikely due to the nature of tamarisk
groves. In addition, recent information has shown that triclopyr
is as effective as plcloram on tamarisk and less persistent in
soil. There are no streams controlled by dames on the BLM areas
considered for tamarisk control, in fact most areas are associated
with springs with relatively stable water levels.

These conclusions are based on several factors, the main one being
the small portion of watersheds to be treated, the evidence from
publications such as Ghassemi et al. 1981, showing that only swall
amounts of herbiclde are usually found after treatments and that
these levels only last for a short period of time.

Page 2-4 notes that BMPs will be a part of pro)ect plans.
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A47-11

47-12

47-13
A7-14

AT-15

A7-16

47-17

A7-18

AT-19

AT-20

47-21

AT-22

A47-23

BLM Manual 9220 has specific guldance to be followed 1n emergency
situationa. In additlon, the project plan will contaln the Material
Safety and Health Data Sheet for the particular herblcide. BLM
contracts will inform contractors of these requirements and any
others which result from the project analysiz and EA process. No
forma) agreement exists batween BLM and SWRCB however BLM develops

BMPs as part of activity and project plans with Reglonal Board
input.

The effects of herblcides on solls has been redescribed in Chap-
ter 3. Site-specific characteriestics and project design are the
most important factors in determining soil productivity impacts.

This section was rewritten to better describe the situation.
P.lct 1-5 has been reworded

These lmpacis are more properly addressed by the RMP RISs, grazing
EISa, or other encompassing land use plans done by BLM that this
BIS ies tiered to.

See page 1-15.
Cumulative impacts are now discussed on page 3-44.

As noted on page 1-15 the EA process will address these lssuss and
if significant impacts are likely ancther EIS will bs developed.
In this way new lssues, cumilative impacts, etc., can be addressed
with the additional data avallable at that time. The narrative
beginning on page 1-15 also addreeses public involvewment in site-
specific plans. Involvement at this stage 1s very appropriate as
gite-specific features and projects can be discussed in greater

depth. Responeibility for this involvement will reside with each
District Office.

Reference to categorical exclusion ia deleted as all vegetation
treatments will require an RA before implementation. See also
response AT-18,

See response A7-3.

It 1s acknowledged that soll characteristics affect persistence
greatly and that only with site-specifie project evaluation can the
effect of herbicides on soil be identified. It should also be noted
that in wost cases herblcides would be used during the growing
season when soll moisture is higher.

On page 1-7 a discuseion on the pesticlde use proposal review
process has been added.

Fertilizers are not normally used during reforestation nor 1is
glyphosate normally used 1in reforestation, therefore this should
not be a factor.

hT-24

47-25

47-26

AT-27

AT-28

Subsurface flows into wstreams are not & significant transport
mechanism in most BLM areas, and the effects would be similar to
those discussed for ground water,

By-products are discusased in Appendices F and L. If these secondary
products would be a concern %o the site-specific features the EA
would identify the need for testing.

See page H-90.

fhe BLM intends to comply with PM 10 standards. By complylng with
the standards health effects would bes in the acceptable range an
determined by EPA during standard determination.

Currently there are no BLM-managed Class I areas and BLM wilderness
areas will be initlally classified as Class II. The non-BLM Class I
areas will be known t¢ permitting agencies, APCDs, and will influ-
ence permit requirements.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
P.O. Box 938
Waaverville, CA 96003
(918) 823.1351

February 11, 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
c¢/o Mark Blakeslee

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

RE: Draft EIS for California Vegetation Management
Dear Mr. Blakeslee:

The Bureau of Land Management is one of the major land stewards
in Trinity County and plays a significant role in the health,
safety and well-being of Trinity County residents. Management
decisions on lands under your agency's jurisdiction are
therefore of importance to this Department. Please include the
Trinity County Planning Department and the Trinity County Board
of Supervisgors on your mailing list for this project. Please
forward copies ¢f the Final EIS and the Decision Notice when
they are completed to the following addresses:

Trinity County Planning Department
P.O. Box 916
Weaverville, CA 96093

Trinity County Board
of Supervisors

P.O., Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093
Attached to be addresszed and included for consideration in your
final EIS and Decision Notice are the following items:

1) Trinity County Board of Supervisors Resolution #49-87, which
declares the application of forest herbicides a public nuisance
in Trinity County.

2) A letter to Zane G. Smith, Regional Forester, U.3. Forest
Service on the 1986 Supplement to the Draft EIS for Vegetation
Management.

“3

TRINITY COUNTY

The County's comments to the U.S5. Forest Service are relevant,
since the BLM's assumptions about "safe"” use of herbicides are
pasad on the same data gaps and scientific uncertainty that the
Forest Service has used.

The  Trinity County Planning Department recommends tpat the BLM
adopt Alternative 3, which calls for no use of herbicides. 1In
addition, the Planning Department 1is requesting a 45 _day
extengion on the official comment period for this DEILS, _since
Trinity County received copies of the DEIS only 15 days prior to
the comment period deadline.

Thank you for your consideration of Trinity County's official
position that no herbicides ke used here,

Sincerely,

i;%omas m

Planning Director

cc: Board of Supervisors
U.S.E.P.A.
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RESOLUTION NO. _49-87

RESOLUTION RE DECLARING THE APPLICATION OF FOREST HERBICIDES
IN TRINITY COUNTY A PUBLIC NUISANCE

VHEREAS, the forest herbicides which will be dissemipated in Trinity
County by various timber companies in 1987 have shown, in studies, a moderate
peraistence and significant mobility in water systens; and

VWHEREAS, some of said chemicals have been found by the Department of
Food and Agriculture to bear such a risk of potential adverse health effects
as to require reassessment of their registration for usage in California; amd

WHEREAS, significant data gaps exist regarding toxicity, effects of
long term exposure, apd efficacy of said forest harbicides; and

WHEREAS, some studies indicate that these same chemicals may be
responsible in the long term for causing cancer and genetic mutations in
those living near herbicide releass areas: and

WHEREAS, in Trinity County some residents suffer a decrease in the
quality of life and comfortable enjoyment of their property as a result of the
use of forest herbicides in Trinity County: and

VHEREAS, such decrease in the quality of life End disruption of the
comfortable enjoyment of property presently injures some Trinity County
residents; and

WHEREAS, in spite of repeated requests, protests, public outery,
legislative action and litigation the responsible timber companies are allowed
by the State of California to persist in the yearly disseminatation of said
chemicals into the air, water and soil of Trinity County,

NOW., THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Trinity, State of California, that the aerial spraying, backpack
spraying, pellet releasa or other release of forest herbicides, including

but not limited to, Garlon, Velpar, Roundup or Pronone in Trinity County for

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Trinity, State of California, at a regular meeting of said Board, held on the
_2th day of _ April , 1987, by the following vote:

AYES: Supervisors Plowman, Garrett, Twight, Myrick and Meyer

NOES: None P 4

ABSENT: None -

~1

461 the
lifornia.

ATTEST:

BARBARA M. RHODES

County Clerk & Ex-Officio Clerk of
the Board of Supervisorsbf the

County of Trinity. r

v
By _( A e 2 O
ol




N REPLY REFER TO:
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% United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

WESTERN REGION
450 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE, BOX 36063
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102

DES 87/0036 (WR-RP)

February 12, 1988

Memorandum
To: State Director, California Field offi
ice
Hanagenent B , Bureau of Land
From: Regional Director, Western Region

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for California

Vegetation Management, DES 87/003¢&

The National Park Service has reviewed the Draft California

Vegetation Management Environmental Impact Statement. WwWe have no

comments to offer. We appreciate the oppartunity to review and

comment on this undertaking.

%7?’%&
J

504

50k
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February 15;ﬁ1983'

California State Director

-Bureau of Land Management (932)

c¢/o Mark Blakeslee
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA ‘9582

The draft EI5S for California Vegetation Management fails to
consider a full range of alternatives. Alternative 3, no
herbicide use, was not even seriously developed. Failure of
the alternative because of budget restrictions is admitted on
3-15.

A number of altermatives could be considered. An alternative
which seriously defines Integrated Pest Mangaement with chemical
control as a last step must be included. An alternative which
drops chemicals of significant concern is viable. ’

The only alternative which this group of concerned citizens can
support is Alternative 3 - no herbicides.

The document also fails in readability. The risk assessment in
Appendix H is not correctly summarized in the narrative section.

The data gap table - complete for all 16 chemicals - should appear
in the environmental consequences chapter. Children and chemically
sensitive individuals are mentioned in the Appendix but not in the
text, This is unacceptable to a reasoned decision among alternative

Economic information is totally lacking as a basis for decision-
making. We are assured that no herbicides will seriously affect
some social environments but there is no information to support
the statements. The true costs of herbicide uses =~ monitoring,
litigation, etc: =~ are removed from economic table E-1.

All alternatives propose to burn 26,000 acres each year. This
decision is not discussed in detail. This a-priori decision
should be explained in this document, The implication is that
chaparral is burned for the great range/grazing boondoggle that
has existed for years in the bureaucracies. This lands are being
nanaged for a resource they cannot support. ’
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While taking word-for-word the quantitative risk assessment
written for the OR/Wash Forest Service, thie document fails
to present the qualitative risk assessment which made the
Raterial more readily accessible to the general public.

This document further ignores information regarding accident
rates in this area, effects of monitoring water and ‘air
quality, efficacy of chemical treatment and of mitigation
measures.

Alternative 3 is the only acceptable alternative presented
in this seriously flawed EIS.

Sincerely,

Rorenn Haglh

Karen High for G A § P

XH/ms

50-1

50-2

50-3

50-4

50-5

50-6

Response to Comment Letter S50

See response 26-1. Alternative 3 was developad on a reasonable
funding basis (see response 37-7).

A statement regarding data gaps and asensitive individuals has been
added on page 3-34.

Coste which can be forecast are identified and analyzed, however
uncertain costs which cannot be attributed to any particular
alternative cannot be evaluated.

Page 1-1 ldentifies the reasons for prescribed burns.

The risk assessment was not solely written for Reglon 6 of the
Forest Service. It was prepared under a joint F3/BLM contract and
usable by both amgencies. The risk assessment was summarized in
this RIS in Chapter 3 in a manner we felt more understandable to
the general public rather than the complex methodology used by
the FS.

See response 22-1.
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Reaponze to Comment Letter 51
All herbicldes proposed for use are reglstered by EPA and the State
of California for the uses proposed.

Herblcide sdherence to soll, degradation and longevit ,
in Table 3-1 and Appendix P. gevity are addreassd

Mycorhizal fungi will not hecessarily be destroyed by herbiclde
use. The varlation of effects on microorganisms ie acknowledged in
the soils dlecussion in Chapter 3.

See response 36-3.

The likelihood of polsoning of wildlife 1a discuaned -
to 3-22 and Appendix L. on pagew 3-18

STATE OF NEVADA

RICHARD H. BRYAN
Gavarner

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

Capitol Complex
Carson City, Nevada  B9710
(702) 8854420

February 17, 1988

California State Director
Bureau of Land Management (932)
¢/0 Mark Blakeszlees

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, California 95825

Re: SAI NV #88300050 Project: Iraft EIS - California

Vegetation Management

Dear Mr. Blakeslee:

Attached are the comments from the Nevada Department of
wildlife concerning the above referenced praject.

These comments constitute the State Clearinghouse review of
this proposal as per Executive Order 12372. Flease address these
comments or concerns in your final decision.

Sincerely,

g Lk

John B. Walker, (hordinator
State Clearinghouse, NOCS/SPOC

JHwW/11
Enclosure
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

12/9/87

OFFICE OF COMRUNITY SERYICES
1100 EAST WILLIAN, SUITE 118
CARSOR CITY, NEVADA A%7¥n

"Hi-3187
FROM : John B. Walker, Gordlnator
T0:
Governorta Of tice Nucloar Wsste Project Of tice  nasrvation snd Netural Kesources
_-_Cmmunlfv Sorvices :Prlsons
State Job Training Of fice Public Sarvice Commlssion Diractorts Of flce
Admlinlstration " soicc " state Lands
Z Agrilcul ture : State Communications Foard : Envirormental Protection
Econamlc Development Tawatlon Forastry
T Education T Tour tm T Hi storic Preservation
: Employmont Securlty Depar tment :Trnmpm"ﬂﬂon T and Mool ogy
Human As sources UNR-Bureau of M ney State Purks
- _ Aglng Services _um Librery-Gov, Publlcations e Wter Resources
Heatth Divialon _Um-OtpT. of Range, Wildilta,
_ T and Forestry
_:glslaﬂvo Counsel Buroau : Wlid Horse Commission -
_Mlmrlls ___:L‘HINIH. .
LTV ] 88300050 PROECT:  Draft EIS - Califormia Vegetation
L Managesent

Attached tor review and camment (% a copy of the aforsmsntloned projwct. Pinose evaluate 1t with respect to:
1) the program's affect on your plans and programs;: 2) the Importance of 1t3 contrivution to State and/or ares-

wide goals and objectlves; and 3) Tt accord with any applicable
famtitar wlth,

FLEASE SUBMIT YOUR coweTs w0 LAt e - RIFRRE

tows, orders of regulations with which you are

« Type your cammnts If spplicoble, check

—
the sppropriate box below and return the form to this of fice, FPleases do 30 ayen 11 you have no comment on this
project. 11 you are unsble: to camment by the prescribed date, pleass notify this office. Feviewsrs say swbsti-
tute this torm with agancy letterhead. |If letterhead 13 used, ploase clie the 5A1 nunber |lated sbove.

-

THIS SECTHM TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIENIWG AGENCT:

No commant on this project
Propasal supported as wriltten
Addltional (nformation (s1ee beicow)

onference desired (see below)
Imndlﬂmll support+ (3se below)
01 aapproval of tunding
{must specity reason below)

This EIS should have been sent directly to you by BIM. If you have not received a
copy, please inform this office and we will request the document for you.

AEICT COMENTS: (e sdditianal sbmwts 11 sucesnary)

Support actions that reduce chemical
change or no herbicides alternatives,

spray use._ Prefer either no
RE

CEIVED ON
FEB 17 1908

OFFICE OF
COMMUNITY BERVICES
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Page No.

CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT EIS APPENDICES

Correctlion

B-7

C-1

D-3

F-5

F-~15

H-32

H-46

Last word in paragraph should be sufficient.

Tamarisk eradication. Add "or triclopyr" after picloram on
fifth line.

Add as 1l(a):  On-aite resource values--domestic water supply,
fisheries, recreation, etc.

2(b): Off-site resource values--gsame as (a) and nearby
residences, etec.

Add to 4(b): based on the reentiry requirement of the specific
herbicide.

Add tb 4(c): Consider also leachlng to ground water.

Change 4(f): (water) to (surface and ground water and other
chemical residues).

Add to 4(g): A copy of the herbicide label will be a part of
. the documentation as will the herblicide Material
Safety and Health Data Sheet.

Second paragraph, change different to striecter.

Add: 15. Personal protection equipment recommended by the
herbicide Material Safety and Health Data Sheet
will be usged and workers trained in 1lts use and
malntenance (see 29 CFR 1960.34(b)).

Change number 9 last word wet to molst to touch.

See attached revision of page E-1.

Delete reference to Amino Triazole and change confer on first
line to conifer.

Delete M following Dowpon.
Delete and Brush Bullets.

Fourth paragraph, change reference to six herbicides to eight
herbicides and add asulam and bromacil to llating.

See attached revised Table H-6.



The entire page B-1 is updated as follows:
APPENDIX E

ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM COSTS

Program costs were analyzed to provide a monetary basis for comparing the
alternatives. The average costs presented below include costs of chemleals,
labor, equipment and administration of the treatment. Costs do not include EIS
preparation, litigation, accldents or training. The costs used are estimates
based on recent prescribed burn projects within California and the costs used
by the USFS Region 6 DEIS Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation (USDA FS
1987). It should be understood that different projects within the same treat-
ment category have variable costs depending on the characteristics of each
project.

Vegetation Management Program Costs

Coat/Acrel/ Alt. 1 Alt., 2 Alt. 3
Aerial Application | $60 $ 312,000 $ O $ o
Ground Vehicle Application $60 48,000 48,000 0
Ground Hand $135 121,500 155,250 (4]
Manual $200 100,000 100,000 240,000
Mechanical $135 324,000 378,000 452,250
Prescribed Burning - $100 2,600,000 2,600,000 2,600,000
Total Cost $3,505,500 $3,281,250 $3,292,250
Total Acres Treated 35,800 31,250 30,550
Cost Per Acre $97.92 $107.76

$105.00

1/ Not all costs are incurred by BLM. Costs on R-0-Ws and leases would be
incurred by permittees. Weed control costs are at least partially paid by
counties and/or state, while a great deal of volunteer labor or contributed
costs are received by BLM for prescribed burns and tamarisk control.



Table H-6 on page H-46 has been revised as followa:

Table H-6

Brand Names of Herbicides Proposed for usel’

Herbicide

Amitrole
Asulam

Atraziné
Bromacil
2,4-D
2,4-DP

Dalapon —
Dicamba
Diuron
Fosamine 3/
Glyphosate

Hexazinone
Picloram 3/

Simazine
Tebuthiuron

Triclopyr

Brand Name

Amitrole T

‘Asulox

Drexel Atrazine 4L
Drexel Atrazine SL

Hyvar X
Hyvar XL

Weedone LV4 2/
Weedar 64 .

Brushbuster %j
Brushkiller —

Dowpon
Banvel
Karmex
Krenite
Rodeo

Velpar L
Pronone l0G

Tordon 22K
Tordon RTU

Drexel Simazine 80
Princep 80W
Princep 4G

Spike 80W
Spike 20P
Spike 40P

Garlon 3A
Garlon 4 &/

EPA Reglistration Number

264-135
359-662

19713-11
19713-80

352-287
352-346

264-20
2642

264--307-54T705
264--307-2A--909

464-164
55947-1
352-247
352-376
524-343

352-392
33560-21

464-323
464-510

19713-46
100-437
100~435

. 1471-97
1471-123
1471124

464-546
464-554

1/ These products contain no

inert 1ingredients (except for those

under 2/) of concern for toxicity as identified on EPA's Lists 1 and 2.
Other brands may also be used as long as they too do not have 1nerts
identified on List 1 or 2 by EPA.

2
&/ Contains petroleum distillate.

3/ Registration has not been renewed for these products in Cali-

fornia. They may be avallable for use until

supplies are depleted,

however it is expected they will be unavailable for use in California

within the next two years.

4/ Information on inert ingredients not available at printing time.
Information on inert ingredients will be obtained before use.
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Page No.

Correction

J-2

J--8

J-9

J-10

J-13

J-14

L-85

Add the following two plants:

Eriastrum densiflorum ssp. sanctorum
Santa Ana wooley star Polemoniaceae E
California Desert

Centrostegia leptoceras
Slender-horned spine flower Polygonaceae E
California Desert

For Brodiaea insignis change S following Bakersfileld to K.

For Calystegia stebbinsii change S following Bakersfield to K.

For Coreopsis hamiltonil change § to K.

For Fritillaria falcata change S to K.

For Lupinus spectabilis change S to K.

Add the following:

Burt, W.H. and R.P. Grossenhelder. 1966. A field guilde to
the mammals. Boston: Houghton-Mittlin.

Gordon, M.S., G.A. Bartholomew, A.D. Grinnell, C.B. Jorgensen,
and F.N. White. 1968. Animal function: principles and
adaptations. New York: Macmillan Publlishing Company .

Hutchinson, V.H., W.G. Whitford, and M. Kohl. 1968. Relation
of body size and surface area to gas exchange in anurans.
Physiological Zoology #41:65-85.

Kendeigh, S5.C. 1970. - Energy requlrements for existence in
relation to size of bird. The Condor T2:60-65.

Lasiewski, R.C. and W.H. Calder, Jr. 1971. A preliminary
allometric analysis of respiratory variables 1in resting
birds. Respiration Physiology 11:152-156.

Robbins, C.S., B. Bruun, and H.S. Zim. 1983. A guilde to
field identification: birds of North America. New York:
Golden Press.

Schmidt, J.L. and D.L. Gilbert. 1978. Big game of North
America. Harrisburg, PA: Stackpole.

Schmidt-Nielsen, K. 1972. How  animals work. New York:
Cambridge Univ. Press.

Scott, V.E., K.E. Evans, D.R. Patton, and C.P. Stone. 1977.
Cavity nesting birds of North American forests. USDA Handbook
No. 511. Washington, D.C.
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Page No.

REFERENCES

Correctlion

Add the following references:

Anderson, H.W., M.D. Hoover, K.G. Reinhart

1976. Forests and water: Rffecte of forest management on
floods, sedimentation and water supply. USDA Forest Service,
General Technical Report PSW-18/1976.

Dimock II, B.J., T.F. Beebe, and E.B. Collard
1983. Planning - site preparation wlth herbleides to aid
conifer reforestatioan. Weed Sclence 31:215-221.

Oliver, W.W.

1982. Brush reduces growth of thinned ponderosa pine in
northern California. USDA Forest Service, Research Paper
PSW-172. Pacific Southwest Forest and Range Experiment
Station, Berkeley, CA. )

Sawyer, J.0., D.A. Thornburgh, and J.R. Griffin

1988. Mixed ‘@evergreen forest - terrestrial vegetation of
California. pp- 359-381. Edited by Barbour, J.G. . and
J. Major. California Native Plant Society.

Scifres, C.J.

1977. Herbicides and the range ecosystem: reslidues,
research, and the role of rangemen. Journal of Range
Management 30(2):86-91.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
1987. Managing competing and unwanted vegetation. Draft
EIS. Pacific Northwest Reglon. :

Walstad, J.D., J.D. Brodie, B.C. McGinley, and C.A. Roberts
1986. Silvicultural value of chemical brush control in the
management of Douglas-fir. Western Journal of Applied
Forestry 1:69-T3. ’

Wright, H.A. and A.W. Balley
1982. Fire ecology, Unlted States and Southern Canada. John
Wiley and Sons. ‘
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Add the following information to end of References Appendix:

BL.M LAND USE PLANS BY DISTRICT

Bakersfleld District

Benton/Owens Valley MFP, 1982

Bodie/Coleville MFP, 1983

Sierra MFP, 1983

Hollister RMP, 1984

South Sierra Foothills MFP, 1984

Coast Valley RMP, 1985

Timber Management EA Sustained Yield Unit 15, 1981

Susanville District

Tuledad/Homecamp MFP, 1979

Cowhead-Massacre MFP, 1981

Cal-Neva MFP, 1982

Willowereek MFP, 1983

Honey Lake-Beckwourth MFP, 1984

Alturas RMP, 1984

Timber Management EA Sustained Yield Unit 15, 1981

kiah District

King Range MFP, 1974

Scaltered Blocks MFP, 1982

Redding MFP, 1982

Mt. Dome MFP, 1982

Yokayo MFP, 1984

Arcata RMP, in progress. Will replace portions of other plans
pertaining to Arcata Resource Area.

Timber Management EIS Sustained Yield Unit 8 (within King Range Plan
EIS), 1974

Timber Management EIS Sustained Yield Unit 13, 1981

Timber Management EA Sustained Yield Unit 15, 1981

California Desert District

California Desert Plan, 1980 and as amended
Kastern San Diego County MFP, 1981



