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Aquatic Restoration Biological Opinion
(2013)
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Environmental Assessment
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Groundwater Ubiquity Score
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International Agency for Research on
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Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues
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Level of Concern

National Environmental Policy Act
National Invasive Species Information
Management System

National Marine Fisheries Service
National Pollutant Discharge
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Natural Resources Conservation Service

NRHP
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Oregon FEIS
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2016 PEIS

pH
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National Register of Historic Places
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Oregon Department of Agriculture
Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality

Oregon Department of Fish and
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Off-Highway Vehicle

Vegetation Treatments Using
Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon
FEIS (2010)

Pesticide Adsorbed Runoff Potential
Project Design Criteria

Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides
on BLM Lands in 17 Western States
Programmatic FEIS (2007)

Vegetation Treatments Using
Aminopyralid, Fluroxypyr, and Rimsulfuron
on BLM Lands in 17 Western States
Programmatic FEIS (2016)

potential of Hydrogen (measure of
acidity)

Pesticide Leaching Potential
Polyoxyethylenamine, a surfactant
found in some glyphosate formulations
Pesticide Solution Runoff Potential
Resource Management Plan

Research Natural Area

State Historic Preservation Office
Southern Oregon Coast / Northern
California Coasts

With triclopyr, triethylamine salt
Federally listed as threatened or
endangered, or proposed for such
listing

Total Maximum Daily Load

Water Quality Restoration Plan
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Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need

The Medford District manages approximately 866,000 acres located primarily in Jackson and Josephine Counties,
with smaller portions in Coos, Douglas, and Curry Counties® (see Map 1-1; maps are located at the end of this
printed document or in a separate downloadable file, available on the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
ePlanning website). The District is proposing to update its existing integrated noxious weed management program
on these lands. The District currently controls noxious weeds following existing BLM policy and direction and a
District-wide 1998 Integrated Weed Management Plan and Environmental Assessment (EA) and Decision Record,
using a range of methods including manual (hand-pulling), competitive

seeding and planting, and herbicides (primarily 2,4-D and glyphosate, Invasive plants are nonnative aggressive
but also limited amounts of dicamba and picloram). plants with the potential to cause
The District proposes to update and expand this program by: significant damage to native ecosystems
and / or cause significant economic
e Broadening the scope of the program to include invasive plants losses.

as well as noxious weeds;

. .. . . . Noxious weeds are a subset of invasive
e Increasing the herbicide active ingredients? available for use;

plants that are county, State, or federally

and, listed as injurious to public health,
e Using additional non-herbicide direct control methods, agriculture, recreation, wildlife, or any
including targeted grazing, biological control agents, propane public or private property.
torch spot treatments, and mechanical methods such as
chainsaws and string trimmers. Thus, the term “invasive plants” includes
noxious weeds in this EA (Oregon FEIS —
USDI 2010a).

The proposed updates to this plan allow the use of treatment methods
that are generally more selective, provide better control, and have fewer adverse environmental effects. The
additional herbicides are effective at lower rates, are better suited for controlling an increasing number of species
of invasive plants, decrease the potential for herbicide resistance, and can be used to make associated non-
herbicide methods more available and more effective (USDI 2010b:19-25). This would better align the program
with the principles of integrated pest and vegetation management: protecting, maintaining, and restoring
ecologically diverse and properly functioning native plant communities on public land (USDI 2008a).

The additional herbicides, and their use on all invasive plants, were addressed in:
e the 2007 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (2007 PEIS) and Record of Decision for
Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in 17 Western States (USDI 20074, b).
e the 2010 Final Environmental Impact Statement (Oregon FEIS) and Record of Decision for Vegetation
Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon (USDI 20104, b)
e the 2016 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (2016 PEIS) and Record of Decision for
Vegetation Treatments Using Aminopyralid, Fluroxypyr, and Rimsulfuron (USDI 20164, b).

A 1984 / 87 U.S. District court injunction had limited the BLM to using only four herbicides and restricting their use
to noxious weeds only (USDI 2010a:3). This injunction was amended following completion of the 2010 Oregon FEIS
and Record of Decision to permit the use of additional herbicides and target additional species once site-specific

1 Approximately 3,740.5 acres of the Coos Bay District are administered by the Medford District. These acres are included in this
analysis.

2The herbicide active ingredient (e.g., glyphosate) is the part of an herbicide formulation or product (e.g., RoundUp) that
prevents, destroys, repels, desiccates, or otherwise controls the target plant. In this EA, herbicides are referred to by their
active ingredient name rather than their product names. A full list of product names that can be used on BLM-managed lands
can be found in Appendix B.
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National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis was completed3. These analyses must be tiered to the Oregon
FEIS, the 2007 PEIS, or subsequent analysis at the National or State level*.

This EA examines the environmental effects of the proposal at a site-specific scale within the District. It will replace
the Medford District’s 1998 Integrated Weed Management Plan and Environmental Assessment (USDI 1998a).

The Chapter starts with a Need section, followed by a Purposes section, which briefly specifies the underlying
purpose and need to which the agency is responding with its alternatives in Chapter 2. Following that, an Issues
section presents the issues that will guide the analysis in Chapter 3. The Decision to be Made section presents how
the District Manager will determine a decision, as well as the scope of that decision. The Public Involvement
section describes the scoping and public comment periods, and the Consultation section describes specific
consultation requirements that occur with regards to tribes, cultural resources, and federally listed species. The
Tiering and Reference section describes programmatic NEPA and Resource Management Plans that the EA tiers to,
as well as reports that the EA references. The last section of this Chapter, Conformance with Land Use Plans, Laws,
Policies, and Other Decisions, presents other direction that guides the analysis or decision.

The Need

Species of terrestrial and aquatic invasive plants are mapped on over 13,000 acres in over 16,500 separate known
locations®, with individual locations ranging from a few plants to 250-acre sites of yellow starthistle (Centaurea
solstitialis). In addition, there are tens of thousands of acres of unmapped invasive plants known on the District;
for example, bristly dogstail grass (Cynosurus echinatus), is estimated to occupy over 3,000 acres. Despite the
efforts of the existing noxious weed program, these noxious weeds® are continuing to spread at an estimated rate
of 12 percent per year (USDI 2010a:133). In addition, there are invasive plants on neighboring (non-BLM-managed)
lands that may spread to BLM-managed lands at any time. Adverse effects of invasive plants include resource loss
or degradation of ecosystem function including displacement of native vegetation; reduction in habitat and forage
for wildlife and livestock; loss of federally listed and other Special Status species’ habitat; increased soil erosion;
reduced water quality; reduced soil productivity; reduced wilderness and recreation values; and, changes in the
intensity and frequency of fires (USDI 2010a:7).

For some noxious weed species such as yellowtuft (Alyssum corsicum or A. murale), neither non-herbicide
methods nor the four herbicides currently utilized on the District result in effective control. The existing program
also does not have an effective method for selectively controlling” other non-noxious invasive plants such as
annual bromes (Bromus species, such as B. tectorum, also known as cheatgrass) and wild oats (Avena barbata or A.
fatua).

Herbicides that are more selective are available to treat invasive plants. These herbicides can be used in lower
quantities and pose less environmental and human health safety risk® than the herbicides the BLM is currently
authorized to use (USDI 2010a:80 and others). Furthermore, if these additional herbicides were available, it is

3 |In addition, the injunction states that BLM shall not aerially spray herbicides west of the Cascade crest and shall not spray
herbicides for the production of livestock forage or timber production.

4 Such as the 2016 PEIS.

5 Summarized on Table 2-1 in Chapter 2.

6 Noxious weeds are a subset of invasive plants that are county, State, or federally listed as injurious to public health,
agriculture, recreation, wildlife, or any public or private property.

7 Non-selective herbicides can be used to treat any plant species; however, that can make it difficult to target an invasive plant
species growing among desirable species. Selective herbicides control specific plant species, while leaving neighboring desired
plant species unharmed.

8 Risk is defined as the likelihood that an adverse effect (such as skin or eye irritation, leaf damage, mortality, etc.) may result
from a specific set of circumstances.



Integrated Invasive Plant Management for the Medford District
Environmental Assessment
Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need

estimated that the efficacy of BLM’s invasive plant treatment would improve from an estimated 60 percent under
the No Action Alternative to 80 percent under the Proposed Action (USDI 2010a:136).

Invasive plants infestations are also responsible for economic losses; a 2014 Oregon Department of Agriculture
(ODA) report estimates that 25 of Oregon’s noxious weeds cost the state an estimated 83.5 million dollars a year
(ODA 2014). While much of this loss is to agricultural areas, invasive plants on BLM-managed lands spread to
adjacent non-BLM-managed lands, increasing control costs for affected landowners and degrading land values. The
BLM participates in cooperative invasive plant control efforts with other private and government entities such as
the Rogue Basin Partnership, ODA, and the Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest. However, the BLM’s current
inability to use herbicides commonly used by cooperators on adjacent lands results in less effective control and /
or coordination challenges.

Executive Order 13112 (February 1999, as amended in December 2016) requires Federal agencies to “(i) prevent
the introduction of invasive species; (ii) detect and respond rapidly to and control populations of such species in a
cost-effective and environmentally sound manner; (iii) monitor invasive species populations accurately and
reliably; [and] (iv) provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that have been
invaded...”

All of the foregoing factors indicate that there is a need for a more effective invasive plant control program.

The Purposes

The District proposes to update its existing noxious weed management program to more effectively:

e  Control invasive plants to protect native ecosystems and the flora and fauna that depend on them.

e Cooperatively control invasive plants so they do not infest or re-infest adjacent non-BLM-managed lands.

e Provide a range of direct control methods that allow individual treatments in varying conditions to have
more effective control of invasive plants.

e Prevent treatments from having unacceptable adverse effects to applicators and the public, to desirable
flora and fauna, and to soil, air, and water.

e Improve treatment effectiveness, so resource and economic losses from invasive plants are reduced.

Each of these purposes is addressed by one or more of the issue statements listed below and are used to guide the
effects analysis in Chapter 3. Additional background information for each of these purposes can be found in the
Oregon FEIS (USDI 2010a:9-12).

Issues

The issues identified during internal (BLM) and external (public) scoping were used to guide the effects analysis in
Chapter 3. Issues are analyzed when:
e analysis is necessary for making a reasoned choice from among the alternatives (e.g., is there a
measureable difference between the alternatives with respect to the issue?);
e theissue identifies a potentially significant environmental effect; or,
e publicinterest or a law / regulation dictate that effects should be displayed.

Several issues identified during internal and external scoping were considered but not analyzed in detail in this EA.
In general, the issues not analyzed in detail in this EA have already been addressed in documents to which this EA

tiers and a) there is not enough difference between the alternatives relative to the issue for additional analysis to

aid the decision-maker and b), there is negligible likelihood of significant effects due to the requirement to
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implement Protection Measures (see Appendix A, Protection Measures). In the list below, the issues have been
framed as questions. Further information about the following issues is included in Chapter 3.

Issues Analyzed in Detail

Invasive Plants
e Issue 1: How would the alternatives affect treatment efficacy (including resistance to herbicides) and the
spread of invasive plants (both on and off BLM-managed lands)?

Native Vegetation
e Issue 1: How would treatment methods affect Special Status plants and fungi?
e Issue 2: How would treatment methods affect special plant communities, including those in Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs)?

Fish and Aquatic Organisms
e Issue 1: How would application of aquatic herbicides on submerged and floating aquatic invasive plants
(as proposed in Alternative 3) affect aquatic habitat and aquatic organisms? How would the spread of
aquatic invasive plants affect aquatic habitat and aquatic organisms?
e Issue 2: How would terrestrial herbicide treatments in riparian areas affect aquatic organisms or the
quality of their habitat?

Soil
e Issue 1: Do invasive plant treatments lead to increased soil compaction and erosion?

Water
e Issue 1: Would domestic, livestock, or irrigation water sources be affected by herbicides moving through
groundwater?

Fire
e Issue 1: How would the treatments of invasive plants affect fuel profiles that contribute to increased
wildfire hazard and altered fire regimes in grasslands, oak woodlands, and oak savannas?

Socioeconomics
e Issue 1: What are the economic impacts of invasive plants on the Medford District on local area timber
production, crops, livestock, and recreation?

Issues Not Analyzed in Detail

Invasive Plants
e Issue 2: How would climate change affect the spread of invasive plants?

Fish and Aquatic Organisms

® |ssue 3: Would manual treatment of aquatic vegetation as proposed under Alternative 3 adversely affect
aquatic organisms or their habitat?

Wildlife
e Issue 1: How would invasive plant treatments (especially herbicides) affect wildlife species (especially
Special Status wildlife species)?
0 How would treatment methods affect Oregon spotted frogs?
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0 How would treatment methods affect vernal pool fairy shrimp?

0 How would treatments affect birds (Special Status species, migratory birds, birds of conservation
concern, and game birds below desired conditions) that may use potential treatment areas,
especially during the nesting season?

0 How would herbicide treatments proposed in meadows or grasslands affect Special Status
wildlife species that are dependent on these habitats?

0 How would herbicide use affect pollinators, especially Special Status pollinators?

e Issue 2: What are the effects of using biological control agents to insects, especially Special Status insects
and pollinators?

Human Health
e Issue 1: What are the effects to human health from incidentally coming into contact with herbicides used
on BLM-managed lands?

0 What are the human health effects to people who regularly consume or come in contact with
contaminated vegetation, water, or wildlife? How would herbicide use affect the health of
people gathering, handling, ingesting plants, fish, or wildlife or handling fossils or artifacts that
are in or near the area of herbicide use? What are the human health and safety hazards to those
harvesting and consuming special forest products, such as greenery, herbs, berries, and
mushrooms?

0 What are the human health hazards to susceptible members of the public (including children,
pregnant women, the elderly, sick people, and those with chemical-sensitive conditions)
associated with herbicide applications?

0 What are the human health effects of herbicides applied near natural springs, private wells, and
irrigation sources?

e Issue 2: What are the hazards to workers treating invasive plants?
e Issue 3: What are effects to human health of using glyphosate, which the International Agency for
Research on Cancer (IARC) recently declared a cancer hazard and California lists as cancer causing?

Soil
e Issue 2: How do herbicides break down and move through soils?
e Issue 3: Do herbicides affect soils?
Water
e Issue 2: Would terrestrial invasive plant treatments impair aquatic habitat (including water quality) by
changing the quantity, timing, and duration of surface water runoff to stream or other water bodies?
Air

e Issue 1: How would the alternatives affect air quality?
e Issue 2: How would the alternatives affect climate change, including greenhouse gas emissions and
carbon storage?

Paleontological Resources
e Issue 1: How would the treatment of invasive plants affect fossils?

Archeological and Cultural Resources
e Issue 1: How would treatment of invasive plants affect historic and prehistoric cultural sites?

Traditional and Cultural Uses
e Issue 1: How would the treatment of invasive plants with herbicides affect plant resources used by Native
Americans for medicinal, subsistence, ceremonial, or other use purposes, given that these plants (or their
locations) may not be known by the BLM?

11
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Environmental Justice
e Issue 1: How would the use of herbicides affect minorities and low-income populations?

Socioeconomics
e Issue 2: Given the checkerboard land ownership pattern, what is the potential for herbicide
contamination of yards, gardens, organic farms, vineyards, and beehives on private lands?
e Issue 3: How would the alternatives affect permitted land uses, including rights-of-way and administrative
site grant and leaseholders?

Livestock
e Issue 1: Would herbicide treatments of invasive plants cause adverse effects to livestock health?
e Issue 2: Would herbicide treatments of clopyralid and aminopyralid negatively affect non-target
vegetation on BLM grazing allotments?
e Issue 3: Would invasive plant treatments decrease or increase forage quality or volume?

Recreation
e Issue 1: How would herbicide treatments at recreation sites affect visitor access and recreational
experiences?

Special Areas
e Issue 1: How would treatments of invasive plants affect the qualities for which Cascade Siskiyou National
Monument was created?
e Issue 2: How would treatments of invasive plants affect the Outstandingly Remarkable Values for which
the Rogue National Wild and Scenic River was designated?
e Issue 3: How would treatments of invasive plants affect the Designated Wilderness on the Medford
District?

Visual
e Issue 1: Would the use of herbicides affect the visual quality of the landscape with large stands of dead,
brown vegetation?

Decision to Be Made

The decision whether to adopt the Proposed Action or whether to modify the action based on environmental
analysis and any other factors identified during public review of this EA and unsigned Finding of No Significant
Impact will be made by the District Manager for the Medford District. The decision-maker will make the decision
based on the analysis of the issues and how well the alternatives respond to the need and purposes. The decision-
maker will also decide whether the analysis reveals a likelihood of significant adverse effects from the selected
alternative that cannot be mitigated or that were not already revealed in one or more of the Environmental Impact
Statements that this EA tiers to. The decision would apply to all invasive plant control activities conducted on BLM-
managed lands within the Medford District by its own personnel, contractors, grant holders, lessees, cooperators,
and others conducting activities on BLM-managed lands.

The BLM may choose to adopt Alternative 3 for all or part of the District. However, additional consultation with the

National Marine Fisheries Service would be required if the BLM adopts Alternative 3 in listed anadromous fish
habitat. Further information can be found in the Consultation section, later in this Chapter.
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Public Involvement

Scoping

Scoping is the process by which the BLM solicits internal and external input on the issues, impacts, and potential
alternatives that will be addressed as well as the extent to which those issues and impacts will be analyzed in the
NEPA document. Scoping comments, along with other pertinent information, were used to help develop the
purposes, issues, and alternatives in this EA.

External scoping for the EA was conducted in July 2011, with letters sent to interested publics and notice published
in the Mail Tribune (Medford). A public meeting was held on July 12, 2011 at the Medford Interagency Office. Ten
scoping responses were received in 2011. Scoping was reopened from December 9, 2016 through January 9, 2017
due to the lag in time since initiation of scoping and changes to the Proposed Action. Letters were sent to
approximately 100 individuals, agencies, and organizations and posted on the BLM’s ePlanning website. Twenty-six
comment letters were received in 2017.

Issues raised in 2010 and 2017 were similar. Comments almost exclusively focused on the effects of herbicides,
suggesting reducing or eliminating all use, and relying on manual and mechanical methods of control or changing
land management practices. Concerns were related to human health and unintended effects of drift or overspray
on neighboring private land uses, soil, water, air, and wildlife. Some cited personal experience with the effects of
herbicides used for other purposes such as agriculture or timber production and said that the cost of invasive plant
control was greater than the resulting benefits.

Public Comment Period

This EA has been made available for a 30-day public comment period (August 2017) on BLM'’s ePlanning site and
interested members of the public were notified of the availability of the EA for review. This mailing list is contained
in the project record file.

Consultation

Tribes

Tribal consultation was initiated in June 2011 with letters to the Klamath Tribes, the Confederated Tribes of the
Grand Ronde Community of Oregon, the Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians of Oregon, and the Cow Creek Band
of Umpqua Indians of Oregon. The letters described the proposed EA, announced that scoping would begin, and
encouraged the tribes to enter into government-to-government consultation. Another letter repeating the offer
was sent in September 2013.

Following a delay in the preparation of this EA, the District contacted local federally recognized tribes: the
aforementioned tribes, the Karuk Tribe, and the Quartz Valley Indian Reservation. These tribes were contacted
with letters and phone calls in January 2017. The letters described the purpose and need and the alternatives and
encouraged the tribes to enter into government-to-government consultation and be involved with the process. In
addition, scoping letters were sent to the Shasta Indian Nation and Shasta Nation, Inc. Additional consultation with
the federally recognized tribes will be conducted, which will include face-to-face meetings with the tribes that
include an emphasis on identifying traditional gathering areas, species of culturally significant plants, and the
effects of herbicide use on plant populations of interest to the tribes.
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State Historic Preservation Office

As part of BLM’s requirements under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing
regulations found at 36 CFR 800 (as amended), consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
would be conducted on the District’s Annual Treatment Plans prior to implementing any treatments that have the
potential to adversely affect cultural resources.

The BLM will follow the 2015 State Protocol between the Oregon BLM and the Oregon SHPO regarding the manner
in which the Bureau of Land Management meets its responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act
and the National Programmatic Agreement among the BLM, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the
National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers (Oregon SHPO and USDI 2015). Each treatment
application (project) would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis to determine the appropriate Protection Measures
needed. Fieldwork may be required to establish the presence / absence of cultural resources and their significance.

Endangered Species Act

The Medford District has five federally listed species that are known to occur on the District that have the potential
to be affected by invasive plant management. This includes two plant species (Gentner’s fritillary and Cook’s
lomatium), the vernal pool fairy shrimp, the Oregon spotted frog, and the Coho salmon (Oregon Coast and
Southern Oregon / Northern California Coast Evolutionary Significant Units)®. Formal and informal consultation
that covers herbicides and other invasive plant treatments on the Medford District has occurred with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on numerous occasions (see Table 1-1).

Table 1-1. Endangered Species Act Consultation

Program / Biological Assessment Agency / Area Year Consultation

Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in 17
Western Stqtes PEIS (USDI 2007a) and Vegeta.tlon T.reatments on BLM - 17 Western Letter of Concurrence (FWS)
BLM Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic Environmental States 2007 Biological Opinion (NMFS)
Report (USDI 2007d) and Vegetation Treatments on BLM Lands in € P

17 Western States Biological Assessment (USDI 2007c)

Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon
(USDI 2010a) and Vegetation Treatments on BLM Lands in 17 BLM - Oregon 2010
Western States Biological Assessment (USDI 2007c)

Letter of Concurrence (FWS)
Biological Opinion (NMFS)

BLM and Forest Service Aquatic Restoration
Aquatic Restoration Biological Assessment Il (USDA et al. 2013) - OR, WA, parts of CA, | 2013 |[Biological Opinion (ARBO Il —
NV, and ID NMFS?)

Biological Assessment of activities that may affect the federally
listed plant species, Gentner’s Fritillary, Cook’s Lomatium, and
Large-flowered Woolly Meadowfoam, on Bureau of Land BLM - Medford District | 2013 |Letter of Concurrence (FWS)
Management, Medford District and Cascade-Siskiyou National
Monument (USDI 2013b)

Biological Assessment (USDI 2016c) for Vegetation Treatments BLM - 17 Western 2015 /|Letter of Concurrence (FWS)
Using Aminopyralid, Fluroxypyr, and Rimsulfuron PEIS (USDI 2016a) States 2016 | Biological Opinion (NMFS)

Biological Assessment FY2017-FY2022 Programmatic Activities That
May Affect the Northern Spotted Owl, Marbled Murrelet, Vernal BLM- Medford District | 2017 | Biological Opinion (FWS)
Pool Fairy Shrimp, and Oregon Spotted Frog (USDI 2017b)?!

1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also prepared an Aquatic Restoration Biological Opinion (ARBO Il) in response to the Biological Assessment, but
it is not applicable to this analysis; Biological Opinions prepared in response to District Biological Assessments (USDI 2013b, 2017b) provide
more site-specific consultation coverage. However, it is referenced in the 2017 Medford District Wildlife Biological Assessment (USDI 2017b).

9 More information about the effects to these species can be found in Native Vegetation Issue 1 (for listed plants), Fish and
Aquatic Organisms Issues 1, 2, and 3 (for listed fish), and Wildlife Issue 1 (for the Oregon spotted frog and vernal pool fairy
shrimp).
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Consultation resulted in Conservation Measures and Project Design Criteria identified to protect Medford District
listed species from treatments and are listed in Appendix A, in the Protection Measures section.

Additional consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service would occur if:

e the use of fluazifop-P-butyl, fluroxypyr, Pseudomonas fluorescens, or rimsulfuron (four of the herbicides
proposed for use under the Proposed Action) needs to occur within 1,500 feet from listed anadromous
fish habitat; or,

e the BLM treats invasive plants below the waterline (with herbicide or non-herbicide methods) in
anadromous fish habitat (as described in Alternative 3)

More details about the 2007, 2010, 2013, 2016, and 2017 consultations can be found in Appendix A.

The gray wolf is federally listed as endangered, and the marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl are federally
listed as threatened. The Proposed Action is not expected to affect these species. Effects to spotted owls are not
anticipated because proposed invasive plant treatments would not modify spotted owl habitat and would not
affect prey species. Potential disturbance near nest sites are not anticipated because projects are usually short in
duration, spatially limited, and affected areas receive baseline disturbance from vehicle traffic and other activities.
Spotted owls would likely be acclimated to the potential noise disturbance associated with invasive plant
treatments. Effects to marbled murrelets are not anticipated because there is a low likelihood of marbled
murrelets occurring on the District and the proposed invasive plant treatments would not modify marbled
murrelet habitat. Effects to wolves are not anticipated because the proposed invasive plant treatments would not
modify the general habitat they would use and would not affect prey availability. Additionally, proposed
treatments would be seasonally restricted to avoid potential disturbance if known den sites are discovered in the
future on BLM-administered lands.

Tiering and Reference

Tiering refers to the coverage of general matters in broader environmental impact statements with subsequent
narrower statements or environmental analyses. Tiering allows agencies to narrow the range of alternatives,
narrow the scope of analysis, and reach a Finding of No Significant Impact for an action that may have significant
impacts. This allows incorporation by reference of the general discussions, so as to concentrate solely on the issues
specific to the statement subsequently prepared (40 CFR 1508.28). For its analysis of herbicide effects, this EA tiers
to three EISs, all completed at the State or National level. This EA tiers to the 2007 PEIS and Record of Decision for
Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in 17 Western States (USDI 2007a, b) for the use of
chlorsulfuron (west of the Cascades) and the use of fluazifop-b-butyl and Pseudomonas fluorescens for research
and demonstration purposes. In addition, this EA tiers to the Final Programmatic EIS for Vegetation Treatments
Using Aminopyralid, Fluroxypyr, and Rimsulfuron (USDI 2016a, b), for the use of those three herbicides. For the
remaining herbicides analyzed in this EA, this EA tiers to the 2010 Final Environmental Impact Statement (Oregon
FEIS) and Record of Decision for Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon (USDI 2010a, b)

For non-herbicide treatments, this EA tiers to the 1985 / 87 Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program Final
EIS and Supplement (USDI 1985, 1987). This EA also incorporates by reference elements of the 2007 Vegetation
Treatments on BLM Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic Environmental Report, which describes the
integrated vegetation management program and discloses the general effects associated with non-herbicide
control methods (USDI 2007d).

The EA also tiers to the analyses in the Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact
Statement for Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon (USDI 2016e) and the Cascade-Siskiyou National
Monument Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (USDI 2008d). These
documents contain analyses of invasive plant control activities included as management direction in these
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Resource Management Plans. Where relevant to specific effects, the analysis in Chapter 3 tiers to these
documents.

Conformance and Consistency with Land Use
Plans, Laws, Policies, and Other Decisions

BLM'’s integrated weed management program is the product of decades of laws, Executive orders, and BLM and
Department of the Interior policies and direction. Several Federal laws direct the BLM to aggressively manage
invasive plants and other vegetation to improve ecosystem health. Section 302(b) of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 directs BLM to “take any action necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation
of the lands” (43 U.S.C. § 1732(b)(2)). Executive Order 13112 (February 1999, as amended December 5, 2016)
requires Federal agencies to “(i) prevent the introduction of invasive species; (ii) detect and respond rapidly to and
control populations of such species in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner; (iii) monitor invasive
species populations accurately and reliably; [and] (iv) provide for restoration of native species and habitat
conditions in ecosystems that have been invaded...” In particular, the Carlson-Foley Act of 1968 (43 U.S.C. §§ 1241-
1243), the Plant Protection Act of 2000 (7 U.S.C. § 7702) and the Noxious Weed Control and Eradication Act of 2004
(7 U.S.C. § 7781) authorize the BLM to manage noxious weeds and to coordinate with other Federal and State
agencies in activities to eradicate, suppress, control, prevent, or retard the spread of any noxious weeds on Federal
lands. The Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 (7 U.S.C. § 2814(a)) established a program to manage undesirable
plants, implemented cooperative agreements with State agencies, and established integrated management
systems to control undesirable plant species.

Land Use Plans on the Medford District

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (1976) requires that all management decisions be consistent with
the approved land use plan (43 CFR 1610.5-3). Management activities on the Medford District are covered by two
Resource Management Plans, the Southwestern Oregon Resource Management Plan and Record of Decision (USDI
2016d) and the Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument Resource Management Plan Record of Decision (USDI
2008¢) . These are the primary land use plans governing the area.

Southwestern Oregon Resource Management Plan

The Southwestern Oregon Resource Management Plan provides direction for the management of all resources on
BLM-managed lands in the Klamath Falls Field Office of the Lakeview District, the Medford District, and the South
River Field Office of the Roseburg District. Goals and management direction related to invasive species
management is included in the following sections of the Resource Management Plan:

Invasive Species

Management Objective (USDI 2016d:93):
e Prevent the introduction of invasive species and the spread of existing invasive species infestations.

Management Direction (USDI 2016d:93):
e Implement measures to prevent, detect, and rapidly control new invasive species infestations.

10 The portion of the Coos Bay District that is managed by the Medford District is covered by the Northwestern and Coastal
Oregon Resource Management Plan (USDI 2016f). Management direction and objectives described in this Resource
Management Plan are identical to, or closely align to, management direction and objectives described in the Southwestern
Oregon Resource Management Plan (USDI 2016d). To simplify reading of this EA, all references to the Resource Management
Plan will be to the Southwestern Oregon Resource Management Plan (USDI 2016d).
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e Use manual, mechanical, cultural, chemical, and biological treatments to manage invasive species
infestations.

e Treat invasive plants and host species for invasive forest pathogens in accordance with the Records of
Decision for the Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program Environmental Impact Statement (USDI
1985, 1987) and the Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management Lands in
Oregon Environmental Impact Statement (USDI 2010a).

Congressionally Reserved Lands and National Conservation Lands

Management Direction (USDI 2016d:54):
e Conduct management actions, including but not limited to fuels treatments, invasive species
management, riparian or wildlife habitat improvements, forest management, and trail construction, in
Wild and Scenic River corridors only if consistent with designated or tentative classifications and if any
reductions in outstandingly remarkable values would be temporary and outstandingly remarkable values
would be protected or enhanced over the long term.

District-Designated Reserve — Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Management Objective (USDI 2016d:55):
e  Maintain or restore relevant and important values in Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, including
Research Natural Areas and Outstanding Natural Areas.

Management Direction (USDI 2016d:55):
e Implement activities as necessary to maintain, enhance, or restore relevant and important values.

District-Designated Reserve — Lands Managed for their Wilderness Characteristics

Management Direction (USDI 2016d:56):

e Allow mechanical vegetation treatment consistent with Visual Resource Management Class Il for the
purpose of improving ecological condition, contributing to threatened or endangered species recovery, or
enhancing long-term wilderness characteristics.

e Allow trail construction and maintenance, fuels treatments, invasive species management, riparian or
wildlife habitat improvements, forest management, and other vegetation management only if any
reductions in wilderness characteristics are temporary and wilderness characteristics are protected over
the long term.

Riparian Reserve

Management Objective (USDI 2016d:75):

e Maintain and restore natural channel dynamics, processes, and the proper functioning condition of
riparian areas, stream channels, and wetlands by providing forest shade, sediment filtering, wood
recruitment, stream bank and channel stability, water storage and release, vegetation diversity, nutrient
cycling, and cool and moist microclimates.

Fisheries

Management Objective (USDI 2016d:91):
e Improve the distribution and quantity of high-quality fish habitat across the landscape for all life stages of
Endangered Species Act-listed, Bureau Special Status species, and other fish species.
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Livestock Grazing

Management Direction (USDI 2016d:96):

e Authorize livestock grazing through management agreements, non-renewable grazing permits or leases,
or special use permits on lands not available for livestock grazing through the issuance of a grazing lease
or permit to control invasive plants, reduce fire danger, or accomplish other management objectives.

e Implement range improvement projects in adherence with the following:

0 Rehabilitate disturbed soil to blend into the surrounding soil surface. Re-vegetate using seeds
and plant materials that are genetically appropriate and native to the plant community or region,
to the extent practicable, to replace ground cover, reduce soil loss from wind and water erosion,
and discourage the potential establishment of any invasive plant species.

Rare Plants and Fungi

Management Objective (USDI 2016d:106):
e Support the persistence and resilience of natural communities, including those associated with forests,
oak woodlands, shrublands, grasslands, cliffs, rock outcrops, talus slopes, meadows, and wetlands.
Support ecological processes and disturbance mechanisms to allow for a range of seral conditions.

Management Direction (USDI 2016d:106):

e  Maintain or restore natural processes, native species composition, and vegetation structure in natural
communities through actions such as applying prescribed fire, thinning, removing encroaching vegetation,
treating nonnative invasive species, retaining legacy components (e.g., large trees, snags, and down logs),
maintaining water flow to wetlands, and planting or seeding native species.

Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument Resource Management Plan

The Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument was established in 2000 and has its own separate Resource
Management Plan. It currently contains 52,947 acres of Federal land independent of other BLM-managed lands in
recognition of its remarkable ecology and to protect a diverse range of biological, geological, aquatic,
archeological, and historic objects. The primary goal of monument management is to, “maintain, protect, and
restore habitat and ecological processes critical to richness and abundance of the objects of biological interest for
which the monument was proclaimed” (USDI 2008c). The President expanded the Cascade-Siskiyou National
Monument by 48,000 acres in January 2017. Approximately 29,000 of the 48,000 acres fall within the District.

The proliferation of invasive plants across the landscape is an obstacle to management goals, and is a concern
throughout the monument:

e A management objective for the Old Growth Emphasis Area is to “Reduce the presence and spread of
noxious weeds and undesirable nonnative species” in order to “Protect or enhance existing habitat for
species associated with late-successional forests” (USDI 2008c:31);

e A management objective for the Diversity Emphasis Area is to “Control the spread of noxious weeds and
other invasive grasses” (USDI 2008c:48); and,

e Management in riparian areas includes the following guidance: “Riparian areas with weed infestations will
be treated following the strategy described in Appendix F. This strategy includes specific mitigating
measures for herbicide treatments in or near riparian areas. Weed treatments in riparian areas will be
monitored for effectiveness as well as any potential adverse impacts. Only glyphosate without surfactants
(RODEOQ® or a product with similar environmental risks) will be used” (USDI 2008c:62). Through plan
maintenance (June 2017), this has been clarified to read, “When herbicides formulated with glyphosate
are being applied in riparian areas, only the non-surfactant versions will be used.”

Appendix F of the Resource Management Plan presents a Strategy for Controlling the Spread of Noxious Weeds
and Other Invasive Grasses that includes the use of herbicide, manual and mechanical methods, biological control
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agents, prescribed fire, targeted grazing, and native seedings. Resource Management Plan objectives for invasive
plant management are included in Appendix F of that plan (USDI 2008c:F-1 through F-6) and are described below.

Maintain healthy herbaceous plant communities as a barrier to invasive plant invasions (USDI 2008c:F-1).
e Limit ground-disturbing activities.
e Collect and maintain sources of native grass and forb seed for emergency restoration.
e  Sow with native seed where natural or ground-disturbing management activities take place.

Improve condition of stands that have a mixture of invasive plants and remnant native herbaceous species (USDI
2008c:F-1).

e Apply manual or spot herbicide treatments.

e  Utilize prescribed burning where appropriate.

e Restore native species by seeding and / or planting.

e  Utilize different grazing strategies to reduce disturbance.

Eradicate and restore small isolated invasive plant patches to native herbaceous plant domination (USDI 2008c:F-1).
e  Apply manual or spot herbicide treatment.
e  Protect sensitive resources (e.g., wetlands, riparian, and rare plants). If herbicide treatments occur in
riparian areas, use appropriate herbicides labeled for use in these communities.
e Seed areas with native grass and forbs.

Survey and treat primary travel corridors that serve as vectors for invasive plant spread (USDI 2008c:F-2).
e Inventory roads and power line corridors.
e  Apply manual or spot herbicide treatments in a systematic manner.
e  Work with power companies, the county, and adjacent land owners to reduce periodic disturbance and
treat invasive plants on adjacent non-Federal land.
e Re-vegetate treated areas with native grass and forbs.

Isolate and treat large extensive invasive plant areas (USDI 2008c:F-2).
e  Minimize soil disturbance and activities that could spread invasive plants, especially during the wet
season.
e  Manually or spot spray large patches working from the “outside” in toward the center of the infestation.
e Seed or plant treated locations with native vegetation.

Implement a long-term restoration / management plan for extensive weedy areas (greater than 1 acre; USDI
2008c:F-2).

e  Work with local groups and landowners on noxious weed education and management.

e Identify high-priority treatment areas.

e Avoid disturbance in large patches.

e  Monitor efficacy of treatment(s).

e Apply adaptive management strategy.

Additional information can be found in Appendix F of the Resource Management Plan (USDI 2008c). Appendix F
also includes Mitigating Measures for noxious weed treatments and these are included in Appendix A of this EA.
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Other BLM Direction

State and National Environmental Analyses on Herbicide Use

This EA tiers to, and is consistent with, the Oregon FEIS and Record of Decision. The 2010 Record of Decision
requires, with few specific exceptions!?, the preparation of new site-specific analyses before herbicides other than
2,4-D, dicamba, glyphosate, or picloram can be used (USDI 2010b). This EA provides the site-specific analysis for
the Medford District. The alternatives (including the No Action Alternative) must adhere to restrictions (USDI
2010b:30) including:

e  Mitigation Measures'? from the 2007 PEIS.

e Standard Operating Procedures from the 2007 PEIS.

e  Conservation Measures for Special Status species from the 2007 PEIS Biological Assessment.

e  Mitigation Measures from the 2010 Oregon FEIS Record of Decision.

e  Typical and maximum herbicide application rates analyzed in the 2010 Oregon FEIS.

In addition, this EA is consistent with the 2016 PEIS and Record of Decision. All of the alternatives (including the No
Action Alternative) must adhere to the Mitigation Measures and Conservation Measures adopted with the 2016
Record of Decision (USDI 2016b), and these are also included in Appendix A of this EA.

Integrated Vegetation Management (BLM Handbook 1740-2)

This EA is consistent with BLM Handbook 1740-2, which guides the implementation of vegetation management
planning and treatment activities to maintain and restore native plant communities, diversity, resiliency, and
productivity, by combining biological, cultural, physical, and chemical tools in a way that minimizes economic,
health, and environmental risk (USDI 2008a).

National Policy

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act directs Federal agencies to use an integrated pest
management approach to manage pests (including vegetation), stating “Integrated Pest Management is a
sustainable approach to managing pests by combining biological, cultural, physical, and chemical tools in a way
that minimizes economic, health, and environmental risks” (7 U.S.C. § 136r-1).

Clean Water Act - Section 303(d)

Under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) establishes
standards for the maximum amount of a pollutant that can be received by water quality limited waterbodies in the
state of Oregon. The Upper Klamath Subbasin and the Rogue and Umpqua Basins all have Total Maximum Daily
Loads (TMDLs) in place as required by the ODEQ and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The BLM is required
to publish a WQRP (Water Quality Restoration Plan) for basins with an existing TMDL. These WQRPs address how
the BLM manages land and water so as to not further limit water quality as defined in the TMDL. As plans are

11 Exceptions include NEPA analyses done for the Tyrrell and Horning seed orchards (on the Northwest Oregon District), the
Provolt and Sprague seed orchards (on the Medford District)(USDI 2005) and an EA for Sudden Oak Death on the Coos Bay
District (USDI 2010b:30).

12 Mitigation Measures are practices or limitations adopted to mitigate potential adverse effects identified in the PEIS and
Oregon FEIS analysis.

20



Integrated Invasive Plant Management for the Medford District
Environmental Assessment
Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need

completed, the BLM incorporates the goals, objectives, and provisions from the WQRP into the Medford District
integrated invasive plant management program. However, as further described in Chapter 3, the goals, objectives,
provisions of future WQRPs will be consistent with the Proposed Action.

The Clean Water Act requires a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for herbicide use
that may directly enter streams. The permit is needed for herbicide treatments within three feet of streams,
wetlands, and other seasonally wet areas when water is present, including conveyances with a hydrologic surface
connection to a water body (e.g., near a road culvert that runs water to a creek). Treatments on small portions of
infestations (currently mapped or detected in the future) may meet the criteria. NPDES Pesticide General Permits
would be obtained prior to implementing any treatments in which herbicide could be directly introduced into
surface waters. This generally includes treatment within stream banks or for target plants that emerge from or
overhang water bodies.

Federal Strategy to Promote the Health of Pollinators

On June 20, 2014, the President issued a memorandum directing the establishment of a Pollinator Health Task
Force, chaired by the Secretary of Agriculture and Administrator of the EPA. The memorandum directs the creation
of a national Pollinator Health Strategy with research, education, and public-private partnership objectives. It
further directs agencies to develop plans and practices for increasing and improving pollinator habitat, including
the use of pollinator-friendly species in future restoration and rehabilitation projects, following wildfires, and in
landscaping. To support these habitat-focused efforts, the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the U.S. Department
of the Interior issued a set of Pollinator-Friendly Best Management Practices for Federal Lands (USDA and USDI
2015a), which include direction to identify and remove invasive species. Direction includes, “Management of
invasive species may include felling by hand or machine, machine mulching, applying spot treatments of herbicide
to bark, cut stumps, or leaves, controlled burning, mowing, or combinations of the approaches” (USDA and USDI
2015a). The National Pollinator Health Strategy states that agencies “shall, as appropriate, take immediate
measures to support pollinators during the 2014 growing season and thereafter. These measures may include
avoiding the use of pesticides'? in sensitive pollinator habitats through integrated vegetation and pest
management practices.”

The alternatives and the analysis in this EA conform with the objectives of this new direction. Memorandum-
described pollinator direction, as it is developed, may supplement but is not expected to conflict with treatments
described in this EA. Standard Operating Procedures and Mitigation Measures for pollinators outlined in Appendix
A conform with the Strategy. There is a long-term benefit to pollinators from controlling invasive plants and
allowing native vegetation to reestablish.

EPA Ruling on Inert Ingredients

Most herbicide products contain substances in addition to the active ingredient(s) that are referred to as inert
ingredients or sometimes as “other ingredients.” An inert ingredient generally is any substance (or group of similar
substances) other than an active ingredient that is intentionally included in a pesticide product. Examples of inert
ingredients include emulsifiers, solvents, carriers, aerosol propellants, fragrances, and dyes. In December 2016, the
EPA removed 72 ingredients approved for use in pesticide products. The EPA took this action in response to
petitions asking the agency to issue a rule requiring disclosure of 371 inert ingredients found in pesticide products.
A full list of these ingredients can be found on the EPA website. The BLM does not use products that contain these
ingredients. A list of the herbicides that are approved for use on BLM-managed lands can be found in Appendix B.

13 The term “pesticide” covers a wide array of chemicals and substances used to kill, repel, or control certain forms of animal or
plant life that are considered pests. This includes insecticides, rodenticides, and even disinfectants intended to kill bacteria and
viruses, in addition to herbicides for plants. Effects from herbicides to pollinators would generally be related to habitat loss;
herbicides are formulated to work specifically on plants by disrupting the metabolic processes inherent in plants and not in
other organisms.
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Chapter 2 - Integrated Invasive Plant
Management and the Alternatives

This Chapter begins with an Invasive Plants section, which summarizes information on populations of invasive
plants on the District. The Categories of Invasive Plant Populations section describes known or estimated invasive
plant sites to help clarify invasive plant treatments and the analysis in Chapter 3.

The Integrated Invasive Plant Management section explains how various methods are used together
programmatically to combat invasive plants. Actions taken for prevention, education, and coordination are
described as context and do not vary between alternatives. This section also describes direct control methods,
which may vary between alternatives. Direct control methods include manual and mechanical treatment methods,
competitive planting and seeding, biological treatment methods (insects and targeted grazing), and herbicides.

The Alternatives section is a detailed description of the alternatives analyzed in this EA: the No Action Alternative,
the Proposed Action, and Alternative 3. This section outlines the key differences between these alternatives and
lists Project Design Features to prevent unwanted effects from treatments under the Proposed Action and
Alternative 3. Alternatives considered but not carried forward for detailed study are described at the end of
Chapter 2.

Invasive Plants

An invasive plant thrives and spreads aggressively outside its natural range. An invasive species that colonizes a
new area may gain an ecological edge since the insects, diseases, and foraging animals that naturally keep its
growth in check in its native range are not present in its new habitat. The susceptibility of plant communities to
infestation by invasive plants is influenced by many factors, including community structure, proximity to currently
infested areas, and the biological traits of the invading species.

Categories of Invasive Plant Populations

The following Categories of known or estimated invasive plant sites are described to help characterize invasive
plant treatments and the analysis in Chapter 3.

Category I: Documented Invasive Plant Sites

Invasive plant inventories!* on the District generally focus on locations where invasive plants are most likely to
occur and spread from, such as road corridors, temporary road spurs and landings that access timber units, other
rights-of-way, riparian / wetland areas, campgrounds, trailheads, mining and common materials sites, and animal
congregation areas (e.g., livestock water developments). Inventories are also conducted in advance of planned
projects, such as forest management projects, so that measures can be taken to prevent the introduction and
spread of invasive plants into and from project areas. While certain inventories may be specific to invasive plant
management, inventories conducted for other purposes also record the presence of invasive plants. Such surveys

14 Inventories are surveys and assessments at a single point in time to determine the presence, absence, and distribution of
invasive plants. Monitoring involves repeated assessment or measurement of a site or population to document changes over
time.
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include clearance surveys for Special Status species or cultural resources, and inventories of special management
areas, like the Rogue National Wild and Scenic River. Invasive plant infestations detected during implementation
monitoring for forest management, engineering, recreation, and other ground-disturbing projects are also mapped
and documented. BLM policy requires new project areas with high likelihood of noxious weed introduction?® to be
monitored for the first three years after completion (USDI 1992b).

Inventory results are uploaded to the BLM’s National Invasive Species Information Management System (NISIMS),
which links to BLM planning and reporting systems. NISIMS records include the infestation’s spatial location, size,
and shape; the invasive plant’s abundance and distribution pattern; treatment records; and other associated
characteristics. Sites where the species appears to have been controlled are retained in NISIMS to guide future site
monitoring. As the current program is focused on noxious weeds, most data in NISIMS concern noxious weeds.

This Category includes known locations of invasive plants mapped in NISIMS on the District. The most prevalent
species are yellow starthistle and other knapweeds, Scotch broom, thistles, and blackberry. Category | includes 69
different invasive plant species occupying 13,211 acres on 16,796 sites on the District. Table 2-1, Summary of
Documented Invasive Plant Sites lists these species and number of mapped acres and sites. Map 2-1A, Invasive
Plants Documented in NISIMS shows the locations of these plants. Map 2-1B, Submerged and Floating Aquatic
Invasive Plants, shows the locations of mapped aquatic invasive plants.

All species included in this Category have additional unmapped sites. These unmapped sites are discussed in
Category Il. However, to avoid duplication, Table 2-1 includes a Treatment Acres column that includes these
unmapped sites. Further information about these acres can be found in the Treatment Acres sub-section in the
Category Il, Unmapped Invasive Plant Sites section.

15 Generally, any type of project resulting in ground disturbance, such as slash / pile / burn units, timber harvest areas, road /
bridge construction, and trail construction.
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e Category | Treatment Acres
Scientific Names ODA | Treatment
ientifi Life Cycle acres Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon | (includes Category
Common Name Status' | Group? . 3
sites | & Il acres)
Dicots
Apiaceae (parsley family)
Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Areas
Conium maculatum Biennial B list D3 27.1 acres | of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), Fritillaria | Widespread in riparian areas, 250
poison hemlock 38 sites | Management Areas (FMAs), Cook's lomatium critical | floodplains, ditches, roadsides
habitat
Apocynaceae (dogbane family)
Vinca major . .
6.3 Roadsid Id h t
large-leaf Perennial NL D9 ac.res Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor oalx ! G.:S' oldnome sites, 20
. 16 sites residential areas
periwinkle
Araliaceae (ginseng family)
Hedera h?hx’ . . . 8.4 acres | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Old home sites, woodlands near
Hedera hibernica Perennial | B list D12 . : . . : . 25
. 10 sites | Cathedral Hills Recreation Site residential areas
English ivy
Asteraceae (aster family)
A til . . 2.9 . .
crop rion repens Perennial | B list D4 ac.res Sam's Valley, roadsides Roadsides, grasslands 10
Russian knapweed 23 sites
Ambrosia 4.1 acres Riparian areas, river bars, valle
artemisiifolia Annual B list D2 o Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor P ! ! ¥ 5
4 sites bottoms
annual ragweed
Card t - . 6.4 Roadsides, ditches, b d
ar uusinu ans Biennial B list D4 ac.res Douglas and Oregon Gulch burned areas oadsides, ditches, burne 100
musk thistle 3 sites areas
Carduus
0.1 Roadsides, disturbed soil
pycnocephalus Annual B list D2 ac.res Lower West Fork Evans Creek oacdsides, disturbed soils, 1
. . 1 sites meadows, woodlands, chaparral
Italian thistle
Carthamus lanatus 0.2 acres
woolly distaff- Annual A list D2 ’ 1 sites Interstate 5 near Wolf Creek Roadsides, disturbed openings 1
thistle
Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor,
Centaurea x Burton Nine Mile District Designated Reserve, Bobby
moncktonii perennial | B list D4 692.9 acres | Creek Research Natural Areas (RNA), Eight Dollar Mt | Roadsides, meadows, river bars, 1,000
1,339 sites | ACEC, French Flat ACEC, Reeves Creek ACEC, Rough disturbed openings !

meadow knapweed

and Ready ACEC, roadsides, forest management
project areas
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o Category | Treatment Acres
S tific N . ODA | Treat t . . e s
cientific Names Life Cycle reatmen acres Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon | (includes Category
Common Name Status' | Group? . 3
sites | & Il acres)
Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Soda
Centaurea diffusa . . 79 acres | Mt Wilderness Area, Burton Nine Mile District .
P I'| Blist D4 ! Roadsid land 200
diffuse knapweed erennia 'S 85 sites | Designated Reserve, Wild Rogue District Designated oadsides, rangelan
Reserve, Pilot Rock FMA, Dakubetede FMA, roadsides
Centaurea . .
melitensis Biennial NL D4 6.6 aqes North River Road FMA Grasslands, disturbed soils, 10
. 23 sites burned areas
Maltese starthistle
Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Berry
Creek District Designated Reserve, Burton Nine Mile
District Designated Reserve, Soda Mt Wilderness
Centaurea 5,201.3 | Area, Cobleigh Road ACEC, Dakubetede ACEC, French | Grasslands, disturbed soils,
solstitialis Biennial B list D4 acres | Flat ACEC, Mariposa Botanical Area, North River Road | burned areas, river bars, 10,000
yellow starthistle 4,033 sites | FMA, Pilot Rock FMA, Rough and Ready ACEC, roadsides
Roundtop Butte RNA, Sterling Mine Ditch ACEC,
Table Rocks ACEC, roadsides, forest management
project areas
Centaurea stoebe Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Wild
. . . 872.1 acres | Rogue District Designated Reserve, Cook's lomatium | Roadsides, disturbed openings,
spp. micranthos Perennial | B list D4 . o . . . . . 1,000
236 sites | critical habitat near Cave Junction, roadsides, forest | meadows, floodplains, river bars
spotted knapweed .
management project areas
Cent irgat
entaurea virgata . . 0.5 acres | lllinois River Valley ACECs and Cook's lomatium Roadsides, disturbed openings,
squarrose Perennial | Alist D4 . . . 1
4 sites | habitat, roadsides meadows
knapweed
Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Berry
o Creek District Designated Reserve, Wild Rogue . . .
Chondrilla juncea Perennial | B list D4 3378 aqes District Designated Reserve, Table Rocks ACEC, King Rpadades, disturbed o.penlngs, 1,000
rush skeletonweed 517 sites . . river bars and floodplains
Mt ACEC, roadsides, forest management project
areas
Soda Mt Wilderness Area, Rogue National Wild and
Cirsium arvense 4477 acres Scenic River Corridor, Bobby Creek RNA, East Fork Widespread in roadsides,
Canada thistle Perennial | B list D4 1 6.27 sites Whiskey Creek RNA, Lost Lake RNA, North Fork Silver | ditches, meadows, riparian 1,000
’ Creek RNA, Old Baldy RNA, roadsides, forest areas, river floodplains
management project areas
Soda Mt Wilderness Area, Rogue National Wild and . . .
L. . Widespread in roadsides,
Cirsium vulgare 605.5 acres Scenic River Corridor, Bobby Creek RNA, East Fork meadows, riparian areas
. g Biennial B list D4 T Whiskey Creek RNA, French Flat ACEC, Bald Mt FMA, » 1P o 1,000
bull thistle 2,462 sites burned areas, other disturbed

Dakubetede FMA, North River Road FMA, roadsides,
forest management project areas

openings
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o Category | Treatment Acres
S tific N . ODA | Treat t . . e
cientific Names Life Cycle reatmen acres Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon | (includes Category
Common Name Status' | Group? . 3
sites | & Il acres)
L th . . . . . . .
eucanthemum . 3.6 acres | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Widespread in roadsides,
vulgare Perennial NL D4 . \ ; L . . 250
. 1 site | FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat meadows, river bars
oxeye daisy
Onopordum
acanthium L . 2.5 acres | One occurrence on a roadside north of East Fork Roadsides, disturbed pastures,
Biennial B list D4 . . L 2.5
Scotch cotton- 1 site | Whiskey Creek RNA open riparian areas
thistle
Senecio jacobaea perennial | B list D4 181.9 ac.res Forest manage.ment project areas,_burned areas, Mesic roadsldes, pastures, 500
tansy ragwort 1,230 sites | ACECs, mostly in western half of District forest openings
. . . . Not , but ki f
Silybum marianum N . 0.1 acres | One occurrence in Quines Creek-Cow Creek ° c9mmon u nown from
S Biennial B list D4 . . - roadsides and disturbed 1
blessed milkthistle 1 site | watershed in north part of District .
openings
. . Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, . . .
anth/um spinosum Annual B list D2 >6 ac.res ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat, R.oad15|des, disturbed sites, 10
spiny cocklebur 5 sites . riparian areas
roadsides
Boraginaceae (borage family)
g};gggzzsum Biennial B list D5 1,027 ac.res Cascades and oak foothi_lls in eastern part of District, Forest, woodlands, rangeland, 1,200
58 sites | forest management project areas roadsides
houndstongue
Brassicaceae (mustard family)
Alliaria petiolata N . 153.1 acres . . - . - .
. Biennial B list D6 . Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor Riparian areas, floodplains 200
garlic mustard 81 sites
. Widespread in grasslands,
Alyssum alyssoides Annual NL D1 0.66 acr_es FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat disturbed sites, and open Rarely treated.
pale alyssum 1 site . 0.1 acre / year
habitats
Alyssum corsicum
! . . 40.8 . . L Meadows, h, ch I
A. murale Perennial | Alist D6 ac.res All serpentine substrates in the lllinois River Valley . ea ows.savar?na chaparra 100
13 sites in serpentine soils
yellowtufts
Isatis tinctoria 318.8 acres Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, River banks, bars, and
\ Biennial B list D6 B Williams Creek watershed, Oregon Gulch burn area, |floodplains; roadsides; burned 1,000
dyer's woad 366 sites . .
Soda Mt Wilderness Area, roadsides areas
Lepidium . L .
campestre Biennial NL D6 L7 aqes ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Widespread in disturbed 5|jces, < 1acre/year
. 3 sites rangeland, other open habitats
field pepperweed
Not common, but known from
Lep./d/um draba perennial | B list D6 16.3 ac.res Be.aver Creek-,.App.Iegate w.atershed, Rogue National rc.)ad5|des, §att|.e corrals,. 50
whitetop 4 sites | Wild and Scenic River Corridor disturbed riparian areas in the

Cascades
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o Category | Treatment Acres
S tific N . ODA | Treat t . . e s
cientific Names Life Cycle reatmen acres Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon | (includes Category
Common Name Status' | Group? . 3
sites | & Il acres)
Clusiaceae (St. Johnswort family)
Hypericum Widespread in roadsides,
. . 34.2 acres , . . . .
perforatum Perennial | B list D9 78 sites ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat rangeland, floodplains, 1,000
St. Johnswort disturbed openings
Convolvulaceae (morning glory family)
Convolvulus . . .
arvensis Perennial | B list D9 0.4 ac.res ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Wldespread n road5|des and 500
. . 2 sites disturbed openings
field bindweed
Dipsacaceae (teasel family)
. Widespread in roadsides
D Il . 36.5 . . . . L
ipsacus fullonum Biennial NL D9 ac.res ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat ditches, pastures, cultivated 500
common teasel 98 sites ) .
fields, and other open habitats
Soda Mt Wild Al Mari Botanical A
Dipsacus laciniatus . . 87.9 acres oda fiderness Area, Mariposa 9 anlica rea, Grasslands, roadsides, disturbed
Biennial B list D9 . Applegate Valley, meadows and roadsides in the 200
cutleaf teasel 37 sites open areas
Cascades
Euphorbiaceae (spurge family)
Euphorbia esula . . 0.3 acres | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Sam's Grasslands, c_hapfarral, open
Perennial | B list D9 - woodlands, riparian areas, 2
leafy spurge 2 sites | Valley .
roadsides
Fabaceae (pea family)
Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Wild | Widespread in roadsides, forest
Cytisus scoparius . . 988 acres | Rogue and Soda Mountain Wilderness Areas, lands openings, woodlands,
P I'| Blist D12 . . . e . L 2,000
Scotch broom erennia 5 1,805 sites | with wilderness characteristics, ACECs, FMAs, floodplains, riparian areas,
roadsides, forest management project areas meadows
Cytisus striatus . . 0.1 acres | Known from only one location in Gold Mt Creek Roadsides, forest openings,
. Perennial | B list D12 . . 1
striated broom 1 site | watershed, northwest part of District woodlands, meadows
Genista
. . 35.6 . . - . Roadsides, f t ings,
monspessulana Perennial | B list D12 aqes Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor oadsides, Jorest openings 100
43 sites woodlands, meadows
French broom
Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Wild . . .
. . . Widespread in roadsides,
Lathyrus latifolius . . 28.2 acres | Rogue and Soda Mountain Wilderness Areas, lands .
. . Perennial | B list D7 . . . - woodlands, forest openings, 1,000
perennial peavine 117 sites | with wilderness characteristics, ACECs, FMAs, forest . .
. . disturbed open habitats
management project areas, roadsides
Melilotus albus, M.
’ 14 Roadsid t disturbed
officinalis Perennial NL D7 ac.res ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat oadsi es_, pastures, disturbe < 1acre/year
5 sites open habitats
sweetclovers
Spart./um junceum perennial | B list D12 31.3 ac.res Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, R.oad5|des, I’IVfEI’ banks, open 100
Spanish broom 105 sites | Applegate Valley disturbed habitats
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o Category | Treatment Acres
S tific N . ODA | Treat t . . e
cientific Names Life Cycle reatmen acres Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon | (includes Category
Common Name Status' | Group? . 3
sites | & Il acres)
. . Primaril tal; otherwi
Only two sites known, in the Dad's Creek and rimartly coastal; otherwise
Ulex europaeus . . 0.5 acres uncommon, but known from
Perennial | B list D12 . McCullough Creek watersheds, northwest part of the . 1
common gorse 2sites| . . roadsides in western edges of
District s
District
Geraniaceae (geranium family)
Geranium lucidum N . 51.1 acres | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Semi-open riparian areas and
. . Biennial B list D8 . . 100
shiny leaf geranium 8 sites | Forest Creek watershed, in Applegate Valley woodlands
Geranium 0.1 acres Mesic shaded to semi-open
robertianum Biennial B list D8 ’ 1 site Whitehorse Creek watershed, east of Azalea riparian areas, woodlands, 5
Robert geranium forests
Haloragaceae (watermilfoil family)
Myriophyllum 0.9 acres
aquaticum Perennial | B list A-ALT ’ 5 sites Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor Rogue River, irrigation ditches 10
parrotsfeather
Lamiaceae (mint family)
Lamiastrum 0.2 acres Not common, but known from
galeobdolon Perennial | B list D9 ’ 5 sites Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor riparian areas and mesic 1
yellow archangel woodlands
Lythraceae (loosestrife family)
Lvthrum salicaria 37.6 acres River banks and bars, riparian
4 . Perennial | B list A o Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor areas, ditches, pond and lake 500
purple loosestrife 153 sites .
margins, wetlands
Onagraceae (evening primrose family)
Ludwigia 8.1 acres In shallow slow-moving water
hexapetala Perennial | B list A-ALT P Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor . . g 20
. 18 sites along rivers, ditches, ponds
water primrose
Ludwigia peploides 0.3 acres In shallow slow-moving water
floating water Perennial | B list A-ALT ’ .. | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor . . € 1
. 1 site along rivers, ditches, ponds
primrose
Plantaginaceae (plantain family)
Linaria dalmatica . . Not common, but known from
. . . 0.3 acres | Cascades east of Ashland, particularly in the Jenny . .
ssp. dalmatica Perennial | B list D10 . roadsides and rangeland in the 1
. 21 sites | Creek watershed o
Dalmatian toadflax eastern part of the District
Linaria vulaaris 3.7 acres Poorman Creek-Grave Creek watershed, Fall Creek- Not common, but known from
g Perennial | B list D10 v Klamath River watershed, and along Hwy 62, south of | roadsides, pastures, and 5
yellow toadflax 5 sites

Prospect

disturbed open areas

Polygonaceae (knotweed family)
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o Category | Treatment Acres
S tific N . ODA | Treat t . . e
cientific Names Life Cycle reatmen acres Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon | (includes Category
Common Name Status' | Group? . 3
sites | & Il acres)
Polygonum . . R .
cuspidatum Perennial | B list D11 97.2 aqes Rc.)gu.e N.atlonal W"d and Scenic River Corridor, Riparian areas, river banks 200
251 sites | lllinois River Corridor
Japanese knotweed
Polygonum . . - .
sachalinense Perennial | B list D11 0.1 acr.es Rc.)gu.e N.atlonal Wlld and Scenic River Corridor, Riparian areas, river banks 1
. 1 site | Illinois River Corridor
giant knotweed
Ranunculaceae (buttercup family)
Clematis vitalba . . 1.1 acres | Only known from eastern boundary of East Fork Roadsides, riparian areas,
.| Perennial | B list D12 . ; . . . 2
evergreen clematis 2 sites | Whiskey Creek RNA floodplains, residential areas
Rosaceae (rose family)
Potentl{la recta. perennial | B list D9 131.2 ac.res Applegate Valley and Cascades, including Soda Mt Roadsides, grasslands, 500
sulfur cinquefoil 48 sites | Wilderness Area rangeland, other open areas
. Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, W@esprea.d N riparian areas,
Rubus armeniacus A drainage ditches, forest
. . . 595.1 acres | ACECs, forest management project areas, where . .
Armenian Perennial | B List D12 . . . . openings, roadsides throughout 1,000
1,552 sites | aggressive populations threaten Bureau Sensitive
blackberry species the valley, but most abundant
P below 3,000 feet elevation
Rubus laciniat
ubus faciniatus . 3.2 acres | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Roadsides, riparian areas, forest
evergreen Perennial NL D12 . . 50
33 sites | ACECs, FMAs openings
blackberry
Scrophulariaceae (figwort family)
Verbascum
blattaria, V. . . . . . -
thapsus Biennial NL D9 33.7 acres | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, Widespread in disturbed open <1acre/ year
P . 21 sites | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat sites y
moth mullein,
common mullein
Simaroubaceae (quassia family)
Ailanthus altissima Perennial | B list D12 12.1 aqes Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor Riparian _areasf, river banks and 25
tree of heaven 6 sites bars, residential areas
Zygophyllaceae (caltrop family)
. . . . . . Disturbed sites, parking lots,
Tribulus terrestris . 15.3 acres | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, 'S ur. ed sites, par .mg. ots
. Annual B list D1 . . . . roadsides, sunny trail sides, 30
puncturevine 12 sites | recreation sites, equipment lots .
sandy soils
Monocots
Cyperaceae (sedge family)
Cyperus esculentus 0.1 acres Widespread in stream banks,
yp Perennial | B list A o Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor disturbed soils, ditches, <1 acre/ year
yellow nutsedge 2 sites

cultivated ground
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medusahead rye

o Category | Treatment Acres
S tific N . ODA | Treat t . . e
cientific Names Life Cycle reatmen acres Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon | (includes Category
Common Name Status' | Group? . 3
sites | & Il acres)
Iridaceae (iris family,
Iris pseudac.o_rus Perennial | Blist A >17 ac.res Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor W_Gt shores_ of rivers, ponds, 100
yellow flag iris 73 sites irrigation ditches
Poaceae (grass family)
. N Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument, primarily in .
Aegil lind . 10.2 . Roadsides, land,
. e.gl ops cylindrica Annual B list M1 ac.res East Fork Cottonwood Creek and Upper Emigrant oe? sides re?nge an 20
jointed goatgrass 6 sites agricultural fields
Creek watersheds
Aegilops triuncialis 1.2 acres Roadsides, rangelands,
glop Annual Alist M1 R Lower West Fork lllinois River Valley grasslands, including serpentine 5
barbed goatgrass 2 sites
substrates
Brachypodil . . - . River bars, banks, and
rac ypo um . . 3.4 acres | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, ver ars anks, an
sylvaticum Perennial | B list M2 . o . . floodplains; wetlands; 500
19 sites | Illinois River Corridor, Eight Dollar Mt ACEC . .
false-brome roadsides; often in shade
Bromus tectorum 8.4 acres | Burton Nine Mile District Designated Reserve Disturbed grasslands, rangeland
Al | NL M1 . ! K ! ! 1,000
cheatgrass nnua 22 sites | Dakubetede ACEC chaparral, roadsides
Cynosurus cristatus,
C. echinatus Annual NL M1 0.1 acr.es ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Open.woodlands, forest edges, 3,000
. 1 site roadsides
dogtail grasses
Phalaris Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Corridor, . .
. . 0.1 acres . . River floodplains, wet meadows,
arundinacea?® Perennial NL M2 . ACECs, where aggressive populations threaten 25
2 sites s . lake shores
reed canarygrass Bureau Sensitive species
Taeniatherum 50.8 acres Roadsides, meadows, rangeland,
caput-medusae Annual B list M1 '51 sites ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat chaparral, open woodlands 5,000

including serpentine substrates

1. Noxious weeds are classified by the ODA for the purpose of prioritizing and implementing noxious weed control projects:
A List: A weed of known economic importance that occurs in the state in small enough infestations to make eradication or containment possible.
B List: A weed of economic importance which is regionally abundant, but which may have limited distribution in some areas.

NL: Not listed.

2. Species of invasive plants that would be treated in the same manner have been arranged into treatment groups. Further information about treatment methods for these treatment groups can be
found in Table 2-12, Treatment Key. Treatment group information for A-ALT can be found in Table 2-13, Treatment Key — Submerged and Floating Aquatics.
3. Treatment acres include both Category | acres and Category Il acres. For more information, see the Treatment Acres sub-section in the Category Il, Unmapped Invasive Plant Sites section.
4. Acres / sites may be incorrect, as it is difficult to distinguish between native and nonnative populations. Native populations would not be treated.
5. Fritillaria Management Areas are further described in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Recovery Plan (USDI 2003a)
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Table 2-2. Summary of Invasive Plants Documented in NISIMS by Infestation Size

Infestation Number of Sites Total Acres
Size (in Acres) | (percent of total sites) (percent of total acres) Over 90 percent of mapped sites are smaller
<01 9,063 54.0% 162 1.2% than 1 acre each (see Table 2-2 and Table D-1,
0.1t0<0.5 5,289 31.5% 1,199 9.1% Invasive Plants Mapped in NISIMS by Infestation
05to<1 814 4.9% 562 4.3% Size in Appendix D); however, a relatively small
1t0<> 1,236 7.4% 2,826 21.4% number of large sites account for a majority of
>1t0 <20 288 1.7% 2,651 20.1% infested acres (about 65 percent of the mapped
20 to <100 4 0.4% 2,915 22.1% acres are on sites that are bigger than 5 acres).
>100 11 <0.1% 2,896 21.9%

Category ll: Unmapped Invasive Plant Sites

This Category includes species and infestations that are known to occur on the District, but are not mapped in
NISIMS. These species are generally widespread and dispersed throughout the District. District botany staff
estimated these areas based on their professional judgement and field experience. For some species, this included
consideration of vegetation community types and analyzing vegetation layers in GIS. While the locations are not
mapped, it is possible to characterize the areas and habitat where they may occur. This Category includes
additional unmapped sites for all species that are included in Category |, as well as an additional 140 species (see
Table 2-3, Summary of Unmapped Invasive Plant Sites). The majority of the species that are in Category Il but not in
Category | are not listed as noxious weeds (and hence have not been part of the existing integrated weed
management program; thus, they generally have not been recorded during inventories or in NISIMS). While it is
unknown how many acres of these species occur on the Medford District, it is estimated that nearly 30,000
unmapped acres would be in need of treatment. The most prevalent species are in the aster family (especially
yellow starthistle, but also knapweeds and biennial thistles) and annual grasses (such as cheatgrass, medusahead,
and dogtail grasses).

Treatment Acres

Table 2-1, Summary of Documented Invasive Plant Sites, and Table 2-3, Summary of Unmapped Invasive Plant Sites,
include estimated gross'® treatment acres for each species. These acres include both mapped Category | sites as
well as estimated Category Il sites that are proposed for treatment.

As examples:

e There are 1,000 treatment acres of Armenian blackberry listed in Table 2-1, which includes nearly 600
acres of mapped (Category 1) sites and an additional estimated 400 acres of unmapped (Category ll) sites.
It is unknown how many acres of Armenian blackberry exist on the Medford District, but it is estimated
that 1,000 acres would be treated over the life of this plan.

e Kochia is not mapped on the District (there are no Category | sites), but it exists on the District. While the
extent is unknown, it is estimated that less than an acre a year would be treated. Hence, treatment acres
would be less than one acre per year of Category |l sites.

16 Gross acres are the areas within which invasive plants are treated; the net acres are the actual area treated.
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Scientific Name ODA | Treatment Treatment
Life Cycle Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon
Common Name fle Ly Status!| Group? Acres imary ¥roj ftatt &
Dicots
Amaranthaceae (amaranth family)
Amaranthus albus et al. Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed soil, roadsides,
Annual NL D1 . .
amaranths 0.1 acre / year | habitat cultivated ground
Bassia scoparia . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed soil, roadsides,
. Annual B list D1 <1 acre/ year . .
kochia habitat cultivated ground
Dysphania botrys et al. Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed soil, roadsides,
. Annual NL D1 . .
Mexican tea, goosefoots 0.1 acre / year | habitat river banks and bars
Salsola tragus Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed soil, roadsides,
] ; Annual NL D1 . .
Russian thistle 0.1 acre / year | habitat cultivated ground
Apiaceae (parsley family)
Anthriscus caucalis ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in woodlands, riparian areas,
. Annual NL D2 <1 acre / year . .
bur chervil habitat roadsides
Daucus carota L ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed soil, cultivated
\ Biennial NL D3 10 .
Queen Anne's lace habitat ground, meadows, open woodlands
. Rogue National Wild and Scenic River . - . .
Foeniculum vulgare perennial NL D3 100 | Corridor, ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium Wldespread in disturbed soil, roadsides,
sweet fennel " . river banks and bars
critical habitat
Pastinaca sativa Biennial NL D3 Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed soil, cultivated
common parsnip 0.1 acre / year | habitat ground, meadows
Torilis qrvensts Annual NL D2 3,000 ACE.CS, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Wldes.pread in woodlands, riparian areas,
spreading hedgeparsley habitat roadsides
Asteraceae (aster family)
Anthemis cotula Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed soils, fields,
L . Annual NL D2 . .
stinking chamomile 0.1 acre / year | habitat roadsides, open woodlands
Arctium minus L Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Occasional in riparian areas, moist meadows,
Biennial NL D4 . .
lesser burdock 0.1 acre / year | habitat ditches
Cent Applegate Ri idor, R Nati | . .
en aure'a cyanus Annual NL D2 20 p.p esate IV(.EI’ c?m or .ogue ationa Roadsides, oak woodlands, river bars
bachelor's button Wild and Scenic River Corridor
Cichorium intybus . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Roadsides, cultivated sites, disturbed
R Perennial NL D4 < 1acre/ year R . ' .
chicory habitat openings, river bars and floodplains
Conyza bonariensis L Rarely treated. | If found in FMAs or Cook's lomatium Occasional in roadsides, ditches, disturbed
A Biennial NL D4 e . .
South American conyza 0.1 acre / year | critical habitat soils
Crepi: illaris et al. N Rarely treated. . . . . . . . .
repis capitiaris et a Biennial NL D4 arely treate FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Widespread in roadsides, disturbed openings

hawksbeards

0.1 acre / year
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Scientific N ODA | Treat t Treat t
Cg;nn':];l l: N:ﬂ: Life Cycle Status! rgi'o::zn r(;acrrzsen Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon
. . . Rogue National Wild and Scenic River
Erigeron strigosus var. strigosus N Rarely treated. . . , Not common, but known from gravel bars on
daisy fleabane Biennial NL D4 0.1 acre / year Corridor. If found in FMAs or Cook's the Rogue River
¥ ) y lomatium critical habitat €
Filago vulgaris Rarely treated. | If found in FMAs or Cook's lomatium Not common, but known from disturbed
L Annual NL D2 . . . .
herba impia 0.1 acre / year | critical habitat mixed conifer and hardwood forest
Hypochaerlls glabra Annual NL D2 Rarely treated. FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Wldespread in |.'oad5|des, grasslands,
smooth cat's ear 0.1 acre / year disturbed openings
Hy_pocha'erls radicata Perennial NL Da Rarely treated. FMASs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Wldespread in |_'oad5|des, cultivated sites,
hairy cat's ear 0.1 acre / year disturbed openings
Lc:{ctuca saligna, L.. serriola Biennial NL D4 Rarely treated. FMAS, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Wldespread in road5|des, grasslands,
willow lettuce, prickly lettuce 0.1 acre / year disturbed openings
Lapsana cqmmun/s Annual NL D2 Rarely treated. FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Not common, but known from riparian areas
common nipplewort 0.1 acre / year
Le(_)ntodon tc_:lraxacotdes Biennial NL D4 Rarely treated. FMAS, Cook's lomatium critical habitat No_t common, t_)ut k_nown frc_)m_dlst.urbed
hairy hawkbit 0.1 acre / year soils and roadsides in the lllinois River Valley
Matricaria discoidea, M. tit ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical . . . . .
.a ricaria aiscor e.a, recu /.a Annual NL D2 <1 acre/ year . S >, 00K’ fomatium critica Widespread in roadsides, disturbed openings
pineapple weed, wild chamomile habitat
Sonch , S. ol Rarely treated. . . . . S R
onc 1_15 aspet; 5. oleraceus Annual NL D2 arely treate FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Disturbed often moist sites, riparian areas
sowthistles 0.1 acre / year
Tanacetum parthenium, T. Rarelv treated Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Not common. but known along the Rogue
vulgare Perennial NL D4 v "| Corridor, ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium ) o J g
0.1 acre/year| .. . River and riparian areas
feverfew, common tansy critical habitat
- Widespread in disturbed soils, cultivated
Taraxacum officinale . Rarely treated. , . " . . -
. Perennial NL D4 FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat sites, meadows, pastures, riparian areas,
common dandelion 0.1 acre / year .
forest openings
Tragopogon dubius, T. porrifolius Annual NL D2 Rarely treated. FMAS, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Wldespread in disturbed 50|I§, cultivated
salsifys 0.1 acre / year sites, rangeland, forest openings
Bignoniaceae (trumpet creeper family)
Catalpa bignonioides perennial NL D12 20 Rogl{e National Wild and Scenic River River bars and banks
southern catalpa Corridor
Boraginaceae (borage family)
- , . " Widespread in oak woodlands, rocky
Myosotis discolor . Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical . . I . .
. Perennial NL D5 . openings, thin soils, including on serpentine
changing forget-me-not 0.1 acre / year | habitat
substrates
Brassicaceae (mustard family)
Arabidopsis thali Rarely treated.
ravidopsis thafiana Annual NL D1 arely treate FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Widespread in disturbed sites, open habitats

common wall cress

0.1 acre / year
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Scientific N ODA | Treat t Treat t
Cg;nn':];l l: N:ﬂ: Life Cycle Status! rgi'o::zn r(;acrrzsen Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon
Barbarea vulgaris L Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Occasional in disturbed riparian areas, moist
. . Biennial NL D6 .
bitter wintercress 0.1 acre / year | habitat pastures
Brassica nigra, B. rapa ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in roadsides, ditches,
] Annual NL D1 < 1acre/ year A . .
field mustards habitat grasslands, disturbed openings
Camelina microcarpa L Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from roadsides,
. Biennial NL D6 .
littlepod falseflax 0.1 acre / year | habitat woodlands, and forest edges
. . . Wid di dsides, cultivated sites,
Capsella bursa-pastoris Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical .l sspreagin f°a S.I es c.u vated st es.
} Annual NL D1 . disturbed openings, including on serpentine
shepherd's purse 0.1 acre / year | habitat
substrates
Cardamine hirsuta Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in roadsides, cultivated sites,
Lo Annual NL D1 . . .
hairy bittercress 0.1 acre / year | habitat disturbed openings
Descurainia sophia L ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Occasional in rangelands, chaparral, forest
. Biennial NL D6 <1 acre/ year R K .
flixweed habitat openings, roadsides
Erysimum repandum Annual NL D1 Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from rocky
spreading wallflower 0.1 acre / year | habitat openings, including serpentine substrates
Lepidium chalepense . . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from roadsides,
. Perennial | B list D6 10 . . .
lens-podded whitetop habitat, roadsides rangeland, other open habitats
Lepidium strictum . . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from roadsides and
. Perennial | Blist D6 <1 acre/ year : . . .
upright pepperweed habitat, roadsides disturbed openings
Nasturtium officinale perennial NL D6 Rarely treated. Rogtfe National Wild and Scenic River Stream sides, ditches, ponds
watercress 0.1 acre / year | Corridor, ACECs
Ra,thanus raphanistrum, R. o Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical . . .
sativus Biennial NL D6 . Roadsides, cultivated sites, pastures
. 0.1 acre / year | habitat
radishes
Sinapis arvensis Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from roadsides and
. Annual NL D1 . . .
wild mustard, charlock 0.1 acre / year | habitat disturbed sites
Sisymbri Itissi S. . . . . . .
IS)./n.? rium attissimuam, L Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in roadsides, disturbed
officinale Biennial NL D6 0.1 acre / year | habitat openings, burned areas
tumble mustard, hedgemustard ’ y P &
Thlaspi arvense Annual NL D1 Rarely treated. ACE_Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Occasional in roadsides and disturbed sites
fanweed 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Caryopyllaceae (pink family)
Agrostemma githago Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from dry
Annual NL D1 . . .
common corncockle 0.1 acre / year | habitat grasslands and disturbed sites
?gf::/;;;;;rpylhfoha var. Annual NL D1 Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Rocky outcrops, mostly serpentine

thyme leaf sandwort

0.1 acre / year

habitat

substrates
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Scientific N ODA | Treat t Treat t
CZ:::Z l: N:ﬂ: Life Cycle Status! rg:'o::zn r(;ac:zsen Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon
Cerastium glomeratum et al. Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed sites and open
. Annual NL D1 . . . . .
chickweeds 0.1 acre / year | habitat habitats, including serpentine substrates
Dianthus armeria L Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread but rarely abundant in open
. Biennial NL D9 . . .
Deptford-pink 0.1 acre / year | habitat habitats and roadsides
Herniaria hirsuta var. cinerea Rarely treated. | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Not common, but known from sandy bars on
. Annual NL D1 . .
hairy rupturewort 0.1 acre / year | Corridor the Rogue River
{-Io/osteur{q umbellatum Annual NL D1 Rarely treated. ACE.CS, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from open habitats
jagged chickweed 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Lychnis coronaria . Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from roadsides and
. Perennial NL D9 . .
rose campion 0.1 acre / year | habitat open habitats
Petrorhagia dubia Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical NOt common, but known fror.n rood.pIams,
L Annual NL D1 . river bars, and open well-drained soils,
hairypink 0.1 acre / year | habitat . . .
including serpentine substrates
Sagina apetala Annual NL D1 Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known open well-drained
common pearlwort 0.1 acre / year | habitat soils, including serpentine substrates
Saponaria officinalis Rogue National Wild and Scenic River
P . Perennial NL D9 <1 acre / year | Corridor, ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium Floodplains and alluvial soil
bouncing-bet . .
critical habitat
Scleranthus annuus Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Roadsides and open habitats, including
Annual NL D1 . .
annual knawel 0.1 acre / year | habitat serpentine substrates
Spergula arvensis Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from pastures and
Annual NL D1 . . .
cornspurrey 0.1 acre / year | habitat disturbed openings
S laria rub Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical . . . . .
perguiaria ruora Annual NL D1 arely treate . > >, 00k's fomatium critica Widespread in roadsides, disturbed openings
red sand-spurrey 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Stellari di ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical
eflaria me_ 'a Annual NL D1 < 1acre/ year . > >, 00K’ fomatium critica Widespread in disturbed sites, open habitats
common chickweed habitat
Vaccaria hispanica Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from disturbed
Annual NL D1 . .
cow soapwort 0.1 acre / year | habitat sites
Fabaceae (pea family)
Coronilla varia Perennial NL D7 1| Roadsides Roadsides, road cuts
common crown-vetch
Lathyrus aphgca Annual NL D2 1| Roadsides Uncommon, but known from roadsides and
yellow vetchling pastures
Lotus corniculatus, L. uliginosus . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in roadsides, pastures,
. X Perennial NL D7 <1 acre/ year R . .
bird's-foot trefoils habitat disturbed open habitats
Medii ti t al. ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical
edicago sativa et a Perennial NL D7 < 1acre/ year S 5, LOOK's lomatium critica Roadsides, pastures, disturbed open habitats

medicks, burclovers, alfalfa

habitat
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Scientific N ODA | Treat t Treat t
Cg;nn':];l l: N:ﬂ: Life Cycle Status! rgi'o::zn r(;acrrzsen Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon
Robinia hispida, R. pseudoacacia . Roadsides and open habitats near Interstate 5 corridor, roadsides, fencerows,
. Perennial NL D12 10 . . . . . .
bristly locust, black locust residential areas pastures, primarily near residential areas
Trifolium arvense et al. Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in roadsides, ditches, pastures,
Annual NL D2 . . . .
annual clovers 0.1 acre / year | habitat cultivated fields, and other open habitats
Trifolium repens et al. . Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in roadsides, ditches, pastures,
. Perennial NL D7 . . . .
perennial clovers 0.1 acre / year | habitat cultivated fields, and other open habitats
Vi.cia villosa Annual NL D2 500 ACE.Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical R.oadsides, woodlan.ds, forest openings,
winter vetch habitat disturbed open habitats
Geraniaceae (geranium family)
Erodium cicutarium L ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Roadsides, meadows, woodlands, forest
. Biennial NL D8 < 1acre/ year . . . .
storksbills habitat openings, disturbed open habitats
Geranium molle et al. L ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed open riparian areas, woodlands,
R Biennial NL D8 <1 acre/ year R . .
geraniums habitat cultivated sites
Haloragaceae (watermilfoil family)
Myriophyll icat
yr/o_p yhum sp{ca _um Perennial | B list A-ALT <1 acre / year | Howard Prairie Lake, lllinois River Corridor | Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, rivers
Eurasian watermilfoil
Lamiaceae (mint family)
Glechoma hederacea . Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from riparian areas
. Perennial NL D9 . .
ground-ivy 0.1 acre / year | habitat and mesic woodlands
Lamium amplexicaule et al. Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in roadsides, ditches, pastures,
Annual NL D1 : . . .
deadnettles 0.1 acre / year | habitat cultivated fields, and other open habitats
Marrubium vulgare . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Roadsides, rangeland, disturbed open
Perennial NL D9 < 1acre/ year R .
horehound habitat habitats
. L Rogue National Wild and Scenic River
Mel I . . . Not , but ki f t banks,
elissa officinalis Perennial NL D9 <1 acre / year | Corridor, ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium .O t?ommon ut known from stream banks
garden balm " . riparian areas
critical habitat
L . Rogue National Wild and Scenic River
Menth ta, M. t . . . Not , but k f t banks,
en a%p/per/ @ . spicata Perennial NL D9 <1 acre / year | Corridor, ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium .0 c.ommon utknown rom stream banis
peppermint, spearmint . . riparian areas
critical habitat
Linaceae (flax family)
Linum bienne, L. usitatissimum . Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from roadsides,
Perennial NL D9 . .
pale flax, common flax 0.1 acre / year | habitat rangeland, other open habitats
Malvaceae (mallow family)
Malva neglecta Biennial NL D9 <1 acre / year ACE.Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Roafjsides, rangeland, disturbed open
mallows habitat habitats
Papaveraceae (poppy family)
Papaver rhoeas Annual NL D1 Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from gravelly
corn poppy 0.1 acre / year | habitat roadsides
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Phytolaccaceae (pokeweed family)
. R National Wild and Scenic Ri .
Phytolacca americana . ogl{e ational wiid an ce'nlc "’ef Not common, but known from roadsides and
. Perennial NL D9 <1 acre / year | Corridor, ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium ] . .
American pokeweed " . parks in the Rogue River floodplain
critical habitat
Plantaginaceae (plantain family)
Digitalis purourea Not common, but known from roadsides,
g purp Biennial NL D10 <1 acre / year | ACECs and FMAs meadows, riparian areas, mesic forest
purple foxglove .
openings
Kickxia elatine. K. spuria Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Not common, but known from sandy bars on
s RSP Annual NL D1 <1 acre / year | Corridor, ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium the Rogue River and other open disturbed
cancerworts . . .
critical habitat sites
Plant I lata, P. j . . . . .
Er:]rllisilgolailzgie: Zoammc:?]ajor perennial NL D10 Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in roadsides, pastures,
plagntainp ! 0.1 acre / year | habitat cultivated fields, and other open habitats
Veronica anagallis-aquatica L Rogue National Wild and Scenic River L
B | NL D10 <1 . R , wetland
water speedwell iennia acre / year Corridor and ACECs iparian areas, wetlands
Veronica arvensis et al. Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Roadsides, pastures, cultivated fields, other
Annual NL D1 . . .
annual speedwells 0.1 acre / year | habitat open disturbed habitats
Veronica filiformis et al. . Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Cultivated sites and other disturbed open
. Perennial NL D10 . .
perennial speedwells 0.1 acre / year | habitat habitats
Polygonaceae (knotweed family)
Persicaria hydropiper Annual NL D2 Rarely treated. | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Not common, but known from river banks
smartweed 0.1 acre / year | Corridor, ACECs and bars, wet disturbed areas
Polygonum aviculare perennial NL D11 Rarely treated. | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Riparian areas, river banks and bars, wet
prostrate knotweed 0.1 acre / year | Corridor, ACECs disturbed areas
Pol, Ivul .
olygonum convolvulus var. Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from roadsides,
convolvulus Annual NL D2 . . . .
. . 0.1 acre / year | habitat cultivated sites, disturbed open areas
ivy bindweed
R j t al. . Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical . L .
umex crispus et a Perennial NL D11 arely treate . > > L00K's lomatium critica Widespread in disturbed open sites
sheep sorrel, docks 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Portulacaceae (purslane family)
Portul I Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical
ortulaca oleracea Annual NL D1 arely treate . > > 00K’ fomatium critica Disturbed open sites, cultivated sites
common purslane 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Potamogetonaceae (pondweed family)
Pot t j . Rarely treated. | R National Wild and Scenic Ri . .
otamogeton crispus Perennial NL A-ALT arely treate ogue Natiohal Wild and Scenic River Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, creeks, rivers

curled pondweed

0.1 acre / year

Corridor

Ranunculaceae (buttercup family)

37




Integrated Invasive Plant Management for the Medford District

Environmental Assessment

Chapter 2 — Integrated Invasive Plant Management and the Alternatives

Scientific N ODA | Treat t Treat t
Cg;nn':];l l: N:ﬂ: Life Cycle Status! rgi'o::zn r(;acrrzsen Primary Project Areas Common Habitat in SW Oregon
Ranunculus arvensis L Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Roadsides, pastures, cultivated sites, vernal
. Biennial NL D9 .
field buttercup 0.1 acre / year | habitat pools
Ranunculus repens . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Road ditches, irrigation ditches, riparian
. Perennial NL D9 < 1acre/ year R
creeping buttercup habitat areas, wet meadows
Rosaceae (rose family)
Poteri isorb . . . . . . .
oterium sanguisorba var . Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in roadsides and disturbed
polygamum Perennial NL D9 . .
0.1 acre / year | habitat openings
small burnet
Rosa eglanteria, R. multiflora . Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Fencerows, woodland edges, thickets,
sweetbrier, multiflora rose Perennial NL D12 <1Lacre/year Corridor, ACECs, FMAs residential areas
Rubiaceae (madder family)
Galium divaricatum et al. Annual NL D1 Rarely treated. ACE.Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Occasional in meadows, woodland edges
bedstraws 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Sherardia arvensis Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Roadsides, riparian areas, woodlands,
. Annual NL D1 .
blue fieldmadder 0.1 acre / year | habitat grasslands
Solanaceae (nightshade family)
?atura stramonium Annual NL D2 Rarely treated. Rogtfe National Wild and Scenic River Occasional in open disturbed sites, river bars
jimson weed 0.1 acre / year | Corridor
Solanum dulcamara . Rarely treated. | Rogue National Wild and Scenic River Occasional in riparian areas, wetland
- . Perennial NL D9 . .
climbing nightshade 0.1 acre / year | Corridor margins
So{anum physalifolium Annual NL D2 Rarely treated. Rogtfe National Wild and Scenic River Occasional in open disturbed sites, river bars
hairy nightshade 0.1 acre / year | Corridor
Valerianaceae (valerian family)
Valerianella carinata, V. locusta Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Not common, but known from meadows and
Annual NL D1 . .
corn salads 0.1 acre / year | habitat open habitats
Monocots
Amaryllidaceae (amaryllis family)
Allium vineale . Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed soil, cultivated
. . Perennial NL M2 .
wild garlic 0.1 acre / year | habitat ground, meadows, open woodlands
Cyperaceae (sedge family)
Cyperus difformis Annual NL M1 5 Rogl{e National Wild and Scenic River Sandy river banks and bars
Asian flatsedge Corridor
Poaceae (grass family)
Agrostis gigantea Perennial NL M2 5 Rogtfe National Wild and Scenic River Moist and ?ften disturbed meadows,
redtop Corridor, ACECs pastures, ditches
Agrostis stolonifera perennial NL M2 5 Rogl{e National Wild and Scenic River Moist an.d often disturbed pastures, ditches,
bentgrasses Corridor, ACECs stream sides
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Aira caryophyllea var. . . .
. Rarely treated. . . . Shallow disturbed soils, roadsides, talus, rock
caryophyllea, A. elegantissima Annual NL M1 arely treate FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat atlow disturbed sofls, roadsides, talus, roc
. § 0.1 acre / year outcrops
silver hairgrasses
Alopecurus pratensis . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Moist meadows, pastures, roadsides,
. Perennial NL M2 < 1acre/ year R . X
meadow foxtail habitat ditches, stream sides
An.thoxanthum aristatum ssp. Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical .
aristatum Annual NL M1 . Margins of vernal pools and wetlands
0.1 acre / year | habitat
annual vernalgrass
Anthoxanthum odoratum . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Meadows, roadsides, disturbed soils, forest
Perennial NL M2 < 1acre/ year . . . .
sweet vernalgrass habitat openings, sometimes in dense shade
Apera lnterru;.)ta Annual NL M1 Rarely treated. ACE.Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed soils, roadsides, cultivated fields
interrupted windgrass 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Avena bar.bata, A. fatua Annual NL M1 <1acre / year ACE_Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Wldes.pread in disturbed grasslands,
slender wild oats habitat roadsides
Br/za.ma)ama, B. minor Annual NL M1 Rarely treated. FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Roadsides, pastures, rocky areas, sandy soils,
quaking grasses 0.1 acre / year edges of vernal pools
Bromus spp. Annual NL M1 <1 acre / year ACE.Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed and mF)stIy dry grasslands,
other annual bromes habitat rangeland, roadsides
Crypsis alopecuroides, C.
R ly treated.
schoenoides Annual NL M1 oa;eazre:e/a Ear FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Drying lake margins, vernal pools
pricklegrasses ) ¥
Cynodon dactyl . Rarely treated. . . . . . . .
ynodon dactylon Perennial NL M2 arely treate FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical habitat Cultivated fields, yards, roadsides, river bars
bermudagrass 0.1 acre / year
Dactylis glomerata Perennial NL M2 < 1acre/ year ACE_CS’ FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Pastures, meadows, woodlands, roadsides
orchard grass habitat
Digitaria isch D.
gl af/a I.SC aemum, Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical . . .
sanguinalis Annual NL M1 . Disturbed soils, lawns, roadsides
0.1 acre / year | habitat
crabgrasses
Echinochloa crus-galli Annual NL M1 Rarely treated. ACE_Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed moist sites
barnyard grass 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Elymus repens . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed sites, roadsides, ditches, stream
Perennial NL M2 < 1acre/ year R R
quack grass habitat sides
Ei tis cili is et al. ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical . . .
ragrostis ciianensis €t a Annual NL M1 <1 acre/ year . > > 00k fJomatium critica Disturbed sites, roadsides
annual lovegrasses habitat
Ei ti I ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical
ragrf)s s curvaia Perennial NL M2 < 1acre/ year A S 5, LOOK's lomatium critica Disturbed sites, roadsides, meadows
weeping lovegrass habitat
Fest bra, F. trachyphyll ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical
estuca rubra, . trachyphylia Perennial NL M2 < 1acre/ year S 5, LOOK's lomatium critica Disturbed sites, roadsides, meadows

red fescue, hard fescue

habitat
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Holcus | t . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical . . . .
olcus fanatus Perennial NL M2 <1 acre/ year . > >, 00k's fomatium critica Moist disturbed sites, roadsides
common velvetgrass habitat
Hordeum marinum ssp.
gussoneanum, H. murinum ssp. Annual NL M1 Rarely treated. ACE_Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Seasonally moist disturbed sites
glaucum 0.1 acre / year | habitat
annual barleys
Lolium multiflorum, L. , . "
temulentum Annual NL M1 Rarely treated. ACE_CS’ FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed sites, roadsides, meadows
0.1 acre / year | habitat
annual ryegrasses
Lolium Ferenne Perennial NL M2 <1 acre/ year ACE.CS’ FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed sites, roadsides, meadows
perennial ryegrass habitat
Paspa/um dilatatum perennial NL M2 Rarely treated. ACE.CS, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Moist disturbed sites, ditches, road cuts
dallisgrass 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Phl t
timil:hmypm ense Perennial NL M2 <1 acre / year | ACECs and FMAs Pastures, rangelands
Poa annua Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in disturbed soils, roadsides,
Annual NL M1 . . . .
annual bluegrasses 0.1 acre / year | habitat parking lots, cultivated fields
Poa bulb . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical . .
0a bulbosa Perennial NL M2 <1 acre/ year . > > L00K's lomatium critica Disturbed grasslands, chaparral, roadsides
bulbous bluegrass habitat
Pz?a' a?mpressa, P. pratensis, P. . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed and often moist meadows,
trivialis Perennial NL M2 < 1acre/ year . . L
. habitat roadsides, riparian areas
perennial bluegrasses
Pol, liensi ACECs, FMAs, Cook's | ti itical . . . .
° ypogon monspefiensis Annual NL M1 <1 acre/ year . > > L00K's lomatium critica Moist disturbed sites, stream sides
rabbitsfoot grass habitat
Schedonorus arundinaceus, S. , . -, . .
. . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Widespread in pastures, meadows,
pratensis Perennial NL M2 < 1acre/ year . .
habitat roadsides, lawns
tall fescue, meadow fescue
Secale cereale Rarely treated. | ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed grasslands, cultivated fields,
Annual NL M1 . .
rye 0.1 acre / year | habitat roadsides
Setaria pum/_/a et al. Annual NL M1 Rarely treated. ACE_Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed sites, cultivated fields
annual foxtails 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Sorghum bicolor Annual NL M1 Rarely treated. ACE.CS, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed sites, cultivated fields
sorghum 0.1 acre / year | habitat
Sorghum halepense . . ACECs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed and often moist meadows,
Perennial | Blist M2 <1 acre/ year : .
Johnsongrass habitat pastures, roadsides
Thinopyrum intermedium, T.
ponticum Perennial NL M2 <1 acre/ year | ACECs and FMAs Grasslands, rangeland
wheatgrasses
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Ventenata dubia Annual NL M1 500 ACE.Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Increasingly W|de.spread in grasslands,
Ventenata habitat rangeland, roadsides

Vu/p/.a myuros Annual NL M1 Rarely treated. ACE_Cs, FMAs, Cook's lomatium critical Disturbed and well-drained soils
rattail fescue 0.1 acre / year | habitat

1. Noxious weeds are classified by the ODA for the purpose of prioritizing and implementing noxious weed control projects:

A List: A weed of known economic importance that occurs in the state in small enough infestations to make eradication or containment possible.

B List: A weed of economic importance which is regionally abundant, but which may have limited distribution in some areas.

NL: Not listed.

2. Species of invasive plants that would be treated in the same manner have been arranged into treatment groups. Further information about treatment methods for these treatment groups can be
found in Table 2-12, Treatment Key. Treatment group information for A-ALT can be found in Table 2-13, Treatment Key — Submerged and Floating Aquatics.
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Category lll: Spread from Existing Invasive Plant Sites

The current spread rate for noxious weeds is estimated to be about 12 percent annually (USDI 2010a:135-137,
594-597) and new sites are found on the District with each invasive plant inventory. Invasive plants can spread
quickly and over great distances by wind, water, animals, and humans through vehicle and foot traffic. Infestations
begin mostly on disturbed sites such as roads and trails, logged areas, burned areas, cultivated fields and pastures,
wildlife and livestock concentration areas, mining areas, and recreation sites. Livestock and wildlife (including
birds) can introduce invasive plant seeds from their coats and feces. The checkerboard ownership pattern and
patchiness of vegetation, particularly on the valley floors, increases opportunities for invasive plant movement
onto the District.

Linear disturbances such as roads and utility corridors are primary pathways for spread on the District. Many
invasive plant species for which there are no currently available effective control methods (such as invasive
bromes) are being spread along roads by vehicles annually. (See Maps 2-2B and 2-2C, Routes of Invasive Plant
Spread: Ground Transportation Network and Utility Corridors and Water Developments.)

Streams are also major pathways for the movement of invasive plants. The Applegate, Illinois, and Rogue River and
smaller tributaries transport invasive plant propagules downstream. These areas attract birds, wildlife, and
humans who spread invasive plants along these corridors. (See Map 2-2A, Routes of Invasive Plant Spread:
Recreation Sites and Waterways.)

Recreation sites, both developed and dispersed, are the hub of several means of invasive plant spread. Recreation
sites bring together people and their recreation equipment, vehicles, pack stock and pets where roads, trails, and
waterways converge. Invasive plants can be easily transported from one site to other areas on the District and
beyond. (See Map 2-2A, Routes of Invasive Plant Spread: Recreation Sites and Waterways.)

Timber harvest, restoration, prescribed fire, and silviculture activities disturb vegetation and soil in ways that can
stimulate existing invasive plant seed banks, reduce barriers to invasive seed dispersal, and improve site conditions
for invasive plant establishment and growth. Particularly where project disturbances are more severe, such as skid
roads and burn pile scars, invasive plant infestations can persist and become sources for further seed spread.
Equipment and work crews can also spread invasive plant seeds to and from project areas.

Mineral material sites such as quarries and mining operation sites are continuously disturbed and may have
numerous users. Vegetation and top soil are removed during mining activities, and revegetation efforts may need
several successional phases in order to reclaim the site. During these phases, the site may be vulnerable to
establishment by invasive plants. (See Map 2-2D, Routes of Invasive Plant Spread: Material Sites and Mineral
Resources.)

Wildfires create disturbances and remove shade and native vegetation, creating opportunities for invasive plants
to establish before native vegetation has a chance to regrow. High intensity wildfire can destroy organic soil
horizons that are conducive to native plant establishment and propagation. Without these substrates, invasive
plants can gain a foothold. Invasive plants may also increase hazardous fuels in ways that increase fire intensity or
frequency in ecosystems (Brooks et al. 2004).

Category IV: New Invaders

Species of invasive plants not previously documented on the District may be found at any time. Initial infestations
are small, but may become large before being discovered. Common routes of spread (e.g., roads and waterways)
are checked regularly. Species of concern not yet documented on the District but documented on adjacent lands
include perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium), plumeless thistles (Carduus acanthoides, C. crispus, and C.
tenuiflorus), and myrtle spurge (Euphorbia myrsinites) (see Table 2-4, Invasive Plants Documented on Neighboring
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Lands but Not Known to Occur on the District). For example, perennial pepperweed is present around the shore of
Emigrant Lake on adjacent public and private lands, but has yet to be detected on BLM-managed lands. The District
works with numerous entities to coordinate early detection activities across jurisdictional boundaries and educate
the public about new invasive plants that are invading the area. All new invaders are a high priority for treatment
in order to prevent them from becoming established on the District (see further information in the Prioritizing
Areas for Treatment section later in this Chapter).

Table 2-4. Invasive Plants Documented on Neighboring Lands but Not Known to Occur on the District

Family Scientific Name Common Name Duration ODA | Treatment
Status! | Group?
Dicots
Apocynaceae (dogbane) Nerium oleander oleander Perennial NL D9
Aquifoliaceae (holly) llex aquifolium English holly Perennial NL D12
Carduus acanthoides spiny plumeless thistle Biennial A list D4
Carduus crispus curly plumeless thistle Biennial A list D4
C'arduus pycnocephalus ssp. Turkish thistle Annual B list D2
cinereus
Asteraceae (aster) Carduus tenuiflorus winged plumeless thistle Annual B list D2
Centaurea iberica Iberian starthistle Perennial | Alist D4
Hieracium aurantiacum orange hawkweed Perennial | Alist D4
Onopordum tauricum bull cottonthistle Biennial A list D4
Tussilago farfara coltsfoot Perennial | A list D4
:zlts)amlnaceae (touch-me- Impatiens glandulifera ornamental jewelweed Annual B list D1
. Anchusa azurea Italian bugloss Perennial NL D5
Boraginaceae (borage) - - — — -
Echium plantagineum salvation jane Biennial | Alist D5
Brassicaceae (mustard) Lepidiflm latifolium perennial pepperweed Pe.renr?ial B list D6
Lunaria annua annual honesty Biennial NL D6
Buddlejaceae (butterfly bush) | Buddleja davidii orange eye butterflybush Perennial | B list D12
Cuscutacea (dodder) Cuscuta spp. dodder Perennial | B list D9
Euphorbiaceae (spurge) Euphorb/:a lathy.ris. caper spurge Annua.I N.L D1
Euphorbia myrsinites myrtle spurge Perennial | B list D9
Fabaceae (pea) Galega officinalis goatsrue Perennial | Alist D7
Lamiaceae (mint) Salvia aethiopis Mediterranean sage Biennial B list D9
Salvia sclarea clary sage Biennial NL D9
Lythraceae (loosestrife) Lythrum hyssopifolium hyssop loosestrife Biennial NL D9
Malvaceae (mallow) Abutilon theophrasti velvet-leaf Annual B list D1
Menyanthaceae (buckbean) Nymphoides peltata yellow floatingheart Perennial | Alist A-ALT
Oleaceae (olive) Ligustrum vulgare European privet Perennial NL D12
Or?agraceae (evening Ludwigia grandiflora Ia.rge-flower primrose Perennial | B list A-ALT
primrose) willow
Orobanchaceae (broomrape) | Orobanche minor clover broomrape Annual B list D1
Polygonum polystachyum cultivated knotweed Perennial | B list D11
Polygonaceae (buckwheat) Polygonum bohemicum Bohemian knotweed Perennial NL D11
Lysimachia nummularia creeping Jenny Perennial NL D9
Primulaceae (primrose) Lysimachia punctata large yellow loosestrife Perennial NL D9
Lysimachia vulgarism garden yellow loosestrife Perennial | Alist D9
Ranunculaceae (buttercup) Ficaria verna fig buttercup Perennial NL D9
Cotoneaster spp. Cotoneaster Perennial NL D12
Crataegus monogyna et al. hawthorns Perennial NL D12
Prunus avium et al. ornamental cherries Perennial NL D12
Rosaceae (rose) Pyracantha coccinea, P.
T firethorns Perennial NL D12
fortuneana
Pyrus calleryana Callery pear Perennial NL D12
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Family Scientific Name Common Name Duration ODA | Treatment
Status! | Group?
Solanaceae (nightshade) Solanum aviculare New Zealand nightshade Perennial NL D9
Solanum rostratum buffalobur Annual B list D2
Tamaricaceae (tamarisk) Tamarix ramosissima saltcedar Perennial | B list D12
Monocots
Araceae (arum) Arum italicum Italian lords and ladies Perennial NL M2
Cyperaceae (sedge) Isolepis setacea bristleleaf bulrush Perennial NL A
Hydrocharitaceae (frogbit) Egeria densa South American Perennial | B list A-ALT
waterweed
Arundo donax giant reed Perennial NL M2
Bambusoideae spp. bamboo Perennial NL M2
Cortaderia jubata, C. selloana | pampas grasses Perennial | B list M2
Poaceae (grass) - - -
Nardus stricta matgrass Perennial | Alist M2
Saccharum ravennae ravennagrass Perennial | Alist M2
Setaria faberi Japanese bristlegrass Annual NL M1
:/c;r;t;)denaceae (pickerel- Eichhornia crassipes water hyacinth Perennial NL M2

1. Noxious weeds are classified by the ODA for the purpose of prioritizing and implementing noxious weed control projects:
A List: A weed of known economic importance that occurs in the state in small enough infestations to make eradication or containment

possible.

B List: A weed of economic importance which is regionally abundant, but which may have limited distribution in some areas.

NL: Not listed.

2. Species of invasive plants that would be treated in the same manner have been arranged into treatment groups. Further information about
treatment methods for these treatment groups can be found in Table 2-12, Treatment Key. Treatment group information for A-ALT can be

found in Table 2-13, Treatment Key — Submerged and Floating Aquatics.

Integrated Invasive Plant Management

As noted in Chapter 1, the Proposed Action and Alternative 3 would update the direct control methods that are
available to the existing noxious weed management program, including increasing the number of herbicides
available for use. In addition, the Proposed Action and Alternative 3 would add nonnative invasive plants that are
not noxious to the list of plant species that can be treated. As described in the alternatives, these additional
herbicides and additional invasive plants would cause the use of treatment methods to increase. Other elements
of the program (such as prevention and coordination) remain essentially the same and are not part of the
alternatives. However, for context and a comprehensive description of the District’s integrated invasive plant
management program, these other elements of the program are presented below. This is followed by information

on direct control methods.

Prevention, Education, and Awareness

Prevention, education, and awareness are the highest priority for the management of invasive plants. The District
maintains a District Weed Prevention Schedule that outlines prevention steps like cleaning vehicles and equipment
before moving onto or from BLM-managed lands and helping with community invasive plant education events.
Specific responsibilities are assigned for keeping administrative sites free of invasive plants, reestablishing
desirable vegetation on disturbed sites, inspecting gravel and other materials sites, and including invasive plant
prevention measures in all planning documents, contracts, and leases. Other activities include the continuing
education of employees, contractors, and the public.

District staff works in cooperation with Josephine and Jackson Cooperative Weed Management Areas (CWMAs) to
hold an annual Let’s Pull Together event in each county. The District also works with the local CWMAs to publish
news articles and invasive plant identification booklets; educate businesses and landowners; and, coordinate
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invasive plant control and other activities with County, State, and other agency invasive plant control programs
and transportation departments.

Additionally, BLM policy requires that planning for ground-disturbing projects, or projects that have the potential
to alter plant communities, include an assessment of the risk of introducing or spreading noxious weeds (USDI
1992b).% If there is a moderate or high risk of spread, actions to reduce the risk must be implemented and
monitoring of the site (see Monitoring section below) must be conducted to prevent establishment of new
infestations (USDI 1992b). A list of prevention measures applicable to projects or vegetation treatment actions is
included in Appendix A, Protection Measures.

Competitive seeding and planting is done on the District as both a preventative and a control measure. Further
information can be found in the Direct Control Methods section later in this Chapter.

Coordination and Cooperation

The District works cooperatively with several entities, including local, State, and Federal agencies, non-
governmental organizations, and private landowners. Coordination includes the implementation of prevention and
education activities (see previous section), sharing of inventory and monitoring information, and developing and
implementing annual treatment programs. The District works closely with the Rogue Basin Partnership, ODA, and
the Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest through interagency and cooperative agreements in which grant monies
and BLM contributions help fund invasive plant treatments on BLM and adjacent lands.

Planning

Integrated invasive plant management includes a process to determine when and where to take management
action. In general, the District’s strategy is to manage invasive plants to minimize adverse effects to ecological
function and economic values. This strategy requires District staff to set action thresholds and to evaluate sites to
determine when those thresholds have been reached or exceeded. Action thresholds are the levels of ecological or
economic damage that can be done by invasive plant infestations before treatments are needed, and these
thresholds differ across sites, projects, and species. For example, for most invasive plant species, the action
threshold would be different along a disturbed roadside than it would be next to a population of a rare plant
species known to be intolerant of competition. For some invasive plant species (e.g., yellowtuft) the threshold may
be a single plant, regardless of the site, while for other species (e.g., dandelion or Queen Anne’s lace) the threshold
would rarely be reached except at extremely sensitive sites.

Prioritizing Areas for Treatment

Invasive plant infestations that exceed action thresholds are recommended for management action; however,
because the number of invasive plant infestations requiring management action exceeds the District’s annual
treatment capacity, treatment sites must be prioritized. Figure 2-1 shows a generalized process for prioritizing
invasive plant treatments across the District. Priorities are determined based on abundance of the target species
(e.g., is it previously unknown on the District, or is it widespread?), location where the infestation is found, type
and value of resources near the infestation, potential rate and severity of spread, and whether the treatment
would be effective.

17 Current handbook direction requires this assessment only for noxious weeds (Integrated Weed Management Manual 9015;
USDI 1992b).
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Figure 2-1. Prioritizing Areas for Treatment
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Annual Treatment Plans

The District determines potential treatments based in part on available tools and funding, and develops a District-
wide Annual Treatment Plan prior to the beginning of control treatments in the spring. In addition, specific area or
project treatment plans are developed in coordination with partners. Annual Treatment Plans are subject to an
interdisciplinary team'® review to ensure there is no new information or changed circumstances that would change
the Decision that results from this EA or substantially alter this EA’s analysis. If there is relevant new information or
changed circumstances, the Annual Treatment Plan would be revised to comply with the Decision or the
appropriate level of NEPA analysis would be completed and a new Decision would be issued. Annual Treatment
Plans help the District ensure that treatments conform to design and mitigation standards in the relevant NEPA
documents?®, and that the required Pesticide Use Proposals, Biological Control Agent Release Proposals, and other
authorizations, obligations, and commitments?® are completed prior to implementation. Every control treatment,
however, is not always on the Annual Treatment Plan. Unexpected events such as increased or decreased funding,
new invaders, wildfire, or weather conditions could alter implementation of the Annual Treatment Plan.

18 The interdisciplinary teams would include botanists, wildlife and fisheries biologists, archeologists, and other natural resource
specialists with expertise in potentially affected resources.

19 For example, Project Design Features adopted by this EA, Standard Operating Procedures, Mitigation Measures, and
Conservation Measures (for Special Status species). These are all included in Appendix A.

20 Such as required Special Status species, archaeological, and paleontological surveys, as well as SHPO consultation.

46



Integrated Invasive Plant Management for the Medford District

Environmental Assessment

Chapter 2 — Integrated Invasive Plant Management and the Alternatives

This calendar year’s invasive plant control activities planned for the District are summarized on Table 2-5 to
present an example of how priorities and treatment methods would be implemented.

Table 2-5. Annual Treatment Plan

. . . L Treatment | Treatment
Field Office Project Area Target / Objective Method Acres Comments
Treat known infestations of . .
Proposed forest Includes timber sale units,
. brooms, knapweeds, bull and Backpack
management project . . , hazard fuel treatment areas,
Ashland Canada thistles, starthistle, Dyer's | spray, seed 500 . .
areas throughout the haul routes, landings, staging
. . woad, skeletonweed. Inventory / mulch
Field Office . . areas, etc.
and treat new infestations
. Follow-up monitoring and Hand pull, Includes timber sale units,
Active and recently
. treatment of brooms, knapweeds, | backpack hazard fuel treatment areas,
Ashland completed project . 350 . .
rush skeletonweed, starthistle, | spray, seed haul routes, landings, staging
areas i
dyer's woad, etc. / mulch areas, etc.
Hand pull
Cascade-Siskiyou Follow-up monitoring / treatment bi:k F;Lék'
Ashland | National Monument, | of starthistle, sulfur cinquefoil, P 200
. . spray, seed
Box-O Canada thistle, dyer's woad
/ mulch
Cascade-Siskiyou Hand pull,
Ashland National Monument, | Follow-up monitoring / treatment | backpack 60
Soda Mountain Road | of Canada thistle, dyer's woad | spray, seed
area / mulch
Cascade-Siskiyou Hand pull, Particularly along roads and
Ashland National Monument, Dyer's woad and spotted backpack 50 dozer lines. In cooperation
Oregon Gulch knapweed spray, seed with Klamath Falls Field
wildfire area / mulch Office.
Hand pull . . .
! New infestation discovered
Applegate 38-2W-15, . . backpack .
Ashland pplegate Shining geranium ackpac 50 2016. Expect to treat twice /
22 spray, seed car
/ mulch y
Cascade-Siskiyou Monitor and treat known bull
. . . . Hand pull,
National Monument, | thistle infestations. Document and
Ashland o seed / 20
decommissioned treat or plan treatments for new
. . mulch
roads infestations.
Other .Mon.itor anq treat known bull Hand pull,
. thistle infestations. Document and
Ashland decommissioned seed / 20
treat or plan treatments for new
roads . A mulch
infestations.
Dakubetede Hand pull,
Ashland Fritillaria Yellow starthistle backpack 10 Special managlemfer\t area for
Management Area spray, seed Gentner's fritillary
and ACEC / mulch
Cascade-Siskiyou Hand pull, .
. Special management area for
National Monument, . backpack B
Ashland . . Yellow starthistle 10 Gentner's fritillary and
Mariposa Botanical spray, seed Greene's marinosa lil
Area / mulch P v
Scotch broom, yellow starthistle, Includes timber sale units,
Elk Camel proposed . . Backpack hazard fuel treatment areas,
Canada thistle, bull thistle, . .
Butte Falls | forest management spray, seed 1,500 haul routes, landings, staging
. houndstongue, knapweeds A
project area / mulch areas, meadow restoration,
oak woodland restoration
Table Rocks ACEC Hand pull, Continued treatment of
integrated Yellow starthistle, medusahead backpack known infestations, survey
Butte Falls . . . 250 .
vegetation and other invasive annual grasses | spray, seed and inventory any new
management project / mulch infestations
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. ' . .. Treatment | Treatment
Field Office Project Area Target / Objective Method Acres Comments
Road passes through BLM
and private land and may be
. used to access some Elk
Scotch broom, yellow starthistle, Backpack Camel units. BLM has a co-
Butte Falls Old Ferry Rd Canada thistle, bull thistle, P 40 . ) .
spray operative agreement with
houndstongue
local homeowners
association to treat
infestations.
Includes haul routes,
Flounce Back / Lost | Yellow starthistle, Canada thistle, | Backpack landings, staging areas and
Butte Falls . 40 Lo
Rogue diffuse knapweed spray quarries in recently
completed timber sale
Butte Falls Takelma Drive Yellow starthistle Backpack 40 Contlnueq treatm_ent of
spray known infestations
Hand pull Only known population of
Butte Falls Neil Rock Rush skeletonweed (to prevent 15 rare plant, Sidalcea
seed set) hickmanii ssp. petraea
Includes haul routes,
. . . Backpack landings, staging areas and
Butte Falls Double Bowen Sulfur cinquefoil, yellow starthistle 15 Lo
spray quarries in recently
completed timber sale
North River Road | Treat known infestations of yellow | Hand pull, Cont|nlj|e treatment of
. . . known infestations and
FMA and Mountain starthistle, diffuse knapweed. backpack . .
Butte Falls . . 10 locate any new infestations
of the Rogue trail Survey project area for new spray, seed .
. . in order to prevent spread
system infestations. / mulch .
by trail users
Includes haul routes,
. . . Backpack landings, staging areas and
Butte Falls Clarks Dog Sulfur cinquefoil, yellow starthistle 10 Lo
spray quarries in recently
completed timber sale
Butte Falls | West Fork Trail Creek Scotch broom Backpack 10 Contlnueq treatment of
spray known infestations
Butte Falls Raspberry Creek Yellow starthistle, rush Backpack 8 Continueq treatm_ent of
skeletonweed spray known infestations
Road used by public to
Backpack access recreation sites as
Butte Falls | E. Fork Evans Creek | Spotted and meadow knapweed s :; 7 well as by private timber
pray companies to access their
units
Butte Falls May Creek Yellow starthistle, rush Backpack 6 Continueq treatment of
skeletonweed spray known infestations
Butte Falls Murphy Gulch rush skeletonweed Backpack 6 Contlnueq treatm_ent of
spray known infestations
Conti d treat t of
Gold Hill Irrigation Yellow starthistle, spotted Backpack on |nue_ rea r_nen_o
Butte Falls . . . 5 known infestations in
Ditch Rec Site knapweed, garlic mustard spray . .
recreation site
Continued treatment of
Butte Falls Gold Nggget Yellow starthistle, Scotch broom Backpack 5 known infestations in
Wayside spray . .
recreation site
Butte Falls Maple Gulch Yellow starthistle, rush Backpack 4 Continueq treatm.ent of
skeletonweed spray known infestations
Butte Falls Moser Mtn. Yellow starthistle Backpack ) Contlnueq treatm_ent of
Allotment spray known infestations
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Treatment | Treatment
Field Offi Project A T t / Objecti C t
ie ice roject Area arget / Objective Method Acres omments
Continued treatment of
. . Backpack k infestations. Thi
Butte Falls Antioch Rd Yellow starthistle ackpac 2 nown Intestations. this area
spray borders Upper Table Rock
ACEC
. Backpack Continued treatment of
Butte Falls Sardine Creek Japanese knotweed P 1 . .
spray known infestations
Butte Falls Battle Mtn. Yellow starthistle, rush Backpack 1 Continueq treatm_ent of
skeletonweed spray known infestations
Treat known infestations of
Pickett West brooms, knapweeds, bull thistle, Includes timber sale units,
. . Backpack
proposed forest Canada thistle, yellow starthistle, hazard fuel treatment areas,
Grants Pass . \ spray, seed 1,500 . .
management project | dyer's woad, rush skeletonweed. / mulch haul routes, landings, staging
areas Inventory and treat new areas, etc.
infestations.
Active and recently o
Follow-up monitoring / treatment . .
completed forest . . Includes timber sale units,
. of known infestations of brooms, | Backpack
management project hazard fuel treatment areas,
Grants Pass knapweeds, rush skeletonweed, | spray, seed 500 . .
areas (e.g., Cold Elk, . ) haul routes, landings, staging
. starthistle, dyer's woad. Inventory | / mulch
Jumping Bean, Upper . . areas, etc.
and treat new infestations.
Cow)
Treat known infestations of
brooms, knapweeds, yellow flag
iris, yellow starthistle, Japanese Hand pull,
R Ri knot d, dyer' d li backpack
Grants Pass ogu.e |ver,. notweed, Ye.rswoa ,.gar I ackpac 250 Bars, banks, floodplain
Recreation Section mustard, shining geranium. spray, seed
Inventory and treat new non- / mulch
aquatic infestations. Inventory
aquatic infestations.
Treat known infestations of
brooms, knapweeds, yellow flag
iris, yellow starthistle, Japanese
Rogue River, Wild knotweed, dyer's woad, garlic Hand pull,
Grants Pass g A ! y . ! _g backpack 250 Bars, banks, floodplain
and Scenic Section mustard, shining geranium. “ora
Inventory and treat new non- pray
aquatic infestations and inventory
aquatic infestations.
Hand pull,
Grants Pass| Merlin-Galice Road Scotch brocl)m, yellow starthistle, | backpack 250 Major route of spread into
dyer's woad control spray, seed Resource Area
/ mulch
. Annual inventory, monitoring, and Hand pull, . .
Illinois River Valley . backpack In cooperation with the
Grants Pass . treatment to eradicate yellowtuft 150 .
yellowtuft project - spray, seed Alyssum Working Group
Alyssum species
/ mulch
Rogue River,
Grants Pass Riverbanks Rd l?arcel Knapweed and blackberry control Mow, seed 25 Floodplain
(across from Finley / mulch
Bend)
Hand pull,
. . . weed torch,
Rogue River, Griffin Scotch broom, puncturevine .
Grants Pass ; . backpack 12 Bars, banks, floodplain
Park Recreation Site control
spray, seed
/ mulch
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. ' . .. Treatment | Treatment
Field Office Project Area Target / Objective Method Acres Comments
. . Large inaccessible
Grants Pass Rogue R|yer, W.”d Yellow starthistle Biocontrol 10 infestations above the high-
and Scenic Section
water zone
Follow-up _momtorlng / treatment Includes Douglas timber
. . of known infestations of brooms, | Hand pull, . .
Big Windy and salvage units. Primary focus
e knapweeds, rush skeletonweed, backpack . .
Grants Pass| Douglas Wildfire . . 10 on landings, dozer lines,
starthistle, Canada thistle. spray, seed . .
Complexes staging areas, and main
Inventory and treat new / mulch
. . roads
infestations.
Hand pull,
Grants Pass Rc.>gue R|ver., BUd, Scotch broom control backpack 5 Bars, banks, floodplain
Lewis Recreation Site spray, seed
/ mulch
Hand pull,
R River, Mat backpack .
Grants Pass ogue River . @ s.on Dyer's woad, scotch broom control ackpac 5 Bars, banks, floodplain
Park Recreation Site spray, seed
/ mulch
Hand pull,
Grants Pass Rogue River, S.tratt.on Dyer's woad, Scotch broom backpack 5 Bars, banks, floodplain
Creek Recreation Site control spray, seed
/ mulch
Hand pull,
weed torch
Medusahead reduction; bull ! Cook's | ti itical
Grants Pass| French Flat ACEC _e usahead reduction; bu backpack 5 00k's oma. ium critica
thistle and blackberry control habitat
spray, seed
/ mulch
Rough and Ready . .
Grants Pass ACEC and vicinity Barbed goatgrass control Hand pull 5 In cooperation with ODA
. Trial treatments on water Hand pull,
Rogue River, rimrose (Ludwigia hexapetala) backpack Near boat launch on BLM-
Grants Pass| Whitehorse Park P 9 . i P 5
. . and parrotsfeather (Myriophyllum | spray, seed managed land.
Recreation site .
aquaticum) / mulch
Hand pull,
Grants Pass Bogue Rlver,. Enm.s Dyer's woad, Scotch broom backpack 5 Bars, banks, floodplain
Riffle Recreation Site control spray, seed
/ mulch
Backpack
Grants Pass| Slotted Pen quarry Yellow starthistle control spray, seed 2
/ mulch
In coordination with Rogue
o Hand pull, . .
Grants Pass Williams Creek Dver's woad control seed / ) Basin Partnership and
Watershed 4 Williams Creek Watershed
mulch .
Council
Total acres| 6,280
Monitoring

Monitoring is required for many resources managed by the BLM. Some of this monitoring, while not directly done
because of the invasive plant program, can reveal information about the program. For example, water quality
monitoring is done to measure pollutants, including temperature and pesticides. The BLM monitors Gentner’s
fritillary occurrences and habitat, and botanists have observed large invasive plant threats at eight sites, including
yellow starthistle and invasive annual grasses (USDA 2017a). Directly related to the invasive plant program,
implementation and effectiveness monitoring is also required.

50



Integrated Invasive Plant Management for the Medford District
Environmental Assessment
Chapter 2 — Integrated Invasive Plant Management and the Alternatives

Implementation Monitoring

Where the BLM uses herbicides, monitoring is required by BLM policy and the EPA. In addition, the BLM voluntarily
reports their herbicide use to the ODA. Pesticide Use Proposals are completed prior to application; they identify
the site, target species, herbicide (product and active ingredient) and application rate, adjuvants, and anticipated
effects to non-target species and susceptible areas. Pesticide Application Records are filled out within 24 hours of
each application, documenting environmental conditions at the time of treatment, invasive plant species targeted,
actual herbicide use, treatment method, applicator and license, and equipment used. Both documents have
sufficient detail to determine if all planning and application requirements are met. Similar records are also kept for
non-herbicide treatments.

Invasive plant treatments conducted by contractors, regardless of treatment method, must also comply with all
laws, Bureau policies, Standard Operating Procedures and other Protection Measures (see Appendix A), and
contract specifications. To ensure proper implementation, District Project Inspectors review contractor operations,
treatment sites, and treatment records.

Effectiveness Monitoring

Monitoring invasive plant treatments involves revisiting treated sites to assess how the infestation and associated
plant community have changed over time. Observers look at factors such as the size and density of the invasive
plant infestation; the amount of colonization by other nonnative plants; the amount of damage or mortality in
non-target plants; the growth, vigor, and density of native vegetation; and the need for follow-up treatments.
Follow-up treatments are recommended when a treatment has not reduced the target invasive plant infestation to
below an acceptable threshold and / or when sufficient native vegetation has not reoccupied the site. Data are
recorded in NISIMS and associated field notes.

For herbicide treatments within or immediately adjacent to federally listed plant sites, the BLM is required to
monitor the effects of all herbicide use for a period of two growing seasons and report findings annually to U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. This is specified in the Biological Assessment of activities that may affect the federally
listed plant species, Gentner’s Fritillary, Cook’s Lomatium, and Large-flowered Woolly Meadowfoam, on Bureau of
Land Management, Medford District and Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument (USDI 2013b) and the best
management practices for Fritillaria Management Areas recommended in the Conservation Agreement for
Gentner’s Fritillary (Fritillaria gentneri) in Southwestern Oregon.

The Recovery Plan for Rogue and lllinois Valley Vernal Pool and Wet Meadow Ecosystems (USDI 2012a) outlines
several recovery actions for Cook’s lomatium related to invasive plant management, including managing,
monitoring, and restoring wet meadow habitat, including noxious weed prevention programs, use of mowing,
burning, or managed grazing to reduce density of nonnative vegetation, monitoring management actions for
effectiveness, and employing adaptive management.

Direct Control Methods

Direct control methods vary by alternative. Selection of a treatment method considers methods that would be
effective for each species and what is appropriate for the lands infested (including what nearby resources may be
affected). For many species, small infestations may be controlled with manual or other non-herbicide treatments.
Others may require herbicides to obtain control or minimize ground disturbance. The selection of a treatment
method is guided by Department of the Interior policy which states “Bureaus will accomplish pest management
through cost-effective means that pose the least risk to humans, natural and cultural resources, and environment”
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and requires bureaus to “[e]stablish site management objectives and then choose the lowest risk, most effective
approach that is feasible for each pest management project” (USDI 2007c).

Manual Treatment Methods

Manual treatment methods (such as pulling, digging, and grubbing) can be used to control some invasive plants,
particularly if the population is relatively small. These techniques can be extremely target specific and are often
used to minimize damage to adjacent desirable plants. However, they can be labor and time intensive. Treatments
often must be conducted several times annually to prevent the invasive plant from re-establishing, which often
makes manual treatments of invasive plants in remote locations unpractical. Manual techniques are used on small
infestations and / or where a large pool of labor is available. They can be used in combination with other
techniques. For example, shrubs can be pulled and cut, and re-sprouts and seedlings can be treated with
herbicides several weeks or months later (Tu et al. 2001).

Submerged and floating aquatic invasive plants can be treated with manual treatment methods, including hand
pulling, rakes, shovels, and bottom barriers / weed mats. Weed mats are placed on the bottom of an aquatic body
and held in place with a heavy object (see Figure 2-2). They are then left in place until the infestation is eradicated
— potentially a few years. Bottom barriers have been used successfully by Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest to
control yellow floatingheart at Squaw Lakes.

Figure 2-2. Weed

“w
-t

Mats, held with Sand Bags (treating Eurasian watermilfoil in Michigan)

-

© Big Foot Media / The Nature Conservancy

Mechanical Treatment Methods

Mechanical treatment methods include string trimmers, chainsaws, propane torches, and mowers, including flail
mowers and boom mowers. Some of these methods (e.g., chainsaws and string trimmer) can be more target-
specific than others. String trimmer and mowing methods are commonly used in recreation, communication, and
storage and administrative sites to prevent invasive plants from becoming a fire hazard and to maintain clear
access. Propane torches can be used on puncturevine growing in parking lots, cobble bars, and other sparsely
vegetated sites.
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Competitive Seeding and Planting

When revegetating degraded and disturbed sites, the District uses locally adapted grass and forbs seeds and
mulches that meet strict weed-free standards. All plant materials are native and genetically appropriate for each
revegetation site, increasing the probability of successful and persistent native plant establishment that is resilient
and resistant to invasive plants.

The objective of competitive seeding and planting is to provide a desirable native vegetative component to
compete with invasive plants in treatment areas. BLM’s Integrated Vegetation Management Handbook states,
“Diverse, healthy, and resilient native plant communities provide the greatest opportunity to be successful in
meeting multiple use objectives within BLM. [BLM is required to] set resource management objectives that can be
met using native species for most situations.” (USDI 2008a:87). Competitive seeding and planting of native, locally
sourced seed and container plants often occurs in conjunction with other treatments but can also occur
independently as a measure to prevent invasive plant establishment. Seeding is primarily accomplished by hand
spreading to achieve a specific density of seed per area. If soil compaction has occurred, raking of the soil may be
necessary to allow for successful root development. Mulching with weed-free straw often occurs in conjunction
with seeding, unless the site is difficult to access. Mulch prevents seed herbivory, prevents seeds from blowing or
washing off site, protects from environmental extremes, retains moisture to increase successful germination, and
reduces soil erosion. Plugs and potted plants are used to complement seeding at sites where immediate
vegetation cover is desired or to include native species that do not establish well from seed.

Decisions on which species to include in a planting prescription are based on an evaluation of the surrounding
native plant community so that the planted site has similar species composition and structure once established.
Other factors that affect the planting prescription include environmental conditions, availability and condition of
native plant materials, and budget. Seed mixes and planting prescriptions typically include a combination of plant
functional groups including perennial grasses, annual forbs, and perennial forbs. Shrubs and trees are included in
some prescriptions.

Biological Treatment Methods

Biological treatment methods involve the intentional use of domestic animals (such as goats or cattle) or biological
control agents (such as insects, bacteria, or fungi) that weaken or destroy vegetation (USDI 2007b). Biological
control is used to reduce the targeted invasive plant population to an acceptable background level by stressing
target plants and reducing competition with desirable plant species.

Biological Control Agents

Classical biological control refers to a subset of organisms (or “agents”) that includes plant-eating insects,
nematodes, mites, or pathogens. Biological control agents are usually acquired from the same ecosystems where
the target invasive plant originated, and are rigorously tested by the Federal Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service (APHIS) Plant Protection and Quarantine Program to ensure that they are host specific and feed only on the
target plant and not on crops or native flora. Issuance of permits by APHIS for the environmental release of
nonindigenous invasive plant biological control organisms is considered a Federal action and triggers compliance
with the Endangered Species Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. The ODA’s Noxious Weed Control
Program coordinates releases and monitors populations. Since the biological control agents are not successful
unless there are enough invasive plants for them to feed upon, typically only large infestations are targeted. Often,
several biological control agents are used together to reduce the density of undesired vegetation but biological
controls seldom remove an invasive plant population entirely. Many biological control agents are common and
widespread on noxious weeds throughout Oregon. For example, the cinnabar moth and tansy flea beetle were
introduced in the 1960s and have persisted at background levels in the environment until the tansy ragwort
population spreads and provides a food source for the biocontrol populations to grow. The primary factors for
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Since the 1980s, 37 biological control agents (all insects) have been used on 12 different noxious weeds on or near
the District (see Table 2-6).

Table 2-6. Number of Biocontrol Releases' on and near the Medford District.

Invasive Plant
(target species)

Biocontrol Agent

1980s

1990s

2000s

2010s

On
BLM?

Near
BLM3

On
BLM

Near
BLM

On
BLM

Near
BLM

On
BLM

Near
BLM

Bull thistle

Seed head gall fly (Urophora stylata)

Canada thistle

Crown / root weevil (Ceutorhynchus litura)

Stem gall fly (Urophora cardui)

N|W|~

Diffuse knapweed

Seed head weevil (Bangasternus fausti)

[N

Seed head weevil (Larinus minutus)

Seed feeding fly (Urophora affinis)

Leafy spurge

Leaf beetle* (Aphthona abdominalis)

Root feeding flea beetle (Aphthona lacertosa)

Root boring beetle (Oberea erythrocephala)

Meadow
knapweed

Seed head weevil (Bangasternus fausti)

Root weevil (Cyphocleonus achates)

Seed feeding weevil (Larinus minutus)

Seed feeding weevil (Larinus obtusus)

Puncturevine

Stem feeding weevil (Microlarinus lareynii)

Stem mining weevil (Microlarinus lypriformis)

Purple loosestrife

Foliar feeding beetle (Galerucella calmariensis)

Foliar feeding beetle (Galerucella pusilla)

Root feeding weevil (Hylobius transversovittatus)

Seed feeding weevil (Nanophyes marmoratus)

Rush skeletonweed

Root feeding moth (Bradyrrhoa gilveolella)

Stem / leaf gall midge (Cystiphora scmidti)

Bud gall mite (Eriophyes chondrillae)

[T

Scotch broom

Seed weevil* (Apion fuscirostre)

Seed weevil (Bruchidius villosus)

Spotted knapweed

Seed feeding weevil (Larinus minutus)

Seed head gall fly (Urophora quadrifasciata)

St. Johnswort

Root / stem boring beetle (Agrilus hyperici)

Defoliating moth (Aplocera plagiata)

N[~

Defoliating beetle (Chrysolina hyperici)

Defoliating beetle (Chrysolina quadrigemina)

Gall forming midge* (Zeuxidiplosis giardi)

Yellow starthistle

Seed head weevil (Bangasternus orientalis)

W

Seed feeding fly (Chaetorellia australis)

Seed feeding weevil (Eustenopus villosus)

Seed head weevil (Larinus curtus)

Yellow starthistle rust (Puccinia jacea)

Yellow starthistle rust (Puccinia jacea v. solstitialis)

R[NP (W

Seed head gall fly (Urophora sirunaseva)

11

20

1. Once released, biological control agents may spread miles from the original site if the target species is widespread or may die off once the
target species is no longer locally abundant.

2. Released on BLM-administered lands on the Medford District.

3. Released within one mile of BLM-managed lands on the Medford District.
4. Found to be ineffective and no longer released by the ODA.
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Biological control treatments are currently being considered for Scotch broom, meadow knapweed, yellow
starthistle, and rush skeletonweed. Scotch broom in the Grave Creek, Horseshoe Bend-Rogue River, and Grants
Pass-Rogue River watersheds has a scattered-patchy distribution of large infestations in close proximity. If
monitoring indicates that Apion fuscirostre and / or Bruchidius villosus are not already present, then District staff
would collect the adult insects from other sites and release them at the target infestations. Meadow knapweed in
Middle Cow Creek, Grave Creek, and Deer Creek watersheds includes large infestations and smaller scattered-
patchy infestations that could support biological control agents. Larinus obtusus is expected to already be
abundant at these sites, but other agents could be released. Very large infestations of yellow starthistle are located
on steep slopes of the Rogue River canyon in the Horseshoe Bend-Rogue River watershed. Large infestations are
also located on both BLM and adjacent private lands in the Little Butte Creek, Bear Creek, Jenny Creek, Williams
Creek, and other watersheds. Although insects released on yellow starthistle in the 1990s were not effective, the
District would consider new releases after consultation with regional biological control experts on candidate
agents, sites, and methods. Rush skeletonweed is quickly spreading across the District, including on private lands,
becoming sufficiently abundant and well distributed such that biological control may be a feasible treatment
method. New releases of Cystiphora scmidti and Eriophyes chondrillae are being considered in the Grave Creek and
Evans Creek watersheds. Given its current rate of spread, dyer’s woad could also be a candidate for biological
control agents approved by APHIS and Oregon Department of Agriculture in the future; however, none are
currently available.

Table 2-7. Biocontrols Considered for Release on the Medford District’.

Invasive Plant .
. How Biocontrol Affects . Level of
(target Biocontrol . Preferred Habitat
" Target Species Control
species)
Larval feeding on developing .
Broom seed beetle . Does best in meadows or on
e seeds reduces viable seed o . Good
Bruchidius villosus . hillsides with southern exposure.
production
Scotch broom | Scotch broom seed Larval feeding on developing | Does best in meadows and hillsides
weevil seeds. Adult feeding causes | with southern exposure. Performs
. . . . . . Unknown
Apion fuscirostre / terminal shoot dieback but poorly in shady, cold, damp, or high
Exapion fuscirostre does not kill plant. elevation sites.
Prefers moist sites with cooler
Defoliation, which can stunt | temperatures. Establishes in south
Meadow Knapweed flower weevil |and even kill plant. Larval and west slopes with well-drained Excellent
knapweed Larinus obtusus feeding consumes developing | coarse soils near water. Competing
seed. vegetation may discourage
establishment.
Multiple approved in Oregon, including:
Bud weevil (Bangasternus orientalis)
Peacock fly (Chaetorellia austral)
Yellow . . .
. Hairy weevil (Eustenopus villos)
starthistle . .
Flower weevil (Larinus curtus)
Rust (Puccinia jacea)
Gall fly (Urophora sirunaseva)
Attacked tissue is injured or .
Rush skeletonweed gall . ) Does best in warm dry areas and on
. destroyed, leading to fewer L . .
midge plants growing in open locations in Good
> s branches and flower heads . .
Rush Cystiphora scmidti . well-drained soil.
skeletonweed and less viable seeds.
Rush skeletonweed gall Mites feed on young buds
mite and within bud galls, which Widespread on rush skeletonweed. | Excellent
Eriophyes chondrillae weakens plants.

1. Information from Field Guide for Biological Control of Weeds (Winston et al. 2014) and the ODA.

55



Integrated Invasive Plant Management for the Medford District
Environmental Assessment
Chapter 2 — Integrated Invasive Plant Management and the Alternatives

Targeted Grazing

Targeted grazing?! is the purposeful application of a specific species of livestock at a determined season, duration,
and intensity, to accomplish defined vegetation or landscape objectives (ASI 2006). The basic goal of targeted
grazing is to give the desired plants a competitive advantage over the target invasive plant or plants. In general,
goats eat broadleaf plants, while cattle graze on grasses. Grazing can be seasonally timed for when the target plant
is most palatable to livestock and to minimize effects to non-target plants and surrounding resources. Typically, a
full-time herder or fencing is required to keep the grazing focused on the target areas and species. Employing
grazing prescriptions may be particularly useful in areas with limited access, steep slopes, or where the most
effective herbicide for a particular plant species cannot be applied (e.g., a non-aquatic herbicide application near
water). Although targeted grazing with livestock can reduce invasive plant abundance and / or vigor at a particular
site, grazing rarely, if ever, eradicates invasive plants. As with many other treatments, targeted grazing with
livestock can be most effective when used in combination with other treatments (USDI 2010a:75).

Herbicide Treatment Methods

Herbicides used on BLM-managed lands must be approved by the BLM National Office, and must, by policy, be
subject to detailed ecological and human health risk assessments for wildland applications to help satisfy the
requirements of NEPA (USDI 2010a:37). However, BLM practice allows for limited and controlled use of herbicides
that do not have risk assessments on demonstration plots up to 5 acres in size, with a maximum of 15 acres per
Field Office?2. Approval to use an herbicide for research and demonstration is provided by the BLM National Office
after an initial evaluation of Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act registration materials and risk
assessments (USDI 2010a:478)23. Herbicides analyzed in this EA are shown in Table 2-8, Herbicide Information, and
Table 2-9, Herbicide Characteristics.

Herbicides are utilized:

e on pure stands of a single invasive plant species where desirable and non-target plants are scarce or absent;

e for rhizomatous invasive plant species that would otherwise require repeated cutting or pulling for control;

e on plants whose characteristics make them difficult or unfeasible to remove with non-herbicide methods;?*

e inareas where non-herbicide methods are cost prohibitive;

e inareas where non-herbicide methods have unacceptable adverse effects to native plants;

e inareas where considerable soil disturbance is not acceptable;

e for species located in remote or limited access areas where non-herbicide methods are not feasible;

e in combination with other control treatments (for example, woody species like tree of heaven can be
controlled by cutting stems close to the ground in the fall and then spraying the cut stumps with an
herbicide registered for this use).

Herbicides are applied only to lands and uses for which they are labeled and only by certified or licensed
applicators or persons working under their direct supervision (USDI 2010a:85). A Pesticide Application Record is
completed within 24 hours of the application documenting environmental conditions at the time of treatment as
well as actual herbicide use. This record, kept in District files for 10 years, helps the BLM duplicate successes,
change procedures to improve effectiveness, and understand when and if unintended effects occur.

21 Also referred to as directed livestock grazing or prescribed grazing.

22 Not an annual limit. This 15-acre limit could only be exceeded by the issuance of ecological and human health Risk
Assessments, done or adopted by the BLM, and results evaluated through programmatic NEPA analysis done at the National or
State level.

23 |f research and demonstration results appear favorable, then the BLM further considers the herbicide for general approval
after human health and ecological risk assessments are undertaken, and the results are evaluated through the NEPA process.
24 For example, Canada thistle root fragments readily resprout and some plants can be injurious to workers attempting to
manually remove them.
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Herbicide products (brands), as well as adjuvants (used to enhance the effectiveness of the herbicide) must be on
the BLM lists of approved herbicides and adjuvants at the time of application. The current lists are included in
Appendix B, The Herbicides, Formulations, and Adjuvants. For applications with a potential to enter streams or
other waterbodies, herbicides are limited to aquatic formulations. For applications with a potential to affect
federally listed and Bureau Sensitive fish, aquatic-approved adjuvants?®> would also be used.

Ground-based herbicide applications are primarily done with a backpack sprayer. This is usually done only in small
areas, and in areas where invasive plants are scattered. A backpack sprayer is used because it can target specific
plants, so that effects to non-target species can be kept to a minimum. Backpack sprayers are generally
pressurized by a diaphragm or piston-style pump, not motorized. Herbicides are primarily applied to plant foliage,
but some herbicides may be applied to the soil. For woody invasive plants (like tree of heaven), herbicides may
also be basally applied with a wick (wiped on), or wand (sprayed on). Herbicides can be applied to trees around the
circumference of the trunk on the intact bark (basal bark), to cuts in the trunk or stem (frill, or “hack and squirt”),
to cut stems and stumps (cut stump), or injected into the inner bark.

Ground-based herbicide application is also accomplished from off-highway vehicles (OHV) with vehicle-mounted
spraying systems using handguns, boom-less nozzles, or booms. Spray tank sizes generally vary from 15-40 gallons.
Using a larger tank provides the advantage of less mixing and loading of herbicides, which, in turn, leads to less risk
of accidental spills of concentrated products. Most off-highway vehicle applications are done from an existing
road, trail, or right-of-way as spot treatments.

In the previous five years, the Medford District has done 95 percent of their treatments with a backpack sprayer.
The remaining treatments have been done with off-highway vehicles. Aerial applications have not and would not
be used.

Table 2-8. Herbicide Information

Areas Where Registered Use is Application Rate> .
i Alternatives
Appropriate3 (Ibs. / acre / year)
i)
Selective to Plant 3 9
. Types kY 3 &
Herbicide: Representative Trade yp - § P 2
Pre / post S| = v g
Names! S| 8| |3 2
emergent S| S| | % =
Common Targets Point of S| 3|88 -3 Typical Max?2 S
S| 8|S| 5 | m
application - § S § = 02 | o
RN | .9 Slo |2
SIS §5|e|lg|9|E 21 2|%s
S | 2|25 |3la| g S| 3| &
9| 8| 5| 5|0 |E|® g8l ¢
SISIE2=|3 8 R
x| |x|<|O|&|a« 2| Q| <
Annual and Perennial Species
o I Jaser2y[ V[V
2, 4-D: Many, including Amine, broadleaf Woody Species / Floating and Emerged Aquatic Species
HardBall, Unison, Saber, and Post VIiviIivI]vvI]v]Vv] 2 [ @ | [v]~
Aqua-Kleen. . Submerged Aquatic Species — treatments in water
Foliar
Broadleaf plants | 1 T2l 1 1 1 5.4 | wog) | | [V
Submerged Aquatic Species — bottom treatments
V3 19 (38) 4
Aminopyralid: Milestone. broadleaf
Starthistles, thistles, knapweeds, Post VIV Vv VIV Y 0.078 0.11 V| v
rush skeletonweed Soil or foliar

25 These “approved adjuvants” shown in Appendix B are indicated in the ARBO Il column of Table B-3. These adjuvants were
analyzed in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service ARBO Il (USDI 2013a, NMFS 2013).

57



Integrated Invasive Plant Management for the Medford District
Environmental Assessment
Chapter 2 — Integrated Invasive Plant Management and the Alternatives

Areas Where Registered Use is Application Rate® Alternative
Appropriate3 (Ibs. / acre / year) s
g o g
Selective to s |2 g =
Plant Types s|e|2|G 2 <
Herbicide: Representative Trade 3 S 3|33 N Q| m
Pre/post | 2| S |(3B|%|&|=]|2 s | S| o
Names emergent S 2|5 S|S|2l3 I3 8
Common Targets T8 o e N I B Typical Max? 1388
Point of Qg&;.&q&i’ ol 81| &
application 2|l o] 8| 4SS =8
LIS E|G|*|3 x
o | 'T < - L
w o = (&)
Q Q Q
& oc
broadleaf
ChIorsu.Ifuron:TeIar. Pre and early v v vlvlv 0.047 0.141 v
Perennial mustards post
Soil or foliar
Clopyralid: Transline, Stinger,
Spur. broadleaf
Hawkweeds, knapweed, Post VvV Viiv|v 0.35 0.5 vV
Mediterranean sage, biennial Foliar
thistles, starthistles
D!cambaf Yaan|sh, Banvel, broadleaf,
Diablo, Vision, Clarity woodyv blants
Perennial mustards, biennial yp 4 v Vivi|v 0.3 27 VvV
. . . Pre and post
thistles, field bindweed, .
. Foliar
puncturevine
i + Di :
ofemomy 2| brade
. ) . Post v VIV Y 0.2625 0.35
Field bindweed, oxeye daisy, St .
Foliar vV
Johnswort
Dicamba 0.1875 0.25
Diflufenzopyr 0.075 0.1
submerged
. . |
FIurldc')ne. Avast!, Sonar plants v 015 (1.3) v
Aquatic plants Post
Aquatic
Fluroxypyr: Comet, Vista. broadleaf
Kochia, mustards, spurge, Post VvV VvV 0.26 0.5 vV
blackberry. Foliar
Glyphosate: Many, including
Rodeo, Mirage, Roundup, Mad no
Dog Plus, and Honcho. Post VIIVIVIVv3|I VIV IY 2 3or7%6 |V |V |V
Grasses, trees and shrubs, yellow foliar
flag iris
Imazapic: Plateau, Panoramic some broadleaf
Annual grasses such as and grasses vlivly vl 0.0313 0.1875 s
medusahead rye, cheatgrass, Pre and post
and ventenata Soil
Imazapyr: Arsenal, Stalker, no
Habitat, Polaris Pre and post VIVIVvIVv VIV IY 0.45 1.507 vV
Trees and shrubs, yellow flag iris Soil or foliar
parot Puresend, broadieaf
é ’ Pre and post VvV VIV Y 0.03 0.157 V|V
Perennial mustards, St. Soil or foliar
Johnswort, biennial thistles
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Areas Where Registered Use is Application Rate® Alternative
Appropriate3 (Ibs. / acre / year) s
g o g
Selective to s |2 Q P
Plant Types S g 2|5 2 <
Herbicide: Representative Trade 3 S 33|33 N Q| m
Pre / post Bl | RIS s | S| o
Names! S|l L2833 = S|<|2
emergent S22 &|%|3 S S |o |8
Common Targets i N I I NG I a Max2 18|
Point of 22| 8| o o= > 5| €
C S| S| S |R®|=2| < ~ o| 8| S
application | w|N| 3| v| DS 2|l g
0 = S (o] & = o <
Is|T|O IS Q
o | 'T < - N
w S = )
Q. Q Q
& 3
Picloram: Triumph, OutPost,
Tordon. broadleaf,
Rush s{(e/etonweed, leafy spurge, | woody plants v vl 035 1 v
field bindweed, knapweed, St. Pre and post
Johnswort, starthistles, biennial Foliar
thistles
. . annual grasses
Rimsulfuron: Matrix. Preandpost | v | v | v v |v|v] 00469 0.0625 v
Annual grasses .
Soil
Sulfometuron methyl: Oust, no
Spyder Pre and post Vv VvV 0.14 0.38 vV
Annual grasses Soil or foliar
Triclopyr: Garlon, Renovate, broadleaf,
Element . woody plants lvlvivwlvlvlv 1 (10) s
Purple loosestrife, trees and Post
shrubs Foliar
Proposed For Research and Demonstration
. . grasses Single app. 0.1 to 0.375.
Fluazifop-P-butyl®: Fusilade DX
Annual and perennil grasses Post | /| ¥ C|V| | Maximum sessonal || v
P g Foliar application 1.125°
Pseudomonas fluorescens: D7,
ACK-55 annual grasses
: Pre Vv Vv 0.0044092510 Vv
Jointed goatgrass, cheatgrass, .
Soil
medusahead rye

1. See Table B-2, Herbicide Formulations Approved for use on BLM-managed Lands, in Appendix B for the full list of herbicide trade names
approved for use on lands managed by the BLM in Oregon, including formulations with two or more active ingredients.

2. Maximums are determined by herbicide product label and information analyzed in Risk Assessments. In cases where these two rates differ,
the lower of the two rates is the maximum that can be applied on BLM-managed lands. Parentheticals denote herbicides that are limited by
PEIS Mitigation Measures to typical application rates where feasible.

3. Different registrations are listed on the herbicide product label. Some types of registration (e.g., aquatic) require extensive additional testing
with the EPA; the lack of registration for an area may indicate that a product has not completed that registration, not that there would be a risk.
Some herbicide products may not be registered for use in an area, even though the active ingredient may have registration (e.g., in aquatic
habitats, only certain formulations of glyphosate, the amine formulation of 2,4-D, and the trimethylamine (TEA) salt formulation of triclopyr are
registered for aquatic use).

4. Actual application rates can be found in Tables 2-12 and Table 2-13, Treatment Key.

5. Three Ibs. / acre acid equivalent for the No Action Alternative and 7 Ibs. / acre under the Proposed Action and Alternative 3. The 1989
Integrated Weed Control Plan and EA relies on a 1985 glyphosate Risk Assessment that analyzes glyphosate at 3 Ibs. / acre acid equivalent,
based on the maximum application rate on a Rodeo © label. The 2011 glyphosate Risk Assessment analyzes a maximum rate of 7 Ibs. / acre.
Maximum rates on formulated product labels listed in Table B-2 (Appendix B) range from 7 Ibs. / acre to 14 Ibs. / acre.

6. PEIS Mitigation Measures include “where practical, limit glyphosate to spot applications in grazing land and wildlife habitat areas to avoid
contamination of wildlife food items”

7. Mitigation Measures adopted by the Oregon Record of Decision state, “where there is a potential for herbivore consumption of treated
vegetation, apply dicamba, imazapyr, and metsulfuron methyl at the typical, rather than maximum, application rate to minimize risks.”

8. Conservation Measures (see Appendix A) provide additional restrictions near Special Status species.

9. Information from SERA (2014). BLM maximum and typical rates have yet to be calculated.

10. From label. BLM maximum and typical rates have yet to be calculated.

11. 1.9 lbs. / acre for the No Action Alternative and 2 Ibs. / acre under the Proposed Action and Alternative 3.
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Table 2-9. Herbicide Characteristics

Herbicides analyzed for Research and Demonstration

Pseudomonas
fluorescens

A naturally occurring soil bacterium that selectively kills germinating cheatgrass, medusahead rye, and
jointed goatgrass (invasive annual grasses) by targeting and suppressing the plant’s developing root
cells. Native plants and wildlife are unaffected.

Fluazifop-P-butyl

Fluazifop-P-butyl is effective on annual and perennial grasses, but does not affect broadleaf plants.

Herbicides approved for use on BLM-managed lands

2,4-D

2,4-D is effective on a wide range of broadleaf invasive plants while not affecting most grasses. 2,4-D
can help inhibit seed production, prevent herbicide resistance, and effectively treat multiple invasive
plant species when a variety are encountered in a particular treatment area. While having additional
herbicides available can allow for more target specific control, having one herbicide that controls a vast
range of vegetation can be beneficial when an area is dominated by a variety of invasive broadleaved
plants. In addition, adding a small amount of an amine formulation of 2,4-D to a tank mix can often
improve the effectiveness of the other herbicides and reduce the likelihood of a population developing
herbicide resistance. The amount of 2,4-D used in combination with other herbicides would vary, based
on these factors.

2,4-D is formulated as an amine or an ester. Esters have higher vapor pressures than amines, which
results in increased volatilization. On the Medford District, amine formulations would be preferred. The
use of ester formulations is not anticipated and would not be permitted near surface water or conduits
to surface water.

Aminopyralid

Aminopyralid is selective for broadleaf species, particularly members of the Asteraceae (aster) and
Fabaceae (pea) families and is also effective on certain species in the Apiaceae (parsley), Solanaceae
(nightshade), and Polygonaceae (knotweed) families. It is effective at controlling yellow starthistle,
Russian knapweed, various thistles, and rush skeletonweed (DiTomaso and Kyser 2006, Enloe et al.
2008, Bell et al. 2012). It is an alternative to other growth regulator herbicides that are commonly used
on broadleaf invasive plants, such as picloram, clopyralid, 2,4-D, and dicamba. Studies have also found
aminopyralid to be as or more effective than the currently approved growth regulator herbicides at
lower application rates (Enloe et al. 2007, 2008; Bell et al. 2012). Aminopyralid has a higher specific
activity than other growth regulator herbicides, so less of it needs to be used to achieve the same result
(lowa State University 2006). It is more effective than clopyralid on tough to control members of the
Asteraceae family. In mixtures with other active ingredients like metsulfuron methyl, it can be used on
hard-to-control species like poison hemlock (DiTomaso et al. 2013).

Chlorsulfuron

Chlorsulfuron is especially effective on broadleaf plants such as toadflax, whitetop, and thistles. It is
often mixed with 2,4-D to reduce the likelihood of developing plant resistance and to deter seed
production. Some grass species can be damaged by this herbicide, particularly wet meadow grass
species.

Clopyralid

Clopyralid targets many of the same species as picloram, but is more selective. It is particularly effective
on knapweeds and Canada thistle, while minimizing risk to surrounding desirable brush, grass, and
trees.

Dicamba

Dicamba provides control right up to seed set, which extends the treatment window. It is often used in
a tank mix with 2,4-D amine. It is effective on invasive broadleaves but offers minimal residual control.
It is an option where resistance to sulfonylureas is a concern. It can reduce seed set in mustards but
does not provide effective control.

Dicamba +
Diflufenzopyr

Diflufenzopyr + dicamba would be used for many of the same species as dicamba. Used where
resistance to sulfonylureas is a concern. It is applied in the fall when native plants are dormant. Often
used on roadsides.

Fluridone

Fluridone is an aquatic herbicide that requires prolonged plant contact, so it can only be used on
aquatic plants in still water. It is used primarily post-emergent to control submerged aquatic vegetation.
To achieve effective control a minimum of 45 days (up to 90) of herbicide contact is required.

Fluroxypyr

Fluroxypyr is effective on annual and biennial invasive plants. It would be used to manage annuals in the
Apiaceae (parsley), Asteraceae (aster), Fabaceae (pea), Polygonaceae (knotweed), and Solanaceae
(nightshade) families as well as on velvet-leaf, amaranth, goosefoot, kochia, Mexican tea, and Russian
thistle. Fluroxypyr is an option for addressing invasive plants that are resistant to herbicides with
different modes of action. Its uses would likely include administrative sites and rights-of-way where
resistance to currently approved herbicides could be a problem. For instance, kochia that is resistant to
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acetolactate synthase (ALS)-inhibiting herbicides can be treated with fluroxypyr, although kochia can
also develop a resistance to fluroxypyr (Montana State University Extension 2011).

Glyphosate

Glyphosate is used on broadleaf invasive plants and woody species and has been used to treat nearly all
of the mapped noxious weed species on the District. However, it is a non-selective herbicide and can
harm desirable plants. The overall use of glyphosate would decrease in aquatic / riparian areas if
additional aquatic formulations were available since glyphosate and 2,4-D have been the only two
aquatic herbicides available to the District for the past 30 years. Aminopyralid would replace glyphosate
for many terrestrial broadleaf species. The BLM does not use glyphosate formulated with
polyoxyethylenamine (POEA).

Imazapic

Imazapic is a broad-spectrum herbicide for broadleaf and grass species, but is particularly effective on
invasive annual grasses such as cheatgrass and medusahead. It is selective for these grasses at low
rates, leaving the perennial herbaceous species critical for restoration unharmed. It is applied before
plants have emerged or to small rapidly growing plants. If heavy thatch or leaf litter is present, herbicide
effectiveness is reduced.

Imazapyr

Imazapyr is very effective on brushy and woody species such as brooms, blackberry, locusts, and tree of
heaven. It is also used to treat perennial grasses in the Poaceae (grass) family, large yellow loosestrife
and wild garlic. Imazapyr may be used for the control of aquatic invasive plants like parrotsfeather,
purple loosestrife, watercress, water speedwell, and yellow flag iris in and around standing and flowing
water, as well as in riparian / wetland settings.

Metsulfuron methyl

Metsulfuron methyl has similar targets and effects as chlorsulfuron. It could be used on whitetop and
other mustards, as well as thistles and houndstongue. It can be used in combination with aminopyralid
(Opensight) to treat annual forbs such as bedstraws, field bluemadder, and common purslane.

Picloram

Picloram is effective on knapweeds, toadflax, rush skeletonweed, leafy spurge, and thistles, and
provides good residual control. Appropriate at sites where soils are not sandy or gravelly. Aminopyralid
and clopyralid target many of the same species and are more selective.

Rimsulfuron

Rimsulfuron is effective against annual grasses in the fall pre-emergence, or post emergence in the fall
or spring when soil temperature is cool and rainfall is available to activate the herbicide. It provides a
longer window of control than imazapic, although it must be used at the highest label rates for effective
spring applications. Rimsulfuron can also be used to control larger cheatgrass plants than imazapic
(Beck, No date). The effectiveness of rimsulfuron at controlling cheatgrass and medusahead rye has
been documented (Zhang et al. 2010), although there is conflicting evidence about its effectiveness
relative to currently approved active ingredients (primarily imazapic). Some studies with rimsulfuron
indicate that it is not as effective at controlling cheatgrass as imazapic or sulfometuron methyl
(Clements and Harmon 2013). However, there is also evidence that rimsulfuron is more effective than
imazapic under certain conditions (Hirsch et al. 2012). As with sulfometuron methyl, rimsulfuron has a
one-year grazing restriction. It would not be applied near water.

Sulfometuron
methyl

Like imazapic, sulfometuron methyl is effective on cheatgrass and medusahead rye and can be selective
for annuals at low rates. It has a shorter half-life than imazapic, which speeds restoration efforts. At
typical and maximum rates, sulfometuron methyl controls many annual and perennial grass and
broadleaf species. At low rates, it is safe on perennial grasses while controlling forbs and annual
grasses. Sulfometuron methyl has a one-year grazing restriction (although it is not registered for use in
rangelands).

Triclopyr

Triclopyr is effective on woody plants, and would be used on brooms, gorse, evergreen clematis, and
other trees and shrubs. The aquatic formulations are also the most effective herbicide for treatment of
purple loosestrife. Triclopyr BEE, the ester formulation (butoxyethyl ester), is more effective at smaller
doses, but is more toxic to fish (and as a result, triclopyr BEE cannot be used in aquatic or riparian
habitat). It is often used as a cut-stump treatment.

Stressors such as imperfect growing conditions (too wet, too dry, or poor soil nutrients) may prevent the herbicide
from acting optimally. In addition to the effects of the herbicides themselves, the application methods may have
unintended adverse consequences. Similar to manual and mechanical treatments, personnel and equipment may
trample vegetation and disturb soil, which can cause further spread of invasive plants. However, herbicide
treatments are less likely to require numerous retreatments. In the Oregon FEIS, overall treatment efficacy was
estimated at 30 percent if herbicides were not used?®.

26 See the Alternatives section for treatment efficiency under the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives.
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Resistance and Rotation
Herbicide resistance?’ is the evolved ability of an invasive plant population to survive an herbicide application that

was previously known to control the population. Where invasive plant infestations have been sprayed annually
with the same herbicides with low likelihood of effective control, a concern is that plant populations could become

herbicide resistant. Most plant populations showing herbicide resistance are in agriculture settings; however,
resistance has been documented in wildland vegetation management settings and invasive plant programs
(University of Idaho 2011). Resistance can result from repeated use of the same herbicides, or several herbicides
with the same site of action.

The use of additional herbicides would help prevent herbicide resistance by adding chemicals that control the
plants through different modes (sites) of action. More effective rotation of herbicides (see Table 2-10), when
coupled with integrated invasive plant management, would help prevent the development of herbicide resistance.
Many product labels for the acetolactate synthase (ALS)-inhibitors (such as chlorsulfuron and metsulfuron methyl)
recommend tank-mix partners and / or sequential herbicide applications that have different modes of action.

Table 2-10. Guide for Herbicide Rotation?

Herbicide Herbicide Chemical Herbicide Common . States with Resistant
. Resistant Plants
Group Family Name Plants
ACC Aryl h - .
.a.se ryloxyphenoxy Fluazifop-P-butyl cheatgrass Oregon
Inhibitors propanoates
. . Imazapic none none
Imidazolinones
Imazapyr none none
prickly lettuce Idaho, Oregon, Washington
kochia Idaho, Oregon, Washington
Chlorsulfuron Rus;lan thistle Idaho, Oregon, Washington
Italian ryegrass Oregon
ALS Inhibitors s.tinking chamomile Idaho, Washington
sulfonvl littlepod falseflax Oregon
ultonylureas prickly lettuce Idaho, Oregon
kochia Oregon
Metsulfuron methyl Russian thistle Oregon
littlepod falseflax Oregon
Rimsulfuron none none
Sulfometuron methyl none none
Phenoxyacetic acids 2,4-D prickly lettuce Washington
N . kochia Idaho
Benzoic acids Dicamba prickly lettuce Washington
. . Aminopyralid none none
Synthetic auxins -
Clopyralid none none
Pyridines Fluroxypyr none none
Picloram yellow starthistle Washington
Triclopyr none none
ESPS synthase . Italian ryegrass Oregon
Gl Glyphosat
inhibitors ycines yphosate kochia Oregon, Idaho

To avoid selecting for herbicide-resistant invasive plants, rotate to a different group every year if possible. Avoid using herbicides from the same
group more than once every three years.
1. Adapted from Herbicide-resistant Weeds and Their Management (University of Idaho 2011). Fluridone and Pseudomonas fluorescens are not
included in the above table. Plants have been shown to develop resistance to repeated fluridone use (ENSR 2005c).

27 Naturally resistant plants occur within a population in extremely small numbers (somewhere between 1 in 100,000 to more
than 1in 1,000,000). They differ slightly in genetic makeup from the original populations, but they remain reproductively
compatible with them. The repeated use of one herbicide, or of herbicides that kill the plants the same way (same mode or site
of action), allows these few plants to survive and reproduce. The number of resistant plants then increases in the population
until the herbicide no longer effectively controls it.
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Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments
The following section is adapted from Appendix 8 of the Oregon FEIS (USDI 2010a:605-606).

One of the purposes identified in Chapter 1 is Prevent control

treatments from having unacceptable adverse effects to A summary of the risk ratings from the various Risk

applicators and the public, to desirable flora and fauna, and to soil,
air, and water. To help address this purpose, the EA (and the 2007
PEIS, the 2010 Oregon FEIS, and the 2016 PEIS to which the EA
tiers) rely on BLM and / or U.S. Forest Service-prepared Human
Health and Ecological Risk Assessments for the herbicides included | moderate-low risk ratings, presented in Chapter 3.
in this EA. These Risk Assessments were done or adopted as part

of the 2007 and 2016 PEIS process and are included as appendices to those documents. These Risk Assessments

are used to quantitatively evaluate the probability (i.e., risk) that herbicide use in wildland settings might pose

harm to humans or other species in the environment. As such, they address many of the risks that would be faced
by humans, plants, and animals, including Special Status species, from the use of the herbicides. The level of detail
in the Risk Assessments for wildland use exceeds that normally found in the EPA’s registration examination. Court
decisions and others have affirmed that although the BLM can use EPA toxicology data, it is still required to do an
independent assessment of the safety of pesticides rather than relying on Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and
Rodenticide Act registration alone.

Risk is defined as the likelihood that an effect (such as skin or eye irritation, leaf damage, mortality, etc.) may result
from a specific set of circumstances. Risks to non-target species associated with herbicide use are often
approximated via the use of surrogate species, as toxicological data does not exist for most native non-target
species. Survival, growth, reproduction, and other important processes of both terrestrial and aquatic non-target
species are considered. The Risk Assessments consider acute and chronic toxicity data. Exposures of receptors?® to
direct spray, surface runoff, wind erosion, and accidental spills are analyzed.

The Risk Assessments, related separate analyses, the Oregon FEIS, and the 2007 and 2016 PEISs include analyses of
inert ingredients and degradates for which information is available and not constrained by confidential business
information restrictions. To the degree a toxic substance is known to pose a significant human or ecological risk,
the BLM and U.S. Forest Service have undertaken analyses to assess their effects through Risk Assessments.
Information about uncertainty in Risk Assessments is included in the Oregon FEIS, Appendix 13.

It is important to remember that risk ratings are based on exposure scenarios described in the Risk Assessments.
The likelihood of actual exposures comparable to those described in the Risk Assessments is reduced by
application of Standard Operating Procedures and Mitigation Measures (see below), as well as by the nature of the
application and the location and actions of the receptor.

The effects described in the issues in Chapter 3 often describe risk ratings, but also describe the levels at which
there is an effect (or high levels where no effect can be found), even though those scenarios may involve much

higher concentrations and / or use than the BLM proposes.

For more information, see Appendix C, Herbicide Risk Assessment Summaries.

28 A biological entity such as a human, fish, plant, or invertebrate.
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Standard Operating Procedures and other Protection Measures

Standard Operating Procedures have been identified to reduce adverse effects to environmental and human
resources from vegetation treatment activities based on guidance in BLM manuals and handbooks, regulations,
and standard BLM and industry practices (listed in Appendix A, Protection Measures). Effects described in this EA
are predicated on application of the Standard Operating Procedures or equivalent, unless an on-site determination
is made that their application is unnecessary to achieve their intended purpose or protection. For example, the
Standard Operating Procedure to “use herbicides of low toxicity to wild horses and burros, where feasible” would
not need to be applied to treatments where wild horses and burros are not expected to occur.

Mitigation Measures were identified for all potential adverse effects identified for herbicide applications in the
2007 and 2016 PEISs (USDI 2007a, USDI 2016a), and adopted by their Records of Decision (also listed in Appendix
A). In other words, no potentially significant adverse effect identified in the PEIS analyses remained at the
programmatic scale after the Mitigation Measures were adopted. Like the Standard Operating Procedures,
application of the Mitigation Measures is assumed in the analysis in this EA, and on-site determinations can decide
if their application is unnecessary to achieve the intended purpose or protection.

Mitigation Measures were also identified and adopted for adverse effects identified in the Oregon FEIS (USDI
2010a). In the analysis in this EA, application of these measures (also listed in Appendix A) is also assumed unless
on-site determinations are made that they are not needed, or there are alternative ways, to meet the intended
purpose or protection. No potentially significant adverse effect was identified at the programmatic scale in the
Oregon FEIS with the Standard Operating Procedures and Mitigation Measures applied.

The Alternatives

This section describes three alternatives in detail, the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action, and Alternative
3. These are the alternatives addressed in the effects analysis in Chapter 3. This section also describes the other
alternatives that were considered but were not carried forward for detailed study. The alternatives address the
dynamic nature of invasive plants, including increasing numbers of invasive plant?® species and changing
conditions of infestations. Due to the nature of invasive plants, the size of the land base involved, and the nature
of multiple uses that take place on it, invasive plant control would remain an ongoing need. For the purposes of
this analysis, it is assumed the alternatives would be implemented for a period of 20 years. The intent is to manage
invasive plants in order to minimize adverse ecological and economic effects. A comparison of the treatment
methods used under each alternative is shown in Table 2-15, Comparison of the Alternatives, Treatment Methods.

The 2010 Oregon FEIS, to which this document tiers, considered three action alternatives, as well as a reference
analysis which displayed the effects of not using herbicides on BLM-managed lands. The Proposed Action and
Alternative 3 in this EA are most similar to Alternative 3 in the Oregon FEIS, whereas the No Action Alternative in
this EA is similar to the No Action Alternative (Alternative 2) in the Oregon FEIS. The 2007 PEIS, to which the
Oregon FEIS tiered, considered four action alternatives. In addition, both of these EISs considered numerous
alternatives not analyzed in detail. The 2016 PEIS, to which this EA also tiers, considered three additional action
alternatives.

23 The inclusive term “invasive plants” is used here for simplicity. Herbicide use under the No Action Alternative is limited to
noxious weeds, a subset of invasive plants.
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The No Action Alternative — Noxious Weed Management

Under the No Action Alternative, the District would continue to implement the District-wide 1998 Integrated Weed
Management EA and Decision Record (USDI 1998a), consistent with Resource Management Plans and other
Medford District direction. Treatment methods analyzed in the 1998 EA include herbicides, biological control
agents (or biocontrols), prescribed fire, and manual and mechanical methods to treat noxious weeds. The
herbicides available for noxious weed management efforts are 2,4-D, dicamba, glyphosate, and picloram.

Direct control treatments on the District have consisted primarily of manual methods (hand pulling), competitive
seeding and planting, and the herbicides 2,4-D and glyphosate. The use of prescribed fire, biocontrols, mechanical
methods, and the herbicides picloram and dicamba to control noxious weeds has been limited to once or twice a
year (biocontrols and picloram) and once or twice a decade (prescribed fire and dicamba).

Under this alternative, the District would treat approximately 2,000 gross acres (300-500 net acres)3° annually.
Approximately 60 percent of those treatments would be with herbicides and 40 percent would be manual
methods. Of the herbicides, about 60 percent of the herbicide treatments would be with glyphosate and 40
percent would be with 2,4-D (see Table 2-12, Treatment Key). The Annual Treatment Summary table (Table 2-11)
shows the last five years of treatments. Nearly all herbicide treatments would be spot treatments applied by
backpack sprayer (95 percent) or off-highway vehicles (OHVs, 5 percent), with broadcast treatments applied on
less than 1 acre per year (0.05 percent).

Table 2-11. Annual Treatment Summary (2011-2016)*

Treatment Method 2011 acres 2012 acres 2013 acres 2014 acres 2015 acres 2016 acres
Herbicide (total) 1,766.05 754.10 1,281.52 651.28 167.37 82.80
2,4-D 606.60 336.50 599.30 390.03 30.38 42.10
Dicamba - - - - 4.00 -
Glyphosate 1,121.55 413.70 682.22 261.25 133.00 35.30
Picloram 37.90 3.90 - - - 5.40
Re-vegetation - - - 6.61 10.57 7.90
Manual 1,060.00 881.00 110.00 350.00 605.00 244.00
Mechanical - - - - 25.00 2.00
Biocontrol - 12.00 - - - -
Total Acres Treated 2,826.05 1,647.10 1,391.52 1,001.28 797.37 429.00
Inventory 35,787.00 28,150.00 31,543.00 19,630.00 21,150.00 17,650.00

1. Acres of plants treated each year decrease because of increased mapping accuracy, not because the need for treatment has decreased; 2011
acres likely represents gross acres, whereas 2016 acres are net acres.

For the No Action Alternative, Table 2-12, Treatment Key, shows treatment options by treatment group.
(Treatment groups are indicated in Tables 2-1, 2-3, and 2-4, which describe the different Categories of invasive
plants on the District.) Considerations as to why a specific treatment would be used are shown in Table 2-14,
Treatment Considerations®!. In addition, the District would use competitive seeding and planting on an average of
7.4 acres / year of noxious weed infestations (average 27 sites / year); typical sites being smaller than an acre.
Plants excluded from treatment would be invasive plants not listed as noxious weeds, and most infestations of

30Gross acres are the areas within which invasive plants are treated; the net acres are the actual acres treated.
31 For example, yellow starthistle is listed in Table 2-1 (Category 1) as being part of Treatment Group D4. The Treatment Key
(Table 2-12) shows that Treatment Group D4 can be treated under the No Action with manual methods as the preferred
method, or glyphosate, dicamba + 2,4-D, or 2,4-D as methods that could be used in limited situations. The Treatment
Considerations table (Table 2-14) indicates that manual methods are appropriate for smaller infestations, dicamba should not
be used in riparian areas, and glyphosate is non-selective. Yellow starthistle sites can be large (Table D-1, Invasive Plants
Mapped in NISIMS by Infestation Size, shows that there are 6 sites over 100 acres) and sites can be near water (Table 2-1 says
that common habitat includes river bars). Hence, a large site near water that intermingled with desirable vegetation, if treated
(see Figure 2-1, Prioritizing Areas for Treatment), would likely be treated with an aquatic formulation of 2,4-D.
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noxious weeds not reasonably controlled by the four herbicides and other treatment methods available under this
alternative.

Emergent aquatic plants that have a large portion of the plant or leaves out of the water would be treated with
herbicides when precautions, such as using a wick applicator to wipe the surface of the leaves extending above the
water, can be taken to prevent the herbicide from getting in the water. These plants would also be controlled with
manual methods.

All treatments are constrained by the Standard Operating Procedures and other measures listed in Appendix A, by
the herbicide application rates listed on Table 2-8, and by the other policy constraints described earlier in this
Chapter.

As described in the Oregon FEIS to which this EA tiers, the use of these herbicides along with non-herbicide
methods would continue to slow the spread of noxious weeds within the District. However, certain noxious weeds
and most of the other invasive plants would continue to spread. For example, the spread of yellowtuft can be
slowed but not adequately controlled under this alternative; available treatments for these species only reduce the
vigor or delay seed development. Invasive annual grasses (including the noxious weeds medusahead rye and
barbed goatgrass) cannot be effectively treated because there is no herbicide available that is selective to these
grasses. Roughly half of the treatments in a given year would be re-treatments of areas treated previously,
because the treatments available under this alternative are estimated to be 60 percent effective at controlling
small populations on the first try (USDI 2010a:136). At the current 12 percent annual spread rate, the 13,211 acres
of known Category | sites (see Table 2-1, Summary of Documented Invasive Plant Sites) would be expected to
spread to approximately 41,000 acres in 20 years. The invasive plants not listed as noxious would continue to
spread and compete with native plants for limited space, light, and moisture. Existing invasive plant infestations
would persist and spread and the likelihood of herbicide resistance would increase. The site-specific analysis of this
can be found in Chapter 3.

The Proposed Action — Invasive Plant Management

The Proposed Action allows all terrestrial invasive plants (not just noxious weeds) to be treated, and is expanded to
include the use of additional herbicides. In addition to the manual treatment methods and seeding and planting
used under the No Action Alternative, non-herbicide direct control methods would also include or increase the use
of targeted grazing with goats and cattle, biological control agents, propane torch spot treatments, and mechanical
methods such as chainsaws and string trimmers. Herbicides available for use under the Proposed Action would
include 2,4-D, aminopyralid, chlorsulfuron, clopyralid, dicamba, dicamba + diflufenzopyr, fluroxypyr, glyphosate,
imazapic, imazapyr, metsulfuron methyl, sulfometuron methyl, rimsulfuron, and triclopyr. (Picloram, available
under the No Action Alternative, would not be used under the Proposed Action; aminopyralid and clopyralid target
many of the same species and are more selective.) In addition, there would be limited and controlled use of
fluazifop-P-butyl and Pseudomonas fluorescens, which do not have BLM Risk Assessments. This would occur on
research and demonstration plots up to 5 acres in size, with a maximum of 15 acres per herbicide per Field
Office32.

The District would continue to treat approximately 2,000 gross acres (300-500 net acres) annually. Approximately
three-fourths of those treatments would be with herbicides and one-fourth would be other methods, primarily
manual. Of the herbicide treatments, approximately 95 percent would be spot treatments (90 percent by
backpack, 5 percent by OHV) and 5 percent would be broadcast treatments (1 percent by backpack, 4 percent by
OHV). More than a third of the herbicide treatments would be with aminopyralid, which is effective on starthistles,

32Not an annual limit. This 15-acre limit could only be exceeded by BLM'’s issuance or adoption of ecological and human health
Risk Assessments with results evaluated through programmatic NEPA analysis done at the National or State level.
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thistles, knapweeds, and rush skeletonweed. Table 2-12, Treatment Key, shows treatment options by treatment
group. (Treatment groups are indicated in Tables 2-1, 2-3, and 2-4, which describe the different Categories of
invasive plants on the District.) Considerations as to why a specific treatment would be used are shown in Table 2-
14, Treatment Considerations>3.

The District would use competitive seeding and planting to complement other treatment methods on
approximately 200 acres per year, primarily in meadows, grasslands, oak woodlands, and riparian areas. The BLM
anticipates seeding or planting 20 to 30 sites per year and typical treatment size would be less than 10 acres. Many
of these areas would be in conjunction with the treatment of invasive annual grasses.

Emergent aquatic plants that have a large portion of the plant or leaves out of the water would be treated with
herbicides when precautions, such as using a wick applicator to wipe the surface of the leaves extending above the
water, can be taken to prevent the herbicide from getting in the water. These plants would also be controlled with
manual methods. In addition, submerged and floating aquatic invasive plants could be treated with manual
methods outside of federally listed anadromous fish habitat3*.

As with the No Action Alternative, all treatments are constrained by the Standard Operating Procedures and other
measures listed in Appendix A, by the herbicide application rates listed on Table 2-8, and by the other policy
constraints described earlier in this Chapter.

As described in the Oregon FEIS to which this EA tiers, the wider range of herbicides from which to choose would
increase the effectiveness of the average treatment to an estimated 80 percent (USDI 2010a:136). Although some
level of retreatment would still take place, the additional herbicides would substantially improve the chances the
invasive plant would be controlled with fewer retreatments (USDI 2010a:135-136). Treatments described under
this alternative are effective on almost all®> of the types of invasive plant species known to be present on the
District, including those with potential to be new invaders. The site-specific analysis of this can be found in Chapter
3.

Additional Monitoring Adopted for the Analysis of the Proposed Action

For treatments that are new to the Medford District, for the first three to five years after the plan is implemented,
the BLM would closely monitor the response of special plant communities to determine level of success in
enhancing desired community attributes. The BLM anticipates some undesirable outcomes, such as reduced native
plant diversity or unanticipated shifts in plant dominance. The BLM would weigh the consequences of these effects
against the long-term impacts of invasive plants that would be expected in the absence of treatments. By
monitoring community-level treatment effects and refining prescriptions for subsequent treatments, undesirable
outcomes would decline with increasing experience. The BLM would accept short-term undesirable changes in
special plant communities if treatments were expected to benefit conditions and function in the long-term. It is
expected that information gained from this monitoring would provide additional detail to consider as part of Table
2-14, Treatment Considerations; it is not expected that monitoring would add additional treatment methods but
would inform future treatments, helping to refine prescriptions for greater success.

33 For example, yellow starthistle is listed in Table 2-1 (Category 1) as being part of Treatment Group D4. The Treatment Key
(Table 2-12) shows that Treatment Group D4 can be treated under the Proposed Action with manual methods, aminopyralid, or
clopyralid as the preferred methods. The Treatment Considerations table (Table 2-14) indicates that manual methods are
appropriate for smaller infestations and clopyralid has a buffer near water. Hence, a large site near water, if treated (see Figure
2-1, Prioritizing Areas for Treatment), would likely be treated with aminopyralid.

34 There are currently no known (Category | or Il) submerged or floating aquatic invasive plants sites outside of federally listed
anadromous fish habitat. However, Category Il or IV sites may be treated in the future in these areas.

35 The treatment of submerged and floating aquatic invasive plants with herbicides is not analyzed in the Proposed Action.
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As required by existing Standard Operating Procedures, targeted grazing would be monitored to control the timing
and intensity of the grazing, incorporating actions such as moving the animals off the site before the site is prone
to erosion and compaction. Monitoring populations of traditional biological control agents is conducted by the
Oregon Department of Agriculture’s Noxious Weed Control Program in coordination with the BLM.

Project Design Features Adopted for Analysis of the Proposed Action

The following Project Design Features are adopted for this analysis to reduce potential adverse effects of the
Proposed Action:

Bureau Sensitive Species (Plants, Fish, and Wildlife)
e Follow the Bureau Sensitive Species Treatment Conditions flowchart (Figure 3-1) when working in
potential habitat for Bureau Sensitive species.

Special Status Plants

e In Gentner’s fritillary and Cook’s lomatium habitat, follow all Project Design Criteria outlined in the
Biological Assessment of activities that may affect the federally listed plant species, Gentner’s Fritillary,
Cook’s Lomatium, and Large-flowered Woolly Meadowfoam, on Bureau of Land Management, Medford
District and Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument (USDI 2013b) (see Appendix A).

e Restrict mowing within Special Status plant habitat to the dormant season, unless mowing during the
growing season has demonstrated beneficial effects on the Special Status species and its habitat.

o Before using targeted grazing within federally listed plant sites, develop grazing prescriptions and
conservation measures in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

e Ensure that seeding and planting prescriptions for Special Status plant habitats use only local genetically
appropriate native plant materials from species that are typical components of the Special Status species’
habitat, and planted at rates and patterns that reflect typical relative abundance and distribution.

e Do not apply herbicides within Special Status fungi sites if sporocarps are visible, unless protective
measures can be implemented to prevent herbicide exposure.

e If broadcast herbicide treatments are deemed necessary within federally listed plant sites, develop
prescriptions and conservation measures in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

e To ensure that Pseudomonas fluorescens would not affect federally listed plants, do not locate
demonstration plots within Fritillaria Management Areas, Cook’s lomatium critical habitat, or within 1,500
feet of any known sites.

Special Plant Communities
e Ensure the availability of genetically appropriate local native seed and plant materials before
implementing treatments that require subsequent revegetation.
e Ensure that seeding and planting prescriptions for special plant communities use only local genetically
appropriate native plant materials from species that are typical components of that community, and
planted at rates and patterns that reflect typical relative abundance and distribution.

Fish and Aquatic Organisms

e  For waterbodies that contain federally threatened or endangered fish species or provide Critical Habitat,
all Project Design Criteria outlined in the Aquatic Restoration Biological Opinion Il (ARBO Il, NMFS 2013)
from the National Marine Fisheries Service would be applied (see Appendix A). If a treatment project
cannot be covered by ARBO Il, additional consultation with NMFS would occur before treatment.

e Do not use fluazifop-P-butyl, fluroxypyr, rimsulfuron, or Pseudomonas fluorescens in Riparian Reserves, or
within 1,500 feet of Coho Critical Habitat, due to lack of consultation coverage and / or uncertainty in
potential effects to aquatic habitat from these untested agents. In addition, the label for fluazifop-P-butyl
states that it is toxic to aquatic organisms, has a high potential to reach surface water through runoff or
leaching into groundwater, and the threat of runoff may persist for several months. For these reasons,
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use of fluazifop-P-butyl will be confined to flat dry ground located greater than 1,500 feet from any
aquatic features.

Wildlife
e In listed species habitat, follow all Project Design Criteria outlined in the Biological Assessment FY2017-
FY2022 Programmatic Activities That May Affect the Northern Spotted Owl, Marbled Murrelet, Vernal Pool
Fairy Shrimp, and Oregon Spotted Frog for the Medford District (USDI 2017b)(see Appendix A).
e Conservation Measures applicable to butterflies and moths will be applied, as appropriate, for other
Special Status insects.
e Do not use fluroxypyr at known mardon skipper sites.

e In Riparian Reserves, targeted grazing will only occur with goats on armored banks. In low gradient, wet
meadow systems where post holing and bank shear are possible, keep goats 25 feet away from the
wetted channel to eliminate the potential for bank erosion.

e If treatment leaves areas of bare soil adjacent to watercourses, mulch disturbed areas prior to the onset
of fall precipitation.

e Treatments that may affect 303(d)-listed streams will be noted on the Annual Treatment Plan. Where
invasive plant control would remove plants contributing to bank stability or stream shading, control would
be delayed or phased as necessary in order to make treatments consistent with 303(d) restoration plans.

Paleontological Resources
e If possible, avoid fossil locales when spraying herbicides. In fossil locales where herbicides are needed,
avoid drift or accidental direct spray on fossils.
e Avoid ground and surface disturbance (like digging, planting, or mowing) in Condition 1 and Condition 2
paleontological areas. If possible, invasive plants in these areas should be removed by hand.

Archeological and Cultural Resources
e Avoid getting herbicides (through drift or accidental direct spray) on rock art or wooden / metal structures
or artifacts at NRHP? listed or eligible sites.
e Avoid repeated use of livestock (more than one grazing episode annually) at NRHP listed or eligible sites.

Traditional and Cultural Uses (Native American Interests)

e At least one month prior to beginning treatments, Annual Treatment Plans will be presented to the tribes
showing planned treatments and treatment areas. Any resultant consultation will identify where timing of
treatments can be modified, where cultural features should be avoided or protected, and where posting
would help tribe members avoid areas. Maps of known invasive plant infestations (see Map 2-1A, Invasive
Plants Documented in NISIMS, for example) can also be shared with the tribes at this time.

e Where coordination with the tribes about the Annual Treatment Plan identifies areas where herbicide use
would not be consistent with cultural values and uses, alternative control methods will be implemented
where feasible.

36 National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
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Alternative 3 - Invasive Plant Management, Including
Treatment of Submerged and Floating Aquatic Invasive Plants

Alternative 3 includes all of the terrestrial and emergent aquatic invasive plant treatments described under the
Proposed Action, and adds the treatment of submerged and floating aquatic invasive plants. Treatments of these
aquatic invasive plant species would occur using manual methods or aquatic formulations of 2,4-D, fluridone,
glyphosate, imazapyr, or triclopyr. Aquatic treatments would occur in limited areas on the District, as infestations
are early in the infestation curve (USDI 2010a:132) and are fairly small compared to terrestrial plant infestations.
Control programs are most effective if they can eradicate the infestation while it is still in the introduction phase
(USDI 2010a:133) and these treatments would be high priority before these invasive plant species become
established on the District (see the Prioritizing Areas for Treatment section, above). Most of the known aquatic
invasive plant infestations occur along the Rogue River and isolated closed aquatic systems, such as lakes and
ponds. Lakes and ponds would be treated very differently than flowing streams. Treatments of aquatic invasive
plants with fluridone would only occur in closed aquatic habitats that do not flow into streams during the
treatment window. These are typically ponds and lakes, or sloughs and pools of standing water on floodplains
connected to rivers only during high water events.

In addition to the terrestrial invasive plant species treated under the Proposed Action, species treated under this
alternative include known infestations of water primrose and parrotsfeather. Water primrose infestations are an
average 0.45 acres in size ranging from 0.05 to 3.2 acres in size. Parrotsfeather infestations are an average 0.27
acres in size and range from 0.02 to 1.33 acres in size. Infestations of water primrose and parrotsfeather occur in
small patches from Whitehorse Park and are scattered downstream to the end of the BLM-managed section of the
Rogue River at the Rogue River Ranch. Populations of water primrose occur in the main stem of the Rogue River in
side channels, often with little to no flowing water from mid to late summer. Treatments of these populations
would involve aquatic triclopyr, glyphosate, or imazapyr as spot treatments only. Populations of yellow
floatingheart would only occur in closed aquatic habitats if the species were to be found on the District. There are
9.3 acres of submerged or floating aquatic species mapped in NISIMS on the District (Category |) and 32 total
treatment acres (Categories | and 11).%”

Table 2-13, Treatment Key — Submerged and Floating Aquatics, shows treatment options by treatment group for
these aquatic plants. (Treatment groups are indicated in Tables 2-1, 2-3, and 2-4, which describe the different
Categories of invasive plants on the District; these aquatic invasive plants are indicated as being in treatment
group A-ALT.) Manual methods are often used in conjunction with herbicides; while 80 percent of aquatic
treatments would be done with manual methods, it is difficult to remove all viable rhizomes or creeping
submerged stems from deep sediment and stem fragments can float downstream and establish new infestations.
Manual treatment methods used on aquatic invasive plants include hand-pulling, rakes, shovels, or bottom
barriers / weed mats. Map 2-1B, Submerged and Floating Aquatic Invasive Plants shows the locations of known
infestations. These treatments would be done in conjunction with ODA staff.

As described under the Proposed Action as well as the Oregon FEIS to which this EA tiers, the wider range of
herbicides from which to choose would increase the effectiveness of the average treatment to an estimated 80
percent (USDI 2010a:136). Although some level of retreatment would still take place, the additional herbicides
would substantially improve the chances the invasive plant would be controlled with fewer retreatments (USDI
2010a:135-136). Treatments described under this alternative are effective on all of the invasive plant species
known to be present on the District, including those with potential to be new invaders. The site-specific analysis of
this can be found in Chapter 3.

37 As described under the Proposed Action and applicable to Alternative 3, the District would continue to treat approximately
2,000 gross acres (300-500 net acres) annually, and as described above, these submerged and floating aquatic invasive plants
would be a high priority for treatment. Hence, if Alternative 3 were selected, all of these acres would likely be treated as soon
as feasible.
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Project Design Features Adopted for Analysis of Alternative 3

In addition to Project Design Features adopted for the Analysis of the Proposed Action, the following Project
Design Features are adopted for this analysis to reduce effects of Alternative 3:

Fish and Aquatic Organisms

e All Project Design Criteria identified in potential future consultations with the National Marine Fisheries
Service will be incorporated into all treatments in aquatic habitats.

e Delay treating side channels and backwaters until they are disconnected from the mainstem river during
low flow periods.

e  For treatments proposed along the lower Rogue River, limit the treatment window to the late summer,
after native smolts have migrated to the estuary, and when water temperatures are high (generally July
and August) so that native salmonids would be unlikely to be present in these disconnected or slow water
habitats during the treatment period.

e  When using aquatic 2,4-D, glyphosate, imazapyr, or triclopyr in closed aquatic systems with heavy
infestations, consider a phased treatment (treating less than 50 percent at a time) to reduce the
likelihood of all of the aquatic plants dying at the same time, which could result in a rapid depletion of
dissolved oxygen.

Summary of Invasive Plant Treatments Under Each Alternative

The following tables (Tables 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, and 2-15) summarize treatment methods and how they differ
between the alternatives. The Treatment Key (Tables 2-12 and 2-13) shows how often treatment options would be
implemented and which methods would be preferred, organized by treatment group (groups of invasive plant
species that respond to similar treatments). Table 2-14, Treatment Considerations provides more information
about the factors that are considered when determining if or how to implement a treatment option at a particular
site. Table 2-15, Comparison of the Alternatives, Treatment Methods provides a summary of the treatment options
that would be available for use under each alternative.
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Table 2-12. Treatment Key - Terrestrial and Emergent Aquatic Invasive Plants (All Alternatives)
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Treatment Group3

Percent of

8 " Treatable Acres

T 3 - £ a Where Method

g S T = = 9 Used*

£| B £ 2 8| 2

) g 2 5 = S |Proposed No

g = & Action / Action

Intended Rate of s Alt. 3
Treatment Methods Application Lbs. / Acre® A |[D1|D2|D3|D4|D5|D6|D7|D8|D9 |D10 | D11 | D12 | M1 | M2
Biological control agents 2| P L 1% <1%
Manual control P|P|P|P|P]|P PP | P P L P L|L 24% 40%
Mechanical control L{L|L|L|L|L|L|]L]|L L L L L |L <1% 1%
Prescribed fire P NA <1%
Propane torch L L <1% NA
Targeted grazing - cattle L |L <1% NA
Targeted grazing - goats L L L <1% NA
2,4-D 1% solution (spot) 1to2 L L L L L L L L L L L 2% 27%
Aminopyralid 3to 70z /ac. 0.05to0 0.11 P P PP | L L L 25% NA
Aminopyralid + Metsulfuron 0.08t0 0.11 +
methylp(\irade name Opensight) 2t0280z./ac. 0.12 to0 0.15 P Lt P L 1% NA
Chlorsulfuron +2,4-D amine 3oz /ac.+320./ 0.06 +0.95 L PP P <1%| NA
Clopyralid 10 to 21 oz. / ac. 0.23 t0 0.49 L P P L 2% NA
Clopyralid + 2,4-D amine 16 0z. / ac. + 32 0z. / ac. 0.38 +0.95 L <1% NA
Clopyralid + 2,4-D amine 20 0z. / ac. + 40 oz. / ac. 0.47 +1.19 L <1% NA
Dicamba + 2,4-D amine 16 0z. / ac. + 32 oz. / ac. 0.50 + 0.95 L | L L|L|L L <1% <1%
Dicamba + 2,4-D amine 32 0z./ac.+320z./ac. 1.00 + 0.95 L L <1% <1%
Dicamba + Diflufenzopyr (trade |\ o ) /o 0.18 t0 0.35 Lt L L]t L 2% NA
name Overdrive)
Fluazifop-P-butyl 16 to 24 oz. / ac. L <1% NA
Fluroxypyr 6to 12 oz./ ac. 0.13 to 0.26 L|L 1% NA
Glyphosate 16 oz. / ac. 0.50 L <1% NA
Glyphosate 96 oz. / ac. 3.00 L <1% NA
Glyphosate 1.5% solution (spot) 2.00 to 7.00 P|lL|L|P|L|P|L|L[P]|P L P L L |L 5% 31%
Glyphosate _29-100% sol. {eut/ 2.00to 7.00 P <1% <1%
inject)

Glyphosate + 2,4-D amine 16 0z. / ac. + 24 oz. / ac. 0.50 +0.70 L L <1% <1%
Imazapic 4to 8o0z./ac. 0.06 to 0.12 P P 10% NA
Imazapic 8to 12 0z./ ac. 0.12t0 0.19 L L L P 5% NA
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Treatment Group3 Percent of
8 " Treatable Acres
T 3 - £ a Where Method
g S T = 5 S Used*
= = c .© 9 s}
S| 3 § £ | §
) = o O s Proposed No
g < Q Action / Acti
Intended Rate of S Alt. 3 | Action
Treatment Methods Application Lbs. / Acre® A [D1|D2|D3|D4|D5|D6|D7|D8|D9 |D10 | D11 | D12 | M1 | M2
Imazapic + Glyphosate (Journey) |10.7 to 16 oz. / ac. 0.06 t;)0060199+ 0.13 L|{L|L L L P 2% NA
Imazapic + Glyphosate (Journey) |21to 32 oz./ac. 012 t30061§8+ 0.25 L L L P P 2% NA
Imazapyr 16 to 32 oz. / ac. 0.25t0 0.5 L <1% NA
Imazapyr 24 to 48 0z. / ac. 0.38 t0 0.75 L L L L <1% NA
Imazapyr 1% solution (spot) 0.45t0 1.25 L L L L <1% NA
Imazapyr 6-12% sol. (cut / inject) 0.45 to 1.25 L <1% NA
Metsulfuron methyl +2,4-D 102./ac. +32 0z / ac. 0.04 +0.95 L] L 1%| NA
amine
Picloram 16 to 32 oz. / ac. 0.25 to 0.50 NA <1%
Picloram 32 to 64 0z./ ac. 0.50 to 1.00 NA <1%
Pseudomonas fluorescens 2g./ac. L <1% NA
Rimsulfuron 2to 4 oz./ ac. 0.03to0 0.06 L | L L | L P | L 5% NA
Sulfometuron methyl 0.75 to 1.50z. / ac. 0.04 to 0.07 L <1% NA
Triclopyr 2% solution (spot) 1.00 to 8.00 P P P P 5% NA
Triclopyr .25._100% sol. eut/ 1.00 to 8.00 P <1% NA
inject)
1 P: Preferred method in most situations. Category | Acres Total Acres
2L Method use.d.in limited situations, where preferred methods are not feasible or would s el slelcalalalola = ~ " sl &
not provide sufficient control. @ |= |9~ Fial@alN|n|o o) S @~
3. Considerations as to why a specific treatment would be used are shown in Table 2-14, o | —
Treatment Considerations. 13,211 12,219
4. Tables D-3 and D-4, Estimated Total Treatment Acres, Categories | and Il, in Appendix D
indicate acres of various treatment types, based on these percentages.
5. Lbs. / acre in bold are at or above the typical application rate. Red indicates Ibs. / acre at
the maximum application rate. Rates are rounded to two digits; e.g., the max rate of Treatment Acres (Categories | and Il) Total Treatment Acres
imazapic is 0.1875 lbs. / acre is shown as 0.19 in this table. In rows where the intended olglolo|l~Nnlolalom|ol|ow| ~ - ~ |l ol «~
rate of application is described as “percent solution,” the Ibs. / acre would generallybethe | S | [ X | S |58 |8 (8|2 || © S = R E
typical rate. o 8‘ ol = = ~ o [ 42,441 | 33,368
Category 1V Species
[1[4l3]-[efafafas[-Jaa] -[2]10]1]7 |
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Table 2-13. Treatment Key — Submerged and Floating Aquatics (All Alternatives)

3 E|l_ e
B ] 2|3 3 = § Percent of Treatable
= - el
“é 3 2 § 3 3|E _g %D % R Acres Where Method
SS|EQ RS |23 Used®?2
Treatment Intended Rate c |eo|<c §le S ElE Q|8 S
e Lbs./Acre® |2 5|a R|% §|23|33|6 5§
Methods of Application cs|ly 256 223|252
E}i}ﬁs%é-%ﬁgﬁ—fg No
SYlz3 s g8 el2¢E|38 , -
o N S|55|2 3 S | Alternative | Action /
o S = | W E > Q.
S S 3 Proposed
~ .
Action
Manual control L3 p4 P P P P 80% 100%>
2,4-D 0.5 to 1.5 ppm (in water) L <0.1% NA
2,4-D 16 to 32 0z. / ac. 0.50to 0.95 L L <0.1% NA
Fluridone 5 to 30 ppb (in water) 0.151t0 1.20 P L L L <0.1% NA
Glyphosate | 1.5 to 2% solution (spot) 2.00 to 7.00 L L <0.1% NA
Imazapyr 32to 64 0z./ ac. 0.50to 1.00 L <0.1% NA
Imazapyr 64 to 80 oz. / ac. 1.00 to 1.25 L <0.1% NA
Imazapyr 1 to 1.5% solution (spot) 0.45 to 1.25 L L 1% NA
Triclopyr 1to 2.5 ppm (in water) 1.00 to 8.00 L L <0.1% NA
Triclopyr 42 to 85 0z. / ac. 2.50 to 5.30 P P 25% NA
Triclopyr 2% solution (spot) 1.00 to 8.00 P P 10% NA
1. Many sites would be treated with a combination of methods; Category | Acres Total Acres
thus, cumulative treatment acres exceed.100%. Eor gxample, N | 3.4 | 0.9 | N | N | N 93 | 9.35
manual treatments would often be used in combination with
herbicide treatments. Treatment Acres (Categories | and Ii) Total Treatment
2. Tables D-3 and D-4, Estimated Total Treatment Acres, Categories | Acres
and I, in Appendix D indicate acres of various treatment types, - | 21 | 10 | 1 | - | 0.1 32 | 31
based on these percentages. Category IV Species
3. L: Method used in limited situations, where preferred methods
are not feasible or would not provide sufficient control. v | v | | | v |

4. P: Preferred method in most situations.
5. In areas outside of listed anadromous fish habitat; all Category | acres are in listed anadromous fish habitat.
6. Lbs. / acre in bold are at the typical application rate or above. Red indicates Ibs. / acre at the maximum application rate.

Table 2-14. Treatment Considerations

Treatment Method

Considerations

Biocontrols

e Would be preferred for:

O Large infestations.

0 Infestations that are difficult to access.

0 Species that are widely distributed and on adjacent lands and, consequently, likely to

continually reinfest BLM-managed lands.

Would be complemented by other treatment methods at higher priority sites, but could be the
only form of control at low priority sites.
Would not include use of the thistle seed head weevil (Rhinocyllus conicus), which can attack
native thistles.

Manual

Would be preferred for:

0 Small infestations of annual forbs and grasses and biennial forbs.

0 Small infestations of woody seedlings, vines, or some shrubs, including brooms.

O River bars and sandy floodplains for species that can be effectively pulled, such as garlic

mustard, yellow starthistle, dyer’s woad, and broom seedlings.

0 Personnel, cooperators, and volunteers not authorized or qualified to use other methods.
Would be used to complement herbicide treatments, such as:

0 Clipping and bagging seed heads prior to spraying houndstongue.

0 Pulling mature reproductive plants, but spraying dense patches of seedlings.

Mechanical

Would not be preferred for any species groups or habitats.
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Treatment Method

Considerations

Would rarely be used except for roadsides, utility corridors, recreation areas, and disturbed
sites.

Would not be used where there is concern about damage to desirable vegetation, such as rare
plant habitat or other sites with high ecological value.

Would require seasonal restrictions in some wildlife habitat.

Would require additional prevention measures, such as cleaning mechanical equipment to
prevent spreading invasive plant seeds.

Propane torch

Would not be preferred for any treatment group or habitat.
Would be used only as spot treatments and in limited situations, such as:
0 To control puncturevine on sparsely vegetated sites, such as river bars, parking lots, and
equipment yards.
0 To control small patches of invasive annual grasses, primarily prior to seed set in wet
meadows and vernal pools.

Targeted grazing - cattle

Would not be preferred for any treatment group or habitat.
Would be used only in limited situations, primarily in meadows from late fall to early spring.
Would be used to reduce biomass and seed production of invasive grasses.

Would be followed by broadcast applications of imazapic or rimsulfuron at some heavily infested
sites.

Would often be followed by competitive seeding with native grasses and forbs.

Targeted grazing - goats

Would not be preferred for any treatment group or habitat, but could be used in any terrestrial
habitat type.

Would be used only in limited situations, primarily to reduce biomass and seed production of
forbs and woody vegetation.

Would be used in conjunction with herbicide spot treatments at some sites.
Would often be followed by competitive seeding and planting.

2,4-D

Would not be preferred as a stand-alone herbicide for any treatment groups or habitats.

Use would be limited to sites where other herbicides are ineffective or where a second mode of
action is needed to increase efficacy or reduce the potential for herbicide resistance.

Would be applied when target plants are young and actively growing.

Would not be used in sandy or gravelly soils, particularly where depth to water table is shallow.

Amine formulations would be preferred. The use of ester formulations is not anticipated and
would not be permitted near surface water or conduits to surface water.

Aquatic formulations can be applied around water.
Would have some grazing restriction.

Aminopyralid

Would be preferred in most terrestrial habitat types and sites, except wetlands.

Would be applied primarily post-e