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Public Comment on Draft Environmental IrnpHct Statement on BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: _JLt:::!t:l_~ Dlt~a _3_ 4 b~~--'II!"M<-+-fl!_~ [;'J"""JL_(J1Z 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I suprort ALTERN . .;T/V[ ONE ... no herbic'jdes -- be('{lusc ,lfi (J(the lither (jlternati~c74".)J 
would increase the usc of pes lie ides. including the dead!:- 2 '+-0 and the cMcinugenic Diuf()n 

I protest the fact that your DDS did not include nn an:ll~\ sis uflile inert ingrnlicnts i1nd felied on a Bush ,\dminislr:1tion leg:!! deilnitjoll 
of the term "drjft" that eliminated lhe consider(llion ofvapo[ <15 drift 

I protest that you pretend to ofTer five alternatives but admit thJt number's (II1t' 2nd t\\'{) are "onl,1 [or c01l1pMison." 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, AJtern8tiYt Four', would cfwngc your current authori(\ '·to spr"d) only nO\iUU5 weeds'· to 

have new JegaJ authority to "spray all vegetal ion ., including at schooLs on kDsed BLM lands, campgrounds. Dod picnic areJS. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impflct Statement on BL·j\·1 Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ""~:~~-"JI.i::jS-ta.st-~~-~~ 
I oppose your plan to increase use ofpcsticides. I SUprO[1 ALTERNAf!V[ ONE - Ilu herbil\&~~~J d~trK'~r (9;~ 
\vould increase the use oipesticides. including the dcadl,\ 2.4-D (\[;,j the cm.:i[wgefl[C Dillrufl 

I protest the fact that your !JEIS did not include MI i\rui;. sis of the 1[,(:'1"\ ingredients ,md fclied on a Bush ,''\dmin!Slrmiop !ega! i.ktJnitiufl 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideratiun ofvClpor ClS drift 

I protest that you pretend to otTer five alteroatiH:'s but admit that !lumbe[s (lilt and t\\\) are "on!) for l'(J!l1parison " 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Altemative FOlir', woulJ chang;:; ,\O\J, l'lHTenl authority "j(\ spray onl,\ 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation'·, including at schou Is on kJsed BLM lands. campgl"Ounds. and 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmenta( 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ---:J--\A-;'::\.) ~~---\--J----U--~-\}-:L~.~! __ ----tl-~--~_u~-.--",~·~ ,. ... ~ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I suppon ALTERNATIVE ONE no herbicides - blTJUSe ;]11 (,rtlle ut!:er~' 
would incre(lse the use of pesticides, including the deadl,\ 2_-+ 0 and the cJrl'ill\.1genic Dimon 

I protest the fact that your DDS did not include [In <lnal) sis uflhe illc'rt ingrc'di<':T1ts [1m! relied on a Bush-.,\dminislr<1lIClll 

of the term "drift" that eliminated the considcn1tiun of vapor as drift 

I protest that you pretend to otfer five alternati\ cs but admit thal numbers one and t\\'() arc "only for cOJnpnrisufl" 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, !\!ternali\-e Four', \\,'ulliJ change your l'urr<:nt authoril~ "10 spra~\ only l1o;>;ious Weeds" 10 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", including a1 schouls on leased BLM lands. ClIl1pgroullus, <lnd p,icnic areas. Chiluren 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Dr<lft Environrnentallmpact Stai"ement on BLM I-Ierbiddes 
! . g . f\ 

\./ 'i (1 ,-- /) "1;1 ! j /1 ? .<' . 1-
Dear BLM, my name and address arc: _.()0'~tJ£C~!tVJ1Aj}?i.fl', Lj 7.l·).l.J.!Le~{lt::"/, ft~1/t( ,);('1 

I ! . 7 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pes fie ides. 1 support ALTERN.';T!VE ONE -Il() he,biL'ides - becJuse JiJ urihe Llther alternJtives 

would increase the lise of pesticides, incluJing the deadl; 2A,D clnd the Cclfl'lllugt.'nic Dimon 

I protest the fact (hat your DEIS did not iflciude nn ,)flal: sis ufthe illef1 illgrejil:n15 (lnd reli~'d Of) a Bush-Adminislr;1tion kg,l! ddlnii!on 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consider3tion of \'apor Zl$ dritt. 

I protest that you pretend to oiler live alternatl\'es but 3dmll that numbers 011<..' and I\\C' (lI"(~ "onl) for comparisun" 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option. Ahernativt Four", \\,'ould change your current author il) "to sprn) only noxious weeds" 10 

have new legal authority to ··spray al! vegetation'". including;]t schools on leased BLM lands. cilmpgrounds. and ricnic areas. Childcen 
before profits! 

"''- c' ~, /1Di~ 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmentallmpaq' ;Staternerli~ "BJ~i\1 HerbJcidcs 

0\.10 i1ifl Ml' IOUf!) «;;tt--c .. 
near BLM, my name and add,·ess are:_._~~_.~~-fI:(lt~.&:t~...t;..~1 jj.e_1'l'-i~ 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides_ I support ALTERNATIVE Oh!E ~- 110 heroic'jues -- ~eC'(luse ':tII (lJ the other :litcrnatllTS 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the dC<1d!: 1 -+-D and the C1fl-illugenic Diufl)fl 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include ,111 anal) sis of tilL' illert ingr"dicnts ilnd [('lieu on a GlIsh ,\dministr<1110n lega! definitiun 
of the term "drift" that eliminated tlJe consider'atiun of VapOr;]5 uri Ii. 

I protest that you pretend to otler five alternatives but admit !l1<lll1umbers (JIlt' alld tIle are "onl: for (ompnri.<;un " 

I object to the fad lhat your 'Proposed Option, Allern::ltivc Four', wouJd change your Cllrr~nt authorit) "10 srra: on!y noxious weeds"10 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation". including ill schools on i<':;Jsed BLM lands. campgrounds, and ricnic arcas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmentallmpaci' St:-ltemcnt on BLi\-'I Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my m1me and address are: .tl \L::~_~, L\)~.~'J?~j1v'--// '·"~j'fv"'-. ___ " 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. j support ALTERNATIVE ONE·· I1U herbil'ides - beL',1Use ;))1 of the ot!Kr ailernatil'es 
would increase the use of pesticides. inl'luding the deadl:- 1.4~D ilnd the C:lfl'irlUgenil' Diurun 

1 protest the fact that your DDS did 1101 include ,1n aOil)) sis urlhe illert ingredients ilnd felicJ on a Bush-AdminlSifJtic1fl k',2ai dc!initiun 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideratiun of vapoJ' as di-ift. 

I protest that you pretend to offer I~ve altcrnatil'eS hut admit that nllmh\.'J's 011e alld l\\'u are "oni) for comparisun ' 

1 object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four, would change your cmrcnt authoril:- "to Spt3: onJ.\ nO_\iOllS weeds" 10 
have new legal authority to "spray aJi vegetation". including at schools on leased BLM lands. campgmunds, and ricnic 8reas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM Herbicides 

Dear ELM, my name and address are:7fjy;,y 6t;-tiUerrE~?llJ ~d4tI.r'[ tfLff!#£ (.~_'1J'kg 
J 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I surrort /\LTERNAT1VE Ot<E - nu herbicides ~ bec,lUse :111 oi'the uther Zliternativcs 
would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadl; l,-i D ;)nJ the cM<"'ilh)genic Dlllfon 

I protest the fact that yow- DEIS did not include (tn (lnai) sis of the illert illgr:::dlcnts (tmi relieu on a Bush",-\dminislr'liiull kgai definition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideratiun of vapor (tS di-itt. 

I protest that you pretend to ofter five o.lternatives but admit that numbers Oll~' and 11\ u art "on I) fur ,-,omp(trisun . 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Altern:1tive Four', would change your current authority "to Srra) only no>;ious weeds" 10 
have new legal authority 10 "spray all vegetation--, including i1t schools on kased BLM I,mds, campgrounds. and picnic arcas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impnct Statement on BLJ\'1 Herbicides 

TI j .~. [7;:Xlt1lt9U 
Dear BLM, my name and address are:£j~l'~\_ L~ _ ,_~_ .. ~J __ il.oj)lf ~zvf Sr· 

&Rji'pf 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I suppof1 ALTERNATIVE ONE Ill) herbicides - be(8USC ::tIl oCthe uther J.itern3!ivcs 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the deadl:, lA·D (Inti the Ci1rCin\..lgenic Dimon 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an illli1l:; SIS urlhe inert ingrl'dlcnts ,lild relied 011 Z! Bush A,dministrallon !ega! uefinitiun 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consicier(ltiorl of V,l)X)f (l$ drift. 

I protest that you pretend to on~r five alternati\'t's but admit that numbers Oile and 11\'0 me "onl:; ror cornpnrisoll," 

I object to the fact that yOllr 'Proposed Option, Altern::ltive rOUl', would change your curr<:nl author!!: "10 spray OI1J.\ flO-,iollS weeds'" 10 
have new legal authority to "spray aJl vegetation '. including at schouls on leased BLM lands, carnpgmunds, (Inll picnic meas. ChiJdl'en 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on fiLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are -44~~CII/':? 1- It, Zij/1!tl(tL U J--f~!1I7-Q/S./771f<;7 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides_ I support ALTERNATIVE ONE -- nu herbie'ides -- beCZluse ali u(the (Ither aitern2)tivcs 
would increase the lise of pesticides. induJing the deadl:- 2.4 D (Ifill the Cln.:inugenlc Diurvl1 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did no\ include (1n (1nal_\ SiS of the inert ingredients (lnd ,clieu on (l Bush :\dministr,ltioll legal definition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideratiun or vapor (lS dri!'t 

I protest that you pretend to offer five altem3ti\'cs hut admit that number's One aDd t\\l\ me "onl) fo! comparison' 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, A lternati\"e Four', \\'oulJ L'hnng~ :- 'our Ulfren! authorit:-- '"to spra> onl}- noxiou::; weeus" 10 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation" including at schools on i<:osed BLM innds. campgl'Ound::;. and picnic areas, Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BU\1 Herbicides 

O " 
, '~,IJ ?'A ~8 <,,"" J '+ 'I (" ,"~ ,,7C ,,-' 

Dear BLM, my name and addr'css arc: .-.-3-k;&..fr~~"!5:..._3:J.J2 __ "_,---".ID ,.L~~21_S! .12:"VJ. ___ G~,_~~"-(J, -,L ,(jU) 

'" 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides, I surrur1 i\,LTERNAT1VE ONE ,- no herbicides - becr:use cdl uflhe uthcr ,litenl<ltil'ts 

would increase the use of pesticides. including the dC(ldl:' 2_4-0 (lnd the c,lf<..'illugt:n!C Oiumn 

! protest the fact that your DEIS did not include ,In (lnal: sis urthe iller( ingn-:dients 8m! relied on il Bush .'~dministr"li{)n leg,1! ckilniliun 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideratiuf] of vapor as dritl 

I protest that you pretend to on';;r five fllwrnati\'es but admit lh(11 flumb\.:'rs (Jill' 9.lld l\\~) Me "onl) fur compnrist)!1 . 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, Altemati\'{; Four', w()ulJ ch:lnge your CUITent authorit:- ·'to spm:- oni) no\.ious weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray an vegetation", including (11 schouls on leased BUv1 lands. c(lmpgl'ollnds, Dod picnic areas, Children 

before profits1 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmcntl'llimpact St;ltcmcnt on BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: _.&!k(}/ClU~.I(Civ11ttt~~/_VL!1LIIX'_ sL __ _ 
c;..u (l1> ~- Oil.. 

I oppose your plan to increase use ofpesticiJes, J support ALTERNATIVE ONE ~ no herbicides - bCCZlUSC;)JJ ot'1he I)iher ,JitC'rrlZlti\'es 

would increase the use of pes lie ides. inL'luding the dead!: 2A D and the nrcinu,I2t'nic Diul'un 

I protest the fact (hal your DE!S did not include [In (Ina!;. sis of til.: iller! illgrediellts Jno relied un a Bush- '\drninistriltio[] legal dcfi[)itiun 
of the term "drilY' that eliminated the consideratiun of \'<lpor ~lS or it'! 

I protest that you pretend to otter five alternatives but admit that numbers one i1nd 1\\0 :lre "unl) fur comporison' 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alkmative Four', would change your L'llrrent authorit: "to spra: only noxious weeds" 10 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation". including [It schools on leased BLM lands. campgrounds. and picnic areas. Chijdtcn 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Dr~ft Environmenta! Impact St<1temcnt on BLM Herbicides 

P b i / ,vii <: ,,') /' ,'=> '1''7,{L 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: ,, __ telA'j to 'Y\,-3Z4,;:;_LLP:5.;> ~ ~t_h~ t'_L,::::c_~r~~ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides_ I supror1 ALTERNATIVE ONE no herbicides - be,'Z!use :-dl ()i'lhe uthcr alternatil,ts 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the dead!: 2.-+-D and the can:inogcniL' Diurun 

I protest the fact that your [JUS did not include an an,li)sis oi'the illert illgredKrllS Jnd relit:'J 011 a Bush A.drnJrliSlrc1lion kga! (kllnitiun 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consiuemtiun of vapor as UI-il1. 

I protest that you pretend to otYer tlvt' alternatives but admit that :lumbers 011t' 2nd t\\\) ,He; "oni) for 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alkrnati\'e Four', \\"()u]J change }our current authurlt.' "to spray on]) noxIOus weeds"W 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation"'. including at schouL~ on leased BLM lands. Gl.mpgrounds. 8nd ricnic areas. Chikil-en 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ~ Y'\k( G~~,~ 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. J support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all of the other alte n~ itf £ 
would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4~D and the carcinogenic Diuroo. 

I protest the fai.,"t that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and relied on a Bush-Administration legal defi.nition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of vapor 3S drift 

I protest that you pretend to oIfer fiw alternatives but admit that numbers one and two arc "only for comparison." 

I object to the fad that your' Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", induding at schools on !eased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children 
bt:t(Jn~ profits) 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact St~!ternent on BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are ~(I~t~ r~+. ' ttb __ ~~ l=t~f'w~'Ut~~~ q1f~l· ..... .. . 
I oppose your plan to Increase usc ot pestICides. I supron A LTl-:.RNATIVE 01\1:, ~ no hcrbll"lJes ~ beuluse ::dl (it lht L1ther alternatives 
would increase the use of pesticides, including the dead!:- :2>1 D ;lnc.! the Clrl'lfwgenlc Diur(lil 

I protest the fact that your DDS did not include (lfl anal,\ sis ofli1e illert ingredients <1nei reiied on <1 Bush-.'J..drninistfc11iofl leg,1! detlnition 
of the term "drift" thaI eliminated the consideratiun of vapor a<; drin 

I protest that you pretend to offer five aJternati\'es but admit lhat nUl1lbns Olle <1nd t\\-O afe "on!) for comp,uisun . 

I object to the fact that yOllr 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', \\\1ulJ change )our curr\~nt Juthorit) .. to spm;.- onl:- no_\ioL1s weeds"10 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", including 81 schools on k-aseJ £3Uv118nds. c8mpgrollnds, (]nd picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental 

Dear BLM, my naJJle and address are: __ i'! j{!.~ If) I tll t...... flU t.J ()"\ f ..... , l(!'~ ~ \-~] \ 1~ i V Co- "'- :J.. i 
~-- J ~ _ rv 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I suppOI1 ALTERNATIVE ONE _. no herbicides - bcc8use :lJ! of the of her alternatives 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the de ad I: 2.4~D (Inti the carcinogenic Diu[on 

1 protest the fact that your OEIS did not Indude nn aoaJ)sis oflhe inert ingrl'.jients <lnd felied on a Bush-/hiministratioJl kgal ddlnition 
of the term "drift" that eiim inated the consideratiun of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to otter five a!ternati\,cs but admit that numbers Olle and 1\\-0 art' "on!) for comparison:' 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, Alternative Four', wuuld change your Current authority "to spray only no\ iuus weeds" 10 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation". including <It schotJ!s on k(Jsed ELM lands. campgrounds. and picnic areas. Children 
befort: profits~ 



Public Comment on Draft Environmentall~"act Stat~ment on BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: <~\\ '\. \) -~ ~ "2J3o\o 
S) _ I ,.l <172'12-
I~~"&P-

~~-.~'. ~ 

1 oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides_ I support ALTERNATIVE ONE- no herbicides - bec<Juse rill (lj"the other (l\ternativts 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the dead I,: 2_4- 0 and the Clfcinogenic Dillfon 

I protest the fact that your DE!S did not include an <mal) sis ut'lhe illert ingrt'dients and relied on {\ Bush-.''\dminislf(l\iofl kgzll ddinitlon 
of the term "drift'" that eliminated the cOnsideration of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are· onl) for comparison· 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would change your current authoril: --to spray only noxious weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation". including at schools on leased BLM lands. campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Drl'lft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: \ct\}J /v:; 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pes lie ides. ! sUPf!Of1 ALTERNATIVE ONE - nu herbicides - because all urIne other (li!ernati\'cs 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the deadly 2.4·0 and Ihe c;!n.:inogenic Dimon 

I protest the fact that yOl.lJ DEIS did not include (lJ1 anal) sis of the inert ingredients ,md rdied on <l Bush-/-\dOlinislriltion legal Jdlnitiun 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the considef,llion of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to otTer five al!ernatl\"es but admit thilt numbers ont' flild 1\\0 aft' "onl) for cOlllr[Jrison' 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, Alternal Ive Four', wuuld change your Cllrreot authority "10 spra.: onl.\ no\iuus weeds" 10 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", inclUding i1t schools on leased BLM lands, campgrollnd~, and picnic {]re{]s, Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact State.ment on BLI\-l Herbicides o~e:: 
~ /; (/ . 'I ('1 CYjt / 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ()Otv 110eL~ .. ? 3ft? l/I1///) ~ __ ,~ ___ (/ 0,,\/ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. ! support ALTERNATIVE ONE ~ no herbicides ~ bculUse [iJi urthe other alternatives 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the deadly 2.4-0 and the carcinogenic Diuron. 

f protest the fact that your DEfS did not include 80 analysis of the inert ingredients (lnd relied on 8 

of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to otter five alternatives but admit that numbers ont' and 11\'(1 Me "onl~ fOf comp8rison." 

legal ddinitiun 

I object to the fact that your < Proposed Option, Alternative four', would chnnge your current authorit) "to spray only noxiolls weeds" to 

have new JegaJ authority to "spray alJ vegetation". including at schools on kased BLM lands, I:ilmpgrounds, 8nd picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 

i'/ ;;-'f d 
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Dear ELM, my name and address are: ~J '- w'v,",- f"\f"-.-J.'!:,U-v"," ~ I jl V! Y\ f .':fC/lS! I '-{ ~> r 0-;;:; l! 
, , l-t-lrf1i 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I support ALTERNATIVE ONE·~ no herbicides - beC<lUse Jil of 
would increase the use ofpesticidcs. including the dC<ldl:. 2.4-0 and the carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis urlhe inert ingrl'liicnts <lnd relied on a Bush-/I,dministration kgJJ definition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the considermion of vapor 8$ drift. 

I protest that you pretend to OHef five alternatives btl! admit that numbers one and lwo 3fe "onl: for comparison' 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, AlternJlive Four', would ch,mge your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", including ,It schools on kased BLM lands, campgrounds. and ricnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLI\-1 Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: l:{V{f!Vl BCvl~ktLL ~ ~C;3<; LtWU( kt .. 
l?N£lf/i'J 0 (U17~ir' a:---':;;~ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides . I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides -liicc(luse-al1 orihc other alternatives 
would increase the use of pesticides, int:!uding the deadly 2.4-0 and lhe C~r(inl\genic Diurun 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an tlnnl; sis orlhe incrt ingrnlients and relied on a Bush-/I.dminislration legal definition 
of the term "drift'" that eliminated the consideration of vapor as dri 1'1. 

I protest that you pretend to otTer five alternatives but admit lhm !lumbers one and 1\\0 are "onl) for cOJnpnrison < 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, Alternative Four', \\'ould change your current authority "to spray only noo.:ious weeds" 10 

have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", including <It s(hools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds. and picflic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft EnVironmen/r1 1m. pact Statement all BLM HerbiCid:S . f1.' __ 

Dear BLM, my name and acldress are:~Ltf"V _"\CJCi'::.2 ___ 'JnJtU---{11 I V(,:V ::~~")+ __ 
. ." ... ... .fw:(,"(. Or'( '1'740';, 

I oppose your plan to Increase use oj pes\lCldes_ I support ALl F.RNA1]\ E ONE - 116 herbicides --·-bec<\use "II (l-t the uthe. (litcrnatlves 

would increase tile use of pes lie ides. inl'luding the dead!:- ?:.~·D i1l1d the CilfClilugenlc [)IUPJIl 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an (lnal; sis ofth" inert ingr<c'diellts Zlmi relied on il Bush-Adl11inistr,)liorl legid deflnitiun 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideratiun of \'"<lror as llJ itt. 

I protest that you pretend to otkr five alternati\'cs but admit that numbers (lile and 1\\\) Clfe "'0[11) for comrZlrisun' 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Altcrnati\'t:: Four', \\'ouIJ ChilOgC )our curr<.:.'nl (lutfloril: "10 spra;, only no;.;iolls weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation'. including <It schovls on k8sed BLM lands, campgrounds. ,mel picnic 'w.::as. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Stl'ltement on BLM Herbicides 

,,/,1'[ 1'1" . 
- l' V!/~""1; "" ' Dear ELM, my name and address are: -:;.--2v ';> ! v ... n 1 J/1.-[) jrv_ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. J suprort ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides~· because ~II of the other "Iternalives 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the deadl) 2A-O and the DfCin(lgenic Diuron 

I protest the fact that your DE!S did not include 8n nnnl) S'IS of the inert ingrt'lllents and relied on {l Bush~-,\dministf(\lion legn! definition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of v8por as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to otTer tive alternatives but admit thnt numbers one and t\\'O are - onl) for comporison < 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, Alternative Four", wuuld change 'your (urrent authority "'to spray only nox ious weeds" 10 
have flew legal authority to "spray an vegetation"", including at s(hoo]:o; on leased BLM lands. campgrounds, and pimic areJ5. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmenta I Impact Statemen t on ELM Herbicides 

Ilear BLM, my name and address are:kL~L, D~ A'L 2716 fJ,'hO If. 

[ oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I support A LTERNA T\ VE ONE - no herbicides - becnuse all orthe other; 
would increase the use of pesticides. induding the deadly 2A- 0 and the c1fcin,lgenic Dimon. 

I protest the fact thaI your DE'S did not include <In <lOalysis of the inert ingredients (lod relied on a Bush ;\dminislralion legal ddloitiun 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to oller t!ve alternatives bll\ admit that numbers (lilt: and two are' onl;, for comparison' 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would (hange your current author 11) "to spray only noxious weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation". induding <1t schools on \cased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Drllft Environmenta4~npac-t Statement on BLM Herbicides 

! ~"1 rl ~ [\ , \\) 'fA 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: ,\",g AMIi,;l- /,~ ,L' AI k~,- L~'{ '{ ( t'~Y' "",,}.U1}1 

, () C~L ",:cQhVj 
[ oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides_ I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - Au herbicides - ~1$e~~-o1-t~o~~er 3!'errlatlves' 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the deadly 1.4- 0 and the L\'lfl'inllgenil' DiUfon 

! protest the fa~t that your DElS did not include iln anal)sis of the inert ingr(;'dients tlnd relied on a Bush Administration kg,')1 Jdlnition 
of the term "drift'· that ehminated the consideration of vapor as drift. 

1 protest that you pretend to oiler five alternatin"s but admit that f\llfl1bers on..: and \\\'0 are ·'only for comparison· 

1 object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, A Iternflt ive Four', wt}u Id change your current aUlhorit) "to spray onl;,' no>.:iolls weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation". including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 

r"~ ~) :~ 

® 



Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on ELM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address ore:S!'?! h R'?II J ~\~ QJ('l\Jcq c~t1*:J? __ ~_ 
. .. . @'1";m l 0(, --f7 i/O L 

I oppose your plan to 111l:reaSC use oj pestIcides. I support ALTERNATIVE ONE ~ nib nerblC!(.ies - because uf! (lthe oiher alternatives 
would increase the use of pesticides, including Ihe de[ld\~ 2.4-D <lnd the larcinlJgerlic Dimon 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include fHl analysis of the inert ingredients and relied on a BustH\drninislfZl\ ion kgal definition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideratiuo of vnpor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to after !'"ive alternatives but admit that numbers one and 1\\'0 orc ·'onl) for compnrison:" 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, A!ternfltive Four', would chnnge your current authority "to spr!'ly only noxious weeds" 10 

have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation". including at schools on !eased BLM lands. campgrounds. and picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM,rny name and address are: _ 'T~ovv.,t-l<. kvt'lL"", Lt.(:"! L/"'l~vcr';:/:r 51 Fi.,})~.'6~· 
! ,- I.-- f' 

. . ' '17 Vo;; 
l oppose your plan to increa!le use of pesticides. I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - bcc,mse ~l\ of the uther a\lernatiy'es 
would increase the use of pesticides. induding the deadl: 2.4-0 and the GlfCinugenic Diufon 

I protest the fad that your DEIS did not include an anal) sis urlhe inert ingredients and rdied on a Bush·/\timinisir<ltion legal delinition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of vapor as drilt 

I protest that you pretend to oHh live alternatives but admit that numbers one' and two are . onl) for compnrisoo .. 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four-, would change your curr~nt authority "to spray uo!y noxious weeds'- to 
have new legal authority to -'spray all vegetation--_ induding fit schools on lensed BLM lands, campgrounds_ and picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmentallmp9Ct Statement on BLM Herbicides 

Dear ELM, my name and address are:;tt, '])&;.'111 f(urz/",a, ;;l(~fe! !jlLiver)5)~~~eL)f oiL 
J'17Lfo3 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides _ .. because "II of the other alternatives 
would increase the use of pesticides. including the dead I)" 2.4~O and the cln:i!1(lgenic Dimon 

I protest the fact that your OEIS did not include ,In an(li) sis of the inert ingredients and relied on a Bush-:\dministration kgal definition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to offer five alternati\'es but admit thtl! numbers one and two afe "on I) for compnrison ' 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would chnnge your current authority ,·to spray only nmiol!s weeds'" to 
have new legaJ authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on !cased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLl\1", my name and address are: j,:!,_,-v"'" .-c:~,_ ~ Iv' /i \ C 00l-'(_l)<'~ .... , .. <,' "<1'I'l.P ___ ~ /f(;,'t{fn~ ~~ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides_ J support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - bec<luse all orthe other alternatives 
would increase the use of pesticides. induding the deadly 1.4-0 and the c;1f1.:ill'.)genic Dimon 

[ protest the fact that your DEIS did not include [In analys is of the inert ingredients [lnd relied on a Bush-/\dminislfiltion legal (kEnition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the considerntioo of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to otTer five alternatives but admit that numbers ont' and \\\-0 are' onl) for con'pmisofl." 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', \\"otlld (hange your (urrcnt aUlhorit.\ "to spray unly noxious weeds" 10 

have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation". including al schools on k<lsed BLM lands. campgrounds. and picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmentallmpad Statement on BLM Herbicides 

.) , h1, _I r r <' 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: ~-::"""--(f""\ ~ '-I.N f'\. ix ';, iC 

2 r-iL :1';::' Ci]ll 
-'>k l"bf "- ~ _1 4. <~! __ i 

,.) 

I oppose your plan to illLTeaSe use of pesticides. J support ALTERNATIVE ONE -~ IlO herbicides - bec<llJsc ::Ill urthe other <Jlternnlives 
would increase the use ofpeslicides. including the dead!: 1.4-0 (lnd lhe c:1fI:inugenic Diuron 

I protest the fact that yow- DEIS did not include nn anal:- sis of the inert ingrtdients and relied on a Bush /I,dminis!rJlion leg;!] definition 
of the term "drift" that elim inated the consideration of vapor a5 drift. 

I protest that you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers ont' and t\\'o are ·'ont) for compmison . 

J object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would change your current authoril: "to spray only noxious \\'eeds"!o 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on !cased BLM lands, campgrounds. and ricnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmentallmp9ct Statemci t on BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: g I - 2-!3J~jlL41)Mi1J'{)f4-
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides -. bculU.sC ",11 of the other [Jitern[ltives 
would increase the use ofpeslicides. ilKluding the dCildl:'lA-D find the cflrcinugenic Dil[fon 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include on <loa!) sis Dr the inert ingredients <Inc! felied on [! Bush-.'\dminislrMioll legal definition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consider(ltion of vapor m dri ft. 

I protest that you pretend to otTer five alternatives but admit that numbers Olle and two an; "onl) for compnrison." 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', wou!d change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands. campgrounds. nod picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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DearBLM,mynameandaddressare;_~~.\J \ V\ . >J • ~ , -_., \: ~e1VGoio/MA" 

I oppose your plan to increase use ofpesticidcs. I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - fe::8~ (111 of the other alternatives; 
would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadl:-- 1.4-0 and Ihe carcinugenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did no! include (In an:1Jysis of the inert ingn::dients "od rdied on <l Bush-:~drninislr(llion legal dell nit ion 
oHhe term "driIr' that eliminated the consicter<1tion of vapor 8$ drift. 

I protest that you pretend to otter five alternatives but admit that numbers 011<::' and 11\'0 are "onl) for comparison."' 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, Altern(ltive Four', would ch(lnge your current <tuthori1y "to spmy only noxious weeds" to 
have new legaJ authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schouls on kased BLM lands, campgrounds. <lOti ricnic areas. Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmentallmpacf Statement .5~n BLM Herbicides 
-~~ 

B JAA - { )'r-n·' t,,,.....~ c' ~ Dear LM, my name and address are: L!~l if L> ' '. ,," '7 0t-<~ 
'I . ! 

I oppose your pian to increase use of pesticides. ! support ALTERNATIVE ONE- no herbicides - because all of the other alterml1ives 
would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadl) 2.4-0 and the c1r~-int)w~nic Diuron 

f prdtest the fact that your DEIS did not include <In anal;. sis of the inert ingredienis and re lied on a Bl1sh-/\dminis!ration leg,]i deilnition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to otter five alternatives but admit that numbers olle and 1\\'0 are "onl) for comparison:' 

I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', wuuld change your (urr~nt authOr!1: "10 spray only noxious weeds"to 
have new legaJ authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on knsed BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas, Children 
before profits! 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are; /,. I fl.)]) A. ~j J i\.J 7 '-I (j,<) 0 f(J ,~l Cj\ I.D ,,' 7 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

10/3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: __ . ....j).......'C_.::~'---''-:----''-''-'--'''-:-.,, __ ..:...'-:-'-_ .......... ::.::....''''--
c:.o..-( 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush·Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

"(0/31120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: --"'-'-'~"-"'_"-'-'~=-'"----'L-'.L~~-JL--'('-.uL'-'-~ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ~""""'c-,-,-,-",-.-'--"-'L.:..'----------i~..J..b."'""----'i-+'=-''l--'-''J 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. b-j""';0 j 0 C\'l q () 
I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - m/herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Altemative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

10/.31120096:46 AM 



allyBLMherbicideEugeneWeeklyad.doc http://mail.google.com!maill?ui=2&ik=730fc61 aOa&view=att&th= 124 ... 

,[2 

Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are; ~'-"...\~"-ll-'---'-'-1.--'----_r?L&_+-, 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." r object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 ) 
1013112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: .J(,'L1Ul~~-4:.JL~"'L:::'~~~",-____ _ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 ) 
10/31/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ~~=-:':_-'=:'::2~'-'-2.--:7~::::-.''-..'~_~:.LL 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 7 ~I 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DElS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that munbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

10/3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbici4~s 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ~l/a.A%/;~::I AliI/lSi / .. 
i" - - f f ~ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pestiejides. / 
Isupport AI:frERNATlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." . I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

10/3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ~luj Ud ( f!.,f;15 (" 361#1 (ftg, ~/ Ole 
/1 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DElS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that nmnbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

1/2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

·r:? . :3 V I /' ~ .• -.7"!! .,-:3 £:y 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: .f¥" t7 / <f!.,,2r'_>=v ~~ V ,?"/ ~//f' c...//'::" 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the tenn "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 ) 
10/31120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

r oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." r object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 ) 
T6/3112009 6:46 AM 
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~ ~~~~/- ______ ~~~ ____________ ~ __ a ______ ~ ___________________ ~ __ ~ ________________ ~~_~ ____________ ~ ___________________ ~ __ _ 

Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are:1)Av\' ~tIt"'}M\.:l5selA ! "Z 1 Qt;, W j Co·k AJQ ; r'1'~~ 
I I , f' 'd t)'7~b7. oppose your p an to mcrease use 0 . pestlcl es, ' 

I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4 .. D and the 
carcinogenic Dimon, 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift, I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas, Children before profits! 

10/3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 

Herbicide, r--IJ 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: 10ftNtJ URAAb ;0 ~ M~~ q iot 

. . . I~~~ 14D5~ Sf;. E\J(1t;U6 OR· f140 2 
I oppose your plan to mcrease use of pesticIdes. .:..; 

I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

···"10/3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ~]:ti: F ~<:.l"hlJ(. 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides, 

77'177 Clfff"l?tli:-.c tr.r"w(" 
i.;.{e"i:,o;J 971./f/}.'I 

I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron, 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift, I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison," I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas, Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

iO/.l1l2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: R D t " ~ r f Q S" if! J f} ] Of 1 !:If}!",,,,,,.! 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
E"S·-e .. .., 0/1: C,1/.fo4 

I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatmeuts EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

iO/31 /2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are; -I6~i:':k'':':t __ r~:.A~l,.:1£~_'=f.-''''_I::::::..L1..(;::::'' 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TlVE Orm - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inelt ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas, Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

<]'0/3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: !t,~ ClMII) t?? C,O &l!i ((twze(1e. ':J .41;t-
. I Et>4' OU: . C),e Ct(' /;2 ub'~~ 

I oppose yotnplan to increase use of pesticides. 0/' ~. f fC~'-' 

I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE .. no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that munbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

........................................ ...... ............................................ -....------­~-..-,. 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM ~ 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

"'" 

) 
... , i 0/3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are:~~\SC~\tb ~ \ ~6e:..., . t 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. \?q-D I'V\ ( 1\ ')~. l\ ({)L t":::r<£f ute ai' <}7l{{S( 
I support AL TERNATlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DElS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

,f2 1/20096:46 AM 

1)' n 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are; ~ Hc,-v K. ';ttff CO IA ; l ta I!~~-'fe. f:\p+ 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. lZ1th\JL.[ Q/V, Gt lQO'fjj 

I support AL TERNATlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profitsl 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Endsl 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

-,.-

h,·· . .... 10131120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
!::ferbicides 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TrVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis ofthe inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term" drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that mnnbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

0/31120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are; .""'C;bL1'£.'.,l0J'i"'-..'2.:~=r.:::,,~...i'-'-~_-'-' __ ~=< 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

....•. .... . ...............•..•............................•.•.......•.•.• -.-.-... - ... --...• -.--.•.... --~-...... ••. 

. Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM ~ 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

.~ 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: '''~\I ltv 
I 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 

bvq8t~ 
q 

O!{ 

I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

/ 
/ 

\ 
) 

/ 
r2'~E(;Ef\!Et') 

•• _,e"" 10/31/2009 6:46 AM 
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.. ----.. -----------.-. tOn BLM 

,t StatcIUen 
Public Comment on Draft Environmental Irnpac 

1 q'1,fO of I;' ',Jj Herbicides t '1 rJv'WA·,,,," ~\ '''(...,-.-/ ,1Jt.;h,C;C • \ \ • if '> • 

[; 0 If,. 16 ~. '(11--~~-~ 
Dear BLM, my name and address are:/ vt!32< _____ ~ ____ ~ ____ ---- use all 

'd beeS b rbie l eS-
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. . ONE - nO e 4-D and the 

. . I SUppOlt A~'rER~A TI\~ the deadly 2, . S l1tld 
of the other alternatIves would Increase the use ofpeslIcldes, ll1cludjI1g . ert iI1gred~ent f 
carcinogenic Diuron. lysis oftbe 

III otl,;jderatlOtl 0 tl at 
1 ' 'I" I d aO,l d the c' otest I, I protest t 1e lact that yow' DI,IS dId not mc u e an li[11inate 1 pr 

relied on a Bush·Administration Jegal defmitiolJ of the tenn "drift" thllt e f 
vapor as drift. . re "only or d Option, 1 \ 
you pretend to oHh five altematives but admit that numbers one and tWO ~ur ,propO~~to have new, e~a 
comparison." I object to the fac, that Y 'ous w,,;t~ds nds. and Plvn1lO 

Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only nO)(~s, call1pgf0l1 . 
\uthority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM l<:1n 
reas. Children before profits! 

n,;! 
. . 'W B 
Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Maill! 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

I 

I 

ail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments .EIS Team, Box 2966. 
../ .. , ·.46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: D ~ ~ br,: A'{ I~ t en. V\.. \.' ( -(.. 

. .' 6'6\'-11 0 ~,)I/\e/ Rd. 
I oppose your plan to mcrease use of pesticIdes.. f' "'V't.-"- oK . 

I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbic'ides -' because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the tenn "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

." 16/31120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

.~ 

Dear BLM, my name and address are; /JU;j(fllYnl tP&: ~;, .. ;/(' 1~ ..£ IIJ; ti""1.f.W{;"1 'CiC 

I I · f' 'd :2 (":2 5"4(""'4 t ~ q' ·--1/1 A s-oppose your p an to mcrease use 0 pestici es. • / 7"'"7 4/ 

I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the tact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defInition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you preteud to offer fIve alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profIts! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

.... \ 

) 
//./'. 

16/31/2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 

~c~ 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: '0 11'1 ,;;"L;";"'",,,, ... , -,-C ... l:."'H~~ _____ _ 

C,-tlf '''-'-111 .~ 0 f\. q 1 '/ L" 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. r' I \ 

I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the tern1 "drift" that elin1inated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

1120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: BOrJ !?O~AJ~I< I-fiz-c *t~Jii!oc.)8 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 

C;Ac.7LV'6L~ 6)':, 77""12.<= 
I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

)f2 1120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

') 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: -+f_'cc·c..:..; 1'-'\-'-"'':':''''7'i\I---+\-,e,=.c:..r..Lf1sf1f-_-,z."",-·''l-,---,4=O~-..:Q",'_'v-.-+-;{i.x: 

IJ v -19"-,1".,, viR. q 1-463 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 0' 

I support AL TERNATlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis oftheinert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are; ~\\'<CE Dz\:SLou /3AW "NCO':) AYE E<J(e-S'iE, oR 
f 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
9740Z 

I support AL TERNATlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

'1013112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ...'-''-.::~.:.!...'~-=~~.!..'-'-'f!:l:'!.''-!f!Cl1-':'-...'-'::2:.:::':.:::':...:... 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

16131/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: --'~c:..-,,,,-~,-,-,---,"_-,,,,--__ V_I_[_" ___ -;;-__ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides, 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron, 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison," I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas, Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

16/31/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are; l<"bU-(·i' ,h.,-__ \L\'-\=\~" '-"\"'"'\.L;\~'~'-c);~\~'r;-,-----:c-=-
\3, . lc~v.h\~\r"-,, 1\\\.\ i 1l\'1 \\0\ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. '. . ... j , 

I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis ofthe inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 ) 
1013112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

-T' 

DearBLM, my name and address are: L"~5/;G ·/c;{C'ks::';,p, .. -" /P,e.tC;;.,.".... 
'~1: "( /7'? .. _,> I a) ,p 0,\ ,~".. ,,9,(. d. 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. ",A. :1 e .r'-(,." £;? ~ ... 

I support AL TERl\JATlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, aud picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

. Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Connnent Period Ends! , 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

.. /'/ 

"\, 

) 
10131120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Enviromnental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: -!-:,-.eL4Lll~~'"-.&L!Lf'-Ll~-,=u..::oC"7~<--'-7r:"'_. 
. 1<C: 0 ell/WI 

I oppose your plan to mcrease use of pestIcides. 
I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

10/31/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: -¥",-",~:c:-.,'-'-~4---,*,,"""'-~"-li'k2'-1-"--''---'''' 
I 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides, 
I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron, 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift, I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison," I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas, Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

TO/3 I12009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: k I ml)c:rn"db ej 3Lfl e" ,_" 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. Wtl\(Vtp 7ttS 

I SUppOlt AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbtcides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the tenn "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

10/31/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: J::I~!Bl>.,LJd"-\}j~~~~Jj~LJ?!:l~~:g~ Rd 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

..... i 0/31 /2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides }(I':c 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ~iJlcQ','<~_'l:::'~12-"~-'-''C~-!:'~~Lf..~.::Lk¥.01!: C! 6/ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I SUppOlt AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term" drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrouuds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

""'\ 

) 
10/31/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: +~~.'-'..-""'''='''''-''--=--__ .l'''''-.J~-'-:'=~_ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides, 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase tbe use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron, 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift, I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison," I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas, Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

1/20096:46 AM 



allyBLMherbicideEugeneWeeklyad.doc http://mail.googl e.comlmaill?ui=2&ik"730fc61 aOa&view=att&tIF 124 ... 

,f2 

Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ____ ,.'-:..:.:..o,-'. ____ '--_+-'=C-'.~= 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

..... --.'.-.-.-... --.. --.-'--'.-------,~----. 

~ 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

1120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ..:".."--."'LtWi:XL~!11Lt-~C;;~-'=:.'::'Jt'-'-~'.Y: 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

1/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: _--'''-'CL>''--'-'-CL'-'~"'''-'''''-__ -!-'..-''--'--''-'''-_ 

o 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 

I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defInition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer fIve alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profIts! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

\ 

) 
/ 

"-10/31/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: -"~"-'--=--~~~~-'-'-'---"'--..L..l<~--'..-""-"'-:_~ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DElS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term" drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." ) I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

, Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

~ __ .,_c· 

.. // 
/ 

"-j 0131/2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: 1L-l----.-~.L..-:-.-=--~:....:.."::"O"------

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DElS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your cUlTent authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

__ /0-

) 
-T013112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

/, 
,;/. I; l 

Dear BLM, my name and address are:./ ! ./.,':; Lt·"""-'-:-'-;l7":C~.,-;-~-=-__ =r __ 

9Cf7 A.<+l> 1::\ 5"r/l c"r-f';d-r . 0" 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 'd d 

I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DElS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

,/// 

'\. 

) 
1ii131/2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides I , I I 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ____ -'--'--'-'-'-'-.~-'-------':o'-"~::::...c'-=-'c¥_--t;::~-'+<'''' .. (j 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I supp0l1 ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools. on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

.. / 

\. 

) 
-T0/31/2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Enviromnental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: '--~_ ... _~'----~~~~~~ __ -;;-~~-::~-:-
c ,/' 

I (/ 
J oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 'r( . " 

J support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - 'fio herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DElS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

iO;3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: .{L.'2:.\..j.)JH.-~~,+ ... ~K.Lt:!!;;,_.-'::::C_::.J...L."':"':~~-'-

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of theinelt ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that nwnbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four' , would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

]0131120096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

10/31/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: --,="-+,-~'-'-'.~,--,+---,,,--,c.=-,--,-,-:...c..:-'----,L-'--":-

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defInition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you preteud to offer fIve alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profIts! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

. 10/31/20096:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: -.----------+-----'.--'------1-

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support AL TERNATlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defInition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer fIve alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profIts! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Conunent Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

10/3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental hnpact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: -+'~~'\i\---''-''-l''tLW,Lll-¥+-_-'''''L+-+-t-~LL'-L 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides, 
I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron, 

I protest the fact that your DElS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift, I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are" only for 
comparison," I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas, Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

'\-\ 
Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

) Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

1ii/3;/2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides ,:).3 It'! i'l)1J v' v""7 

,0 0 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: __ "'--'-"'-'-'--'-"~'-"-~-'-''--' _______ . __ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 
I support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 

of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DElS did not include an analysis ofthe inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM .'.', 

\ Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

) Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

-//'/ 

10/31/2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides-l () ~ -'Z .~ . 

L.iJ It-· roy::. 116/ 1u..v 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: P1414 \t'\ P+qC{K E v~)t'i'A...( 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 

I support AL TERNATlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

/" 

."\" 

\ 

) 
.. ' "j 0/31/2009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: t1tlflcre I!ffd ;2(035 l<ihC6tc:f 9' R 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticii~. . C( fLicK; 

I suppOli AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the tact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM 

Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

0/3112009 6:46 AM 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: __ =-"-"c'CL-"',,-=-~:c:."-~"'-"-_____ -;c-__ :f PI. 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. OP 

I support AL TERNA TlVE ONE - no herbicides - because all 
of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the 
carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that yonr DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and 
relied on a Bush-Administration legal defmition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of 
vapor as drift. I protest that 
you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that yonr 'Proposed Option, 
Alternative Fonr', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal 
authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic 
areas. Children before profits! 

- -- --------~"----.-----.---------,-

Fill Out the Following Coupon NOW and Mail it to BLM ~'---.'~. 
Before the Public Comment Period Ends! 

Mail Coupon to: Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 

. "'\ 
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I oppose your plan to increase usc of pesticides I support ALTERNATIVE ONE· no herbicides -" bc,-'C\usc ~dl (,rthc \.lthe, "Iternatives 
would increase the use ofpesticides. including the dCill\!: 2A~D ilnd th;:; cM"jnugenic Diuron 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did nol inclUlk an Dllal) sis of I),..:, inert illgr'edlc'I,ts Jnd n;iit'd on (j Bush ,'\(\minist[,ltion 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideratiun ofvilpor 2S drit1 

I protest that you pretend to oller five alternatives but adrnit that [lllmbcls one ami \\\0 Jrc "onl> it)f ce;mpZlfis()fl . 

d.:iJnitiun 

1 object to the fact that your 'Proposco Option, AlternZltive Four', \\'uuld chnnge your current authorit: "to SPC(l: un!)' no\ious weeds" \0 

have new legal authority to "spray aU vegetation··. including (11 schouls Of] i..;'lsed BLM lands. cl1rnpgl\)unds. (jnd ricnic meas. ChiklLen 
before profitsl 

~ 
LP 



\\::gct<ltiOll Tr",';]UllCllh l:l~ TCiHll 

r~) Box 296S, Portland, OR 9720g 
orvcgtrcatmcnts«vblm _gOY 

ed_shepard@blm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on l'ublic Lands 

Dear ELM, 

II 

1 greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the 13Li\-t in Or­
egon. T am extremely concerned thai the B.L:-d is proposing to dramatically 
expand it>; herhicide ,""praying program, and as a result place human health, 
{ish, wildlife, non-target plants and water quality' at risk. 

\Vhilc there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying: of native vcgctalion along roads 
mld recreation sites. I do not wan1myseJf or my family exposed to herbicides 
when we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veg­
etation with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the B1,\! is proposing 10 spray the compound 2,-+-U on 
public lands. 2,4"·D is extremely toxic and cxpo~llTe to 11" mIl)' result in serious 
human health effect::>. The incluBion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt the BJ....\l's commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. 'Many Oregonians 
would like to work \vith the 131.,1'\"1 to manually remove inVasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

Jam cOllcemed that the BLivf's proposed approach will place human health 
and \vatcrshed values at risk through overzealous hC1"oici<1e spnlyiug. 

'Please develop alld implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious \,"cclls that addresses the mOt causes or the prohkm such (IS illilppro·· 
prlate gra7jng, road construction and lO;fging activities that spn.'ad ill\'<lsi,·c 
plants 

Sinct'rcly. 



\ 'cgtUJ!iOll Trc:tllllCllh 1:1:-; T(,l!ll 

PO BOl\296'i, Portland, OR 97208 
orveglrcatmcnts((i>h1m .gov 
etCshepard@blm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dear BLM, 

J greatly valuc the public lands mId 'ivatcrsheds mmwged by tile BUvl in Or­
egon, I am extremely concerned that the g,Li'vI is proposing to dnml<-ltically 
expand its herhleide spraying program, and (IS a result pJ:lce human health, 
fish, wildlife, non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

\Vhile there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spreild of 
invasive weeds 011 puhlic lands,"[ oppose the BL,M's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program t.b include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
~Uld r(~creatioll sites. I do nol want myself or my ramily c\posed to herbicides 
when \VC visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray n;jtivc veg­
etation '\.vith herbicides, 

1 am shocked tlWI the 13/-,\[ is proposing to SPW) the componnd 2,4 .. 1) Oil 

puhlic lands. 2,.:+-D is c\trcmcly toxic and c:\posnrc to if may result in serions 
human health effecf~. "l'he inclusion of tbis herbicide in yonr plans makeR me 
doubl the 131 ,\l's commitment 10 human he;:Jltll, 

Please consider alternatives tQ hlanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work vvith the BLM, to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low~impact eradication efforts. 

I ;jill cOllccmed that the BL:tvfs proposed approach will place human health 
and \\'atershcd \'alucs at risk throngh overzealons herhicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement" a more balanced and thollghtful approach 10 

noxious weeds thal <lddrcsscs the rool causes of the prohlem sucb as inappro­
priate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread inrasi\'c 
plall (S 



\.C~c1iltiOll Tn."llments I:IS Teil!ll 

PO 13", 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
ofvegtreatmcnts@hlm.gov 
cd_shepard ({Y bIm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

DearBLM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BL~A in Or­
egon. I am extremely concel11ed t.hat the HI,M is proposing to dramatically 
expand its hernicldc spraying program, and as a re~uJt place hllmall henlth, 
1ish, wildlife, non-target plants and \vat.cr quality at risk. 

\Vhile there is widespread agreement over the' need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public hmds, I oppose the BL~fs proposal to exp~U1d its 
herbicide prOblTam to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
;:ll1d recreation sites. I do not v,rant myself or my [mnily exposed to hcrhieidcs 
when \VC visit puhlic lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veg­
etation with herbicides. 

I am shOCKed that tbe 13L .. .\J is proposing to spra) the compound 2'-+-D on 
public lands. 2,4~D is cxtrcme1y t.oxic and cxposure to it may result in seriolls 
human hcalth effects, The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt theBLrvr's commitment to human health. 

Please consider altematives to blanket herbicide spraying. :tvfany Oregonians 
would like to \vork with the BLJvl to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact emdication efforts. 

I am cOIlcemed that the BLJ\:I's proposed approach will place human health 
and ,,,atershed valucs at risk through ovcrl-caic)l1s herbicide sprnying:. 

Please dcvelop and implemcnt a more balanced and thoughtful appro;:lch to 
IlO:\10US weeds that addresses the root causes of the prohlem such as i l1appro­

priate grallng, road consu'uction and logging act.iviucs thal spread invasive 
plants. 

Sincerely, -:t;;;;;" ~~~ 

S-r~ 3~v~t;-\ 
,\~' &~rJ" t4;JC 



\ 'lgdnllOll t'n.::atrncnh I ~l;-'; Tcmn 
]X) Box 296,';, Portland, OR 9720R 
on',>.gtrcatments@'hlm.gov 
cd_shepard@'blm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dcar BUvl, 

I grcatl~y value the public lands and \vatcrshcds managed by the 13L::-d in ()r~ 
egon. f mn cXlrcmc1.~y concerned that the BLM lS proposing iO dramatically 
expand its herhicide sprayin{!. progril1l1, and (\~ a resl111 place hlHnan hcnlth, 
hsh, wildlife, nOH-target piants and \l,'atcr quahty at lisk. 

\\Thile there is widespread agreclIwnt over the need to , .. dow the spread of 
invasive \veed . ., ou public lands, 1 oppose· the BLSf s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
(md recreation gih::-s. I do Ilot wanlmysdf or my family c\posed 10 herbicidcs 
when we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veg­
etation ,,\~th herbicide:s. 

J ;JIll shocKed 1.1\1'<\ the BLSl is proposing to ."pray {he. t'.omponnd 2,...j.-D Oil 

puhlic lands;. 2,4-D 1S cxtremely {(Y'(jc and cxpo:mrc to it may result in serious 
human health effects, The indusioll of this h.erblcide in your plans makes me 
doubt the BL:\,t's unnmilmenl 1"0 human hC<lHh, 

l1easc consider altcmativcs to blanket herbicide spraying, ivlany Oregonians 
would like to 'work with (he BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding [or low-impact eradication efforts, 

I mn CotK':.cnlcd that the BL?vr's propo:;.:cd approach will place human hcallh 
and watershed Yfllucs at ri~k throngh ovcrzcalons herhicide spraylng. 

l'leasc develop Hnd implement a more balanced and thoH,¥htful approach to 
noxious \\'ceds thal addresses tilt> root causc.,,' of thl2 prohlem sHeh as lnappro .. 



\ e.ge!;!tion Treatments!:IS reillll 

H) Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
orvcgtreatmcnh:«lihlm .gm· 
e(t~shepard@blm.go\' 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dear BUv!, 

1 greatly value the puhlic lands and watersheds mmwgcd by the BL~"l in Or­
egorL I am extremely conccrnecl1hat the B.LM is proposing to dramaticnlly 
expand its hcrhicidc spraying progrn111, nnd a,c; a result place lml1Wll health, 
fish, wildlife., non-target plants and waler quality at risk. 

While there is widc~'Prcad agreement OVCT the need to Hlow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I. oppose the BL\t's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
and re-creation ,<;ites. I do not wallt myself or my ramily exposed to herbicides 
when we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veg­
etation with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the B L'\I is propo~ing 10 spray the componnd 2,+- D 011 

public lands. 2.4-D is cxtrcmcl:;.' toxic and c\posure to it may rcsult in serions 
human health effects. 'rhe inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt the BL?Yl's commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to hlanket herbicide spraying. }.tany Oregonians 
would like to work \vith the BL}':l to manually remove invasive \vceds and to 
leverage funding for 10\v-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the B LtvI' s proposed approach will place human health 
and watershed valnes at risk throngh overzealous hcrhicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more hal anced and thoughtful approach to 
noxiotls weeds that addresses the root callses or the prohlem such as inappro­
priate graz.ing, road construction ancllogging activities that spread invasin: 
plants 

Sincerely, ~" 

S'7"~"J AJ..A""1. ti'f-._.> 

1" UJ AJ, L~ 1<;;;1.­
M~"..>r""O\'Z-



\.cgClilliol1 TrCalllH:nls ! JS TC,llll 

r~) Box 296S, Portland, 0 R (720)\ 
mvegtreatmcnts(Q>blrn .gov 

ed_shepard@blm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

DearBLM, 

I greatly value the pubiic hillelS and \vatershcds mi.Ulaged by the BUvl in Or~ 
egoll. I am extremely concerned that the BL~,1 is proposing to dramatically 
expflTld its herhlcidc spraying program, [mel ilS a result place human health, 
fish, wildlife, non-larget planls and water quality at risk. 

\Vhilc there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive \veed~ on public lands, I oppose the B.L?vl's proposal to expand itR 
herbicide program 10 include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
;md recreation sites. 1 do not want myself or my family c\.poscd to herbIcide" 
when We visit public lands. There is no compeHing need to spray native veg­
etation with herbicides. 

I am shoe-ked that the BJ ,\1 is. proposing to ,,",pmy the compound 2,-+-1) on 
public lands. 2,4-0 is c'\trcmci)' toxic [l11d cxpo~nr(' to it may result in scnons 
human health effects. The inclu~ioll or thi~ herbicide in your plan!' makes me 
doubt the BL~,rs commitment to Innnan health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work \vith the BLJv1. to manually remove invasive \veeds and to 
leverage funding for Imv-ill1pact eradication efforts. 

I am conccl11cd that the BLivT's proposed approach will place human hea11h 
and \Vatcr~hcd values at J1sk through o\'crzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as inappro­
priate gra;jng, road construction lliHlloggillg activities that spread. invasin: 
plants 

£:::::::) 
","'" 



\-cgctatiol1 Treatmc:nts U~ 1c,l\)1 

PO Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
ofvcgtt·catmcnts@hlm,gov 
ed_shepardCg, blm .gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

1 greatly value the public lands tmd \vatcrsheds managed by the BL1\l in Or~ 
egon. I am extremely coneelTIcd that the BIJv1 is proposing to dramatically 
expand it~ hcrhiclc1e spra)'ing progrnm, and as a result place human health, 
fish, wildhfe, non~t.arget. plants and watt'1' quality at risk. 

\Vhile there is \vidc..'pread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the sprEtying of native vegetation along roads 
and recfC<'ition sites. [do not waut myself or my family exposed to herbicides 
-when \ve visit publie lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veg~ 
etation with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BL~J is proposing to spray the compound 2,-+~D 011 

public lands. 2,4- D -is extrcmely toxic and exposure to it may result -in serious 
human health effects, The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt the BL:~,fs commitment to human health. 

Please consider altc11lativc.s to blanket herbicide spraying:. J'vfany Oregonians 
would like to work \ .... 1.th the BL~vI to :rrumuaHy remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am conccmed that the BLM's proposed approach will placc human health 
and watershed values at risk through ovcr.;.:ealous herbicide spraying:. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious \\leeds that addresses the root causl'~ of the prohlem sHch as inappro­
priate gn-lling, road ConstI1lCtion and logging activities that spread invasive 
plants." 

flrvt-H- ~k()~ W IC2.. 
t2/JHI Cd~ D-e, 
kl:fi-hND." 0 Cf -::rr;-~D 



\-C.~c\;l{i()ll Treatmcllts rlS Tcam 
PO Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
orvcgtrcatmcnt~@lblm .gov 
ecl_sbcpard@hIm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dear Bl)v!, 

l greatly valuc the public lands <:md \vatcrshcds managed by the BL,\i in Or­
cgon. 1 am extremely concerned that tlle BLiv1 is proposing 10 dramatically 
exp(lnd its herhiclde spraying progrnm, and as a rcsult place human health, 
!ish, wildlife, non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

'While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive wceds on public lands, I oppose the BLJvl's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vcgck1.tion along roads 
and recreation sites. I do not want myself or my [mnily exposed to herbicides 
when we visit puhlic lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veg­
etation with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the 13 L\1 is proposing to SPW) the compound 2,.+~j) on 
public lands. 2.4-D is c\:trcmc1y toxic and C:-':POSIJfC to it may result in seriotls 
human health effects. The inclusion of tll1S herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt the BL\fs cou1illl11nt:nt to human health. 

Please consider altemativcs to blanket 11crbicide spraying. JoviallY Ot'egollians 
\vould like to \vork \\lith the BIJvI to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact. eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that tlle BLJvl's proposed approach will place human health 
and \yatcrshcd values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement. a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
lloxious weeds that addresses the root c<msc...:; of the prohlem such as inappro· 
priate graling, road construction and log~illg activities that spread invasive 
piallt~ . 

.sincercl~. 



\-cgclation Tre;)tmcnts l:IS Team 

1'0 Box 2965, PorlJand,OR 97208 
orvcgtrcatmcnts(qiblm .gov 
cd _sl~epard(~Y blm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dca, IlLM, 

J. greatly value the public lands ,md watersheds managed by the BL\l in Or­
egon. I am extremely concemcd that the Bl-rvi is proposing to dramatic:tlly 
expand its herhicldc spraying prot-,Yfam, and :lS a result p1aCt~ human hcn!lh, 
1ish, wildlife, non-target plants and \vater qualit)' at risk. 

\Vhile there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on pub1ic lands, I oppose the BIJvl's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program Io include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
and recreation sites. r do not want myself or my family exposed to herhicides 
when \vc visit puhlic lands. There is DO compelling need to spray native veg­
etation with herbicides. 

I am shocked tllat 11H:~ BL·\1 is proposing to spra~ the compound 2,-/.-D on 
public lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in seriolls 
human health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
douht the. BLtvf' s commitment to hmnHl1 health. 

Please consider aJtematives to blanket herbicide spraying. !vfany Oregonians 
would like to \vork witll the BLJvl to mmlUally remove: invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for Imv-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concemed that the BIJvCs proposed approach win place human health 
and ,vatershed values at risk through on'f7.caloliS herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more hal anced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious ''leeds that addresses the root causes of the prohlem such as inappro· 
priate grazjng, road construction and loggillg activities that spread invasive 
plants. 



\"cgcw!ion Tre<1Ill1ClltS EIS Team 

PC) Box 2%5, Portland, OR 97208 
orvcgtrcatmcnts@hlm.goy 
ed_shepardc&blm .gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

DcaI' BUvf, 

I grc~ltly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BL\J in Or­
egon.l am extremely conccmcd that the BLJ\1 is proposing 10 dramn.tkaHy 
expand its herhicide spraying program, and as a result pJace humall health, 
iish, wildlife, non-target plants and \vater quality af risk. 

YVhile dlCrc is widespread agreement over the-need to slow the spread of 
invasive wc'Cds on public lands, I oppose the BLM's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
and recreation sites. I do not wmlt myself or my famjl~y exposed (0 IlCrhicides 
when \ve visit puhlic lands. There is no compelling need to spray natIve veg­
etation with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BL\J is proposing to spra) the. compound 2,-1--D 011 

pnbhc lands. 2,4-D"is cxtremc1y toxic and exposure to it may result in serious 
human health effects. The indusion of this herbicide ill your plans makes me 
doubt the BLi\'fs commitment to human health. 

Please consider altcmativcs to blankef herbidde spraying. tvIany Oregonians 
\vould like 10 R'ork wid] the BU\J to lll<Ulua11y remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concemed that the BL~f s proposed approach wiII place human health 
and walersl1ed values at risk througl1 oVCl"7.c,niolis herbicide .<>praying. 

Please develop and implement a more hala.nccd and thoughtful approach 1.0 

noxious \,vceds that addresses tbe root cau~es of the prohlem sHch <IS inappro·· 
priate gra7jng, road construction and logging activities that spread invasive 
plants. 

SillCcrcly, 

Toni Lovaglia 
473 Park Ridge PI. 
Ashla11d, OR 97520-1695 



\-('gl...'ulIiOll Tn':'Lltllll:nh l]S 'feilnl 

PO Bo, 2965, P0l1iand, OR 9720g 
orvcgtn:-.<ltmcntf;-(/?ihlm.gov 
ed_shepard({i:blm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dear Bl)vf, 

1. greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BL?\-1 in Or­
egon. J am cxtr(.-'-mcly concclned that the BL'\'1 is propo&illg to dramatically 
cx.pand its herbicide spraying program, and as a result place human health, 
iish, wildlife, non-target plants and \vater quality at ri.~k. 

\Vhilc there is -widespread agreement over the· need to Rlow the spread of 
invasive weeds on pubbc lands, I oppose the BLi\!fs proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include· the spmying of native vegetation along roads 
and recreation sites. r do not vvant myself or my f<Ullily exposed to hctbiejdcs 
when we visit puhlic lands. There is no compcl11ng need to spray native veg­
etation \vith herbicides. 

I am shocked thaI the 13L.:"l is proposing: 10 spra) (he compound 2,-I.-D on 
public lands. 2,+-D is extremely tox.ic and exposure to it may resull in serious 
human health ctfccts, The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes 111e 
douht the BL\:{'s cOlDmitm('l1l to hUIlWll health. 

Please consider altematives to blanket herbicide spraying. h1"any Oregonians 
would like to work with the BL1\J to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for 100v-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concel1lc{1 that the BLM's propo,cd approach will plaCk human health 
and \"atershcd ,'alues ,at risk through overzealous herbicide -",praying, 

Please de"elop and im.plemcnt a more balanced find thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addrcs:;es the rool causes of th\: prohlem slIeh ,lS Inappro­
priate grazing. road construction and loggi.ni! actiyitic::; lhal spread invasive 

::~:~:CI)Cf::l~&"i~ 
'1<1. c J/;,;,,61/:o j t"7 "pO. 
Ifsl)~ 0/( 7' JLJ- 2, () 



\.e.\2ci:ltiOl1 Treatments l:IS Tcmll 

Hl Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
orvcgtrC;:ltmcnt~(q;blm.go\' 

ed_shepard@bIm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dear B],M, 

1 greatly yalue the public lands ~md watersheds managed hy the BLlVl in Or­
egon. I am extremely conccl11cd that the BIJvJ is proposing to dramatically 
expand its herhicldc spraying program; and as a result place huma1l health) 
fish, wildlife, non~target plants and water quality at risk. 

\Vhile there is widespread agreement over the -need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds 011 public lands, I oppose the BLr.tJ's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
and recreation sites. I do not \vant myself or my family exposed to herbicides 
when we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray nat.ive veg­
etation \vith herbicides. 

I am shocked that thc BL,.\-[ is proposing to spnl)- the COl1lPOllUJ 2,-J.-~j) on 
puhlic lands. 2A~D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious 
human health effects. The inclusion of th15 herbicide in yOUI' pJans makes me 
doubt the BL1fs c01l111litrncnt 10 human health. 

Please consider altcmatives to blanket herbicide spraying. !viany Oregonians 
\vouid like to work \\-ith the BL~vf to manually remove invasive \\feeds and to 
leverage funding for lOW-Impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLi'vf's proposed approach \vi11 place human health 
and watershed values at risk through overzealolls herbicide spraying. 

Please de"clop and implement. a rnore bala.nced and thoughtful approach to 
noxIous wecds that addresses t.he root causes of the prohlem slIch as inappro·· 
priate gra/jng, road construction and logging actiYitics that spread invasin' 
plants. 

Sincerely. 

\.i\,. 

) \/,) C v'V( 



\-c!;c!alioll TrCalll1C,nts 1 JS le,ul1 
[0 Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
orvcgtrca1 mcnts@hlm.go\' 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dear IlLM, 

I greatly value the public Jands and \vatershcds mmwged by the BL\l 111 Or~ 
cgon. I am extremely concClned that the BL'v1 is proposing to dramatic.'1J1y 
expand its herbicide spraying program, and as a result place humall health, 
fish, 'wildlife, non~targct plants and \vater quality at risk. 

\Vhi1e there is widespread agreement over the'need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oPlx)se the BLl\fs proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
<md recreation sites. r do not \"/,mt myself or my fmnily exposed to herhicides 
when \ve visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vcg~ 
etation with herbicides. 

r alll shocked thal the 13L\1 is proposing to Spnl) the compound 2,-1--D on 
publ1c lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may 'result In serious 
human health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt the BL:'rf's commitment to human hcahh. 

Please consider altematives to bhmket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to \vork with the BIJvl to mmmally remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for Imv-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concemcd that tIle BLtvrs proposed approach \vill place. human health 
and watcrsflcd values at risk through ovcrzcal011s herhicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a iuorc hahUlced and thoughtful approach to 

noxious weeds thal addresses the root cause~ of the prohlem such as inappro-­
priate graljng, road constructioJl and logging actiyitics l.bm spread illVasiyc 

plont,. :J-I!).. t-f e R 6:£ ill( 1> 12 • 
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\cgclation Tn:atmclllS FlS Tcarn 
PO Box 296.'>, Portland, OR 97208 
ofvcgtrcatmcnts(a:ih 1m .gOY 

ed_shepard@bIm.gov 

RE; Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dearlll,M, 

J greatly value the public lands and \vatcrsheds managed by the BL:L\t in Or· 
egon. I am extremely conccI11cd that the Bl ... l'v11s proposing to dramatically 
expand its herhicide spraying program, and as a re~·mlt place human health, 
fish, wildlifc, non-target plants and \vater quality at risk. 

\Vhilc there is widespread agreement over the 'need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLlvl's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation aJong roads 
and rccrc.:"1tioll sites. I do not want myself or my f~U11ily exposed to herbicides 
'when \ve visit puhlic Jands, There is no compelling need to spray native veg­
ctation with herbicidcs. 

j am shocked that tbe J3L::vt is proposing to Spnl) the compound 2,+~D 011 
public lands. 2,4~D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious 
htU11aJl health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt lhc BLi\fs commiullcnt to human health. 

Please consider altematives to blanket 11erbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
\vmud like to \vork with the BL:t\.1 to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low~impact eradication efforts. 

I am conccmcd that the BL~I's proposed approach will place human health 
and watershed values at risk through oycT7.caloliS herbicide spraying. 

Please derelop and implement a more hal anced (lnd thoughtrnl approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root callse~ of the prohlem stIch as inappro­
pliatc grd.ling, road construction and logging activities that spread invasive 
pirmts. 

'

JACQUELINE MILIKIEN 
609 OAK KNOLL DR 
ASHLAND OR 97520-3735 



\-cgc!a\JO!l TrCalmc[)(s 1:[:--; Tcnm 

PO 13 ox 296.'>, Portland, OR 'J720R 
orvegtreatmcnts(fi)hJm .go\' 
ed_sheparcl@blm,gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dear llLM, 

I grentl}' value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BL\'1 in Or­
egon, I am extremely concerned thal the BI.2~'1 is proposing to dramatically 
expand its herhicide "'praying program, and as a re~mlt pbc.e !mnum health, 
{-ish, wildlife, non-target plants and \\'atcr quality at lisk. 

'Vhile there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, 1 oppose the BL)..fs proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
and recreation sites. I do uot want mysc1f Of my family exposed to herhicides 
when we visit public lands. There is no compe.lling need to spray native veg­
etation \vith herbicides. 

1 am shocked llla1 {he BL\t is proposing to spray the compound 2,.:.J.-1J Oil 

puhlic lands. 2,4~D is cxtremely toxic and cxposnre to it' may rcsultin serious 
human health cffecfs, The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt the 1--51.,\/,,, commitment {oiHlman health, 

Please consider alternatives: to blanket herbicide spraying. 'Many Oregonians 
would like to work \vith lhe B,Llv1. to manually remove invasive \vceds and to 
leverage flmding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concemed that the BL..-j\,fs proposed approach will place human health 
and watershed values at risk lbro~lgh overzealous berbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement't-} more hahmced and thoughtful approach to 
nO."\iollS weed.": that addresses the root CtlU-SCS of the problem such ,IS illarpro~ 



\ c12ct;\\ion 'l'rca\l1h.'HL-; \ :tS 'l'L-,\\ll 

PO Box 2905, Portland, OR 97208 
Olvcgtreatmcuts@h1m ,gOY 

ed_shepard(q;blm.gov 

RE; Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dear BLM, 

1 greatly value the puhlic lands and \vatershcds managGd by the BL:'vl in Or­
egon, I am extremely concerncd that the BLi'vl is proposing to dramatically 
cxpand its herhlelde sprn)ing program, and as [\' result place human health, 
fish, wildlife, non-target planL~ and water quality' at risk. 

\Vhi1c there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the t:.'{>I'Clld of 
invasive weeds on puhlic lands, I oppose the BL1vl's proposal to expand its 
hL'rbicide program to include the spmY'jng of native vegetation along roa(L') 
and recreation sites, 1 do not want myself or my ramily c",po:,-'Cd to herhiddes 
when \\'C visit public lands. [here is no compelling noed to spray native vcg~ 
datIon \vith herbicides. 

1 am shocked thal lhe BL\l is propo:"ing to Spril) \he componnd 2,-+~!) on 
puhlic ll\llds. 2,4-D i~ cxtremdy toxlc and c;;posnrc to it may result in serious 
hmnan health effects. The illciu:;:ion of this herbicide in your pl.111" makes mc 
doubt the BL\C s commitment to hU111an health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. ?vlany Oregonians 
would like to work \vith the 13U\1. to J1uU1u,ally remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for Imv-impact eradication efforts. 

I am cOl1cemed that the BLivl's propofo:cd approach will place human health 
and \vatcrshcd yal1Je~ at risk throngh (}vcrzcalons herbicide spHlyillg. 

Please develop mlCl illlpiement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root catlse~ of the problem such ,IS inappro­
priate grazing, road cow;;tructiOl1 and logging activities that spread inyasivc 
p1.:111 is. 



\c~cWtiOll Tremmellts 1 ':IS "I emu 
PO Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
on'cgtrcatmcnts@hlm.gov 
ed_shepard(i,yblm .gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dcar BLM, 

I greatly value the puhlic lands and \vatcrshcds managed by the BUv! ill Or~ 
cgon. f. am extremely concemcd that the BL\f is proposing to dramatically 
expand its herhicIde spraying program, and as (J result place human health, 
tlsh, wildlife, non~target plants and \vater quality at risk. 

\Vhile there is widespread agreement over the need to slow [he spread of 
invasive weeds on public hmds, I oppose the BL1\f s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
and recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides 
when \ve visit pubIic lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veg­
etation with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BL~A is proposing to spw: the compound 2,...f.~J) OIl 

public 1:::111ds , 2,4·,J) is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious 
human health etlects. The inclusion of UllS herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt the BL2d's commitment to human health. 

Please consider altematives to blanket l1erbicide spraying. ,\1any Oregonians 
\vmud like to work with the BLtv'I to mmmally remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage fuuding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concemed that the BLNI's proposed approach wiII place human health 
and vvatershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please dcvc10p and implement a more balanced and tllOughtfnl approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the prohlem stich as inappro~ 
priate gld:ling, road constructIon and logt!illg activities that spread invasi\"c 
pl'llltS. 

'sincerely. 



\.cgdalioll Tn.';llmcnC'i I J~ TC,'lll! 

PO Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
orveglrC(llmcnts@hlm.gov 
cd_shepard(r};blm.gov 

RE: Herbicide Spraying on Public Lands 

Dear BLM, 

I ~,-ycatly value the public lands and watersheds mmwged by thc BL\t in Or­
egon. I am extremely concerned that the B.L~d is. proposing to dramatically 
expand its herhicide spraying program, and as a re::mlt place human health. 
fish, wildlife, non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

\Vhile there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on puhlic lands,] oppose the B1.1\'l's proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the sprayillg of native vegetation along roads 
and recreation sites. I do not \vant myself' or my family cxpos(,xl to herhicides 
when we visit puhlic lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veg­
etation with herbicides. 

I am shocked tIl;:!t thc BL'\I is propo:-:.:ing to Spnl) \hc compollnd 2,-\.-]) on 
puhlic lands. 2,4--D is extremely toxic illld exposure to it rnay result in serious 
human health effects. The im.'.\usion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
doubt the BL\I\; commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. ~v1a!lY Oregonians 
would like to work \vith the BL~t to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am cOllcemed that the BL,~rs proposed approach will place human health 
and watershed "alues at risk through overzealous hcrhicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious \vccd:-; thaI addrc.<.;scs the rool cau,<,;cs or the prohkm slIch as inappro·· 
priate grazing, road cOllslntctiol1 aud logging activities that spread inva.sive 
plant::.; . 

Sincerdy, 



\'(',gdiltioll TrC<llJ!lC!lIS! ,:IS lC,Ull 

1\) Box 2965, Portland, OR 97208 
orvcgtreafmcnts@hlm.go\' 
ect.sheparci@blm.go\' 

RE: Herbicide Spraying 011 Public Lands 

Dear BUvl, 

1 greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BL~vl in Or­
egon. r am extremely concerned that the BL~d is proposing to dramatically 
expand its herhicide sprllying progrn11l, and as <l resl.111 pi<lcc human hC::llth, 
fish, wildlife, nOll-target plants and water quajjty at risk. 

\Vhi1c there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive \vceds on puhlic lands, I oppose the I3Livi's proposal to expand its 
herbicide progrmll to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads 
and recreation sites. I do not want mystlf or my family exposed to herbicides 
when we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veg­
etation with herbicides. 

1 am shocked thaI {hl; BL\l is proposing to Spn.l) the compound 2,-+-D OJ] 

public lands. 2,4-D is c'i.trcmcly toxic and exposure to it may result in seriolls 
human health effects_ The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me 
douht the Bl ... \l's commitment to human hcal1h. 

Please consider aHematives to hlanket herbicide spraying. ~vlany Oregonians 
would like to work with the BIJvl to manually remove invasive \vceds and to 
leverage funding for lO\:v-impact eradication efforts. 

I am conccmed that the BLl'vf's proposed approach will place human health 
and watershed values <:l! risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and tholightful approacll 10 
noxiolls weeds that addresses the root C<l1lses of the prohlem such as ill'lJ)pro­
prialc grazing. road constl'uction and loggillg activities that spread illr<JslYC 
plants 



John Galloway 
<john@johngalloway .net> 

11/23/2009 03:42 PM 
Please respond to 

john@johngalloway.net 

Vegetation Treatments ErS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Protect Our Watershed and Do Not Expose Us t9.:'[0>,ic·· 
Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the ELM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a resu,lt place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

Nhile there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not 'vJant myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
'0.1e visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the ELM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

John Galloway 

1223 NE 58th Ave, Portland, OR 97213 



Stephen Whitlock 
<stevegba@aol.com> 

11/23/2009 04:04 PM 
Please respond to 

stevegba@aol.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed __ shepard@blm. gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the ELM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program ,to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vege'Cation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the ELM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your pl.ans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the ELM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

SincereJ..y, 

Stephen Whitlock 
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CliL D. Weaver 
64 Bergman Road 
N ssa, OR 97913 

November 3, 2009 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Vegetation Treatment EIS 
P.O. Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

Re: Support of Alternative 4 - Treatment of Noxious Weeds in Eastern Oregon 

To whom it may concern: 

This letter is being written in support of Alternative 4 of the Vegetation Treatments Draft EIS 
that would make available 12 herbicides west of the Cascades and 16 herbicides east of the 
Cascades to help control noxious weeks on BLM lands in Oregon. 

Living and working in Eastern Oregon, as well as being an avid hunter and outdoorsman, I am 
happy to hear that the BLM is proposing proactive measures to control the spread of noxious 
weeds on BLM lands in Oregon. I have seen iirsthand the incursion of noxious weeds that have 
overtaken native plants and increased the risk of wildfire. We hope that in Oregon the BLM will 
revise its practice to include all of the herbicides currently utilized by the rest of the Bureau in 
other western states. 

Regards, 

Clint Weaver 

Ikcp 

cc: Kenny McDaniel, District Manager 
BLM - Bums District Office 
28910 Hwy 20 West 
Hines, OR 97738 



"' •• _ •• __ ._ .. ". ••• ~", " .. \V "," ,,",, ..... ,", "'-::lVI 

Dear BlM RepresentatIves; 

enclosed is the work many-volunteer citiz~ns that strongly disagree with any and aU proposed increases in poisonous 
herbicides in or environment and specifically 00 our Public lands. The people have spoken and included in this packet are a 
recorded and documented One Hundr§d"anCi/Ele'dtn'ffffl individuals that have taken the time read and sign their names and 
addresses. We expect that this single mailing wiJI be counted as one hundred and eleven individuals opposing any and an 
proposed OEts increases in herbicide use. We will be confirming that these have been recorded as that when we ;:Is citizens 
request the copy of the public comments from BlM. 
We are also requesting to have short public comment period be extended for another sixty days so that the thousands of other 
concerned citizens can have their voice heard regarding the DEIS. Thank you 

OanlMsya Gee 

Emili Forward 
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-=::::'::::::::::. 
eatmcnts Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon 

exorbitant. To the degree a toxic substance is known to pose a significant human or ecological risk, the BLM has 
undertaken analysis to assess its impacts thro"ugb risk assessments. 

When evaluating risks from the use of herbicides proposed in a NEPA planning document, reliance on EPA's 
pesticide registration process as the sole demonstration of safety is insufficient. The U.S. Forest Service and 
Bureau orLand Management were involved in court eases in the early 1980's that specifically addressed 
this question (principally Save Our Ecosystems v. Clark, 747 F.2d 1240, 1248 (9th Cir. 1984) and Southern 
Oregon Citizens v. Clark, 720 F. 2d 1475, 1480 (9th Cir. 1983». These court decisions and others affirn1ed that 
although the BLM can use EPA toxicology data, it is still required to do an independent assessment ofthe safety 
pfpesticid~than relying on Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) registration 

.~Ione. ThelCg~lIiS }lave also found that FIFRA does not require the same examination of impacts that the BLM 
I.-\\~ )trequired '~uilTIertake under NEPA. Further, risk assessments consider data collected from both published 

«\jf/ scientific literature and data submitted to EPA to support FIFRA product registration, whereas EPA utilizes the 
;/ latter data only. The EPA also considers many wildland pesticide uses to be minor. Thus, the project-specific 

application rates, spectrum oftm'get and non-target organisms, and specialized exposure scenarios evaluated by 
the BLM are frequently not evaluated by EPA in its generalized registration assessments. 

The risk assessments are the source for much of the individual herbicide information presented in each of the 
effects sections in the EIS, including the high-moderate-Iow risk ratings shown in tables at the end of Chapter 3 
and referenced in Chapter 4. Risk assessment worksheets have been, or are being, developed for each herbicide, 
to assist field managers in translating risks to project design parameters. The use of those worksheets is explained 
in Chapter 3, Use oJERA Worksheets During Implementation. 

The component parts of the various risk assessments, and their origins, are shown on Table AS-I. Each part 
is available on the web via !:>.t!p:llwww.blm.gov/or/plans/vegtreatmentseisiriskassessmentslindex.php. At this 
address, each of the "X"s in (he table are clickable links that access the respective section. The additional risk 
assessment information shown on Table A8-2 can be accesses at the ahove website as well. 
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Travis Marshall 
<travis ~e~marsha!1 @mac.com 
> 

11/23/2009 04:30 PM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Please respond to 
travis .e marshall@mac.com 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by 
I am extremely concerned that the ELM is proposing to drama 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human heal 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

he ELM in Oreg n. 
ically expand ts 
h, fish, wildl fe, 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of th,is herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construe-cion and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Travis Marshall 

8555 N Richmond Ave 



Anthony Barreiro 
<anthonybarreiro @yahoo.com 
> 

11/23/200904:30 PM 
Please respond to 

anthonybarreiro@yahoo.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blrn.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please fight weeds without using herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatica.lJ"y expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread0greement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray na.tive vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-0 on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely f 

Anthony Barreiro 

P.O. Box 40537, San Francisco, CA 94140-0537 



brian busta 
<flameon@pacbell.net> 

11/23/200905:28 PM 
Please respond to 

flameon@pacbell.net 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
eo_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds mana'::jed by the BLfv1 in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BUVl is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my falrcily exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the ELM is Px"oposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inc~usion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
'Che BLM? S COIrLlli tmen t to human heal th. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts_ 

J: am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach 'v\liLl place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

?1ease develop and implerr~ent a more balanced and thoughtf\.;l app.roach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

brian Gusto. 



Chad Adams 
<chad .s.adams@gmail.com> 

11/23/200904:51 PM 
Please respond to 

chad.s.adams@gmail.com 

Vegetation Trea'trnents EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Vlr Shepard and the ELM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the ELM in Oreg n. 
I am extremely concerned that the BL!'1 is proposing to dramatically expand ts 
herbicide sprayj"ng program and as a result place human health, fish, wild1 re, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to h.erbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compe1.ling need to spray na ti \.I'e vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-0 or: publj"c 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effec"Cs. The inclusion of this herbic:l"de in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM? s corm-ni tment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Orego~ians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach 'dill place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of 

houghtful approach to 
he problem such as 

inappropriate grazing, road construction and 10g9 ng activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Chad Adams 

Chad Adams 

3232 SE 8th Avenue, Portland, OR 97202 



Draco Ferguson 
<draeotanpdx@gmail.eom> 

11/23/2009 05:52 PM 
Please respond to 

draeotanpdx@gmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatmen'ts@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

ec 

bee 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oreg n. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand [s 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildl fe, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. [ do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visi.t public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
Lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to i'C may result in serious human 
health effects. The inc'lusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanke~ herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLlvI?s proposed approach will place human healtr, and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more b lanced and 
noxious weeds that addresses the roo causes of 
inappropriate grazing, road construct on and logg 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely f 

Draco Ferguson 

Portland, OR 

hought:ul approach 
he problem such as 
ng activities that 

to 

spread 



Garrett Slusky 
<Kajgoldenstar@yahoo.com> 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 
11/23/2009 10:32 PM 

bcc Please respond to 
Kajgoldenstar@yahoo.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Trectments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the ELM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the 3LM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide sp:c'aying program and as a ,result place human health, £is[1, v..,'ildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

Wh:i.le there is widespread agreement over the need to slow -the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is propos -co spray 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide 
the BLlvI?s commitment to human health. 

the compound 2,4-D on public 
it may result in serious human 
in your plans makes me doubt 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work ""'ith the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Ple-ase develop and implement a more balanced and houghtful approach -co 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of he problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and 10gg ng activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Gar,rett Slusky 



Heron Saline 
<heron3@mindspring.com> 

11/23/200905:18 PM 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

\.\ihile there is widespread agreement over 'Che need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herb.i,cide program to include the spraying of native vegetat.ion along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray nat"ive vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the cmnpound 2,4-0 on pu,blic 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s cornmitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the 8LM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that. the BLM?s proposed approach will place human healt.h and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtfu1 approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Heron Saline 



Jason Jandl 
<jjpdx35@gmail.com> 

11/23/2009 09:40 PM 
Please respond to 

jjpdx35@gmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
?O Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed._shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oreg D. 

I am extremely concerned that the ELM is proposing to dramatically expand. ts 
herbicide spraying ~rogram and as a result place human health, fish, wildl fe, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide 9rograrn to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
rec.reation sites. I do nor wan-c mysel..I: 0:[ my family exposed to b,erbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compel.ling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on pubLLc 
lands. 2,4.-D is extremely toxic and exposure t.O i-c may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLl1?s commitmen-c to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to bl.anket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to Itwrk with the B~M to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for 1aw-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that ehe BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implemen-e a more balanced and thoughtfuJ.. approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Jason ,Jandl 

~Jason Jand~ 

PDX, OR 97214 



Jason Lloyd 
<lloydj@rocketmail.com> 

111231200905:29 PM 
Please respond to 

Iloydj@rocketmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed~shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the B M in O:cegon. 
I am extremely concerned thaT. the BLM is proposing to dramatical y expand its 
herbicide sp:caying program and as a result place human health, f sh, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of Dative vegeta~ion along roads and 
recrea~ion sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed_to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I aIT, shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me dOllbt 
-che BLH? s conuni tment to humarc heal ttl. 

Please consider aJ.ternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
",lOuld like to work 'vli th the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concen)ed that the BLM?s proposed approach \t'li~~l place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root: causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely I 

Jason Lloyd 



Jerome Cronin 
<heartshearth@hotmail,com> 

11/23/2009 06:02 PM 
Please respond to 

heartshearth@hotmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish-, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over t.he need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2 , 4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s cormnitrnent to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the ELM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concernE:d that the BU>1?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at. risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

,Jerome Cronin 



Joe Hill 
<plumcaravan @hotmail.com> 

11/23/200906:14 PM 
Please respond to 

plumcaravan@hotmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the 8LM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the 8LM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-"Carget plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I an; shocked that the BLH is proposing to spray the compound 2,iJ.-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is ex-::remely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of t:his herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLI\1?s com .. ll.1.tment to human health. 

Please consider alte~natj_ves to blanket herbj_cide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLH to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLL'1?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more b lanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the roo causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construct on and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely f 

Joe Hill 



Joseph Ereneta 
<phunkboy@riseup.net> 

11/23/200905:37 PM 
Please respond to 

phunkboy riseup.net 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatrnents@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BU1, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the ELM in Oregon. 
r am extremely concerned that the ELM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water ty at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive "\t\leeds on public lands, I oppose tr.le BLM?s proposal to expand its 
h,erbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the ELM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s corrrrnitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human heal::h and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Ereneta 

4525?Lower?Wolf?Creek?Road?Wolf?Creek?OR 



Mohabee Serrano 
<mohabee@gmail.com> 

11/23/200911:11 PM. 
Please respono to 

mohabee@gmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds nanaged by the ELM in Oreg n. 
I am extremely concerned that the 8LM is proposing to dramatically expand ts 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildl fe, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agTeement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation. along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not warn: myself or my exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compel2.ing need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked th.at the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-0 on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the 3Llv:I?s COIrL'TLi tment to human health. 

Please consider· aJ. ternati ves '::0 b:La:1ket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned tr~at the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

1\1ohabee Serrano 



peter little 
<peterclittle@msn.com> 

11/23/200905:22 PM 
Please respond to 

peterclittle@msn.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatrnents@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds manageci by the BLH .in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, w,ildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I aIL shocked that the BLl\1 is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider al ternatJ."ves to blanket he::-bicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would. like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious v,Jeeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

peter little 

14 lake attitash 



Robert Spnigins 
<VANLINGTON@HOTMAIL.C 
OM> 

11/23/2009 10:41 PM 
Please respond to 

VANLINGTON@HOTMAIL.CO 
M 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed~_shepard@blm. gOY 

Dear Mr Shepard and the ELM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bee 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed the BLM in Oreg n. 
I am extremely concerned tha~ the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand '[5 

herbicide spraying program and as ~ result place human health, fish, wildl fe, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expa:ld its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation si-ces. I do not want myself or IT"Y fami exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that: the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-]) on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your pJ.ans :nakes me doubt 
the B1,[1? s cornmi tment to human health. 

PlEase consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely I 

Robert Sprag ins 

730 14th St. 



steven baratz 
<sbaratz@mindspring.com> 

11/23/200908:14 PM 
Please respond to 

sbaratz@mindspring.com 

Vegetation Treatments ElS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the ELM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

1 greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
1 am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compe.lling need to spray native vegetation 
If.Ji th herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLti: is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to ic: may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s cornmitmen:: to human health. 

Please consider a,lternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage fund':ng for low-impact eradication efforts. 

1 am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach VJil1 place Duman heal'th and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and 10gg 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

steven baratz 

houghtful approach 
he problem such as 
ng activities that 

to 

spread 



Steven Schultz 
<sms.slp@gmail.com> 

111231200905:47 PM 
Please respond to 

sms.slp@gmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the 8LM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregor:. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-t~rget plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying -of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vege'tation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray tbe compound 2/4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may resul~ in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
'the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider: alternatives to blanke:. herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive IrJeeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human healrh and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inapprop:::::iate grazing, road construction and logging acti vi'cies that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Steven Schultz 



Thomas Thacker 
<tthacker@spiritone.com> 

11/23/200910:15 PM 
Please respond to 

tthacker@spiritone.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed __ shepard@blrn.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and t,he ELM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lanes and YBtersheds managed by the BLJ:'.1 in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLH is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human healt:h, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need. to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide progral1~ to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreat:"on sites. I do not want m~:lself or my family exposed to hex'bicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need. to spray native 'vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLI'-1 is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
healt:h effects. The inclusion of t,his herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commi'tInent to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spra.ying. 1'-1any Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to man-Jally remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxio'Js weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazirlg, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Thacker 

6336 N Burrage P.ve, PTLD r OR 97217 



Russ Yttri 
<ybaynedog 33@aol.com> 

11/24/2009 07:58 AM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc Please respond to 
ybaynedog33@aol.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments 21S Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the 8LM, 

! greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the 8LM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement o~\.Ter the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose :he BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetatj"on along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need L"O spray native vegeta"tion 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. 'I'he inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s comrnitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach wi12. place human heal-ch and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of 
inappropria"Cee grazing, road construction and 10gg 
invasive ants. 

Sincerely, 

Russ YttLi. 

h,udson wi 

houghtful approach 
he problem such as 
ng activities that 

to 

spread 



Ray Hudson 
<uniformscout@gmail.com> 

11/24/200909:33 AM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc Please respond to 
uniformscout@gmail.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to drama 
herbicide spraying prograrr. and as a result place hurrtan heal 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

he BLM in Oreg n. 
ically expand ts 
h, fish, wildl fe, 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of nati ve vege~a'[ion along roads and 
recreation sites. I. do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visi,t public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native veget.ation 
wi~h herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLIVJ is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLLVJ?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication e::forts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide sprayiGg. 

Please develop and i:-nplement a more balanced a:1d tbough~ful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activicies that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Ray Hudson 



Keith Chisholm 
<kacfriendster@yahoo.com> 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 
11/24/2009 12:41 AM 

bcc Please respond to 
kacfriendster yahoo.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blrn.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the 8LM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM .in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the 
invasive weeds on lands, I oppose the 
herbicide program to include the sp,raying of 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my 
we visit public lands. There is no compel 
with herbicides. 

need to slow the spread of 
BLM?s proposal to expand its 
native vegetatior: along roads and 
family exposed to herbicides ",hen 

need to spray native vegetation 

I am shocked that the 3LM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the B:LM?s COmIn]_ tment to huma::1 health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Ma.ny Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that tb,e BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and hough~ful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of he problem such as 
inappropriaT.e grazing, road construction and 10gg ng activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Keith Chisholm 

1555A Sacramento Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 



Julia Burwell 
<jules0342@msn.eom> 

11/24/200903:18 AM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

ee 

bee Please respond to 
jules0342@msn.eom Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetati,on Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by 
I am ex~remely concerned that the BLM is proposing to drama 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human heal 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

he BLM in Oregon. 
ically expand its 
h, fish, wildlife, 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread 0: 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation alang roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. 'I'here is no compe,lling need to spray nati"i7e vegetation. 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to -.Lt may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the B:GM?s cornmi'Lment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manua~l.ly remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-i>mpact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLlv]?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

SincereJ,.y, 

J'ulia Burwell 



Jim Oxyer 
<kylthrfaerie@insightbb.com> 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 
11/24/2009 02:46 AM 

bcc Please respond to 
kylthrfaerie@insightbb.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatrnen"C.s@blm.gov 
ed~shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepa~d and the ELM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the B1M in O::::-egon. 
I am extremely concerned that the 8LM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fis1".., V\7i1d1i£e, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand i~s 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed co herbicides whe~ 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling neeo to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-0 on public 
.1..ands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure '[0 it may result in serious humar:. 
health effecr:.s. The inclusion of this berbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s cormnitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
\twuld ,].ike to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values a~ risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logg 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Oxyer 

1210 S Brook St Unit L 

houghtful approach to 
he problem such as 
ng activities that spread 



dean hibbs 
<djourney 148@yahoo.com> 

11/24/200908:24 AM 

To orvegtreatrnents@blrn.gov 

cc 

bee Please respond to 
djourney148 yahoo.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

I greatly value the public lands and wate.::::-sheds managed by '[he B 
I am extremely concerned that the 8LM is proposing to dramatical 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, 
non-target plants and water -quality at risk. 

M in Oreg D. 
y expand ts 
sh, wildl fe, 

I,yhile there is widespread agre,ement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying .of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my famil.y exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation. 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray ~he compound 2,4-0 on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic a!1d exposu:!:'e to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to wo::::-k with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for 100o,l-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

dean hibbs 

2135 west 12th apt 1 



David Horste 
<davidleosunshine@gmail.co 
m> 

11/23/200905:54 PM 
Please respond to 

davidleosunshine@gmail.eom 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

ee 

bee 

Subject I'm Against Toxic Herbicides in Wolf Creek Forests ... 

To whom it may concern: Although I live i,n Portland, I spend a lot of my 
time and money in the forests around Wolf Creek and it is a place of deep 
importance for me and my family. I support the writers of the letter below! 
May I suggest a cormnunity project using goats to control the undergrowth and 
the practice of sustainable, organic, forestry? 

Thanks for your consideration, 
David Horste 
Portland, OR 

Vegetation Treatments SIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the ELM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide sp::caying program and as a result place human hea':th, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weed~) on public lands, I oppose the BLM'?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public 1ar,ds. There is no compe11ing need to spray native vegetatioJi 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on pub1ic 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the 8LM'?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to wo:ck with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned ::hat the BLM?s proposed approach will place human hea::.th and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balaJiced and thoughtful approach 'Co 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 



JOHN GRAVES 
<angeliclive@yahoo.com> 

1112412009 08:48 AM 
Please respond to 

angeliclive@yahoo.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed._. shepard@blrn. gov 

Dear Mr Shepard ana the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds manageci by the ELM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildJ..ife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

Wh,ile there is ·widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the B~M?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads aild 
recrea~ion sites. I do no~ want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. Ther'e is no compelling need to spray native vege-::.ation 
with herbicides. 

:;: am shOCKed that the BLM is proposing to sp:r.:"ay the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure -:'0 it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s conlinitment t::o human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BJ~M to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

:;: am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place huma:;;. healtf': and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
nox.i.ous weeds that addresses the roo~ causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

John A Graves. 

And since most of this le~ter is pregenerated I must say ... HOw dare you poison 
our land! What makes you folks think you have the right to POISON our land and 
'darer??? It effects YOUR he·a1th too! Or maybe you dont live near there and 
dont care that you could get cancer, kill your imrnune system, or worse! 

JOHN GRAVES 



John McDonough 
<john .mcdonough@rocketmail 
.com> 

11/24/200908'48 AM 
Please respond to 

·ohn.mcdonough@rocketmail.c 
om 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLLVJ, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
Some of this land is land which is sacred to a large communi~y of which I am a 
member and the central home of our church, t!:1e Church. of Nomenus. 

I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place hu:nan health, fish, vJildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasi,ve weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recrea'::.ion sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we vi.s,i.t public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
woul.d like to work with the B:"'M to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact e:::adication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach wil~ place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more b lanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds' that addresses the roo causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construct on and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

John McDonough 



"Kurt and Julia Munson" 
<kurt.julia@verizon.net> 

11/23/2009 08:06 PM 

To <orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

ee 

bee 

Subjeet Comment on the Plan 

Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM 
Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: 
Kurt R Munson 
12205 SW Marion Street 
Tigard, Oregon 97223 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I support ALTERNATIVE ONE no herbicides­
because all of the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and 
the carcinogenic Diuron. I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert 
ingredients and relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition of the tenn "drift" that eliminated the 
consideration of vapor as drift. 
I protest that you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for 
comparison." I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would change your 
cunent authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", 
including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children before profits! The 
safety of most of these chemicals has not been determined using modern analytical methods in double 
blind tests. Most of the safety literature has been developed by those most in a position to profit. The 
govenmlent has no business releasing these agents for widespread use when their effects are so poorly 
known. 



Roddy Erickson 
<rerickson@pobox.com> 

11/23/2009 09:27 PM 
Please respond to 

rerickson@pobox.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed __ shepard@blm. gov 

Dear Sirs, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Herbicide spraying in WoW-Pup: Against 

I am alarmed that BLM proposes to increase its spray ng of herbicides in the 
WaIf-Pup area. Our wa::er supply - both spring and we 1 - comes from one of the 
hillsides BLM proposes to log, and is likely to be a fected by herbicides 
leaching into the groundwater. 2,4-D, in particular, would render the water 
supply unusable at a facility which gets hundreds of visitors in a year. 

Please consider other methods to attack invasive weeds, and please avoid any 
use of these herbicides to support logging. 

Roddy Erickson 

Anacortes, WPo. 98221 



Will Grant 
<will@greyotter.com> 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

ce 
11/24/2009 02:30 AM 

bee Please respond to 
will@greyotter.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed~shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

Please respect life and stop spending 
deadly chemicals. The mai.n value of 
the businesses that manufacture them 
profi t fo:::::- themselves without ,regard 
other animals. 

public money to poison the Earth with 
hese poisons is to line the pockets of 
or no purpose other than turning a 
o human life or the life of the land a~d 

Is broadcasting vile poisons over public land what you longed to do with your 
life when you were a little boy? I hope not! What an unhappy child you would 
have been. 

Sincerely, 

Wi"J.l Grant 



.. T. Baer" 
<teddybare@earthling.net> 

11/23/200907:52 PM 
Please respond to 

teddybare@earthling.net 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Don't Poison my Spiritual Sanctuary 

To whom it may concern at the ELM. 

The Wolf Creek Radical Faerie SANCTUARY 
Creek Oregon) is my spiritual HOMELAND. 

(4525 Lower Wolf Creek Road in Wolf 

The water of the Sanctuary quenches my thirst as I retreat on this SACRED 
land. 

It has come to my attentioL that you want, trample my First Amendment Rights by 
POISONING the water supply of Spiritual Sanctuary by spraying toxic herbicides 
around it. 

This is a FORMAJ.J protest--one that I am requesting a response to. -'- am not 
poisoning you church. Please tell me why you woul.d destroy mine? 

Expecting your r"esponse, 
T. Bare 

T. Baer 



Victorla Grace 
<handyfae@sbcglobal.net> 

11/24/2009 11 :28 AM 
Please respond to 

handyfae@sbcglobal.net 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed snepard@blm.gov 

Dear IvJr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oreg n. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand ts 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildl fe, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow !:.he spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recrea~ion sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may resu1t in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s comrnitment to human hea1th. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would l.ike to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Ms. Victoria Grace, a constituent of the Nomenus Sanctuary at Wolf Creek, OR 

Victoria Grace 



Carol Carrnick 
<standing .wave@gmail.com> 

11/24/200911 :11 AM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc Please respond to 
standing.wave@gmail.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Our Sanctuary to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatmen~s@blm.gov 

ed _.shepard@blm. gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

As a frequent visitor to the Nomenus Wolf Creek Sanctuary, I am extremely 
concerned that the 8LM is proposing to dramatically expand its herbicide 
spraying program on adjacent ELM land. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposa 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegeta 
recreation sites. There is no compel1ing need to spray nat 
herbicides. 

rle spread of 
to expand its 

ion along roads and 
ve vegetation wit~ 

I am shocked that the BLM is_proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely tox.ic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inc:Lusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BI,M?s coITl.tllitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the ELM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Carmick 

Carol Carmick 
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Public Comment on Draft EnVironmental.~c~pact Statement p BLM Her.bicides j~? _ . Ii 
/ .... -,/. ",-q~'U.l,{, .)dI ~# ;</dc/,/J/// 
,? f ;.' J 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ,;f ~ /' c::Z'/ (/./J./;!:,'/ ~ /,";/ ~~-, {/ / , 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I support ALTERNATIVE ONE _. no herbicides - because all of the other alternatives 
wuuld incft..'ase the lise of pesticides. induding the deadly 2A~D and the carcinogenic Dimon. 

I protest the fa",,! that your DElS did not indude an analysis ufthe inert ingn:dients and relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition 
of the term "drift'· that eliminated the consideration of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you prdend to otTer Eve alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for comparison." 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option. Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 



HECEIVED 

bUc Comment on Draft bnvironmental Impact Statement on 
BLMHerbicides. Cf1740 W, ,'\1\<ebOJ;JO 'Sf: 

\) Ii N Z;:0~\e('lG~ or,e1 0 V\ 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: 'r),'vVl UQ0lJl VY\"lV) , ) c 

q 7/f0'id 
I oppose your pian to increase use of pesticides, 
I support AL TERNA TIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all of the other alternatives would 
increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-0 and the carcinogenic Diuron, 
I protest the fact that your DEIS did no! include an analysis of the inert ingredients and relied on a 
Bush-Administration legai definition of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of vapor 
as drift, 
I protest that you pretend to offer fIve alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only 
for comparison." 
I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would change your curren! 
authority "to spray only noxious weeds" to have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation", 
including at schools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas, Children before 
profits! 



Mark Mardon 
<markmardon@fastmail.fm> 

11/24/200901:42 PM 
Please respond to 

markmardon fastmail.fm 

Vegetation Treatments ErS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed~shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the 8LM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by ~he ELM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the ELM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target: plants and water quality at -risk. 

1jJhile there is widespread agreement over .the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself 01:' my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BL.fvl is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and expos'ure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BL!v1?s commitment to human health. 

Please con,sider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work w,ith the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Mardon 

225 Harvard St. 



Kenneth Zink 
<kmzink@aoLcom> 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 
11/24/2009 01 :00 PM 

bcc Please respond to 
kmzink@aol.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed shepard@b1m.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the 8LM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation e.long roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or rrey family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelLing need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on pub:Lic 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effec::s. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Pl.ease consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to vwrk with the BU0 to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logg 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

KENNETH ZINK 

Kenneth Zink 

1529 sutter st, vallejo, ca 94590 

houghtful approach to 
he problem such as 
ng activities that spread 



.. Jason; Smith" 
<jaidsmith@yahoo.com> 

11/24/200902:01 PM 
Please respond to 

jaidsmith@yahoo.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blrn.gov 
ed_shepard@blrn.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the ELM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the ELM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow.the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compeJ..ling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to bla:1ket herbicide. spraying. jyl;any Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manua1J..y remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

1 am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach wilJ.. place human health and 
watershed values at risk th~ough overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a mo~e balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road cons'truction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Jason Smith 



Joseph Saine 
<imakestirfry@hotmail.com> 

11/24/200903:09 PM 
Please respond to 

imakestirfry@hotmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bce 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I great value the public lands and I"latersheds managed by the BLIVl in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human healt.h, fist'l, wildlife, 
non-targe~ plants and water quality at risk. 

While ~here is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreacion sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we vis-i'e public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked tha-: the BUvj is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to ~~ may result in serious human 
heal th effects. The inclusion of this her.'bicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLl'vl?s commitment to humar. health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many OregoniaIls 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact e:::-adica-:=ion efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLG1?s proposed approach will place human hea.lth and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and. thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincere.ly, 

Joseph Saine 



Chelsea Lincoln 
<bakedancing@yahoo.com> 

11/24/200903:56 PM 
Please respond to 

bakedancing yahoo. com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blrn.gov 
ed~shepard@blrn.gov 

De~r Mr Shepard and the ELM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bce 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and 1,o.1atersheds managed by the ELM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While· there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand l'ts 
herbicide program to inc.lude the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2/4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result -=-n serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s cOTIlrnitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to bl,anket herbi.ci_de spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to \rwrk with the 3LM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach '01i11 place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and impJ.ement a more balanced and thoughtful approach -co 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 
CheJ.sea Lincoln 

Chelsea Lincoln 



Saffo Papantonopoulou 
<saffo@riseup.net> 

11/25/200912:17 AM 
Please respond to 
saffo@riseup.net 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the 8LM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public 1ands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the ELM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide sp.raying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There 'is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked -:hat the 3LM is proposing to spray "the compound 2,4~D on public 
lands. 2,4~D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
hsalth effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

P},ease consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonian,s 
would like to work with the Bl,M to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
wa"tershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more b lanced and Doughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the roo causes of he problem such as 
inappropria~e grazing, road construct on and 10gg ng activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Satfo Papantonopoulou 

Saf,fo Papantonopo1LLOU 



Robert Hein 
<darkfeyprime@yahoo.com> 

1112512009 06:27 AM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc Please respond to 
darkfeyprime@yahoo.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the ELM, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to drama 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human heal 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 
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While there is widespre.ad agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want mysel~ or my family exposed to herbicides whe~ 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

::: am shocked that the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-C on public 
lands. 2,4--D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
-the BLG1'?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the ELM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM'?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and though:::ful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of '"Che problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

SincereJ.y, 

Robert Hein 

533 NE Holladay st # 202 



Rick Nevitt-LaMantia 
<billy trickster @yahoo.com> 

11/24/200908:02 PM 
Please respond to 

billytrickster@yahoo.com 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Hello, It has been brought to my attention that the Oregon BLM is planning on 
increas herbacidal spraying on public lands, It is apparent that little has 
been learned from the history of such archaic systems of land management. As 
populations grow larger and infringe more on previously unpopulated areas is 
it in the best interest of the public to make these new areas uninhabitable 
due to toxic chemicals in the soil? Clean up of toxic chmemicals found by new 
home owners would be astronomical to say the least, to say nothing of civil 
suits brought for birth defects and cancers. This is a really ill advised 
plan I suggest you prevent its implementation im_t'11edaitely. 

My personal involvement in this plan is that I spend a lot of time in an 
area that is scheduled for treat with herbacides by BLM. The area to be 
sprayed is part of a watershed that drains into a spring water supply used at 
the Wolf Creek Sanctuary I spend time at on a regular basis . There is some 
current scientific evidence that the proposed herbacide has some potential 
affects on the immune system. I am already i:nmune compronised and any assault 
on my imrnune system intentionally or collaterally is unacceptable to me and to 
any rationa1 thinking human being. There is no iIThllinent NEED for the proposed 
widespread spraying of these chemicals, While the affect on hunans and wild 
life may be put them Doth in grave un necessary 

WKhile I am not an expert in this field , but it is my understanding that 
'Water Rights' can only be amended after a great deal of research and court 
hearings regarding the need to change such rights that have long beeT'. 
established. These 'RIGHTS' were originally established specifically to 
PROTECT the water uses of ALL es concerned, especially from governmen-c 
gone wild. 

kSpraying teh wa"Cershed above Wolf Creek will send contaminants into our 
water supply. '='here bas been no environmental impact study fiied at this 
point. I believe that until the ELM can assure t.he public in general and Wolf 
Creek wathershed users specifically, that complete scientific studies have 
been done and proven beyond any doubt that thes(~ herbacides are necessary and 
not. dangerous to humans or wildlife. 

I think you for your time and consideration, Sicnerely, Rick Nevitt-Lamantia 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the 8LM, 

I great: value the public lands and wat.ersheds managed by the 8LM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the 8LM is proposing to dramatically expand its 



herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, \'I]i1d1ife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not wan't myself or my family exposed to herbicides It;'hen 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegeta~ion 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLtvJ is proposing "e.O spray the compound 2/ 4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. Tbe inclusion of this herbicide in your plal1s makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach 'Co 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincere~YI 

Rick Nevitt-LaMan'Cia 



Myles Downes 
<megalomousiac@yahoo.com 
> 

11/25/200907:57 AM 
Please respond to 

megalomousiac@yahoo.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatmencs@blm.gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the ELM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bce 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and wa'Cersheds managed by the BLM in Oreg n. 
I am extremely concerned that the SLM is proposing to dramatically expand ts 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fisb t wildl fe, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand i'Cs 
herbicide progran to include the spraying of lJ.ati ve vegetation along- roads and 
recreation si~es. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that th,e BL1'1 is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-0 on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to i7:: may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s cOITI.Tnitment to human health. 

Please cO!'lsider alt:,ernatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manual remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradica'~ion efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLH?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more b lanced and tholl'ghtful approach -co 
noxious weeds that addresses the roo causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construct on and· logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Myles OowY1es 



Day Schildkret 
<dschildkret@gmail.com> 

11/25/2009 08:47AM 
Please respond to 

dschildkret@gmail.com 

Vegetation Treat:ments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
eO shepard@b~m.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by th,e BLM in Oregon. 
r am extremely concerned that the 8LM is propos~ng to dramatically expand its 
herbicide program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
no~-target plants and water quality at risk. 

vvhile there is IfJidespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my famiJ.y exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compel 
with herbicides. 

need to spray native vegetation 

'-I am shocked that the BLlvj is proposing to sp,:!:'ay the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2/4-[) j.s extremely t.oxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. 'I'he inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
"the BLM?s cOITJnitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to ~ork wi~h the ELM ~o manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the B121]s proposed approach \,yill place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, roa,d construction and ],oggj_ng activities tha,t spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely / 

Day Schildkret. 



David Kerlick 
<davidk@esklmo.com> 

11/25/200906:02 AM 
Please respond to 

davidk@eskimo.com 

Vegetation Treatments ErS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed s.~epard@D~m. gov 

Dear My Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned ~hat the 3LM is proposing ~o dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plan~s and water quality. at risk. 

Wh.ile there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include "the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked tr:at the BLLVJ is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it. may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s comm':"tment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage func;ing for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem suct as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

F. much better approach: HIRE LOCAL UNEMPLOY2D to take care of our larlds, 
instead of writing checks to billionaire Monsanto executives and 
stockholders. 

Sincerely, 

David K(~rlick 



Andrea Thorpe 
<andrea@appliedeco.org> 

11/25/2009 11:42 AM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject comments: Draft Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on 
BLM Lands in Oregon Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) 

Please accept the attached letter (.pdffile fonnat) with our comments on the Draft Vegetation 
Treatments Using Herbicides on ELM Lands in Oregon Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
If you have any questions or difficulty opening the documen~ please contact me. 

Yours, 
Andrea 

Andrea S. Thorpe, Ph.D. 
Director, Conservation Research Program 
Institute for Applied Ecology 
PO Box 2855, Corvallis, Oregon 97339-2855 
541-753-3099 ext. 401 
www.appliedeco.org 

Dept. of Botany and Plant Pathology 
Oregon State University 

/~ 

Corvallis, Oregon Letter_BLM EISJAE NovOS.pdf 



Institute 
folC 

Applied 
Ecology 

Bureau of Land Management 
Vegetation Treatments EIS 
P_O. Box 2965 
POitland, OR 97208 
orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

Mailing address: 
PO Box 2855 
Corvallis Oregon 97339~2855 

Ph. 541-753-3099 
Fax 541-753-3098 

Street address: 
563 SW Jefferson Ave 
Corvallis, Oregon 97333 

www.appliedeco.org 

25 November 2009 

Re: Draft Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We are writing in response to the recently released Draft Vegetation Treatments Using 
Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Institute for 
Applied Ecology has partnered with several BLM districts in Oregon to conduct research on 
biology, management, and recovery of native plant and butterf1y species; study and perfonn 
habitat management and restoration; and conduct research on effective control techniques for 
invasive weeds (including false-brome and meadow knapweed). 

Successful management of BLM lands has been hampered by the limited use of 
herbicides. For example, 

• In trials exploring non-herbicide control methods for meadow knapweed, we found that 
the only effective method for removing this weed is hand grubbing, a relatively expensive 
treatment method. Herbicides have been effectively used to control this species at 
neighboring sites_ 

• After eight years of studying various control techniques for false-brome, we found that 
herbicides can successfully be used to control this invasive species, while avoiding 
negative impacts to native species, including the threatened Kincaid's lupine, Nelson's 
checkermallow, and the endangered Fender's blue butterfly. Although manual 
techniques can be used to control false-brome in small areas, those areas are fe-invaded 
within a year or two and manual techniques are not cost effective on large infestations_ 

• Each year, rare native prairie habitat is lost to invasive species since the current control 
methods are not effective at killing priority invasive species such as Canada thistle, 
Himalayan blackberry, annual grasses, and reed canarygrass. Judicious use of herbicides 
would enable the BLM to restore degraded wildlife habitat and improve conditions for 
endangered species. 

• In a five-year study of restoration methods in Willamette Valley upland prairies, we 
found using a combination of burning and treatment with both a broad-spectrum and 
grass-specific herbicide was the most successful restoration method. When timed 
correctly, this treatment had minimal effects on established native species, but caused a 
significant decline in the cover of non-native species. In contrast, treatments without 
herbicides were ineffective in reducing the cover of non-native species or increasing the 
cover of native species. 

Page lof2 



We support both Alternatives 4 (the Proposed Alternative) and 5 for a number of reasons, 
including, 

1. The Proposed Alternative allows the use of herbicides for the objective of managing 
habitat in conservation plans. The Draft Recovery Plan for Prairie Species of Western 
Oregon and Southwestern Washington calls for maintaining prairie habitat for five 
threatened and endangered species native to Oregon's Willamette and Umpqua River 
valleys. In addition to being threatened by non-native plants, these habitats are being 
negatively impacted by encroachment by exotic and native woody species. Several 
studies have found that the most effective and cost-efficient method of managing these 
prairies for nati ve forbs and grasses is the combined use of herbicide, fire, and mowing 
treatments. In general, fire and mowing treatments were effective only in preventing 
fUlther degradation of these habitats, not improving habitat conditions. These treatments 
can also stimulate growth of invasive plants from the seed bank and sprouting of woody 
plants. The careful use of herbicides has been very effective at maintaining prairie 
habitat by reducing the cover of non-native species and woody encroachment. 

2. These alternatives allow greater flexibility in choosing an herbicide for application. As 
stated in the draft EIS, the herbicides added in these alternatives are generally more 
target-specific, can be used in lower doses, and are less likely to adversely affect non­
target plants and animals than the four herbicides currentl y in use. This is particularly 
important when working in areas of degraded habitat where it is desired to preserve 
existing native species. 

Although we support the adoption of the Proposed Alternative (4), we would also support 
Alternative 5. As recognized in the draft EIS, this alternative provides greater flexibility and will 
allow for more complete control of invasive weeds. Although the draft EIS focuses on the 
potential benefits for the east-side, there could also be benefits for weed control on the west side. 
For example, Chlorsulfuron is used to control tansy ragwort, puncturevine, thistles, and teasel, 
which arc also invasive species on the west-side. Use of this herbicide would be allowed on the 
west-side under Alternative 5, but not Alternative 4. 

In summary, we strongly support the adoption of either Alternative 4 or 5 in the Draft 
Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). The ability to appropriately use herbicides is greatly needed to effectively 
manage non-native species and restore habitat for Special Status Species. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas N. Kaye 
t.xecutive Director 

Debora Johnson 
Director, Habitat Restoration Program 

Amanda Stanley, 
Prairie Restoration Research Project Director 

Andrea S. Thorpe 
Director, Conservation Research Program 

Matt Blakeley-Smith 
Restoration Ecologist 
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BLM 
Vegetation Treatments EIS 
PO Box 2965 
Portland. OR 9720S 

NO\cmber 20. 2009 RECEIVED 

Through its consenslis process the McKc!uie 'vVatcrshcd Coullcil \\ as able to choose Alternative 
3 as the preferred alternative. with the caveat that herbicides shall be used only as a last resort 
when other options have provcn to be inadequate. inel"Jeetive or inel1icient. and with thc 
t.:xpedation that we "vii[ be notified and be allowed j() comment \vell in advance of any proposed 
herbicide application in the McKenzie IV atershed. 

It is the mission of tile McKenzic Watershed Council to l(l5ter better stewardship "ftlle 
McKenzie Vv' atcrshcd resources. deal \\ ilh issues in a(I\-<111CC of" resource degradation. and ensure 
sustainable vvatcrshcd health. functions alld lISes. Amollg other functions. the Coullcil serves as an 
advisory body to estahlished decision-makillg authorities and makes recommendations 
concerning the protection, restoration and enhancement of \vatersheu resources, The Partners of 
the Council represent McKenzie Valley residents: recreational and commercia! interests: water 
utilities: conservatioll groups: \\<.-Her consumers: and city. coullty. state and h:deral government 
agencIes. 

The McKenzie River is the solc drinking water Sourc(' fnr lc:-.idcnts in the ('it} of [':ugellc, and 
one of our primary goals is to preserve the excellent \\ater qualil:v that \\c enjoy. \Ve continue to 
he concerned about any potential adverse impacts to \\ater quality. 

The "'last resort'" qualification is consistent with our o\-\,n policy concerning invasive plant 
removal. The COllncil preferq activities and practices that offer the highest net ecological benefits 
to llsh and wildlife resources and water quality. Chemical herbicides will bc uscd only atier other 
methods have been used or considered for use and demonstrated from actual trials or literature 
search to he inadequate. ineffective or inemcient. 

Thank you t(X this opportunity to provide commcnts. 

Six 
Executive Director 

" .. fostering belter stewardship of McKenzie Watershed resources ihrough volunklry partnerships (Ind collaboration .. " 

PO Box 70166, Eugene, OR 97401 541687-9076 541687-1065 fox 
www.mckenziewc.org 
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Public Comment on Draft Environmcntallmpact Statement 011 BLM Herbicides 

Dear BLM, my name and address are: ~~o\,:.- is'''-\. (!"kwr~U I ~?",-e..., <D R. q '"1,-\0\ 
~ 

I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. I support ALrER,~ATIVE ONE -no herbicides - because all of the other alternatives 
would increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2,4-D and the carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and relied on a Bush-Administration legal definition 
ofthe term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of vapor as drift. 

I protest that yOU pretend to otTerfivc alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for comparison." 

1 object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxic)Us weeds" to 
have ncw legal anthority (0 "spray all vegetation", including at sphools on leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children 
before profits! 

40 OCTOBER ZZ, 2009 EIJGEi\l1E WEEKLY 

, 
~. 
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V ?;;; 
,~ .,""", ~J 
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"Green, Donna" 
<Donna .Green@pdxtrans.org 
> 

11/25/2009 01 :02 PM 

To '"orvegtreatments@blm.gov''' <orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Public comment 

Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on BLM Herbicides 

DearBLM, 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides I supp0l1 ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides - because all of 
the other alternatives would increase the use of pesticide~ including the deadly 2,4-D and the carcinogenic Diuron 
[protest the fact that your DEIS did not include an analysis of the inert ingredients and relied on a 
Bush-Administration legal definition of the tenn "drift" that eliminated the consideration ofvapar as drift. 
I protest that you pretend to offer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for comparison" 
I object to the fact that your 'Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only 
noxious weeds" to have uew legal authority to "spray all vegetation'; including at schools on leased BLM lands, 
campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children before profits! 

Donna Green 
Portland, OR 



Carol Dunten 
<carol.dunten@gmail.com> 

11/25/200901 :37 PM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Vegetaion EIS 

We support the Proposed Action, Alternative 4 of the Vegetation 
treatments Draft EI8. We agree that the use of the additional 
herbicides would allow for more effective treatment of noxious and 
invasive vegetation. Medusahead rye is a big threat in our area. It is 
overtaking native ecosystems negatively affecting wild~ife habitat, 
livestock and feral horse forage, a~d increasing fire danger. We are 
actively tryi~g to control the spread of noxious weeds on our private 
property and it would be a great help if the medusahead iye infestations 
on adjacent land under t:.he con::'rol of -the BLM could be controlled. 

Yours tr,~lYI 

Carol Dunten 



Carol Dunten 
<carol.dunten@gmaH.eom> 

11/25/200901 :38 PM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

ec 

bee 

Subject Vegetation EIS 

We support the Proposed Action, Alternative 4 of the Vegetation 
treatments Draft EIS. We agree that the use of the add,itional 
herbicides would allow for more effective treatment of noxious and 
invasive vegetation. Medusahead rye is a big threat in our area. It is 
overtaking native ecosyst~ms negatively affecting wildlife habitat, 
livestock and feral horse forage, and increasing fire danger. We are 
actively trying to control the spread of noxious weeds on our private 
property and it would be a great help if the medusahead rye infestations 
on adjacent land under the control of the BLM could be controlled. 

Yours truly, 

Turen A. Dunten 



Carol Dunten 
<carol.dunten@gmail.com> 

11/25/200901 :39 PM 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject vegetation EIS 

We support the Proposed Action, Alternative 4 of the Vegetation 
treatments Draft E1S. We agree that the use of the additional 
herbicides would allow for more effective treatment of noxious and 
.l.nvasive vegetation. Medusahead rye is a big threat in our area. -'- L is 
overtaking native ecosystems negativeJ..y affecting wildlife habitat, 
livestock and feral horse forage, and increasing fire danger. We are 
actively trying to control the spread of noxious weeds on our private 
property and it would be a great help if the medusahead rye infestations 
on adjacent land under the control of the ELM could be controlled. 

Yours truly, 
Norma L. Miler 



Carol Dunten 
<earol.dunten@gmail.eom> 

11/25/200901:41 PM 

Dear Sirs: 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

ee 

bee 

Subject vegetation EIS 

We support ~he Proposed Action, Alternative 4 of the Vegetation 
treatments Draft E1S. We agree that the use of the additional 
herbicides would allow for more effective treatment of noxious and 
invasive vegetation. Medusahead rye is a big threat in our area. It is 
overtaking native ecosystems negatively affecting wildli£e habitat, 
livestock and feral horse forage, and increasing fire danger. We are 
actively trying to control the spread of noxious weeds on our private 
property and it would be a great help if the rnedusahead rye infestations 
on adjacent land under the control of the 8LM could be controlled. 

Yours truly, 

Miler Ranch, LLC 



Carol Dunten 
<carol.dunten@gmail.com> 

11/25/200901:48 PM 

Dear Sirs: 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

ee 

bee 

Subject vegetation EIS 

We support the Propo.sed Action, Alternative 4 of 'the Vegetation 
treatments Draft EIS. We agree that the use of the additional 
herbicides would allow for more effective treatment of noxious and 
invasive vegetation. Medusahead rye is a big threat in our area. It is 
overtaking native ecosystems negatively affecting wildlife habitat, 
livestock and feral horse forage, and increasing fire danger. We are 
actively trying to control the spread of noxious weeds on our private 
property and it would be a great help if the medusahead rye infestations 
on adjacent land under the control of the BLM could be controlled. 

Yours truly! 

Tad Dunten 



"Annette Carson" 
<etn 12275@eenturytel.net> 

11/25/200902:05 PM 

Dear Sirs: 

To <orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

cc 

bec 

Subject Vegetation treatment 

We support the Proposed Action, Alternative 4 of the Vegetation 
treatments Draft EIS. We agree that the use of the additional 
herbicides would allow for more effective treatment of noxious and 
invasive vegetation. Medusahead rye is a big threat in our area. It is 
overtaking native ecosystems negatively affecting wildlife habita~ 
livestock and feral horse forage, and increasing fire danger. Weare 
actively trying to control the spread of noxious weeds on our private 
property and it would be a great help if the medusahead rye infestations 
on adjacent land under the control of the BLM could be controlled. 

Yours truly, 

Annette Carson 
Diamond Oregon 



Sue Bastian 
<runsuebike@hotmaii.com> 

11/25/2009 03:46 PM 

To <orvegtreatments@bim.gov>, <runsuebike@hotmail.com> 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Toxic herbicide increases. 

Wow! When was BLM bought by the chemical companies? Very impressive list of chemicals 
you plan to use to kill, mutate, pollute with maximum impunity, I can't believe the decision 
makers at BLM are so ignorant and insensitive to the people and the planet. I hope the 
chemical corporations are paying well for your soul and integrity, 

Sue Bastian from Bend, Oregon who requests a response to this email. 

Hotmail: Trusted email with powerful SPAM protection, Sign uj:l now. 



Tim Pledger 
<tjpledger@gmail.com> 

11/26/2009 03:47PM 
Please respond to 

tjpledger@gmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatmen'ts@blm.,gov 
ed shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the ELM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that=. the BLM is proposing to drama'tically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide progTam ~o include the spraying of native vegetat:ion a10rl9 roads and 
recreation s:Ltes. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
hie v,lsi t public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
wi th herbicides. 

I am shocked that the ELM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-0 on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclesion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human heal'~_h. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
wou1d like to work with the ELM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

1: am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human healt:h and 
wa~ershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logg 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Tim Pledger 

Wolf Creek, OR 

houghtful approach 
he proDlem such as 
ng activities that 

to 

spread 



stulips@hotmail.eom 

11/26/200907:06 PM 

Requestor: stuart phillips 

To Oregon Vegetation Treatments Draft EIS Comments 
<orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

ee 

bee 

Subject Oregon Vegetation Treatments Draft EIS Comments - stuart 
phillips 

E-mail address: stulips@hotmail.com 

Comments: 
= Endorse Alternative 
destructive, Lhanks. 
on any blm forestland 

I, the no-herbicide option. For sure the least 
Don\'t spray toxins, herbicides or pesticides 
anywhere in oregon ever! Thankyou. 



Rozz Lieght 
<yangshenmen@gmail,com> 

11/29/200907:53 AM 
Please respond to 

yangshenmen@gmail,com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatmen'~s@blm. gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the ELM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm,gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me or the Forest to Toxic Herbicides 

I greaLiy value the public lands and l.vater'sheds managed by the ELM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result- place human hea.:"th, fish" wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, T oppose the BIJM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. ::: do not- want myself or: my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the ELM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-0 on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
heal th effect"s. The inclusi"on of t.his herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLIvJ.?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider a~ternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many O~egonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for lm'\l-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLI1?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincere1Yr 

Razz llieght 



Richard Shadoian 
<sfrichard@sbcglobal.net> 

11/25/200909:10 PM 
Please respond to 

sfrichard@sbcglobal.net 

Vegetation T::eatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed _,shepard@blm. gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the ELM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the ELM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there l,s widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetati.on along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or lEy family exposed to he::::bicides \Alhen 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked "Chat the BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-0 is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. r:;:he inclusion of th.is herbicide .; n your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s comrrlitrnent to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spra~ing. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage ::unding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through ove~zealo-us herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtfu.l approach 'La 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Shadoian 

115 Beulah 



rgsjesshuster@att.net 

11/29/2009 08:51 PM 

Requestor: Richard G. Shuster 

To Oregon Vegetation Treatments Draft EIS Comments 
<orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Oregon Vegetation Treatments Draft EIS Comments -
Richard G. Shuster 

E-mail address: rgsjesshuster@att.net 

CorYUnents: 
To include in public comrnent: 

'As a property owner in the Bend, OR and Sparks, NV areas I am 
concerned about the planned Vegetation Treatments proposed. The use 
of chemical defoilants evokes horror stories of Agent Orange and the 
rainbow of other dioxins that have nO'\r..1 killed over a 1/4· million DS 
veterans and other citizens. The consideration of use of any similar 
chemicals on domestic US lands is beyond any reasonable 
comprehension. 

A full and thorough analyses of all proposed components of the 
chemicals to be used demands co be provided to all citizens in the 
areas of proposed exposures. 

?lease advise me of the complete analytical details of proposed 
defoilants and make them also known to each and all citizens in the 
proposed areas of use on BLM and/or other public and/ or private 
la!1ds. 

Sincerely, 

Richard G. Shuster 

7062 Cinnamon Drive 

Sparks, NV 89436 

rgsjesshuster@att.net 



Linda Driskill 
<keystoneproject@orteico.net 
> 

11/29/200907:05 AM 

To orvegtreatments@bim.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject comments 

See attached corrunents on OBIS. Please acknmvledge receipt. 

DEI S herbicide use comments 



Grant Cbunty Cbnservationists 

keystoneproject@xteloo.net 

November 30, 2009 

Vegetation Treatments Team 

orvegreatments@!blm.gov 

Dear Vegetation Management Team, 

The Grant Cbunty Cbnservationists are a oonservation group that has been active in G'ant 

Cbunty in Eastern Qegon for over thirty years. We work with the Malheur National FOrest on many 

issues, but primarily in reoent years on the restoration of aquatic habitat and keystone species and the 

impact on these by poor management of oommerciallivestock on the forest. 

An exoellent summary of your current proposal - to drastically increase toxic herbicide use on 

public lands in Qegon - has been reoently made available to us and we would like to submit the 

following oomments: 

You ~to use more herbicides on the east side, stating that there is" higher public 

aooeptanoe" of herbicide risikseast of the Olscades! Whom did you query on this? The Qegon 8:ate 

EXtension 83rvioe and the Cbunty 9Jil and Water districts, who work almost exdusively with ranchers? 
Were fish and wildlife biologists from the CDPVV and US=Sinduded? Were the Warm ;:prings, Paiute 

and Umatilla Tribes inciuded? Were the environmental oommunities such as The Nature Cbnservancy 

oonsulted? Were the Native Rant 9Jcietyand various Eastern Qegon birding groups enoouraged to 

comment? We can hardly fathom that people oonoerned with native plants and insects, reooveryof 

aquatic habitat and fish populations, bird numbers and habitat, etc. in Eastern Qegon are by nature 

more reoeptive to intensive toxic herbicide use than those on the West side. 

You mention in your DBSsome alarming studies such as the one which led to the EPA proposal 
to prohibit sulfometuron methyl use within 100' of water and in situations typical of drv Eastern Qegon 

such as low annual rainfall and powderv or dry or light sandy soil. This potential hazard of any aerial 

spraying and other applications is sufficient to protest your plan to increase the number of treated acres 

three fold and the number of different herbicides by sixteen. 83veral of the latter are now oonsidered 

so dangerous they are no longer used by the US=S(2,4-D and dicamba as well asa no-use calion diquat, 

diuron, bromacil and tebuthiuron). 

We are disappointed that your proposed DBSfor herbicide use offers such a narrow range of 

alternatives. The DBSnotably reserves the most powerful and dangerous toxic herbicides for 



alternative 4, the" preferred" alternative, and alternative 5 which would allow herbicide use for any 

purpose that BLM staff desire. This would appear to be illegal in that it would be impossible to predict 

and analyze potential environmental impacts of the most toxic, persistent, mobile and non-selective 

herbicides induding 2,4-D, pidoram, dicamba, glyphosate with PiJ6ll.surfactant, tridopyr BEE, bromacil, 

diuron, hexazinone and tebuthiuron. 

That you ignore the necessity of reducing various ground disturbing activities such as 

ocmmerciallivestock grazing, all-terrain vehide access, roading for timber cutting, etc. is particularly 

inept. CAlr experience with ocmmerciallivestock grazing in disturbed ground on the Malheur National 

FOrest shows the relationship of this management activity with the spreading of noxious species, such as 

Ventenata dubia, cheat grass, Medusahead, etc. 

By choosing to ignore the critical role of ground disturbance activities you are implicitly 

acknowledging that heavy spraying of highly toxic chemicals may not only not do any good but can 

ocmpound serious environmental impacts to bees, birds (perhaps especially to threatened sage grouse), 

amphibians, fish and other wildlife such as deer, elk and pronghorn. Aswell as to humans who wish to 

gather berries, mushrooms, medicinal plants as well as recreate on public lands. 

Thank you for the opportunity to ocmment. 

Unda Driskill 

Cc-select recipients of list serve 



Phillipe Coquet 
<Pcoq50@gmail.com> 

11/27/200901 :07 PM 
Please respond to 

Pcoq50@gmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLt1, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the lands and 01atersheds rr.anaged by -che BLM in Orego!1. 
I am extremely concerned that the BLM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wij .. diife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

vJh.:'-le there is widespread agreement over the need to s~ow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation si Les. I do not Wa!.1T:' myself or my famil.y exposed to herbicides when 
vJe visit PUb:Lic lands. There is ::1.0 compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that ::.he BLM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider aJ.ternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would lib::~ to work with the ST.}:'.] ::'0 manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding fOJ:::' low-impact eradication ef::oJ:::Ts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach Itdl1 place human health and 
watershed values at risk through oveizealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implern,ent a more ba.l.anced and though,tful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Phillipe Coquet 



Michael Port 
<sapphy69@yahoo.com> 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 
11/27/200903:36 PM 

bcc Please respond to 
sapphy69@ ahoo.com Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed._ shepard@blm. gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the 8L]\1, 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the ELM iL Oreg n. 
I am extremely concerned tha~ the ELM is proposing to dramatically expand ts 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fi,sh, wildl fe, 
non-target plants and wate~ quality at risk. 

TrJhile there is widespread agreement over 'Che need "to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vege'Cation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compeIling need ;::0 spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the 3LM is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the ELM? s cornrni tment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that: the BLI'1?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at ~isk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logg 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Port 

houghtful approach to 
he problem such as 
ng activities that spread 



Katie Fite 
<katie@westernwatersheds .0 

rg> 

111261200904:50 PM 

November 25,2009 

Vegetation Treatments EIS 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208-2965 

orvegtreatments((iJ.blm.gov 

Dear Oregon BLM, 

To <orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Oregon Weed EIS 

Please also include all concerns raised in tbese comments we had submitted on the BLM 17 
States Weed EIS to this 2009 Oregon Weed EIS process. 

It is also clear that much more infonnation to form a baseline of data on current conditions must 
be provided to the public and USGWSINOAA Fisheries before full consultation over effects on 
Threatened and Endangered species can be understood. The poor ecological conditions of many 
Oregon watersheds heightens the risks of drift and herbicide danlage to non-target species and 
orgamsms. 

A full analysis of the adverse effects of all herbicides and their associated chemicals -including 
where multiple chemicals may be used - must be conducted under real-world degraded wild 
lands situations. Increased weather extremes under climate change scenarios must be 
incorporated into this risk analysis. 

A detailed analysis of the effects on killing or weakening biological crusts/microbiotic crusts 
must also be provided. Microbiotic crusts are also increasingly recognized as providing natural 
benefits in reducing climate change processes. 

Thank you, 

Katie Fite 
Western Watersheds Project 
PO Box 2863 
Boise, ID 83701 



February 9, 2006 

Bureau of Land Management 
Nevada State Office 
Attn: Brian Amme, Weed £IS Project Manager 
1340 Financial Blvd. 
PO Box 12000 
Reno, NV 89520-0006 
vegeisialnv.blm. gOV 

Dear Brian, 

Here are additional comments of Western Watersheds Project on the BLM's Draft Vegetation 
Treatments on BLM Lands in 17 Western States £IS incorporate by reference scoping, and 
comments provided at public meetings. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING AS A CAUSAL AGENT IN FIRE, FUELS, VEGETATION 
"PROBLEMS" 

The Draft £IS fails to adequately address the role oflivestock, and BLM and other agency 
management of livestock, on the ecological health and fire regime oflands across the Project 
area. It fails to present scientific information and analysis necessary to understand the role of 
livestock in eausing fuels problems - including the role of ongoing livestock grazing across the 
lands of the EIS area and adjoining National Forest, state and private lands. 

The EIS and alternatives are based on BLM's false premise that it can impose fire and other 
treatments to bring about "historical" ranges of fire occurrence and achieve some artificially 
derived "desired" future conditions. This is not based on the hard, cold facts that cattle and sheep 
grazing and other human disturbances in the mid West have created an UNNATURAL 
environmental setting - often with massive topsoil loss, lowered ecological site potential, 
desertification, and great vulnerability to weed invasion following disturbance. The risk of alien 
invasive species dominance of sites following BLM's proposed disturbance treatments interjects 
great risk into BLM's claims that it can restore lands by inflicting large-scale new disturbances. 

In this setting, BLM's premise that chaining, fire and other disturbance will have beneficial 
outcomes, especially with no significant chm1ges in land management (reduced grazing, roading, 
other continued sources of degradation) is unrealistic and not based on either common sense or 
scientific reality. 

BLM must recognize the deficiencies oflivestock grazing and other allocation components of 
Land Use Plans, and their role in contributing to hazardous fuels, weeds and other ecological 
problems. The livestock grazing and vegetation portions of many Land Use Plans are woefully 
outdated. New Land Use Plans ignore (example, Craters of the Moon, Black Rock) fail to 
address forage allocations in any way. There is no management requirement for conservative use 
levels, no specific new or updated allocation for livestock, no concrete habitat goals related to 



livestock use, and BLM continues to apply known hannfullevels of vegetation use. 

Most of the old plans view threatened native sagebrush vegetation communities as "brush", 
primarily suitable for burning, spraying and discing up. The new plans fail to include necessary 
management guidance such as stubble height standards necessary for riparian protection, 
utilization levels necessary for successful sage grouse nesting, or grazing systems that protect 
microbiotic crusts necessary for soil health and keeping cheatgrass and other weeds that cause a 
fuels problem fi·om invading. LUPs lack certainty, and especially newer plans lack application of 
specific use standards. All plans fail to address disturbance such as livestock trampling, and lack 
quantified trampling standards. 

As management on the ground over the course of the EIS/PER will be camed out under 
out-dated old plans, and new plans with often even fewer standards and that do not address 
forage/stocking allocations, we believe it is not possible for BLM to predict rosy short, mid or 
long-term outcomes to its proposed treatments. 

Neither the old or new Land Use Plans provide for protections necessary to slow down or halt 
weed invasions with associated alterations/shortening of fire cycles in areas invaded by annual 
bromes or other flammable weeds. The current scientific literature overwhelmingly shows that 
livestock grazing is a primary cause of problems affecting native vegetation, including altered 
fire frequencies and altered fuel situations. 

An EIS grappling with weeds, and fire, fuels and vegetation treatment must address livestock 
grazing as a causal agent; analyze the impacts of livestock grazing in continuing to cause 
"unnatural" fire cycles and weed problems; honestly assess the impact of chronic livestock 
grazing on the ultimate outcome/effectiveness/success of any treatments; develop a range of 
alternatives that minimizes livestock and other disturbances as prevention and part of an 
Integrated Pest Management Strategy. Without including significant changes in livestock grazing 
practices including reduced stocking rates and/or removal oflivestock from lands at risk to 
cheatgrass/weed invasion or dominance, or where restoration actions may be undertaken, and 
more protective levels and standards of use, BLM will be wasting taxpayer dollars on this Fire 
EIS effort. 

BLM must fully address livestock as a causal agent in ecosystem disruption, and alteration of 
composition, structure and function of native ecosystems in the arid lands (see Fleischner 1994) 
covered by the EIS. The role oflivestock in causing any fuels problem must be fully assessed, 
including all direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of past and ongoing livestock use on 
rangeland health problems associated with fire, hazardous fuels and weeds. A wide range of 
up-to-date livestock management alternative components must accompany all alternatives in this 
EIS process. These should include analysis of a range of reductions in stocking rates and use 
levels, and their effects on ecosystem processes, fire, fuels, weeds, restoration, rehabilitation 
efforts. 

BLM must fully analyze reductions in, or cessation oflivestock use and grazing pennit 
retirement as part of any treatment analysis that is conducted. Federal fire funds should be used to 



buyout and retire grazing pennits on lands that are treated and where subsequent grazing will 
result in new weed problems, or still-intact lands detennined to be at risk to weed invasion, or 
detennined to be at risk of crossing thresholds from which recovery may not be possible. The 
inextricable linked fire/fuels problems and livestock grazing effects must be addressed. 

Background infonnation that must be presented and assessed includes: 

• Current stocking rates (average actual use as well as active pennitted use) in all 
allotments, and in all vegetation types and all lands where Field Offices slated treatment 
in inton11ation used to fonn the basis ofthis EIS/PER; 

• Utilization levels and other management standards applied on the affected lands vs. 
current range science texts 

• Current ecological condition of soils, vegetation, habitats related to stocking rates, levels 
of use allowed, etc. 

See also additional WWP comments submitted separately. 

ADEQUATE BASELINE INFORMATION ON VEGETATION COMMUNITIES MUST BE 
COLLECTED 

Unfortunately, the Draft EIS does not provide adequate information on vegetation communities 
in the affected lands and their surroundings. 

BLM must collect and analyze extensive baseline information on past fire and vegetation 
conversion or manipulation projects in the affected lands in each vegetation type identified in the 
DEIS/PER, and the effects of these treatments on wildlife corridors, habitat fragmentation, 
likelihood of human-caused fires or disturbance, etc. Data and maps must be compiled and 
assessed that indicate where all past treatments have been conducted. Without understanding the 
past dispersion and impacts of treatments and disturbance across the landscape, BLM can not 
adequately assess the impacts of various alternatives related to treatment and land health. 

Information that needs to be acquired and assessed includes data and maps of: 

• Past disturbance events on these lands (fire- prescribed or wild, chemical treatment, 
mechanical treatment - chaining, cutting, etc.); 

• Seedings or any other post-disturbance treatments that have occurred and their current 
condition 

• Condition of treatments and seedings, including cheatgrass and other fine fuels and weeds 
in interspaces 

• Impacts of all livestock facilities 
• Impacts of roading, and roading links to past treatments or livestock or other land uses. 

Assessment should include a valid study ofthe current ecological condition and health of soils, 
vegetation, important wildlife habitats and other important values of the affected lands, a 
comparison between these conditions and conditions at the time of the disturbance. 



For all lands where treatments have been identified by BLM Field offices, BLM must collect 
current information on: Vegetation species composition, its current ecological condition; 
livestock grazing regimen and standards of use; wildlife habitats and populations occurring here. 
Information on periods of rest, trespass, and other livestock factors must be included. 

Current information on ecological condition, presence of weeds and other exotic species, etc. on 
all lands within the project area must be collected as part of this effmi. It must be the basis for 
decisionmaking on "acres to be treated" for various purposes in the EIS. 

For example, how many acres of salt desert shrub communities, Wyoming big sagebrush, or 
other communities have a significant component of cheatgrass in the understory? How many of 
these lands have already crossed thresholds, where succession is truncated? How many are at risk 
of crossing thresholds? How many acres, and what is the location, of each vegetation type is in 
good or better ecological condition? 

After solid, on-the-ground collection of new information, BLM must develop a rigorous protocol 
for detennining all lands in need of "treatment", and explain in comprehensive detail, with 
supporting science, why these lands need treatment. 

We are alarmed that BLM in the EIS avoids focus on treating the extensive crested wheatgrass 
and other seedings that have so altered and largely destroyed wildlife habitats, and which often 
form the basis of stocking excessive numbers oflivestock that also affect native vegetation in or 
near these seedings. Many crested wheatgrass seedings that resulted in the aftermath of past 
treatments have become infested with cheatgrass, halogeton or other weeds and now contain 
continuous fine fuels. In many seedings, exotics such as crested wheatgrass have been planted at 
unnaturally thick densities, and thus present an increased fire risk, or have significant 
components of cheatgrass in understories. Large wildfires sweep across such seedings - as in the 
2005 Clover fire in the Jarbidge Field Office. 

The harm and fragmentation of native species habitats caused by these seedings must be assessed 
- as it is important to in understanding their role in habitat fragmentation on top of the extensive 
alterations of habitat proposed by BLM under the DEIS/PER. Both the Jarbidge and Burley BLM 
lands provide a perfect example of a woefully fragmented landscape where crested wheatgrass 
seedings have greatly fragmented sage grouse habitats across middle to lower elevations, and 
many are in very poor condition and have rampant eheatgrass, halogeton and other problems - as 
well as loss of forage. 

Yet, in Burley,BLM persists in promoting the killing of native vegetation Gunipers, mountain big 
sagebrush, pinyon, and other species) in the Jim Sage and other areas, while ignoring the habitat 
loss, and weed and fire risks, posed by the crested wheatgrass and other purposefully altered 
lands, including those BLM itself "treated" with fire and which have become weedlands. The 
Weed EIS/PER continues blindly down this same path. 

BLM, simultaneously with the Weed EIS/PER is developing other EISs - such as the 



Upper Snake River District Fire, Fuels and Related Vegetation Management Plan Amendment. 
We attended that EIS Scoping meeting held in Boise, and just like the Weed EIS, BLM had no 
sound basis for estimates of acres proposed to be treated in the infonnation that was provided to 
the public. We were told that BLM asked land managers in each field office to come up with 
estimates. However, there was no protocol followed as a basis for these estimates, and it appears 
no scientific methodology was followed. Our review of the USRD Draft EIS confinns that a 
systematic method to assess treatment "need" has not been used. Thus, not only does the 
Programmatic Weed EIS/PER not rely on, or provide, current ecological infonnation necessary 
to make science-based decisions on public lands, neither do the lower level EISs that will tier to 
it. 

Fire's Natural Role. The EIS must base its analysis on science, and not the mis-begotten hope 
that fire/other treatment disturbance will not result in hannful outcomes in many of the highly 
disturbed systems here. This is key to understanding that many of the predicted results are not 
attainable - especially iflarge-scale chronic disturbance factors like grazing continue unabated, 
and spread cheatgrass and weeds in their wake. 

The EIS 's discussion of vegetation communities and treahnents ignores honest assessment of 
alterations in ecosystem composition, function and structure that exist in the real world as a result 
oflivestock grazing and other disturbanccs, past vegetation h·eatments followed by livestock 
grazing, etc. 

ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENTS FOR TREATMENTS MUST BE CONDUCTED 

ICBEMP assessed lands and categorized them "at risk" to weed invasion. This EIS effort can 
build on that, and take a much more detailed look at the lands affected by this proposal. 
Shockingly, ICBEMP also found that only a very small portion of the entire Interior Columbia 
Basin had even "moderate" ecological integrity (PNW-GTR-385 at 118, Map 18). Large areas of 
lands are in "Low" ecological condition. 

The DEIS/PER fails to provide infonnation to tie proposed treatllents to such land areas, and 
fails to assess the role (and ecological condition) of past treatments past and current livestock 
management (especially under out-dated paradigms and levels of use), and develop new goals, 
objectives and allocations that better address the pressing habitat needs of many important 
species and that address root causes of hazardous fuels problems, and thus provide better and 
more cost-effective protection from hazardous fuel and weed problems. What are the risks of 
treating wild lands, as BLM proposes, under the current alternatives, or under a new range of 
reasonable alternatives? 

SUIT ABILITY OF LANDS FOR TREATMENT - WILDERNESS, ACECs, ROADLESS 
LANDS 

We are very concerned about the lack of necessary analysis of the impacts of the various 
alternatives on: the integrity of ecosystem processes and natural values within WSAs, wilderness 
and other roadless lands; the relevant and important values of ACECs; the biotic integrity and 



values to society and watersheds of undeveloped and roadless lands; the values of Special 
Recreation Management Areas and all lands where the public seeks wild or untrammeled natural 
landscapes, BLM's proposal will cause irreparable hann to values ranging from recreational, 
spiIitual and aesthetic values, to unroaded watersheds that do not release road sediment to 
streams, 

CAPABILITY AND SUITABILITY OF LANDS FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

In many areas ofBLM lands across the West, sheep AUMs have been converted to cattle AUMs, 
with no necessary reduction in AUMs, and no examination of the impacts of sheep vs, cattle use, 
and the often decreased capability of steep, rocky or other terrain for cattle use (vs, sheep), 

This capability and suitability oflands for livestock grazing must be assessed as part of any 
treatment this process, Please see USFS methods used in development of the Boise, Payette and 
other recent southern Idaho Forest Plans, 

BLM regularly fails to employ analytical procedures described by Professors Holechek, Galt and 
others, and which the Forest Service uses in its grazing management, in setting stocking levels by 
first detennining the amount ofland area that is both "capable" and "suitable" for grazing, 

Under the "capability" analysis, an evaluation is made to detennine the number of acres oflands 
that are "capable" oflivestock grazing, based on specific slope, distance £i'om water, rockiness, 
and other factors. Then, out of the "capable" lands, a further detennination is made about which 
acres are "suitable" for grazing, based on considerations such as special management areas, 
fragile ecological resources, or other considerations, After this analysis is done, then the 
remaining lands that are both "capable" and "suitable" are assessed to detennining grazing levels 
by setting proper stocking rates. This analytical process is central to ensuring a proper grazing 
management system that does not degrade resources, and must be considered as part of the 
detennination under various alternatives of the impacts or effects of the outcomes of any of the 
many large-scale disturbance treatments of fuels or weeds across vast acres that BLM is 
proposing in the EIS. 

BLM must detennine if stocking of grazing lands that are not capable or suitable is a major 
contributing factor to fuels and weeds problems. 

All alternatives must include provisions for regulation oflivestock disturbance based on current 
science and current capability and suitability detenninations, This includes science-based 
standards of use, such as 25% or less allowable utilization of upland vegetation, no grazing 
dUling critical growing periods for native species, no grazing during nesting periods for 
migratory birds and sage grouse, measurement oflivestock trampling damage to native 
vegetation and microbiotic crusts and means to minimize trampling damage, no movement of 
livestock from lands infested with exotics to more intact communities. 

BLM MUST EXAMINE USE LEVELS, AND THEIR ROLE IN FUELS PROBLEMS 



BLM does not take into account the scientific literature - including that published in the Journal 
of Range Management - demonstrating that utilization limits historically followed by BLM 
(typically, 40%, 50% or 60% utilization limits) contribute to degradation of native vegetation, 
and plant community changes that result in fuel and weed problems, and other ecological 
problems affecting a host of important habitats, These ecological problems include disturbance 
and loss of soils and microbiotic crusts that results in extensive weed problems, See Anderson 
1991, Anderson and Holte 1981, Anderson and Inouye 2001, Belnap 1995, Belnap and Gillette 
1997, Belnap et al. BLM Tech BulL 2001, Belsky and Gelbard 2000, Beymer and Klopatek 1992, 
Braun 1998, Connelly et aL 2004, Donahue 1999, Fleischner 1994, Freilich et aL 2003, Galt et aL 
1999, Galt et aL 2000, Ge1bard and Belnap 2003, Hockett 2002, Holechek 1996b, Holechek et aL 
1998, Holechek et al. 1999 a and b, Holechek et al. 2000, Holechek et al. 2001. 

FULL RANGE OF PASSIVE TREATMENTS MUST BE EVALUATED 

Passive treatments primarily minimize site disturbance,and generally remove or minimize an 
environmental initant that is affecting the health of the plant community, Thus, they have less 
risk of soil erosion, weed invasion or proliferation and other negative impacts associated with 
them, They also have a high probability of being beneficial to watersheds, native wildlife habitats 
and populations and the economic well-being of western communities that are increasingly 
dependent on tourism and recreational uses of public lands, 

An array of passive treatments (provided to BLM in the RNEA) exist that will enable BLM to 
treat many of the affected lands, Such treatments, wrongfully ignored by BLM, includes: 

Livestock grazing treatment: Livestock grazing treatments can reduce spread of flammable 
invasive species, heal damaged understories so that more natural, cool-burning fires can occur, 
and reduce the proliferation of doghair thickets of dense young trees which serve as ladder fuels, 
Treatments include significant reductions in livestock numbers accompanied by prudent 
utilization and trampling standards in plant communities found to have damaged understories 
vulnerable to invasion by flammable exotic species, 

Closure of pastures with known invasive species infestations, Closure oflands to grazing that 
have known exotic species infestations is a prudent first step toward control of spread of 
flammable, watershed-alteling exotics, 

Closure of pastures "at risk" to weed invasion - such as any Wyoming big sagebrush, Basin big 
sagebrush, or juniper communities that still contain relatively intact understories, This EIS 
process should map and identifY such areas, as well as all areas where cheatgrass already 
dominates the understory, 

Livestock removal treatment: Grazing pennit buyout and permit retirement using federal fire 
funds is a velY reasonable treatment that will heal damaged lands, help restore natural fire cycles, 
minimize the spread of exotics and other hazardous fuels, 

Livestock facility removal treatment: Livestock facilities (fences, aIiificial watering sites-



especially troughs associated with pipelines and water haul sites, corrals, etc.) serve as zones of 
livestock concentration, and result in areas of severe disturbance readily colonized by highly 
flammable exotic species. Removal of these facilities and restoration of disturbcd zones will 
limit spread of invasive flammable species, and help develop healthy understories necessary to 
carry cool, light fires in surrounding lands. 

We are alanned that BLM's Draft EIS casually casts aside Alternatives development based on a 
series of passive livestock treatments, and fails to adequately explain the ecological benefits of 
such treatments. 

Road/ORV trail closure and rehab/restoration treatment: Closures and restoration treatments 
quell the spread of flammable invasive species from disturbed road and trail edges. Roads are 
known to serve as conduits for weed invasion (Gelbard and Belnap 2003). Then, domestic 
livestock spread weeds £i'om road or trail margins crosscountry into wild land areas. 

Road closure coupled with grazing reductions can have large-scale positive effects, as roads as 
weed conduits can be closed, and livestock reductions minimize spread of weeds already present 
within the area. 

Allowing natural successional processes and healing processes to occur in plant communities that 
are still relatively intact is the most cost-effective method of attaining natural fire cycles, 
reducing buildup of hazardous fuels over time, etc. Natural mortality occurs in sagebrush, 
sagebrush-bitterbrush and other vegetation types. Allowing natural processes to play out, while 
removing or minimizing those agents that are disturbing natural ecological processes takes 
patience, but minimizes risks of exotic invasion that accompany aggressive intervention such as 
fire or mowing. 

HAZARDOUS FUEL 

If BLM plans on using this tenn in its analysis, we ask for a careful and scientific description of 
the basis for its use. For example, Idaho Falls BLM engaged consultants to prepare an EA for 
"hazardous fuels reduction" in Sands Checkerboard. We are uncertain just what the hazard is 
here. Who or what is threatened by the woody vegetation terrned hazardous fuels? Is cheatgrass a 
"hazardous fuel"? We certainly think this tenn is far more apt for cheatgrass than it is for most 
other vegetation situation where BLM applies it. BLM must develop a methodology to prioritize 
any "treatments' of hazardous fuels. This is necessary to most effectively spend scarce taxpayer 
dollars, best protect habitations and areas that are truly "at risk". Instead of spending hundreds of 
thousands of dollars platming 6-10 million dollars or more of "treatments" in the Jim Sage Area, 
or drastic "treatment" of the entire Samaria Mountain Range, These projects are primarily aimed 
at killing woody vegetation to promote livestock grazing. BLM must use a sound methodology to 
determine needs for treatment - and focus should always be on the areas within approx. 118 mile 
of actual interfaces with human habitation. 

RESTORATION 



Restoration of native vegetation communities and ecological processes must be the goal of all 
treatments. Restoration means restoring and maintaining ecological integrity. Ecological integrity 
is the ability of an ecosystem to support and maintain a balanced, adaptive community of 
organisms having a species composition, diversity and functional organization comparable to that 
of natural habitats within the region. 

Lands of primary focus for most active restoration should be: Lands that have been invaded by 
flammable exotics such as cheatgrass or medusahead; and Lands purposefully seeded to alien 
species such as crested wheatgrass following past agency vegetation manipulation, fire, livestock 
damage, etc. These should be prioritized for treatment on the basis of: Geographic location and 
continuity/cOimectivity of native habitats that restoration would provide for native species. For 
example, crested wheatgrass seedings in the Little Lost River Valley are located in an area of 
great impOliance to sage grouse. RestOling the native sage-steppe vegetation on these sites as 
habitat for sage grouse and pygmy rabbit should be top priority, as well as prevention of any 
further degradation to still-native communities. 

BLM must focus significant treatment and restoration efforts and spending of federal fire funds 
on restoration of nati've species composition and function to crested wheatgrass that has been 
rampantly seeded as following ill-conceived sagebrush removal or as post-fire "rehab", and lands 
ovelTun by cheatgrass. The current abundance of federal fire funds should be used to 
follow-through on BLM post-fire rehab actions that have failed in the past (please evaluate all 
seedings and identify failures and causes offailure), or where crested wheatf,'Yass and other 
exotics were planted as a first step in arid lands rehabilitation. 

BLM should use this EIS/PER as an opportunity to complete post-fire rehabilitation that has 
failed or had poor results on likely tens of millions of acres across the arid West. As part of this 
EIS/PER process, BLM should identify all lands where post-fire rehab/"emergency" stabilization 
with crested wheatgrass, intennediate wheatgrass and other exotics was conducted, and prioritize 
treatment of these lands to return them to native vegetation and restore natural fire cycles. 

Experimentation with new techniques should be limited to lands overrun by cheatgrass and 
crested wheatgrass seedings. 

For lands still in reasonable health with reasonable ecological integrity, passive treatments should 
primarily be applied. Techniques which minimize soil and native vegetation disturbance should 
be the first steps taken. Try these first. See if they work. 

As the result of past proliferation of purposeful seedings of exotic species by BLM in te wake of 
past treatements or wildfire/ESR, huge sterile monocultures of exotic species dominate millions 
of Idaho BLM lands. These seedings, a result of activities to produce forage, sometimes under 
post-fire ESR, have had disastrous consequences for native ecosystems. Plus, instead of restoring 
lands seeded immediately after fire to exotics, BLM instead has let these lands persist in a highly 
altered and unnatural condition. BLM now manages these seeded lands as pernlanent BLM 
sacrifice zones to the livestock industry - issuing TNR, converting TNR to pennanent AUMs, 
etc. It is these post-fire seedings, a direct result ofBLM's short-sighted livestock forage or ESR 



efforts of the past, that have been used as the basis for massive AUM increases to wealthy 
permittees, in the Jarbidge Field Office. 

BLM must fully assess the impacts of these past actions in order to understand the context of 
your current decisiomnaking process, as well as to assess environmental impacts and reasonably 
foreseeable outcomes. 

As part of this EIS, BLM must consider restoration of native vegetation on all lands initially 
seeded to exotics in past or future ESR activities. This NEP A document should include a 
timetable for accomplishing this. 

PREVENTION 

Arid lands may become so degraded that they can never recover. These communities have been 
described (Archer and Smeins 1991) as crossing a "transition threshold" -with loss of topsoil, 
dominant species that have become locally extinct, and introduced species that have become so 
dense that weedy annuals become the climax species. All efforts must be made to keep plant 
communities from crossing this threshold, and thus requiring massive amounts of funds and 
elaborate treatments to attempt restoration. 

Moderately degraded communities can become severely degraded if preventive action is not 
taken, or if new disturbance accelerates degradation or weed invasion. 

Plistine and near-pristine lands should be protected using all possible techniques, especially 
passive restoration techniques such as immediate removal or reduction oflivestock disturbance. 
Such lands typically serve as important habitats for native species and protection of biodiversity. 
Economically, it is a lot more cost-effective to keep lands from becoming degraded than it is to 
conduct wide-scale treatments after they have become degraded. It is clitical that a BLM Weed 
EIS do so. 

Prevention is especially important in upland communities, as they are less resilient to recovery 
following site disturbance than are ripmian areas. Plus, the greater the midity, the greater the 
difficulty of recovery. This may even vary within the same geographic area, as south and west 
faces are more likely to face cheatgrass invasion following treatments. 

Almost universally, wetlands (springs, seeps, streams, playas, etc.) have been heavily damaged 
by livestock grazing and trampling activity. This has altered their morphology, areal extent of 
water tables/wetted soil areas, plant and animal species composition, plant and animal ecology. 
However, the current path of agencies shifting livestock use onto upland sites to take pressure off 
riparian areas is an ecologically destructive path, and prevention must be conducted in an 
integrated way. Both the riparian and upland areas are undergoing desertification processes, 
which ultimately make them less resilient, and less likely to be able to be restored to native 
systems. 

ROLE OF DESERTIFICATION IN FUELS AND FIRE PROBLEMS AND ECOSYSTEMIC 



CHANGE 

Please see our "Additional Comments" explaining the role of desertification caused by livestock 
grazing and other activities in causing fuel and weed problems. 

WEEDS AND INVASIVE SPECIES 

Exotic species are invading lands in the Interior Columbia Basin and across the arid West at an 
alarming rate. Exotic species alter western ecosystems by increasing fire frequency, disrupting 
nutrient cycling and hydrology, increasing erosion, altering soil micro climates, reducing 
biodiversity, and reducing wildlife habitat. 

Disturbance related to livestock grazing, livestock grazing facilities, ORVs and extensive road 
networks are causes of weed invasion. Removing these sources of disturbance from "at risk" 
lands, and any lands that have been treated is a vital and integral part of any treatment, as well as 
prevention and restoration. 

Livestock and ORVs are weed seed vectors. Livestock carry weed seeds in fur, feces, mud on 
hooves, etc. They also disturb soils and created ideal sites for weed seed establishment (Belsky 
and Gelbard 1999). 

Recent observations show that exotics like cheatgrass and medusahead may be only the first in a 
wave of exotics and that new infestations of aggressive species such as white top or knapweed 
occur in areas overtaken by cheatgrass and medusahead. Thus, BLM's current practice of using 
these weeded areas as "sacrifice zones" for excessive levels oflivestock use, issuance ofTNR, 
etc. only increases chances of invasion by new and even more aggressive exotic species, and 
continues to cause large-scale fires ~ Jarbidge BLM lands 2005 Clover Fire serves perfectly to 
illustrate this. 

REMOVAL OF LIVESTOCK 

Livestock grazing and trampling is the major cause of damage to upland plant communities and 
western ecosystems, and the major factor preventing recovery of these systems. 

Removal of livestock, including through use of federal fire funds to permanently buyout grazing 
permits, must be a treatment that is evaluated under all alternatives. Lands should be prioritized 
for buyouts, based on the need for passive and active treatment measures to be applied. 

It makes no sense to spend hundreds of dollars an acre on "restoration", or $40 an acre on a 
"prescribed" fire treatment iflivestock grazing disturbance is then to again occur. Livestock are 
the primary cause ofvegetationlfuels problems. Allowing the primary causal agent of weeds or 
fuels problems to then again be allowed to graze and trample these same lands, and cause a 
"need" for future treatments, makes no sense at all. BLM typically receives around 13 cents an 
acre atmually for livestock grazing on these lands, so the economic folly of returning livestock to 
treated lands is extreme ~ just like the ecological folly. 



REST FROM LIVESTOCK 

BLM's EIS and the "updated" EFR plans are woefully deficient in providing adequate periods of 
rest from livestock grazing following treatments. In order to detennine necessary rest periods, 
BLM must understand the condition of the community pre-treatment (see, for example, 
Eddleman et al 1994 describing poor or fair condition lands requiring signifcant periods of rest 
post-treatment). Specific time periods must be applied (5-10 year minimum), along with 
measurable recovery standards for soils, microbiotic crusts, herbaceous and woody vegetation 
recovery before livestock grazing can resume. 

FIRE 

BLM can not use "natural fire regimes", historical ranges of variability and other models as a 
basis for any fire pJ mming. The potential for anything resembling a "natural "fire regime has been 
drastically altered by 150 years of livestock grazing and other disturbance so that natural fire 
regimes no longer exist in many areas. The imposition of the disturbance that would mimic a 
natural fie cycle is likely only to furiher degrade values of public lands - soil water; watershed, 
wildlife and important and T &E species habitats. As part of its assessment, BLM must first 
determine the CUlTent condition of all the vegetation communities in the affected lands. This 
infonnation must be newly collected as part of this process, since most BLM inventories, 
especially in these lands with ancient LUPs, are nearly 25 or more years old. This necessary is 
critical to understanding the risks of any treatment disturbance to these lands. 

We believe that until effective answers are found for the vexing problems of invasive weeds such 
as exotic annual grasses, a cautious and prudent fire suppression plan must be in place across arid 
lands of the Project area. This is also necessary because of the u1111atural and unstable condition 
of many sites caused by 150 years oflivestock grazing. 

FUELS REDUCTION 

Shrub-Steppe COlmnunities: Livestock grazing has fundamentally altered (and continues to alter 
and degrade) native understories, by killing and weakening native grasses and forbs and hmming 
microbiotic crusts. As native bunch grasses have been replaced by cheatgrass and other exotics in 
the wake oflivestock grazing, plant communities are now subject to hot, early season fire instead 
of cooler, late-season fires. Cheatgrass provides dense, continuous fuel that causes fires to flash 
across the landscape. Cheatgrass results in frequent re-OCCUlTence of fire, preventing regrowth of 
native vegetation. Plus, cheatgrass litter chokes soil surfaces, preventing gennination of native 
shrubs (sagebrush, rabbitbrush). Fuels reduction in sage-steppe communities should focus on 
restoration of these cheatgrass-invaded sites and damaged understories. This is the primary active 
restoration measure/treatment that needs to be taken to fundamentally alter the nature of fire in 
these arid lmlds. 

Low Elevation Forests: Here too, livestock grazing has fundamentally altered (and continues to 
alter and degrade) native plant understories. By creating abundant areas of bare soils, it creates 



ideal eonditions for increased densities of young trees. These become the fire-prone doghair 
thickets of young trees that create ladder fuels and other incendiary conditions in arid forests. 

Before Euro-American settlement, periodic fire cleared Ponderosa pine and Douglas fir 
understories, and the build-up of fuels was too slow to create hot canopy fires. With 
Euro-American settlement, and continuing to the present: 1) Selective logging of large trees 
occurred, and small, highly flammable trees were left; 2) Fire control was instituted; 3) Domestic 
livestock consumed grasses that carried low-intensity fires, and such fires became less frequent, 
and woody fuels built up. 

Hot fires occurred in the past, and were a part of natural forested ecosystems. In many areas 
away from human habitation, fuel reduction may not be necessary. 

To prevent buildup of woody, highly flammable fuels in arid forests at times need to be let burn 
under carefully controlled conditions. This should only occur in lands that are not at risk to exotic 
species invasion in the post-fire environment. Selective logging of old, fire-tolerant trees must be 
halted. Domestic cattle and sheep grazing must be decreased or ended. 

JUNIPER, PINYON-JUNIPER 

Juniper and other woody vegetation throughout the West have been vilified by the ranching 
industry. Pinyon-Juniper and juniper on many BLM-managed lands have been greatly fragmented 
by purposeful fire, escaped prescribed fire and wild fire. BLM has not demonstrated that it can 
fix the cheatgrass mess it has made in juniper habitats, as with prescribed-fire on lands such as 
Rice Canyon in the Burley District Until BLM shows it can show restoration of the many already 
treated arid sites and return them to good or better ecological condition, BLM should not set out 
on a course of new disturbance. 

Juniper removal should be highly selective, individual tree cutting of smaller-sized trees. Fire or 
extensive soil disturbance paves the way for weedy species invasion in juniper communities. 
Grazing causes juniper expansion by destroying and weakening native understOlies, and altering 
natural cool buming fires and fire cycles. 

A CRITICAL AND METHODICAL EXAMINATION OF SUCCESSIFAILURE OF PAST 
BLM TREATMENT PROJECTS IS NECESSARY 

A careful scientific evaluation and assessment of past BLM "treatments" must be prepared. How 
many acres have been bumcd in prescribed fires? What post-fire management was done by 
BLM? What were the results? What are their current vegetative communities? What past 
herbiciding has been done by BLM? Where? How many acres? What were the results? How 
many acres, and where, was post-fire rehab. done? What is the current condition and vegetation 
of these lands? Please provide maps that adequately depict the above infonnation. 

FIRE SUPPRESSION 



Fire suppression is critical in areas of high ecological value habitats that are "at risk" to exotic 
species invasion following fire, areas where irreplaceable ecological values, human life, or 
cultural resources are at stake. Effective fire suppression plans must be in place for these lands. 
This is a critical component of minimizing rapid weed dominance. 

BLM must provide infonnation on the risks of prescribed fire escape, or raging out of control. 
This has happened repeatedly on Ely BLM lands, including near Cherry Creek in 2005. 

Minimum impact suppression tactics should be followed. 

PRESCRIBED FIRE 

Prior to conducting any prescribed burn, BLM must establish a methodology to 
thoroughly consider and analyze, in an open NEP A process with full public comment and review 
periods, the following: 

Long-tenn damage to microbiotic crusts, soil erosion through wind and 111110ff events, long-tern1 
loss of nutrients from already nutrient-deficient landscapes, loss of native species, radionuclide 
levels in surrounding vegetation, interrelation between prescribed burns and other "treatments" 
on neighboring federal/state/private lands, increased risks of exotic species invasions, impacts on 
habitat for native wildlife, indigenous uses of plants that may impacts, air quality impacts. 

We are very concerned that BLM may initiate a program of widespread "presclibed" bums on 
lands that have been, and continue to be, seriously damaged by livestock grazing and other 
abuses, and which will are very vulnerable to exotic invasions in post-fire environments. 

All fuels reduction projects must be based on comprehensive restoration assessments before any 
reduction takes place. 

USE OF LIVESTOCK AS A "TOOL" 

Livestock (cattle and sheep) should not be used as a "tool" or termed a "biological control". They 
are only a temporary, stop-gap measure and simply mowing weeds to ground level does not 
address the fundamental problem of eliminating weeds, and getting native species to grow. 
Native species will not recover if sites are grazed by livestock. In fact, the extreme disturbance 
caused by livestock will make sites MORE fire prone, hann remaining native species, increase 
likelihood of new or accelerated weed invasions, and increase disturbance to, or competition 
with, native wildlife. 

In most instances, it would be just as effective to mow weeds as to use livestock, and would have 
far less impacts to soils. Plus, the possibility of introduction of new weedy species as a result of 
livestock disturbance would be minimized. BLM should examine the appalling fire history ofthe 
Jarbidge FO and assess how seeding of crested wheatgrass, han11fullevels oflivestock use, high 
stocking rates, etc. - have resulted in extensive and large acreage fires. 



USE OF HERBICIDES 

Herbicide use should be kept to an absolute minimum under all alternatives. Herbicides are 
known carcinogens. Many herbicides mib'fate in soils and infiltrate water supplies. Upper Snake 
River District's disastrous experience with the herbicide Oust demonstrates the dangers of 
herbicide use in wild land settings, and how despite reassurances in EAs, things can go very 
wrong. Here, Oust blew on soil particles into neighboring fields, and inhibited crop germination. 
We have seen wild settings where application of Oust has likewise had disastrous results -
including in the "dead zone" it created in Rice Canyon in the Burley Field Office, and in the 
Jarbidge WSA Middle Butte fire area. For several years prior to the Oust drift onto ago crops 
disaster, the corporation that manufactured Oust aggressively marketed its use at weed seminars 
attended by federal agencics. We are quite suspicious of the role of chemical corporations in 
pushing the use of herbicides, and are alanned that this harn1ful chemical is now being proposed 
by BLM for use. 

At the best, herbicide use is only a temporary measure or intennediate step to be used, and it does 
not address the basic causes of weed problems. A range of alternatives without use of 
sulfonylurea and acetolactate synthase-inhibiting herbicides should not be developed. This is 
essential due to the demonstrated ability of these chemicals to damage off-site plant species. 

We often encounter areas on public lands - such as leafy sprurge spraying in the Lost River Area 
or white top spraying near Battle Mountain or on the Owyhee Front - where all native veg has 
been killed by herbicides, and leafy spurge continues to thrive. The role of continued livestock 
grazing post-treatment in continuing weed invasion must be addressed - and the EIS does not do 
this. 

MECHANICAL TREATMENTS 

BLM should focus on use of mechanical methods of weed control that have been identified as 
effective in current scientific literature (mowing, spot fire (flamer), weed eaters, mulching). 

Any mechanical removal of woody vegetation must be carefully conducted, and the current BLM 
mania to mow sagebrush sharply curtailed. Any removal oftrees must be based on individual tree 
marking. 

All off-road travel should be minimized during any mechanical treatment. The DEIS/PER fails to 
take necessary measures to do this. 

All fuels reduction projects must be based on comprehensive restoration assessments before any 
reduction takes place. The DEIS/PER fails to provide any methodology to do so, and completely 
ignores restoration assessments. 

MIGRATORY BIRDS/CRITICAL PERIODS/SAGE GROUSE 

No treatments of any kind should be allowed during nesting periods for migratory birds, or in 



important or critical wildlife habitats during sensitive times of year such as winter in sage grouse 
wintcring areas. The role of all past and proposed treatments on habitat fragmentation must be 
assessed. See Knick et al. 2003, Connelly et al. 2004 to understand the tremendous fragmentation 
that exists. 

BIOMASS PROBLEMS 

Use of material for biomass fuels should not be allowed. Biomass projects export nutrients from 
often nutrient-deficient sites, and reduce litter and ground cover, leading to greater site aridity. 
Biomass removal results in removal of woody debris and other important babitats for native 
wildfire, or plant materials that may be important for watershed stabilization, and that ultimately 
provides in-stream habitat structure for aquatic species, induding TES fish species. Biomass use 
is an extractive, commercial use of public lands with widespread harmful ecological impacts. 

Nowhere does the EIS/PER address the acreage, location or expected impacts of biomass under 
the proposed actions. 

PREVENTION 

BLM's vegetation efforts can not be limited to disturbance-style treatments alone. Plant 
communities which are still healthy should be managed in a way to effectively: 1) prevent their 
conversion to weed-dominated communities; 2) prevent loss of biodiversity; 3) prevent changes 
in their fire frequencies and intensities; 4) prevent the conversion of shrub lands to woody 
thickets. 

BLM's DElS/PER ignores analysis of a range of prevention-based Alternatives. 

EIS/PER ASSESSMENT 

An independent assessment of the "need" for the proposed actions, and the risks of undertaking 
new disturbance must be conducted as part of this process. We would like to be involved with 
this effort, and would be happy to provide you with a list of names of scientists that could be 
involved in this. This should be conducted by qualified ecologists not tied to Western Land Grant 
universities. 

A component of this should be an assessment of risks of new, additive or cumulative 
disturbances associated with the projects on top of existing disturbances. For example, if an area 
unrelentingly subjected to livestock grazing has previously been "thinned" by old herbiciding or 
fire, what will the impact of a new treatment disturbance be on soils, vegetation, watersheds, 
water quality, native wildlife, etc.? 

We urge you to focus on actual Interfaces with habitation, and not the large-scale wild land 
disturbance you propose. 

ADDITIONAL SPECIAL STATUS, T&E SPECIES CONCERNS 



The actions of the EIS will have large-scale effects, ranging from increased sedimentation of bull 
trout and redband trout streams to major fi'agmentation of sage grouse, Brewer's sparrow, pygmy 
rabbit, pinyon jay and other declining species habitats. The EIS fails to address this 
fragmentation, on top of the fragmentation that already exists - see, for example, the analysis of 
fragmentation on the Sage Grouse Conservation Assessment (Connelly et a1. 2004). The EIS is 
lacking in basic information on soil stability, erosion hazard, wind and water erosion risks, etc. 
related to lands proposed for treatment. 

This is critical for understanding likely sedimentation into streams, site soil stability 
post-treatment, likelihood of increased gullying, and other factors. Special status species habitats 
are faced with a broad array of escalating synergistic and cumulative impacts to habitats and 
populations - ranging from development of new livestock infrastructure and expanded 
water-hauling to energy developments such as wind or geothermal and associated roading and 
disturbance across public and private lands of southern Idaho. 

MONITORING AND MITIGATION 

We are extremely concerned that monitoring and mitigation in the DEIS/PER are not adequate 
and do not even begin to address the large-scale disturbance of plant and animal community 
composition, fimction and structure that undertaking the large-scale treatments will affect. 

Monitoring. The EIS fails to provide necessaJY monitOling, and decisive actions that will occur 
post-treatment if treatment protocols, livestock rest, etc. is violated. BLM should establish 
specific post-treatment criteria for monitoring for livestock trespass, sound studies of soil health, 
stability and recovery, etc. 

Mitigation. Large blocks ofland (> 10,000 acres) should be established within watersheds where 
no grazing or treatments aJ'e conducted, as reference areas for the outcomes/effectiveness/damage 
of the treatments that are proposed. Other mitigation includes tennination of grazing disturbance 
on reference areas. 

POST-TREATMENT ACTIONS 

BLM CUlTent enforcement of !,'Tazing closure restrictions is incredibly lax - we have documented 
burn trespass after bum trespass where BLM has failed to administer more than a handslap - or 
simply ignored - pelmittee trespass of burns. For example - Rice Canyon - Burley BLM; 
Diamond A - Simplot livestock - Jarbidge BLM. Thus, we have no assurances that any 
livestock-related post-treatment measures will be followed, and these can not be used as 
"mitigation" for treatments. 

MITIGATION AND MONITORING 

BLM must develop adequate mitigation for activities camed out under this EIS. For example, if 
BLM wants to burn or thin 10,000 acres of sage grouse habitat, it should be removing livestock 



use from 10,000 acres of suitable habitat in order to provide better quality nesting and wintering 
habitat, not allowing livestock use to continue on neighboring lands. 

BLM must develop a comprehensive monitoring plan with specific schedules, with all 
monitoring to be funded as part of the original "treatment" cost. Otherwise, timely and necessary 
monitoring will never occur. 

USE OF NATIVE PLANTS AND LOCAL ECOTYPES 

BLM must commit to mandatory use of native species, and local ecotypes not over-s9zed 
cultivars, in all post-treatment plantings. BLM cannot rely on the old excuse of seed being 
unavailable or too expensive for use. Use of all native seed with commitments to reseed 
repeatedly must be part of the planning and funding for all projects. Planned development of 
reliable supplies of native ecotype seed sources is essential. 

WILDLANDS-URBAN INTERFACE 

Any habitation interface projects must focus on projects at the actual interface with inhabited 
lands. This is an area of 118 mile or less. Any interface projects must be tied to private 
landowners taking strict efforts to control any fire danger on their own private lands. Intensive 
wildland-urban interface treatments include thinning, pruning, mowing, roof cleaning, 
replacement of flammable landscape and building materials). These actions should be limited to 
the interface, and the private property, and be use to create 118 mile of defensible space. 

In reality, the interface is to be the area where most federal fire funds are being spent. Instead, 
BLM across-the-board is roaming far from any real interfaces in projects being conducted. 

As part of this EIS, BLM should provide detailed maps of all interfaces, and a list and report of 
all criteria used to determine the existence of an interface. 

COST: BENEFIT ANALYSIS 

BLM must provide an adequate cost: benefit analysis of all actions. For example, what are the 
costs vs. the benefits of spending $100 an acre to treat/restore lands where livestock f,'l"azing will 
again soon resume? 

What are the costs to recreational uses of public lands oflarge-scale treatments? We have been 
repeatedly contacted by hunters, hikers and birdwatchers who have had recreational outings - or 
favorite recreational sites - ruined by BLM "treatments". What impact do such losses have on 
the local and regional economy? 

For example, in BLM's flawed Burley FO Jim Sage EA, BLM planned to spend 6 million dollars 
to kill junipers "hazardous fuels" across an entire mountain range, despite widespread weed 
problems throughout the lower and middle elevations, and BLM grazing proposals underway 
would have increased grazing on the "treated" lands. Thus, taxpayers would have been funding 



increased livestock forage under the guise of fuels projects, while receiving only tiny amounts of 
grazing fee dollars in return. This is just the type of thing that we fear will occur under EIS/PER. 

BLM must adequately analyze a full range of alternatives based on sound economics. All 
alternatives should include use of federal fire funds to purchase grazing permits and permanently 
remove livestoek from degraded lands, as this is a very foreseeable action during the life of this 
plan. We support an alternative that uses preventive measures and passive restoration techniques, 
addresses causal agents of fire/fuels/vegetation problems such as livestock and OR V use, and 
which minimizes risks of invasive species spread stemming from any treatment that is applied. 

WIND AND WATER EROSION 

Actions under the Alternatives of the EIS/PER will bling about widespread soil erosion and 
relocation in wind and water. In order to understand the impacts of the actions, the current 
condition of all lands (soils, veg, microbiotic crusts, etc.) must be thoroughly assessed. The EIS 
fails to assess effects of multiple or overlapping treatments. For example, how will herbicide 
runoffbe accelerated in burned landscapes? This also relates to air quality problems, and 
possible increased air or water pollution on top of other pollutants. Recently discovered mercury 
contamination ofIdaho waters and lands from gold roasting in Nevada must be considered in this 
analysis, also as these substances will pollute waters on top of the chemical, sediment or other 
substances from treated lands. 

RELATED ACTIONS 

BLM and the Forest Service often embark on fire-related/treatment projects. The 
interrelationships of all ongoing or planned activities in this region, including across ownership 
boundaries, must be fully explored. 

COMMITMENT TO OPEN NEP A PROCESS 

The BLM must require as part of the EIS/PER ROD that all future projects that are tiered or 
related to this EIS undergo, further environmental review at the level of an EA or EIS with full 
and open public comment and participation in the process. At present, agencies (such as Ely or 
Elko BLM) are conducting CEs, or closed door EAs (Spruce Mountain) for Treatments of every 
ilk, and baning the door on effective public input, and necessary environmental effects analysis. 
BLM just proposed changes that would allow grazing pennit renewal to be conducted under CEs 
- thus there is no certainty that any environmental problems related to grazing will be fixed, or 
their impacts adequately assessed, on the lands where EIS/PER treatment would occur. 

POST-TREATMENT, EFR 

Idaho BLM's recent ESRlEFR updated protocols were big disappointments and relied on limited, 
outdated, or no science and ignored many actions necessary to ensure site recovery. BLM should 
use this EIS process to set science-based post fire/treatment standards to be incorporated in all 
ESR agency plans. 



Use of Native Species: BLM must commit to use native species in all restoration seedings in all 
instances. In the past, BLM has used exotic, soil depleting crested and Siberian wheatgrasses, and 
aggressive, invasive, weedy forage kochia and intennediate wheatgrass. Instead offocusing on 
larger exotic plants (primarily because they produce livestock forage, no matter how limited its 
palatability), BLM must use natives, especially species like Faa sandbergii , bottlebrush 
squirreltail and Indian ricegrass in lower elevation sites. In the past, BLM has failed to rest lands 
for sufficient periods of time to allow successful establishment of seeded native species. 

As part of this EIS, please provide a science-based (not livestock-forage-based, but ecological 
science-based) assessment of predicted establishment times for seedings or recovery of native 
vegetation under the various environmental settings, and include ih this predictions of "success" 
with specific livestock rest periods much greater thanare now applied. Please also thoroughly 
describe and assess the ecological impacts of the exiting seedings - impacts on soils, waters, 
vegetation, weeds, native biota, recreational and cultural concerns. 

BLM must closely study the lessons provided by the bluebunch wheatgrass seeding in an 
ungrazed area near Kuna Butte in the Four Rivers FO - and any examples the agency may have 
across the West. Due to no grazing occurring for a decade, seeded bluebunch wheatgrass was 
surviving and thriving at low elevations. In addition, please use existing exclosures as reference 
areas for comparison of effects of no grazing for several years following a fire, vs. BLM's typical 
woefully inadequate 2 growing season's rest. There are also exclosures in the Jarbidge FO that 
can serve as reference sites and comparative examples. One is located north of Winter Camp 
Butte, others are near Roseworth. Please visit these sites, and quantify the differences between 
vegetation inside and outside these exclosures, and use this infonnation in developing a realistic 
time frame for livestock exclusion from seeded lands. 

Sagebrush and other appropriate native shrubs (winterfat, shadscale, rabbitbrush) must be 
included in all post-treatment seedings, and repeated efforts must be made to establish native 
shrub cover, due to its importance to many native wildlife species. 

BLM must use some of its burgeoning fire funding to set up a reliable network and system for 
supply and storage of native seed, including locally adapted ecotypes, so that this native seed is 
readily available in the wake of fire. BLM will then no longer have the time-worn excuse that 
"we couldn't get native seeds, so had to plant cwg". It is time to act responsibly, and apply 
federal fire funds to setting up a reliable system of seed supply. 

BLM must also commit to re-seeding of natives in subsequent years, if initial seeding attempts 
are not successful due to drought or other factors. This must be factored into any 

No Need to Seed Herbaceous Species in Many Higher Elevation Sites 

Many higher elevation sites require NO seeding of herbaceous species post-fire. Only sagebrush 
or other native shrubs should be seeded in these lands. It is essential, however, that these sites 
receive adequate rest from livestock grazing so that understory components, including 



microbiotic ClUStS, can recover - this is essential to prevent new weed invasion. The two grazing 
season's rest is not sufficient. 

BLM claims it may reseed or replant areas with "desirable" vegetation when the plant community 
cannot receive and occupy the site sufficiently. BLM provides no methodology or protocol used 
for making such determinations. 

Livestock Trespass, Other Post-Fire Non-Compliance: As part of this NEPA process, BLM must 
review records oflivestock trespass or non-compliance, and assess its fi:equency and impacts to 
treatment outcomes. What are the impacts of trespass on outcome ofrehab efforts? BLM must 
also provide stlict penalties for post-fire trespass by livestock on burned areas. As taxpayers 
often have spent hundreds of thousands of dollars on post-fire rehab and other ESR activities, 
accountability and effectiveness of rehab is essential. Please describe how trespass may hann any 
site recovery. For example, trespass has been a tremendous problem in Burley BLM lands, and 
documented by Milian1 Austin ofWWP and others over the years. The trespassed public lands at 
Rice Canyon and in the Goose Creek watershed of Burley BLM provide a perfect example of 
BLM Post-fire failures to control livestock. 

Livestock Facilities: Post-treatment actions/EFR must sharply limit the use offederal fire funds 
in constlUction of post-fire livestock facilities. BLM's typical response to fire/treatment is to 
place a fence, often permanent, around the pelimeter of the disturbed area, and often to develop 
additional water facilities outside the fenced/treatedlburned area. These actions (fences that often 
become permanent, new water facilities) are NOT part of post-fire/post-treatment rehab, they are 
part oflivestock management on surrounding lands. Such projects inflict, in an unplanned and 
unnecessary manner, a new array of disturbances to wildlife habitats already impacted by fire 
disturbance. Existing pasture fences should be used, and new fences should not be built. 

There are many hannful impacts of barbed wire fences and other livestock facilities - posts serve 
as perches for predators, observation points for brown-headed cowbirds. Plus, fences cause avian 
mortality from collisions. New water sources lead to rapid disturbance and depletion oflands in 
the areas surrounding them, placing additional stress on native ecosystems and dependent 
speCIes. 

WWP strongly supports using existing unburned pasture or allotment boundary fences as the 
structures that restlict livestock from burned or treated lands. By closing these somewhat larger 
land areas to livestock grazing, BLM will also provide some better grass cover and habitat for 
species like sage grouse, that face habitat loss and fragmentation as lands bum. A 4-5 year 
closure of the pasture or allotment will result in ungrazed areas that help to provide grasses of 
sufficient height, or other necessary habitat components, for sage grouse and other native 
wildlife. Only temporary facilities should be allowed, if any are used at all - primarily electric 
fences. All post-fire rehab plans must specifY removal dates for any livestock facilities that result 
from fire rehab activities. However, temporary electlic fences have a long track record of failure 
- please review infonnation in Burley and Challis BLM files concerning woeful trespass of 
burned areas or sensitive riparian areas that resulted from the use of temporary fences, rather than 



removing livestock to existing pasture or allotment boundaty fences. 

AUMs Should Not Be Shifted Elsewhere: BLM should not shift AUMs from treated lands to 
other areas. All AUMs fyom burned lands should be placed in temporary suspension until rehab, 
or restoration, success occurs. 

Regrettably, in some recent post-fire documents, BLM has merely been shifting livestock use 
elsewhere, and thus impacts oflivestock on watersheds, wildlife, habitat, etc. are magnified and 
amplified to the detriment of native species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. BLM 
has never assessed the impacts of these shifted AUMs. 

Area of Rested Lands Must Provide Habitat for Native Wildlife: BLM must protect land areas 
sufficient to provide habitat for sustaining viable and healthy populations of native wildlife as 
part of all treatment or ESR activities and decisions. This is particularly important for declining 
shrub-steppe species that are facing accelerated habitat loss and fragmentation (Knick et al. 2003, 
Connelly et al. 2004). BLM must assess the status of populations and habitats within the larger 
landscape area, and determine the likely effect of a fire on special status species and other 
important biota. BLM must also act to take protective measures - not only on the fire-affected 
allotments, but also on surrounding lands, and to buffer habitat loss until the habitat that has been 
lost can be restored. 

Watersheds/Water Quality: Resting sufficient areas - burned and unburned, treated and untreated 
- is essential for watershed protection. 

Risk Assessments: BLM must conduct assessments of the risks of seeding failure/loss, increased 
depletion, weed invasions, under various post-treatment !,'Yazing strategies and across a broad 
range of altematives. What are the risks of seeding weakening and depletion if grazing is allowed 
to resume too soon? 

Minimal Use of Chemicals: BLM must strive to minimize use of chemicals in wild land settings. 
An increasing segment of the public has health problems related to chemical sensitivities. 
Chemicals may leach into water, blow on eroding soils into other sites. Wind erosion is far more 
significant in post-fire enviromnents, as dark bare soil surfaces heat up, with the result of 
funnel-cloud erosion/dustdevils blowing soils away. Cancer, respiratory problems and many 
other human health effects of herbicides and other treatment chemicals are well-known. 

IfBLM chooses to use chemicals, the treated lands, and surrounding areas, must be posted with 
signs IN ADVANCE that wam the recreational public of chemical use and possible exposure. 
BLM's disastrous use of Oust demonstrates the uncertainty associated with use of chemicals in 
wild land settings, where wind erosion or water runoff may transport chemicals to unintended 
areas with unintended consequences. 

Periods of Rest: BLM must require adequate periods of rest from all livestock grazing to ensure 
that full recovery, or establislunent of seeded vegetation, occurs. This time period is much longer 
than BLM ever requires, and is often dependent on the condition and health of vegetation 



communities pre-fire. Eddleman et al. (1994) described 4-5 year periods of rest as necessary for 
degraded western juniper communities. 

Low elevation sagebrush-steppe communities may require a decade or more, and repeated 
seeding efforts dUling periods of favorable weather, to allow re-establishment of native 
vegetation. The EIS plan must address these necessary periods of rest, and not base its actions on 
the convenience of the livestock industry. 

Commitment to Rehab. Time periods sufficient to achieve adequate and healthy native vegetation 
communities, must be mandatory. A reasonable time period would be 5-10 years, given the 
vagaries of weather and drought cycles in depleted arid low elevation lands. 

What About Restoration? "Rehabbing" in the BLM sense, is vastly different from restoration to a 
full component of native vegetation and ecological processes. Under what circumstances will 
BLM undertake Restoration? 

Analysis of Past EFR/Rehab/Restoration Actions. As part of this NEPA process, BLM must 
assess all its post-fire rehab herbicide use efforts and seedings in the past 30-40 years, or 
however long records have been kept. For example, which cwg seedings in the Jarbidge were 
planted, when? With what species? What is their current condition? 

Following this, BLM must collect site-specifIC data on the cnrrent condition, health, wildlife, 
recreational and other values of these areas seeded post-fire. How many new fences, pipelines, 
troughs, etc. have been built using ESR funds, or federal fire funds? What impacts have they 
had? A complete analysis must be presented in this NEP A document. 

Economics: A complete analysis of the costs and benefits of spray/treatments must be provide. 
What is the per-acre dollar cost of all actions under all alternatives? \Vhat are the ecological 
costs/benefits of these actions? 

BLM must also assess impacts of poor pre-fire land conditions and management on the outcomes 
of any post-fire recovery, and of the likelihood of snccess of any post-fire rehab. 

We believe you must provide extensive analysis of the impacts of post-fire "salvage" logging or 
thinning. Is that contemplated under this EIS/PER? If so, what are its impacts to soils, vegetation, 
weed invasion Iisks, wildlife habitats, fishelies, recreational and other uses of the affected lands? 
What have been the impacts to, and what is the condition of, lands where this has OCCUlTed in the 
past? 

Sincerely, 

Katie Fite 
Western Watersheds Project 
PO Box 2863 
Boise, ID 83701 
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November 20, 2009 

Vegetation Treatments £IS 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208-2965 

orvegtreatments(alblm.gov 

Dear Oregon BLM, 

To <orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Oregon Weed EIS 

Here are comments of Western Watersheds Project (WWP) on the Oregon BLM EIS "Vegetation 
Treatments Using Herbicides in Oregon DEIS". We believe that many ofWWP's comments on 
the preceding and linked BLM 17 States Weed EIS and PER process are directly applicable here 
to the Oregon effort. 

WWP is greatly concerned that this EIS for 15.7 million acres ofBLM lands follows on the 
heels of the woefully deficient BLM 17 States Weed £IS and PER. That EIS was accompanied 
by a "PER" document that laid out plans to massively "treat", alter and destroy large expanses of 
woody vegetation across the western public lands. Yet the £IS never analyzed the full direct, 
indirect and cumulative effects of such massive treatment across public lands as a whole, or in 
each state, or on each important and sensitive species like sage-grouse and its populations and 
habitats. 

BLM has never, to this day, fully examined the large-scale manipulation and purposeful 
destruction of native vegetation that it described in the PER and that it is busily conducting 
across Oregon, Nevada, Idaho and much of the West. BLM - as in the Burns and Lakeview 
offices ofBLM - has been conducting large-scale destructive "manipulations" - with use of fire, 
mowing, and other disturbance that fosters and promotes weeds. The full scale of these actions 
and the direct, indirect and cumulative adverse effects across landscapes, across the range of ESA 
and sensitive species like sage-grouse or pinyon jay, across important public recreational areas 
and little-roaded or little-fragmented areas has never been examined. The Oregon EIS now 
continues these failures. Several of the RMPs under which these destructive weed-promoting 
actions are being carried out have been challenged (both in Oregon and across the West), and the 
shoddy manipulation treatment analysis and the great scale and hannful "invasiveness" of many 
of the "treatments" described in the PER and promoted in the RMPs is part of these challenges. 

It appears to us that this EIS is being conducted partially because of the scale of the massive 
"treatment" disturbance to sagebrush communities and juniper communities in Lakeview, Burns 



and other areas, BLM's continuing grazing disturbance on top of treatment or wild fire 
disturbance in nearly all areas, and the general pattern of greatly abusive livestock grazing 
(overstocking of depleted and desertified lands, hannful seasons of use, minimal to no required 
annual measurable standards oflivestock uses) as occurs in Vale BLM Louse canyon and other 
many other Vale areas, and Lakeview and Bums BLM, that BLM is increasingly relying on 
dangerous herbicides. 

BLM's Oregon Weed EIS proposes to radically increase herbicides use in Oregon and 
Washington state (7)- from 4 herbicides to 18 of these dangerous substances- with many of the 
18 posing very significant risks to the human environment It again fails to examine a broad 
range of alternatives and passive and other carefully targeted treatments to minimize herbicide 
use and conduct truly integrated weed management. Many have cumulative impacts, many have 
only been tested to any degree by the chemical companies that sell them - and then not in remote 
windy wild land settings and not on sensitive wildilfe or aquatic biota in degraded habitats like 
the overgrazed BLM Oregon lands. This all results in disastrous outcomes of BLM treatments -
like occurred with Oust. 

For example, how many of these hazardous chemicals have been tested in situations where winds 
blow cattle-trampled and de-stabilized herbicide-encrusted soils into waters? Onto migratory 
birds eggs? Into pygmy rabbit burrows as well as on the vegetation that pygmy rabbits eat? 

Precaution Not Really Considered 

From Wikipedia: The precautionary principle is a moral and political principle which states that 
if an action or policy might cause severe or irreversible hann to the public or to the environnlent, 
in the absence of a scientific consensus that hmm would not ensue, the burden of proof falls on 
those who would advocate taking the action.[IJ The principle implies that there is a 
responsibility to intervene and protect the public from exposure to hann where scientific 
investigation discovers a plausible risk in the course of having screened for other suspected 
causes. The protections that mitigate suspected risks can be relaxed only if further scientific 
findings emerge that more robustly support an alternative explanation. In some legal systems, as 
in the law of the European Union, the precautionary principle is also a general and compulsory 
principle oflaw.[2]. The EIS fails to analyze any impacts of any alternative that would deal with 
integrated weed management, passive and some active restoration to address weed infestation on 
BLMlands. 

Degree of Risks of Herbicide Use in Wild Lands Are Being Recognized All the Time 

A recent federal court hearing and trial in Boise over Oust has exposed just how slipshod many 
of the chemical company claims of the supposed benign effects of herbicides really are. Yet 
BLM, in a zeal to continue to allow allmmmer of disturbances that promote the weeds that then 
the agency needs to treat, allowed use of chemical that poisoned crop fields when it "drifted" -
i.e. was transported on the wind. In the disturbance public wild lands subject to heavy grazing 
use across nearly all BLM lands east of the Cascades, such erosion and "drift in wind and water­
including on soil as occurred with Oust can be viewed as common. Instead of using the outcome 



of the Oust trial as a cautionary tale, BLM seems to be plunging ahead to repeat more of the same 
past mistakes. 

Here is a recent news article on the impacts of drift and the outcome ofBLM relying largely on 
the assurance of the chemical company "pushers" of herbicides. 

http:// www .idahostatesmarcoml5311 slorY/793848html 

Hundreds of farmers face BLM in lost crop lawsuit 
By REBECCA BOOllQJSsociated Press Writer 
Pubiished06/06/09 

BOISSdaho - When his beets came in pat,ql:!i)rshing through the soil with misshapen and discolored 
leaves Perry Van Tassell did what most farmers would do 

He watered more 

And more And more 

"They looked like they were thir&t'ysaid Van Tass\3«tho farms outside the sm<;lltouthern Idaho 
town of Paul "They looked like they were in a frozen state 

It was2001, and Van Tassellke most farmer13had hundreds of thousands of dollars invested in his 
crops His corn fields stood shorter than his toddler son when they should have been strel~ 
high 

He came to believe his land had been tainted with C\BI:p:totent herbicide that kills plants by attacking 
their roots and leaves 

The pesticide had been spread across more ttill/iljOOO acres of nearby public land at the direction of 
the Bureau of Land Managemel\lJ:hich was hoping to prevent the spread of invasive weeds on land 
that had been scorched by wildfire 

But no rains came to melt the herbicide into the saille wind picked urAnd Van Tassell and more 
than 1300ther farmers- stretching from Paul east to Aberdeeolaim the powdery herbicide blew 
across their cropseaving them with warped planttlarren soil and millions of dollars of debt 

Now a federal jury will decide if the federal government or herbicide maH:eIOfiPont de Nemours and 
Co is to blame for their misfortun.e 

Beet leaves are supposed to open to the,s;Jweading out from the center of the planfhe farmers 
say most of the beet seeds they planted never gr!lfi!.d the ones that did were sm~ith leaves that 
pointed upward and were shaded purple instead of g[een 



Hay, potatoe" corn, wheat and other crops were also badly affec;ttl1:e farmers claim 

Van Tasse;IINho runs a dairy in addition to his farl1J1lSed to grow corn and hay to feed his catmn 
Monday he showed pictures to a federal jury of how his crops looked in those. years 

"You could see some hay was growing thrqllyli only in strip$' he said ''Yotld get maybe15to 20 
percent of the plants that would groiN 

By fall 012002, so much dirt was blowing off the Ol:lireated land near his farm that his hay bales were 
contaminated with dirt 

"We were scared to feed it to the coyliille said 

He pressed DuPorilhe maker of Ow;tfor information on the safety of his crolfhey sent him a study 
showing that feeding hay grown after Oust application was safe for lactating, !!ttmtiEcided to 
chance it with after Kraft Foods assured him they would still buy his'mitKTassell said 

Van Tassell and the rest of the affected farmenme than1300fthem-filed a federal lawsuit against 
the USp,.DuPonl Thomas Helicopte~he company that applied Oust from the )3irnd De Angelo 
Brothers Inc (the company that applied the Oust from the gro~rflut Thomas Helicopters and De 
Angelo Brothers reached a settlement with the farmers las1 fall 

Charles Mille,rspokesman for the civil division of the3JDepartment of Justic;e;aid he couldHi 
comment on the lawsuitHeather Feene)!l spokeswoman for the Bureau of Land Management in 
BoiSe referred all requests for comment to Miller 

The BLM issued a statewide moratorium on OuSlOfl2; BLM officials refused to tell The Associated 
Press whether that moratorium still stan,cI:liting the lawsui1 

Dan Turne,ra spokesman for DuPqmaid in a prepared statement that the complaint is without merit 

"The Idaho State Department of Agriculture has already investigated this situation and did not find 
DuPont to be at fau)! he saiq maintaining that Oust meets global safety standards when used 
according to the directions 

DuPont has maintained that the BLM and its contractors'tli1diI1ow instructions when applying the 
herbicide The BLMmeanwhile; points fingers at DuPonBLM officials said ilil002that a prolonged 
drought caused the situatiOfl!lnd that the herbicide was applied correctly 

The trial began Mali and is expected to last up to four months 

Plaintiff Tina Clinger of American Falls grew up in the rural region and married into a family of beet 
farmers She and her husbar,1derome bought land near his parents to start their own farm 

She handles the booksrive an18-wheeler during harvesBnd taught her children to hoe the weeds 
from between the tidy rows of plants 



At the trial she described plantings WOQ 2001 and 2002that failed to thrive 

"This is not a goGtboking fielcj" Clinger said as the jurors were shown a picture that contained far 
more dirt than plants"This is a field that makes you want to .i!ry 

To break even the farm has to yiel8tons of sugar beets per aGr€linger saidlt yielded23 tons per 
acre in200Q 19tons in2001 and20 tons in2002 

The crop failure was devastating to her fam~cause her fathEin-law had recently had heart 
surgery Jerome Clinger was working both far.rttI!a quit sleeping and lost weigl'ilhey arguepjheir 
strong marriage fraying under the pressuTdlle children worried their parents would divorCl!tJe saic;l 
fighting tears 

Her fatheFin-law's dream of owning his land outright was destroyed in the span of two seasons 

"My father-in-law was73at the time and he had one payment left on his fGihelinger saip"We went 
into arrears so bad that he had to refinance the faifthirty more year§ 

In 200Q the Clingers ha$1.5 million in operating loans to cover normal farming expet;lmuding 
$20,000-per-month summer power bills for running the irrigation pumib5leyd planned to pay the 
loan back with the profits from the beet harvest they did every yeatnstead they had to extend the 
loan, refinance borrow additional cashThe debt continues to gro)lllhe said 

"Now ifs$2.3 million," Clinger said 

BLM here, as with the BLM Amme 17 States Weed EIS effort, ignores actions such as passive 
restoration and a truly Integrated Weed Management Approach. It fails to address and require 
common sense actions on public lands to limit site disturbance or reduce weed transport. Instead, 
BLM seeks to impose expensive and dangerous chemicals ~ with all their degradates, 
contaminants, caniers, active ingredients and impurities. These then would be used either alone 
or mixed together n various combinations in an unexamined brew of poisons for which NO 
research has ever been conducted. Of course, little to no study of the combined effects of 
herbicides has been conducted. Nor of the effects of repeated use in the same area ~ as in 
common with livestock-degraded weedy sites like miificial upland water sources, springs, seeps 
ad wet meadows, salting sites, etc. 

Primary reasons for the need to use herbicides on BLM lands are: 

1) The historic, ongoing and chronic effects of domestic livestock grazing disturbance and 
associated management actions and associated weed-producing disturbances including facilities 
that intend and intensifY livestock use and promote a large road network across the lands they 
impact and degrade through concentrating and intensifYing livestock use. 

2) Road networks that have been allowed to grow up, unplanned, over time. Often in 



association with livestock facilities or management activities such as salt placement on ridges. 

3) BLM vegetation treatments designed to kill native woody vegetation and/or increase 
livestock forage - such as sagebrush or juniper. 

4) The indirect, synergistic and cumulative impacts of the above. 

Weare including comments similar to those that we provided on the previous EIS to you for this 
Oregon effort. 

Oregon BLM (Bums District, Lakeview) has recently conducted massive manipulation of the 
public lands. Many of these grazed areas areas are very vulnerable to accelerated weed spread 
with any added disturbance. They are already ecologically compromised by continued high levels 
of livetock grazing on top of past treatments now new treatments and other disturbance. The use 
of herbicides described in the 17 States and this Oregon effort to try to stop this weed response to 
multiple overlapping disturbances. BLM treatments, post-wildfire grazing disturbance, and 
normal grazing schedules occur with minimal rest from livestock grazing. Passive restoration is 
truncated, and weeds thrive in bare soil areas, depleted vegetation community understories, etc. 

We can find no info in the Oregon EIS on the current ecological conditions of the affected lands 
- poor, fair, good, presence of cheatgrass, areas of cheatgras dominance in understories, 
near-complete weedlands as areas near Owyhee Reservoir, mapping and analysis of areas of 
Oregon public lands that are vulnerable to cheatgrass and other weed spread with continued 
livestock disturbance/risk of invasion/expansion with continued grazing disturbance, etc. The 
EIS fails to provide criteria and altematives that would "manage" and "treat" areas with small 
amounts of cheatgrass or that are at great risk of its expansion by removing grazing or other 
intensive disturbances. 

The EIS does not provide a current analysis of the info that is needed to understand the scale, 
amount and volume of each type and combinations of chemicals that will be applied under all 
altematives. Comparisons must be made with a minimal disturbance altemative based on the 
Precautionary principle. 

There is also no summary do livestock-disturbed acres, miles of fences, miles of pipelines, 
troughs, livestock facility roads, road density, etc. in relation to infestations or risks of 
infestations. All this is necessary to understand weed conduits. 

There is no analysis of the FRH assessments, current ESI (Ecological Site Inventory) that is 
necessary to provide a baseline of current land condition and thus understanding of risk of weed 
expansion/dominance and amount of herbicide use that may be occurring. The Oregon RMP's 
largely relied on decades old data. Case in point: SEORMP and its rosy claims about land health 
based on 1980s info. ESI other info necessary to understand the current ecological condition and 
health ofthe lands, and the adverse effects of livestock grazing disturbance on them. This also 
provides a basos for understanding the severe effects of grazing, and BLM treatment disturbance, 



in promoting desertification and amplifying the effects of climate change. 

Not only was then; no analysis of the adverse effects of the large-scale veg treatments in the 17 
States EIS, there was no adequate consideration of the tremendous cumulative ompacts of the 
explosion of proposed wind energy, geothermal energy, transmission lines, the Ruby gas pipeline 
and many other proposed or very foreseeable activities that will result in large-scale disturbance, 
roading, soil erosion, degradation of watersheds, and allow for significant inroads to be made by 
invasive species, especially in chronically grazed landscapes. This all will inevitably prompt 
BLM to douse public lands with herbicides. The Oregon EIS must provide detailed analysis of all 
of this new and additional disturbance, and the ramifications for herbicide use. 

SOME COMMENTS RE: Livestock, Weeds, Treatments/Disturbance 

The EIS Vegetation Treatment on BLM Lands in 17 Western States, the associated PER, 
Biological Risk Assessments and other documents did not adequately examine the direct, 
indirect, synergistic and cumulative effects of use of these chemicals and the risks of 
increased ecological problems especially associated with continued disturbances such as 
livestock grazing and new disturbances such as treatments. Neither does the Oregon EIS. 
Our comments include concerns about the lack of adequate data and analysis on the 
current environmental setting - including degree of severity of desertification and 
degradation of watersheds; chronic livestock and grazing management impacts; current 
baseline information on wildlife species (including many special status and other declining 
species) focused on habitat loss and fragmentation of habitats and populations across 
native vegetation communities targeted by the EIS for large-scale treatment. 

The EIS lacked critical data and analysis necessary to assess the environmental impacts of 
the herbicide use and the massive array of wild land disturbance treatments proposed 
chaining, fire, mowing, cutting, chopping, herbiciding and potential biomass export. 

Unless the environmental setting in which the herbicide use and continued land use 
disturbances such as grazing and veg treatments would occur are fully ~evealed and 
assessed based on sound ecological and Best Available Science, BLM can not develop a 
reasonable range of alternatives, nor apply adequate analysis of impacts ofthe proposed 
action under any alternative. Nor can it ensure that the public lands, waters and native 
biota will de protected from unnecessary and undue degradation. 

The gross deficiencies of the EIS/PER and associated analyses are illustrated in the cursory, 
limited, and scientifically invalid discussion of "Impacts of Herbicide Treatments on Wildlife 
and Habitat by Ecoregion", EIS at 4-106. As an example, in its limited and myopic analysis of 
wildlife effects of herbicide use and ignoring of the role of livestock grazing, EIS at 4-106 states 
"longfire intervals have created decadent. climax sagebrush communities that dominate large 
areas ofjJUblic lands. These communities have lost their perennial herbaceous understory as a 
result o/competitionfrom sagebrush" . The EIS then proceeds to blame sagebrush for cheatgrass 
invasion. These sweeping assertions indicting sagebrush and blaming old or mature sagebrush for 
cheatgrass invasion are based on one obscure citation (Perryman et al. 2003). This Perryman et 



al. citation (Perryman is an outspoken proponent of the public lands livestock industry in 
Nevada) is nothing more than an opinion piece. EIS at 6-28 shows the citation as: Eastern 
Nevada Landscape Coalition Position. Rangelands 25:30-34. Now the Oregon Weed EIS largely 
continues in this vein and fails to provide the in-depth analysis of the effects to many important 
and sensitive species habitats and populations. The adverse impacts of methods and scale of 
herbicide application are also not addressed. 

It is precisely the old growth or mature native plant communities such as the sagebrush that are 
critical for persistence of a great many species of native wildlife across the lands where 
treatments are targeted Knick et al. 2003,Welch and Cliddle 2003, Connelly et al. 2004, Dobkin 
and Sauder 2004); that it is disturbance by livestock or other human uses and not sagebmsh that 
is causing any understory problems that may exist; and that it is precisely the loss, fragmentation 
and degradation of mature and old growth native vegetation communities due to human uses and 
BLM management paradigms identical to those of the proposed "treatments" that have caused 
the weed problems the EIS' s are supposed to be addressing. 

Desertification and Watersheds 

There is an extensive body of scientific literature on desertification of watersheds, including in 
the western United States. Desertification is defined as: "a change in the character of the land to a 
more desertic condition", involving "The impoverishment of ecosystems as evidenced in 
reduced biological productivity and accelerated deterioration of soils and in an associated 
impoverishment of dependent human livelihood systems". See Sheridan 1981, CEQ Report 1981 
at iii. Major symptoms of deseltification in the U. S. include: declining groundwater tables; 
salinization of topsoil or water; reduction of surface waters; unnaturally high soil erosion; and 
desolation of native vegetation (Sheridan CEQ at 1). The existence of anyone can be evidence 
of desertification. 

As lands become desertified due to human disturbance such as chronic livestock grazing and 
trampling impacts to soils and vegetation, they become less productive, and activities such as 
livestock grazing become less sustainable. Continuing disturbance activities like livestock 
grazing while imposing a new aggressive treatment disturbance regime, may have drastic 
consequences, and push more sites across thresholds from which they can not recover. Plus, 
treatment disturbance may result in grazing becoming even less sustainable across the landscape. 
In many BLM lands, because of desertification and degradation processes that have already 
occurred, have already crossed the threshold between sustainability and, essentially, "mining" of 
increasingly non-renewable natural resources. 

Desertification can be both a patchy destruction, often exacerbated by drought, as well as the 
impoverishment of ecosystems within desct·ts. The ElS must assess the levels and degree of 
deseltification that have occurred across the Oregon EIS area. This is necessary to understand the 
likelihood of soil erosion, accelerated runoff, and other forms of drift, and to understand the 
amounts of chemicals likely to be applied over time. This is necessary to understand the 
capability and suitability of these lands for livestock grazing, the productivity and carrying 



capacity of these lands for grazing, the current or likely future extent of cheatgrass and other 
hazardous fuels problems linked to desertification and livestock or other degradation, the need 
for treatments and the type of treatments that may best be applied, the risks associated with 
treatments, and the likely effectiveness or success of any treatments undertaken under the EIS. 
The effects of alternatives, their ability to meet any objectives, and the ability of actions under 
the EIS to maintain, enhance or restore habitats and populations of special status and other 
important species and native plant communities depend on the current environmental conditions 
of the lands where they would be applied. For example, how has the extensive depletion of 
understories in many areas of Wyoming big sagebrush vegetation or western juniper affected the 
degree and rate of desertification processes across the EIS area, and altered the potential of a site 
to recover from any treatment disturbance that may be imposed? How has this depletion affected 
livestock patterns of use, acres per ADM, invasion ofhazardous fuels like cheatgrass, increased 
densities of woody vegetation, etc.? What are the acres per ADM across vegetation types at 
present, and how do they compare to stocking rates of good or better ecological condition 
communities? How many acres per ADM are required to sustain cattle or sheep in the lower salt 
desert shrub or Wyoming big sagebrush communities, and how does this compare to current 
stocking rates on these lands? How does this all factor into understanding the amount and kinds 
of herbicides to be used in Oregon - and the risks to native biota? 

All BLM grazing, treatments, energy projects, etc. have the potential to disturb native vegetation, 
soils, and watersheds, and open the door for accelerated erosion and further loss/desolation of 
native vegetation, i.e. accelerate desertification. 

Degraded communities are extremely vulnerable to weed invasion --- especially with chronic 
grazing or motorized disturbance. As chronic grazing, roading (often linked to livestock facilities 
or management and other disturbance continues: Livestock and vehicles assist the spread of 
weeds via mud trapped in hooves and tires and/or on hides; Livestock transport weed seeds in 
their digestive systems, spreading them across the landscape in manure; Livestock trample soils 
and vegetation, and vehicles chum soil and smash vegetation, facilitating weed establishment; 
Livestock crush and trample microbiotic crusts that may inhibit weed establishment; Livestock 
may selecting native species over exotics, providing a competitive advantage to invasive species 
by eliminating competition with native species; Livestock can alter landscape variables (such as 
fire regimes) giving advantages to exotics. (Belsky and Gelbard 2000, Gelbard and Belnap 2003). 

BLM has failed to assess the combined effects of desertification, livestock grazing and exotic 
species/weed increase and infestation in its weed treatment analyses. 

Even PRIA acknowledged that production on many BLM lands was below potentia~ and would 
decline even further. BLM's typical Grazing Pennit EA and rangeland health analyses largely 
ignore chronic grazing as a cause of weed invasions and any need for treatment The EIS ignores 
adequate consideration of any actions/treatments that could lessen the impacts or severity of 
grazing disturbance. The current crop of Oregon Land Dse Plans developed in the Bush era 
largely continue the cUlTent level of grazing while interjecting or superimposing massive 
treatment disturbance. This will ultimately result in even further loss of soil, microbiotic crusts, 
water, watershed integrity, wildlife habitat, and forage across the arid West. 



Desertification symptoms in arid lands include: Sparsity of grass; presence of invading plant 
species - both native and non-native, in grass areas that have survived: plants are of poor vigor; 
topsoil losses - in many places, topsoil is held only by pedestals of surviving plants. Surface signs 
of soil erosion include: pedestaling, gullies, rills, absence of plant litter to stabilize soils. 

Desiccation and erosion caused by livestock can cause water tables to drop, rilling, gullying and 
arroyo cutting to occur, and result in sediment flow fi·om degraded areas (CEQ at 14). Grazing 
creates extremely dry site conditions for plants due to removal of litter, loss of soil cover, and 
trampling of the ground that prohibits rainfall from reaching plant roots (CEQ at 15). 

Livestock grazing exacerbates any climate changes and shifts that may be occurring (CEQ at 16). 
This is of particular concern in the arid EIS landscape periodically plagued with severe drought, 
and which is facing increasing heat and aridity due to global warming. Such effects must be fully 
considered if BLM is to understand the impacts of any alternatives, treatments, management 
actions or disturbance under the EIS. 

The near-absence of many species oflarger stature native bunchgrasses from many areas of the 
EIS lands, especially those of Nevada, Idabo, Oregon and Wyoming where many of the 
treatments are proposed, such as the diminished state of the once abundant Indian ricegrass or 
bluebunch wheatgrass, signals an ecosystem stressed by livestock grazing (CEQ at 19). 

BLM must fully assess the extent and degree of desertification of the affected lands, in order to 
understand the effects of herbicide use or any treatments. Aridity, absence of plant litter or safe 
sites in (post-treatment enviromnents, after fire, or with chronic grazing and trampling impacts) 
makes gennination of native species more difficult. Recovery oflower elevation areas will be 
exceedingly slow, espeeially eonsidering the aridity of the lands where most treatments are to 
occur. Arid land recovers very slowly; massive soil erosion has occun·ed in many areas and is 
still occurring; exposed soils are less able to support plant life because of lower organic content; 
and invader species have become well established and have the competitive edge (Sheridan CEQ 
at 21, Fleischner 1994). 

Even though it is well recognized that "the way to end overgrazing is to reduce the number of 
livestock in the end" (Sheridan CEQ at 22), political pressures from ranchers results in strong 
political opposition to reduced grazing. Political pressures have hamstrung implementation of the 
Taylor Grazing Act and continue strongly to this day on BLM lands across the West The EIS 
does not properly characterize the current setting, and never addresses the stress placed by 
current livestock numbers, or by BLM management paradigms aimed at retaining high stocking 
rates on arid land ecosystems to avoid political fallout. BLM fails to assess how stocking rates 
and management paradigms are out of step with current Best Available Science, and known 
impacts oflivestock to soils and microbiotic ClUsts, and native plant communities. Example: 
microbiotic crusts and understory impacts: Anderson 1991, Anderson and Holte 1981, Anderson 
and Inouye 2001, Belnap 1995, Belnap and Gillette 1997, Belnap et al. BLM Tech Bull. 2001, 
Belsky and Gelbard 2000, Beymer and Klopatek 1992, Donabue 1999, Fleischner 1994 review 
article, Freilich et al. 2003. Example: Forage utilization levels and associated stocking rates 



typically allowed by BLM greatly exceed those recommended even by current range science See 
Galt et a1. 1999, Galt et a1. 2000, Gelbard and Belnap 2003, Hockett 2002, Holechek 1996b, 
Holechek et a1. 1998, Holechek et a1. 1999 a and b, Holechek et a1. 2000, Holechek et a1. 2001. 

This Oregon EIS process provided BLM an opportunity to gain a better understanding of the 
actual capability and productivity of the vegetation and soils that meets the desires and needs of 
the public on these Oregon lands. It provided BLM an opportunity to conduct a real analysis of 
the risks of weed increase, spread and the futility of treatment of disturbances such as livestock 
grazing continue at or near current levels. 

Sagebrush, western juniper, salt desert shrub and other vegetation communities show signs of 
extensive changes and significant stresses, with livestock grazing and aggressive non-native 
weeds recognized as among important causal factors. Inter-linked grazing disturbance, weed 
invasion and altered fire cycles cause native plant communities to cross thresholds from which 
recovery is very difficult, if not impossible. On top of these degraded conditions and chronic 
livestock disturbances, BLM's 17 states EIS and the current LUPs would impose massive new 
disturbance without addressing the current environmental setting and ecological realities across 
the landscape. 

EIS Must Reveal the Current Environmental Setting 

Current infonnation on the perilous status of habitats for native biota across much of the project 
area highlights the need for BLM through the EIS/PER to conduct current snrveys. Systematic 
and comprehensive survey and assessment of species presence, habitat presence and quality and 
degree offragmentation is necessary to: 1) Understand current status of habitats and species 
populations and thus determine which lands may need treatment - including a full range of 
PASSIVE treatments such as reduction in stocking rates, closure of pastures or allotments, 
closure of roads; 2) Detennine what type of treatments may be minimize site and habitat 
disturbance. Example: Ifhigh numbers oflivestock are creating extensive soil disturbance and 
spreading weeds across wild land areas, then limiting livestock numbers and use must be a 
primary treatment method to limit weed spread. It has the least risk of new habitat fragmentation 
or new disturbance to native vegetation and soils that aet to promote weed expansion; 3) 
Understand existing fragmentation before proposing to impose large-scale new disturbance that 
will further fragment habitats of species already declining from habitat fragmentation and 
disturbance. 

Some of this infonnation was already assembled at the time of the Weed EIS/PER. But its 
preparers largely ignored it. The Conservation Assessment for Greater Sage Grouse (Connelly et 
a1. 2004) provided GIS maps and infom1ation on BLM lands and landscape-level fragmentation 
factors. The data used in this mapping included information, for example, cheatgrass presence in 
understories, livestock facilities, and many other factors fragmenting species habitats. Instead of 
providing necessary information and mapping based on the current information of this type be 
propcrly related to the proposed actions. 



New assessments and analyses aTe available. See: 

Ecology and Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse: A Landscape 
Species and 
Its Habitats 
> 
A release of a scientific monograph with permission of the 
authors, the 
Cooper Ornithological Society, and the University of California 
Press 
> 
Twenty-four new chapters on sage-grouse and sagebrush habitat 
conservation. 
> 
Download chapters aot ",oj-p' i/saqemaD .o~ Ulssn ° 0 aon/monog-canh "ODX ~"_ !:.mi'-~ .• / '" m 1. .iN.L. :::..:::::...::-'" J v ~d ~r ."- 1:jiL~Cl0_ 

> 
Please fully consider all of these Chapters in your analysis of the cumulative effects of herbir:ide use 
especially in degraded landscapes where potential for drift and killing otill11QJl$t species required by 
sagegrouse or other native species is signific3:1td>w might herbicides applied to kill leafy spurge in 
understories kill or wipe out sagebrush in the same 2li\l\kle have observed this effect on public lands 
in Idaho How might trampling disturbance to soils be livestock facilitate herbicide effects orIanget 
specieS' 

We stress that many of these papers fail to adequately deal with the adverse impacts of livestock 
grazing and trampling disturbance - such as the examining the current scientific literature related to 
microbiotic crustsand their role on preventing invasions of cheatgrass or other w.eeds 

The realities of the current ecological conditions and status of native biota across arid BLM 
lands, including in the face of climate change, must be fully addressed. 

How might small, isolated populations of sage-grouse, pygmy rabbits or other native biota -
declining native special status and T &E species in fragmented landscapes - be affected by 
herbicide use? What if spraying for weeds increases losses of sagebrush in critical wintering 
areas? 

Dwindling Surface and Ground Waters, Shrinking Habitat Areas - Concentrate and 
Amplify Hazardous Chemicals and Contaminants 

It is necessary to understand the degree of impacts to, and losses of, surface and ground waters 
across arid landscapes. This all has resulted in reduced perennial flows. This means remaining 
waters relied on by wildlife are more limited. Herbicides that are applied in these watersheds may 
be even more concentrated/wash into vital and scarce surface waters relied on by sage-grouse, 
home to rare springsnails, fish, mollusks, etc. In such degraded situations, these species also 
typically face sediment problems, algae blooms, etc. - all of which interact with herbicides to 
stress animals and popUlations. 



Even worse, many small springs, seeps and meadows across grazed lands have thistle, henbane 
and other noxious weeds present. Their flows have been reduced by livestock-facilitated 
desertification and often by BLM "developments". Use of herbicides in and near areas with 
limited mesic vegetation and very limited water availability may have many adverse impacts 

Chronic Ecosystem Disturbance, Fragmentation and Imperilment ofthe Sagebrush Biome 

The decline in sage grouse populations and other species dependent on arid land shrub habitats is 
a landscape-scale biological indicator that the loss of functions and values of sagebrush 
ecosystems are serious and widespread. These are also signs of desertification processes across 
the landscape. 

The analysis, Dobkin and Sauder 2004,"Shrubsteppe Landscapes in Jeopardy: Distribution, 
abundances, and the uncertain future of birds and small mammals in the Intermountain West", 
examined bird and small mammal species in the sagebrush biome. The authors found that "very 
little of the sagebrush biome remains undisturbed", the inherent resilience of the ecosystem has 
been lost and the ability to resist invasion and respond to disturbance has been 
compromised (Dobkin and Sauder at 5). At least 60% of sagebrush steppe now has exotic 
annual grasses in the understory or has been converted completely to non-native annual 
grasslands (citing West 2000). More than 90% of riparian habitats have been compromised by 
livestock or agriculture. 

The authors distilled a list of 61 species of birds and small mammals that are completely or 
extensively dependent on shrub steppe ecosystems, and conducted an analysis oftheir 
distlibutions, abundances, and sensitivity to habitat disturbance to assess current state of 
knowledge and conservation needs of these species, with focus on Great Basin, Interior 
Columbia Basin and Wyoming Basin, based on BBS data and other studies. 

The Columbia Plateau, Great Basin and Wyoming Basin are among the least sampled of all 
physiographic provinces covered by the Breeding Bird Survey. Remarkably little is known 
about the actual distributions or population trends of small mammals. "Range maps created by 
connecting the dots among sites where a species has been captured do not paint a realistic 
picture, especially in the highly altered and fragmented shrub steppe landscapes of today. For 
small terrestrial mammals ... our results support the view that many of these species now exist 
only as small, disconnected populations isolated from each other ... it is completely 
untenable to assume species' presence based on simply on presence of appropriate habitat 
in shrnbsteppe landscapes of the Intermountain West". Also, the authors "find no reason for 
optimism about the prospects in the Intermountain West of any of the 61 species" (at 3). 
"The results of our analyses present an overall picture of an ecosystem teetering on the 
edge of collapse (citing Knick et al. 2003)". 

Thus, the aggressive "treatments" to be conducted under all BLM's 17 states ElS alternatives, are 
identical to the practices and treatments currently identified as causing species declines and 
habitat fragmentation in tlle first place! Now the Oregon EIS attempts t impose 18 chemicals to 



deal with weeds mis-management of Oregon BLM lands is causing. 

An untold number of livestock facilities (fences, spring projects, pipelines, trough systems salting 
sites, corrals, wells, windmills, water haul sites, etc.) have been constructed or placed on public 
lands - including across these allotments and sUlTounding lands. Roads almost inevitably grow 
up either as a direct result of facility construction/placement, or of continued facility use and 
maintenance. Then, roads become travel corridors for predators (Braun 1998, Federal Register 
2003, Federal Register 2004, Connellyet al. 2004, Freilich et al. 2003, Connelly et al. 2004, 
Dobkin and Sauder 2004), and conduits for weed invasion (Gelbard and Belnap 2003). Many of 
these facilities have unforeseen effects, and exert influence over much larger areas than 
anticipated. For example, water developments may attract sage grouse predators and be "sinks" 
(Connelly et al. 2004). 

Ecological changes have pushed many sagebrush landscapes beyond ecological thresholds for 
recovery. Cumulative effects ofland use and habitat degradation are moving sagebrush habitats 
toward ecological collapse and dysfunction (Knick et al. 2003, Dobkin and Sauder 2004). 

Sagebrush Mammal Summaries (based on Dobkin and Sauder 2004) 

Eleven of 24 mammals in the report by Dobkin and Sauder (2004) are endemic to the 1M West, 
representing a high degree of endemism. Many of the small mammal species whose status is 
reviewed in the report are important prey for raptors and some other special status species. In 
addition, the high degree of endemism is likely even greater than species-level ranges would 
indicate, and genetic analyses of upland and riparian small mammals may provide more 
examples of "cryptic" species like has now been found in endemic ground squin'els in Idaho. 

Only one of the 19 species of small mammals for which adequate trapping data was available 
was found in more than 62% of potentially suitable localities. This analysis of field studies is the 
first comprehensive attempt to quantify presence or absence across a region. The report found 
that 21 of the 24 small mammal species respond negatively to the effects of livestock 
grazing. Eleven of 18 small mammal species responded negatively to the presence of exotic 
plants, with riparian mammal species exhibiting neutral responses ifvegctation was thick 
enough. 

Geographic pattcms of species richness and community stability raise concern Despite range 
maps showing occurrence over broad areas, many species of small mammals now exist only as 
small, disconnected populations isolated from each other by unsuitable habitats." Thus, it is 
completely untenable to assume species' presence based simply on presence of appropriate 
habitat in shrubsteppe landscapes of the 1M West." This demonstrates why BLM must 
systematically conduct non-lethal site-specific surveys for small mammals in representative 
habitat types, and assess habitat conditions, across the allotments. 

The report authors conclude: We find no reason for optimism about the prospects in the 
Intennountain West for any of the 61 species identified. Sagebrush distribution is highly 
fragmented, and much less extensive than large-scale maps suggest. Extraordinary 



fragmentation and degradation of sagebrush-steppe landscapes has been caused by 
livestock grazing practices, purposeful removal of sagebrush and/or seedings through 
prescribed fire, mechanical treatment, biological agents and herbicides, invariably done to 
provide forage for livestock, especially as native vegetation communities have become 
increasingly depleted, as well as ag-conversion, roads, mining and mining exploration 
fragmentation, powerline and pipeline corridors. 
Although sage grouse have been the flagship species for this ecosystem, and publicity over 
concerns have focused mainly on grouse, it is not just sage grouse that are in trouble. Sage grouse 
have become a surrogate for numerous species of animals and plants that depend on sagebrush 
communities, and many of these species may also use salt desert shrub communities. 

Shrub land and grassland birds, representing an important component of the biodiversity ofthe 
western United States, are declining faster than any other group of species in North America 
(Saab and Rich 1997, Paige and Ritter 1999, USGS Great Basin Mojave-Desert Region, Dobkin 
and Sauder 2004). Species dependent on sagebrush ecosystems (Brewer's sparrow, Sage 
Sparrow, Sage Thrasher) may be important predictors of ecological collapse. 

A review of field studies of small mammal response to livestock grazing (compared moderately 
to heavily grazed upland or riparian areas with exclosures), found overwhelmingly negative 
responses (decreased abundance or productivity) to the effects oflivestock grazing for 12 species 
(Table 8): Upland: Paiute ground squilTel, Washington ground squirrel, little pocket mouse, 
Great Basin pocket mouse, Chisel-toothed kangaroo rat, desert woodrat, sagebrush vole, 
Riparian: Water shrew, Western harvest mouse, long-tailed vole, montane vole, western jumping 
mouse. 9 species have an extremely high likelihood for negative responses to livestock grazing 
(Table 8) are: Upland: Merriam's shrew, Preble's shrew, pygmy rabbit Idaho ground squirreL 
Merriam's ground squirrel, Townsend's ground squirrel, Townsend's pocket gopher. Riparian: 
Townsend's pocket gopher. Plus, negative responses to presence of exotic species have been 
demonstrated for eight upland species, and can be inferred with high likelihood for three others. 

Virtually no areas in the Intermountain West exhibited much riparian species diversity. For 
riparian birds, areas of highest species diversity were areas of highest community stability. 

Patterns of high mammal species richness were concentrated within the three primary 
shrub steppe ecoregions. Species richness was high in much of the Great Basin. Remarkably little 
is known about the actual distribution or conservation status of small-mammal species - there is 
no standardized survey. Alarmingly, there was a high frequency in which species were missing 
from studies focused on suitable habitat. 

This should raise concel1l about the current actual extent of popUlations. It must be understood 
in the context of the high degree of fragmentation and altered disturbance regimes (Knick et a!. 
2003). the "overwhel-:ningly negative I'esponse to livestock grazing", and the limited dispersal 
capabilities of small mammals (Dobkin and Sauder 2004). "Our results support the view that 
many of these species now exist as small, disconnected populations isolated from each other 
by unsuitable habitats across which they cannot disperse". Catastrophic decline of the 
largest population of northern Idaho ground squirrels illustrates this. The combined effects of 



altered fire cycles, (loss of fire here - as this species occUlTed in meadows in forest), livestock 
grazing and exotic species introdnction is the reality faced by many small mammal 
populations. 

Many species of small mammals exist as scattered, disconnected populations. One cmmot aSSUlne 
species presence based simply on presence of appropriate habitat in shrub steppe landscapes of 
the 1M West. 

Vole populations isolated from each other and tied to the riparian habitats among isolated 
mountain ranges are likely candidates for endemism to be found if genetic analyses are 
conducted. Several isolated subspecies of montane vole occur along the southernmost portion of 
the species range - likely isolated from conspecifics for millenia Endemism among small 
mammals of the 1M West, already high, is likely even greater. Many of the species have two or 
more described subspecies, and much ofthe described subspecific variation is based on 
morphological variations. Where thorough genetic analysis is conducted, there may be sufficient 
evidence to warrant elevation to full species. 

A pattem of high species richness is much more concentrated for small mammals, and the 
number of endemics may represent more habitat specificity. The authors note that very little 
attention is paid to conservation needs of small mmnmals. Conservation efforts should integrate 
areas of high species richness for birds and mammals. 

Across the 1M West, altered fil'e frequencies combined with ubiquitous grazing drives the 
loss of native plant community structure and composition on which birds and small 
mammals depend, Grazing reduces competition from native grasses, and cheatgrass and other 
weeds flourish, with each successive fire promoting invader expansion, resulting in 
selt~perpetuating monocultures of exotic plant species with very short fire retum intervals 
(Whisenant 1991, Anthony and Vitousek 1992, Billings 1994, Knick et al. 2003). Exotic plant 
dominated landscapes are uninhabitable for nearly all native bird and small mammal species 
(Dobkin and Sauder 2004). Shrub-steppe habitat has diminished greatly - at least 44% of 
potential habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse has disappeared (Schroeder et al 2004) and this study 
did not evaluate fragmentation of the rest! 

Biome-wide, accelerated Oil and Gas development is occurring in Wyoming. This places 
landscape-scale fragmentation and soil disturbance on an even faster trajectory. Also, an 
astonishing number of fences and other livestock projects that serve to also fragment habitats are 
found across the sagebrush biome (see Connelly et al. 2004). Now large-scale renewable energy 
is proposed to destroy and fi'agment important sage-grouse and other habitats on BLM lands in 
Oregon. 

Sagebrush Bird Species Summaries (Dobkin and Sauder 2004) 

There were significant declining trends for 16 of25 upland bird species (64%) in the regions of 
the Intennountain West (Dobkin and Sauder 2004). Only 3 species showed a significant 
increasing population trend. 5 of 12 riparian species declined significantly over both the shOlt 



and long ten11. "Birds that depend on native vegetation for their nests clearly are jeopardized by 
the loss or degradation of vegetation. Nearly all 25 upland species are obligate ground/shrub 
nesters, with 18 of the 25 species dependent on native shrubs for nesting and foraging. 

Species richness for upland birds was concentrated in the three primary shrub steppe ecoregions, 
with areas of highest species richness extending across the Columbia Plateau from southeastern 
Oregon to easternmost Idaho, the eastern two-thirds ofthe Great Basin, and southwestern 
Wyoming Basin. There was constancy in bird species composition in upland bird communities 
between 1968-1983 and 1984-2001. However, the community \composition of lipmian bird 
communities varied substantially between periods, with a decrease in species composition of 
riparian communities. Plus, ecologically unsuitable habitats are now embedded in matrices of 
suitable habitats. 

The upland bird species, and all the liparian species listed in Dobkin and Sauder (2004), Table I 
at 9 occur in the EIS Project area, and the small mammal species found in Table 2 at 10 are likely 
to occur in the Project area. For some species, such as loggerhead shrike, declines were 
especially severe in the three primm)' shrub steppe ecoregions - with population losses across 
large geographic areas. 

Geographic patterns of species richness for birds found that areas of highest upland avian 
species richness correspond with areas oflowest shrubstcppe fragmentation. Bird species 
"Entirely" dependent on sagebrush: Greater Sage-Grouse, Sage Thrasher, Brewer's Sparrow, and 
Sage SpmTow. Birds "Nearly" dependent: Gray Flycatcher, Gray Vireo, Green-tailed Towhee, 
Black-throated Sparrow. 

BLM's 17 States EIS and Oregon Land Use Plan proposed "treatments" and herbiciding will 
INCREASE fragmentation (see also Knick et al. 2003, Connelly et al. 2004). These species 
reviewed by Dobkin and Sauder and their habitats and populations will only be increasingly 
hanned in the short, mid and long ten11S. 

RipaIian birds have distributions that extend beyond the 1M West, as do riparian maI11111als. 
Given the relative rarity and ecological importance of riparian habitats within shrub-steppe 
landscapes, the high degree of instability in riparian bird community structure found in the 
report, reflects the poor condition of riparian habitats across the Great Basin, Columbia 
Plateau and Wyoming Basin ecoregions (Dobkin and Sauder 2004, citing Saab et al. 1995, 
Dobkin et al. 1998, Tewksbury et al. 2002, Krueper et al. 2003, EaI11st et al. 2004) and the 
dewatering of riparian zones (Dobkin and Sauder 2004, citing Rood et al. 2003), causing 
damage to avifauna and habitats. 

Poor riparian condition contradicts BLM claims in the 17 states EIS of improved conditions. 
BLM has not provided the methodology and data upon which its rosy assertions on ecological 
conditions in the project area are based. BLM provides no current data on Oregon conditions. It 
is our observation that many areas (such as in Vale BLM Louse canyon) continue to spiral 
downward in condition, and face expanded threats from cheatgrass and other wed invasion due to 
BLM mis-management, and failure to control livestock impacts. as well as efforts to expand 



roading. 

Upland Species - summarized from Dobkin and Sauder (2004) and others: 

* Greater Sage-Grouse. Causes of Declines: Habitat destruction, degradation and fragmentation, 
altered fire frequency (both lower and higher), livestock grazing converting shrubsteppe to 
annual mono cultures are Threats. Range "improvements" and West Nile virus are threats. See 
also Connelly et al. 2004, USFWS Interim Status Report (2008), new Sage-grouse analyses 
(USGS site 2009). 
* Fenuginous Hawk. Open areas, isolated trees, and edges of pinyon-juniper woodlands are used 
for hunting perches and nesting. "Prey abundance, particularly jackrabbits and ground squirrels, 
is correlated significantly with the number of breeding pairs in an area and with reproductive 
success. (Dobkin and Sauder 2004, citing Jasikoff 1982 and Deschant 2001 b) (at 36). Habitat 
destruction and degradation are greatest threats, and directly influence prey abundance, important 
to reproductive success. Ferruginous hawks can be particularly sensitive to human disturbance (at 
37). 
* Prairie Falcon. Open habitats with moderate grass cover and low-growing sparse shrubs. 

Nest-site availability and ground squirrel populations are important factors in habitat selection. 
Activities affecting ground squirrel abundance, include livestock grazing, frequent fires, ag 
conversion, poisoning. Disturbance near nest sites (cliffs) can reduce breeding success. 
* Burrowing Owl. Requires low vegetation and a suitable nest bUlTow. BOs may expand other 

species burrows, but do not dig their own. Excavation by ground squirrels, marmots and badgers 
is important in nest burrow availability. Threats are habitat degradation and destruction, and 
shrub-steppe degradation by livestock or ag conversion Pesticides can reduce populations of 
insect prey and fossorial mammals. Badgers, coyotes, birds of prey and vehicle collisions may 
also be problems. 
* Gray Flycatcher. Shrub-steppe, mountain mahogany and pj. In shrub steppe, gray flycatchers 

are associated with tall, dense sagebrush. Chaining or burning of sagebrush and pinyon/juniper 
areas is known to eliminate gray flycatchers (at 46). It is parasitized by the brown-headed 
cowbird. Habitat fragmentation likely increases nest parasitism and predation rates. 
* Loggerhead Shrike. Shrub steppe, open woodland, field edges, and occasionally riparian areas. 

Presence and abundance in shrubsteppe is positively correlated with the diversity, density and 
height of sluubs. Population declines in Columbia Plateau and Great Basin. 
* Homed Lark. May be susceptible to trampling, and affected by invasion of annual grasses. 
* Sage Thrasher. Habitat destruction, degradation and fragmentation are threats, including 

activities that destroy shrub cover (fire, chaining, herbicide) eliminate local populations. 
Although authors note that livestock grazing may increase shrubs, livestock grazing also alters 
shrub structure, especially that of taller sagebrush or other shrubs which are areas where sage 
thrashers nest. 
* Virginia's Warbler. P-j, mountain mahogany, mixed deciduous shrublands. Habitat 

destruction, livestock grazing. 
* Green-tailed Towhee. Sluublands and disturbed coniferous zones. In shrubsteppe, its presence 

and abundance are positively correlated with increased shrub species diversity, shrub cover, and 
taller shrubs. Threats are habitat destmction and degradation -livestock grazing and fi-equent fire 
have impacted shrubs. SimplifIcation of shrub cover results in population reduction or 



elimination. 
* Brewer's Sparrow. Its presence is positively correlated with total shrub cover, bare ground, 

taller shrubs, patch size, and habitat heterogeneity - and negatively correlated with grass and salt 
shrub cover. Large population declines have occurred the in Columbia Plateau and Great Basin. 
Cowbird host. Threats are habitat destruction and degradation. Activities that destroy shrub cover 
(fire chaining herbicide, etc). A cowbird host. Positive (increased shrubs - see previous 
comments about shrub structure) and negative responses to grazing. 
* Vesper Sparrow. Inhabits short, patchy herbaceous vegetation, low shrub cover bare ground, 

forbs. Habitat destruction and degradation - frequent fires, in conjunction with invasive grasses, 
heavy livestock grazing (which increases shrub cover), and poor range conditions created by 
livestock grazing during drought increase rates of nest abandonment and failure. Cowbird host. 
* Lark Sparrow. Threats are fire and livestock grazing converting lands to annual grass 

mono cultures are threats. 
* Black-throated Span·ow. Desert shrub, shrub-steppe, open pinyon-juniper. Con'elated with 

moderate shrub cover, tall vegetation, shrub species richness, and dead woody vegetation. 
Drought reduces the number breeding attempts and clutch size. 
* Sage Sparrow. Particularly associated with big sagebmsh, or may be found in mixed shrub 

communities with greater shrub cover, abundant bare ground, sparse grass cover. Shows high site 
fidelity. Habitat destmction, degradation and fragmentation are chief threats, and are caused by 
frequent fire, livestock grazing, range "improvements" (shrub treatments, exotic grass plantings) 
- and these promote other impacts - predation and nest parasitism. 
* Savannah Sparrow. It has been assumed that Savannah Sparrow populations benefit from 

conversion to annual monocultures. However, converted habitats may not be equivalent to native 
grassland habitats and may serve as population sinks. 
* Grasshopper Sparrow. Livestock grazing degrades habitats. While benefits from natural fire, 

annual grass conversion resulting from fire is negative. 
* Western Meadowlark. May be affected by fire. 

Thus, for many of these birds, the very actions that BLM proposed under the 17 States EIS and 
PER are Threats, and when conducted in the past, have destroyed, altered and fragmented 
hahitats. These threats (livestock grazing, herbiciding, chaining, fire, mowing and other alteration 
of sagebrush and other native vegetation communities) have not been honestly addressed by 
BLM in the EIS or PER, or the Oregon EIS at present. Since best Available Science recognizes 
them as Threats, (see also Knick et al. 2003, Connelly et a1. 2004). 

Other summaries of species trends support Dobkin and Sauder (2004). Many species with 
downward trends in population size are associated plimarily or exclusively with shrub-steppe or 
riparian habitats. In shrub-steppe, this includes northern han'ier, mourning dove, horned lark, 
loggerhead shrike, green-tailed towhee, vesper sparrow, sage sparrow (USGS Mojave-Great 
Basin at 33-51). Populations up in one area, down in another: rock wren, sage thrasher, Brewer's 
sparrow, black-throated sparrow, western meadowlark. Population sizes of mourning dove and 
loggerhead shrike, whose abundances are declining widely in western North America are also 
declining in the Great Basin. The preponderance of downward trends in shmb-steppe indicates 
continuing problems with the health of this community. In pinyon-juniper with a sagebmsh and 
bunchgrass understory, species include common nighthawk, northern flicker, gray flycatcher, 



mockingbird, chipping sparrow, and Scott's oriole (USGS Mojave-Great Basin at 33). 

BLM's 17 states EIS and PER, by proposing profligate use of non-selective fire, chaining or 
herbicides in westem juniper communities will kill shrubs, too. Nowhere does BLM provide a 
protocol for detennining the best or most appropriate treatment methods to be used, or for 
avoiding old growth or mature plant communities. This is precisely the type of infOlmation and 
analysis that the 17 States EIS, and now the Oregon EIS, should have provided, but it has failed 
to do so. 

Riparian species with downward trends: killdeer, violet-green swallow, warbling vireo, yellow 
warbler, lazuli bunting, savannah sparrow, song sparrow, yellow-headed blackbird, Brewer's 
blackbird. Downward trends in riparian species - are indicative of continuing deterioration of 
riparian habitats of the Great Basin (USGS Mojave-Great Basin at 34). Continued deterioration 
of riparian habitats in the Great Basin contradicts BLM's rosy claims of improvement 

BLM Ignores Conservation Strategies with "Spray and Walk Away" Approaches 

Landscape-scale conservation is also a critical component ofICBEMP scientific assessments (see 
Wisdom et al. 2000). The EIS ignores ecological understanding of the landscapes where massive 
herbicide and disturbance treatments are proposed. 

Across much of the 17 states project area, and all of the Oregon area, large browsers disappeared' 
about 12,000 years ago. The largest ungulate was the pronghom. Jackrabbits, cottontails, and 
rodents may have been the largest herbivores (Mack and Thompson 1982, COlmelly et al. 2004). 
Microbiotic cmst occurs in areas that are not, or lightly, grazed. As a result, livestock grazing and 
trampling impacts cause extensive, chronic and often irreversible hann to soils, vegetation and 
habitats of native species. This results in an alteration of composition, function and structure of 
plant and native animal communities (Fleischner 2004) 

Salt desert communities: Invasive species have impacted shadscale and greasewood 
communities, and have altered their composition and function. Livestock grazing the most 
common disturbance that leads to weed invasions and altered fuels and fire regimes at these 
lower elevations. Cheatgrass and halogeton invades dry sites, exacerbated by livestock grazing. 
These communities are increasingly threatened by the proliferation of non-native annual grasses. 
Historically, they did not burn. 

BLM's Standards and Guides and other recent Assessments and documents across the Project 
area are replete with descliptions of cheatgrass and other weeds being a growing problem. 
However, BLM nearly always grossly under-estimates the extent of cheatgrass or other weed 
infestations in the understory, and fails to undertake cuts in livestock numbers even to the level 
of the actual numbers of livestock grazed. Grazing pennits retain large numbers of ungrazable 
AUMs even under "Active" use. This results in constant pressure on BLM to "develop" more 
facilities, "treat" and disturb more land so overstocking can occur. End result: Weeds expand. 



BLM often allows extra grazing on degraded lands (under the Temporary Non-Renewable Use) 
that may lead to further degradation, increased hazardous fuel problems, and introduction of even 
more aggressive exotic species. 

Sagebrush semidesert is highlighted for conservation because of decline of sagebrush-obligate 
species. Species dependent include: sage sparrow, Brewer's spalTow, sage thrasher, sage grouse, 
pygmy rabbi!, sagebrush vole, sagebrush lizard, pronghorn (Paige and Ritter 2000). 

Fire regulates the density of fire-intolerant shrubs. Invasion of exotic annual grasses has 
increased fire frequency in stands, and resulting fires are causing a decline in abundance of 
sagebrush and other non-sprouting shrubs. In some areas, knapweed or other noxious weed 
species may be invading annual grass-dominated sites. Grazing decreases the importance of tall 
bunchgrasses and increases rabbitbrush, forbs and non-native grasses. Grazed sagebrush usually 
lacks altogether, or has no good condition microbiotic crusts. Large tracts of sagebrush 
semidesert and sagebrush-steppe are needed to adequately protect these systems. 

Western juniper can live to be 1600 years old, and provides important wildlife habitat 
(ash-throated flycatcher, black-throated gray warbler, roosting cavities for bats, nesting cavities 
for raptors) and forest watershed function. Yet BLM across Oregon is cUlTently laying waste to 
western juniper - resulting in hotter, drier sites more prone to weed invasion. How many acres 
have been treated? How much have weeds increased from pre-treatment levels? Which weeds 
have increased? What chemicals have been used? What chemicals will foreseeably be used? 
Where has cheatgrass invaded? Medusahead? How much more of this or other habitativeg types 
will be disturbed during the life of the Oregon Weed EIS? We are dismayed at the rapid spread of 
medusahead on the Oregon-Idaho border in the vicinity of Jordan Valley. BLM actis in Oregon 
affect watersheds, sage-grouse populations, etc. shared with Idaho. Medsuahead is spreading like 
wildfire in areas where junipers have been burned off in the past, and where grazing and 
trampling disturbance occurs. BLM continues to allow cattle to trail right through known areas of 
medusahead infestation into lands not infested. There is no effort of any kind made by BKM ion 
the ground to control weed spread. End result: BLM kneejerk reaction of relying on massive 
amounts of herbicide rather than prevention, passive restoration, de-stocking, etc. 

It is WWP's experience that BLM constantly ignores the importance of these old growth and 
mature western juniper habitats, and knowingly conducts projects to purposefully destroy them 
so as to increase livestock forage on depleted lands. Under ongoing BLM livestock management 
and paradigms that fail to use best available science, the aggressive proposed treatment actions of 
the 17 States EISiPER, actins under the Oegon LUPs, will be camed out in just such a manner, 
and threaten still-intact habitats for these species. 

Juniper habitats are threatened by grazing and fire, many are in degraded condition, and are still 
being chained to create rangeland for livestock. May use federal fire funds and in reality a 
relivestock forage projects. 

Larger tracts of lower montane systems with connectivity to lower elevation sagebrush 
semidesert or basin and desert scrub systems are more likely to harbor larger populations of 



bighorn sheep. The adjacent vegetation to juniper woodlands is sagebrush steppe at lower and 
upper elevation margins and sagebrush or bitterbrush is found in abundance in openings or 
understories. EIS/PER treatment projects using indiscriminate methods such as fire or herbicides 
to kill junipers - kill the shrubs, too. 

The Partners in Flight North American Landbird Conservation Plan (Rich et al. 2004) identifies a 
critical need for strategic approaches to landbird conservation, and describes overarching threats 
faced by landbirds, including: significant direct loss of major bird habitats (including loss of 
western riparian, pinyon-juniper and sagebrush habitats); fragmentation and degradation of 
remaining habitats due to intensified agricultural practices, inappropriate grazing, spread of 
exotic vegetation and other factors; failure to identify and properly protect or manage habitat 
used dUling spring migration, fall migration, and winter. Birds stressed during migration require 
quality habitats for food and cover; a steady, widespread increase in dispersed mortality factors. 
These factors collectively contribute to a high proportion of population declines and 
anticipated future threats. 

The Plan describes the growing recreational impOltance of birds, and the economic importance of 
bird-associated recreational activities. Birds also contribute to the maintenance of ecosystems -
from dispersing native plant seeds to consuming insect pests. Conserving habitat for birds will 
contribute to meeting needs of other wildlife. 

The Plan stressed it does not advocate conservation based on single species only, and encourages 
planners to identify common issues or habitats among suites of high priority species. It assesses 
conservation vulnerability based on biological criteria PIF Assessment Factors include: 
Population size, breeding distribution, non-breeding distribution, threats to breeding, threats to 
non-breeding, and population trend. 

The EIS/PER failed to examine such current population attributes in relation to areas slated for 
Treatment, and assess outcomes of treatments on many high priority species. Now the Oregon 
EIS seeks to impose large amounts of herbicide use without ever analyzing such effects. 

Species ofContinentallmpOltance: Includes Watch List and Stewardship Species. Watch List: 
Greater Sage-Grouse, Swainson's Hawk, Short-eared Owl, White-throated Swift, Pinyon Jay, 
Brewer's Sparrow, Mountain Quail, Calliope Hummingbird, Black-capped Gnatcatcher, 
Virginia's Warbler. Stewardship Species: Gray Flycatcher, Western Scrub Jay???, Sage 
Thrasher, Black-throated Gray Warbler, Green-tailed Towhee, Black-throated Sparrow, Sage 
Sparrow, Grasshopper Span'ow (?), Yellow-headed Blackbird, Rough-legged Hawk (winter?). 
Rosy Finch species (winter?). 

Conservation of Stewardship Species will be a step towards maintaining broader suites of species 
within all biomes. LCP at 31 states: "habitat loss remains the paramount factor for most 
species", and "habitats in danger of significant loss in the near future include western 
pinyon-juniper, sagebrush, and wetlands. It describes the impacts of habitat fragmentation, 
and the growth in dispersed recreation such as OHV use. 



Sadly, the series of Alternatives (Proposed and Preferred Actions) cast aside reasonable analysis 
of the impacts of the massive intervention and treatment disturbance put forth in the ly States 
EIS/PER as well as chronic livestock degradation and desertification on these species, and the 
viability of habitats that will be drastically fi'agmented under the EIS actions. 

Sage grouse are threatened by "extensive degradation of its sagebrush habitat by overgrazing and 
invasive plants" (LCP at 31). Livestock grazing "has had enornlOUS effects on native vegetation­
a century of selective removal of palatable plant species, soil compaction, water developments 
and livestock management activities" (LCP 2004, citing Saab et al. 2004. Habitat loss and 
fragmentation are also occurring on migration routes and in wintering areas. 

Issues identified that transcend biomes, including: 
• Habitat loss, degradation and fragmentation 
• Forestry management 
• Fire management strategies 
• Wetland Issues 
.. Exotic or invasive species 
.. Resource extraction/energy 
.. Livestock grazing management 
.. Climate change 
• Contaminants and pesticides 
.. Lack of infornlation. 

Lands slated for many of the treahnents lie within the Intennountain West Avifaunal Biome, 
which is composed of 3 Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs). "Extensive mountain ranges and 
broad basins produce large elevational gradients that create a complex and variable 
environment - including coniferous forest, pinyon-juniper woodland, and cold semidesert 
shrub steppe, and important wetland complexes. The 1M West is center of distribution for many 
birds, and over half the Biome's SCSI have 75 percent or more of their population here. " 
Threats and/or declining trends face Species of Continental Importance that use coniferous 
forest, pinyon-juniper woodland, shrubsteppe, and riparian habitats". 
For example: 

* Coniferous forest: tlammulated owl, Cassin's finch, others. 
* Deciduous forest: Aspen forest is a declining habitat type SIC: Red-naped Sapsuckers, 

Mountain Bluebird. 
* Woodland: Pinyon-juniper woodlands are especially characteristic of the southern portion of 

the IM West. This habitat type supports the largest nesting-bird species list of any upland 
vegetation type in the West (Beidleman 2000), cited in LCP at 53. SCI are Pinyon Jay, Gray 
Vireo and Gray Flycatcher. Degradation of woodlands has been widespread and continuous 
since European settlement. 

Shrub-steppe species comprise the largest number of Species of Continental Importance in this 
biome. Conversion has occun'ed for ag., and it has suffered large-scale invasion of non-native 
grasses and forbs, range developments, sagebrush eradication and changes in fire fi·eguency. This 



has caused extensive loss and degradation of habitat, with subsequent population declines. 
Cheatgrass has invaded over half of the existing sagebrush habitat. It is the highest 
conservation priority in the Interior Columbia Basin (Saab and Rich 1997, Paige and Ritter 
1999), and species include: Greater Sage-Grouse, Sage Sparrow, Sage Thrasher, Brewer's 
Sparrow, Green-tailed Towhee. "Montane shrub lands embedded in the forests provide many 
species with valuable food and cover - and may be critical to hummingbirds during migration 
Montane Shrubland SCI include: Dusky Flycatcher, Virginia's Warbler, Calliope Hummingbird, 
Green-tailed Towhee, Rufous Hummingbird, and Mountain Bluebird. 

Riparian Habitats. Characteristics of riparian habitats vary widely depending on matrix and 
elevation, from cottonwood gallery forests to willow thickets. Nearly all riparian areas have been 
substantially degraded by development or alteration of many types - including de-watering, and 
alteration of flows, road construction, invasion of non-native species, logging, severe 
overgrazing, recreation. 

Conservation issues include: Inappropriate livestock grazing, invasion of exotic plants change in 
fire intensity and frequency, logging practices affecting forest structure, and composition­
especially mature, continued det,'l'adation of liparian habitat, conversion of sagebrush and 
pinyon-juniper habitats, including through land management practices, water diversion, 
alteration of flows, and spring development, recreational OHV use. 

The 17 States EIS treatments and Oregon BLM ongoing treatments (chaining, fire, chopping, 
herbiciding, and "biological control" livestock grazing) are identical to past activities that have 
caused the ecological conversions to weedlands that are dooming native species. The EIS has 
failed to both provide a baseline of infonnation on past acreages converted, the habitat 
fragmentation that has resulted, and the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of its proposed 
greatly expanded treatmcnts on resulting new conversion. 

Recommended actions: Retain large tracts of forested vegetation. Maintain/promote growth of 
native grasses and forbs in shrub-steppe, prevent large scale wildfire, restore with native plants 
following distnrbance. Maintain water quality and quantity and vegetation in embedded springs, 
seeps and riparian areas. Restore degraded habitats and habitats that have been converted to 
non-native grasslands. Protect high quality ripmian habitat. Restore natural flows and flooding 
regimes. 

Nowhere does the EIS and PER provide any protocol, analysis, mitigation, SOP or other 
provisions or analyses that would retain large tracts of any vegetation type, ensure 
seed-producing pine, or promote growth of native grasses and forbs. In fact, as the EIS fails to 
address livestock distnrbance impacts and effects on outcomes of any treatments, and fails to 
provide science-based limitations on post-treatment livestock grazing and trampling use, there is 
no certainty that native grasses and forbs will not deteriorate further. This is especially the case as 
the very treatments identified may weaken or kill native grasses and forbs, as well as microbiotic 
soil crusts. The Oregon Herbicide EIS fails to adequately analyze the effects of this all, and 
effects on microbiotic crusts, of herbicide use. 



Interfacing Communities/Natural Diversity and Inherent Complexity of Plant Communities. The 
habitat requiremeuts of the ferruginous hawk illustrates the importance of understanding 
interfacing habitats. Ferruginous hawks typically nest in junipers at the edge o~ or interfacing 
with sagebrush habitats. It is critical that BLM examine the already complex interspersion of 
plant communities across the landscape. Sagebrush communities often exist as complex mosaics 
with inherent natural diversity (Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 1995, Welch 
and Criddle 2003). 

BLM fails to address the inherent complexity and complex interspersion of vegetation across the 
landscape, and instead claims that its artificially imposed chaining and other disturbance is 
necessary to create more of a mosaic, or for greater diversity. 

The ecological integrity of native plant communities is the foundation of healthy habitats for 
special status species, raptor prey species, and healthy watersheds and watershed processes that 
replenish aquifers for scarce desert springs. 

Info and Analysis Needed on Species 

BLM must conduct on-the-ground inventOlies of species, and habitat conditions and populations 
across the EIS area. BLM must use its current special status species list, Partner in Flight species 
lists, infonnation from the Conservation Data Center, and other important recent summaries, 
such as COlmelly et al. 2004 and Dobkin and Sauder 2004, and Wisdom et al. 2000, to examine 
species of concem and their habitat needs. It must conduct in depth surveys and analyses for 
species of concem, and collect thorough and up-to-date information on the quality and quantity 
of habitats across the EIS area. 

BLM must carefully review these lists, and updated infonnation, and assess habitat conditions for 
these species. BLM must conduct systematic baseline surveys for hreeding birds, migrants, 
wintering species. BLM should work with experts to assess populations, genetic uniqueness, 
etc.). BLM must also fully consider the changing dynamics in wildlife populations - such as elk, 
and the high priority segments of the public place on this species, as well as antelope and mule 
deer. 

Juniper birds are of high conservation concern (USFWS 2002, Rich et al. 2004). Yet, juniper 
habitats are among the most consistently under-represented habitat types in biological and 
ecological survey efforts (Red Willow Research 2004). 

In the Great Basin Bird Conservation Region, high-priority Pinyon-Juniper species include: 
Pinyon Jay, Ferruginous Hawk, Plumbeous Vireo, Virginia's Warbler, and Black-throated Gray 
warbler. Pinyon-juniper and juniper woodlands/pygmy forest provide important breeding habitat 
for many wildlife species. Pinyon-juniper provides provides important food for birds and other 
wildlife. Avian species known to consume pinyon seeds include: Pinyon Jay, Steller's Jay, 
Black-capped Chickadee, Northern Flicker, Gray-eyed Junco, Black-billed Magpie, Clark's 
Nutcracker, Red-breasted Nuthatch, Pine Siskin, Juniper Titmouse, and Lewis Woodpecker 
(Martin and others 1951, cited in Red Willow 2004). Both pinyon nuts and juniper berries 



provide a vital food resource for birds. Juniper berries remain on trees in winter, and are 
important for Cedar Waxwing, Townsend's Solitaire, Pinyon Jay, Clark's Nutcracker, Western 
Scrub Jay, Grosbeak sp., American Robin (Martin and others 1951; Johnson 1998; PIF 2000). 
Townsend's Solitaires establish winter territories based on juniper ben)' presence and abundance. 

Extensive alteration has occurred to juniper (and pinyon-juniper in other areas of the Great 
Basin) in many ways - chaining, spraying, and prescribed fire have been used to remove 
pinyon-juniper and juniper to plant livestock forage, especially at lower elevations on 
upper portions of alluvial fans and toeslopes of ranges. Often, exotic crested wheatgrass was 
planted. Wildfires have consumed large acreages, including across southern Idaho, northern 
Nevada and northern Utah, as well as significant areas in Oregon. Plus, large-scale die-offs of 
sagebrush have occurred. BLM must assess the integrity and continuity of communities, identify 
higher quality communities, and protect them from new disturbance under a broadened range of 
Alternatives, and act to address and ameliorate ongoing, chronic disturbance of livestock grazing 
or other land use practices as part of the treatments assessed in a Supplemental the EIS. These 
areas will also provide reference areas for unfragmented habitats. 

Wisdom et al. (2000) provide additional information on understanding animal species habitat 
needs. See Summaries for Species Groups 30-35 - two specific examples are provided below. 
Please apply information in this document to species and habitat needs analyses in the EIS area 

Examples: 

Group 30. Ash-throated flycatcher and bushtit depend on a mix of source habitats. Retain 
contiguous blocks of mature juniper/sagebrush, especially old juniper with nest cavities. 
Consider site-specific ecological potential and response to management before removing juniper 
trees. Retain old growth, cavities, resh'ict pesticides, restore native understories, minimize 
likelihood of exotic invasion. 

Group 31 . Ferruginous hawk, burrowing owl, vesper sparrow, lark sparrow, western 
meadowlark, shirt-eared owl and pronghorn. Fenllginous hawk populations fluctuate in response 
to prey populations. Breeding populations of short-eared owls are nomadic, and may occur when 
rodent densities are high. Burrowing owls rely on burrows provided by burrowing mammals 
(ground squin'els, mannots, coyotes, badgers) and may be closely tied to these mammals. 
Broad-sale changes in source habitats - have dramatic "decreasing" and "strongly decreasing 
trends". Source habitat remains in nOlihern Great Basin and Owyhee Uplands. Source habitat 
loss - tied to loss of big sagebrush. Ag. conversion, conversion to exotics. BO populations have 
declined as the result of pest control programs. Meadowlark and lark sparrow success, correlated 
with grass. Removal of grass cover may have detrimental effects, presence of livestock may 
attract brown-headed cowbirds and increase brood parasitism. 

Juniper expansion may have benefited felTUginous hawks. Microbiotic crusts have been widely 
destroyed by livestock. Roads, human activities and domestic dogs. Recreational shooting of 
marmots or ground squiITels impacts burrowing owls, and pesticide use may lead to direct 



mortality. 

Management implications. Most of habitat clusters 5 (Owyhee Uplands ERU) and 6 (northern 
Great Basin, Owyhee Uplands,Upper Snake ERU), with the potential risks to ecological integrity 
are: continued declines in herb land and shrub land habitats. 
Primary issues: Pennanent and continued loss of shrub steppe due to ag conversion, brush 
control, cheatgrass invasion; Soil compaction and loss of microbiotic crust; Adverse human 
disturbance. 

Note: "Brush control" is exactly what hazardous fuels projects are aimed to do. This is a clear 
threat to many species that rely on mature native plant communities. 

Strategy: Identify and conserve large remaining areas (contiguous habitat) of shrubsteppe 
vegetation where ecological integrity is still relatively high, and to provide long-term 
habitat stability for populations and provide anchor points for restoration, corridors, and 
other landscape-level management. Restore grass and forb components. Restore 
microbiotic crusts, maintain burrows. Minimize adverse effects of human intrusion. 

In support of conserving shrub-steppe, identifY large areas of high ecological integrity to be 
managed for sustainability, on large areas of federal land. Criteria for protect and enhance 
include: maintaining or increasing the size of smaller patches, preventing further habitat 
disassociation, protecting or increasing the size and integrity of corridors, all in connection with 
the location of core areas. Use fire suppression and prevention to retard the spread of cheatgrass. 
Restore cheatgrass monocultures. Restore native vegetation. Design livestock grazing to promote 
abundance of forbs and grasses in understory, encourage deVelopment of microbiotic crusts. 
Allow burrows to persist or expand (Wisdom et al. 2000). 

BLM "Range"/Vegetation Data 

BLM typically has very little current information on ecological conditions and the health of 
native plant communities across the landscape. The last comprehensive ecological inventories 
(SVIM) were conducted primarily in the late 70s and early 1980s. When BLM conducts its 
limited and narrow Fundamentals of Rangeland Health assessments and allotment evaluations, it 
typically relies on old data, and never re-visits the sites where ESI data had been collected. Key 
Area sites are located in only the most accessible areas, and are clustered in particular areas of 
the allotments, leaving vast land areas with no monitoring information at all collected. BLM also 
fails to collect necessary data on degradation caused by livestock facilities and management 
activities. Such infonnation is critical to understanding sources of flammable cheatgrass or other 
weed invasion, causes of roading, the inter-relationship and cumulative impacts of grazing 
facilities and roading. Current, comprehensive data on condition of soils vegetation, and habitats 
must be systematically collected. Likewise, BLM relies heavily on wildlife species data in 
databases and not current inventories. We fear that unless compilation and assessment of this 
information is conducted at the level of the EIS/PER, data and analysis necessary to understand 
all direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed actions will never be done. 



BLM can not ignore evidence that its limited old data does show - i. e, only a small fraction of 
larger size native grasses present are present in most sites that should be dominated by these 
species. Thus, desertification has occurred, and "production" is greatly less than that of good or 
better condition sites, and this is typical of nearly all sites. These sites are very vulnerable to 
weed expansion with continued disturbance and unless long-tenn 'rest" allows recovery. BLM 
must also tie water developments, water hauling or other livestock management practices to site 
depletion and alteration of species structure, composition and weeds, hazardous fuels and fire 
problems. 

As part of this process, BLM must revisit its limited monitoring sites (or at least a subset), and 
must also establish a series of new ESI and monitoring sites that represent the ecologieal 
condition of the lands where Oregon would apply massive amounts of herbicides to try to stave 
off weeds caused by the BLM's inability to limit or control livestock, and other disturbances. 

BLM must also conduct comprehensive assessments, in representative sites grazed by livestock, 
and assess the role oflivestock degradation in causing hazardous fuels or weed problems. 

BLM Treatments Pose Grave Dangel's to Native Species and Important Landscapes 

BLM's17 States EIS/PER involves large-scale vegetation manipulation proposals - ranging 
from massive buming and "treatment" of conifers and aspen communities to extensive 
fragmentation (like buming "mosaics") across areas identified as some of the most intact 
remaining big sagebrush habitats in Intelior Columbia Basin. 

All of manipulation proposals pose serious risks to native species - and pose great threats of 
escalated weed invasion and pennanent loss of plants, animals and biodiversity. 

BLM must conduct a comprehensive analysis of pre-existing projects and disturbance across the 
landscape, and include analyses of treatments and disturbance factors across land ownership 
boundaries. BLM must also assess significant ecological problems that may have arisen in the 
wake of past manipulation, hazardous fuels or other treatments. 

In our past experience with BLM, the agency has much exaggerated the needed scale of fire 
prevention treatment projects that may be necessary to protect plant communities or human 
habitations fi'01n large-scale fires. For example, in the Ely-Mount Wilson Urban interface near 
Ely, NV - only around 13% of the land area proposed by the Ely District was actually found 
necessary to be treated when BLM's own national-level fire experts, having assessed the 
situation, and developed a sane and reasonable approach. 

As the acreage estimates for treatments proposed under the EIS are based on BLM DistricVField 
Office estimates - with NO APPARENT SCIENTIFIC METHODOLOGY APPLIED for 
developing these estimates, BLM's over-exaggerations about treatment needs in the past must be 
used as the lens through which the public views claims of treatment need in the EIS/PER, and 
must provide the basis for trying to understand the amount and kinds of herbicide to be applied as 
weeds proliferate. 



Grazing Carrying Capacity, Suitability and Capability Analysis 

BLM must conduct a current livestock grazing capability and suitability analysis. BLM is aware 
that it has based livestock use areas and stocking rates on old adjudication processes - where 
AUMs claimed and then assigned in the adjudication process were often greatly inflated by 
ranchers. These "adjudicated" AUMs were not based on the ability ofthe land to sustain such 
high numbers oflivestock and levels of use. To this day, BLM renews grazing pennits at levels 
greatly in excess ofthise able to be grazed. This creates constant tension for agencies to kill 
native shrubs and trees to try to grow "forage". 

In the EIS capability and suitability analysis which is necessary to understand the risk of wed 
expansion and how much land will likely be sprayed, BLM must examine: 
Slope, distance to natural water, dispersion of "forage" across the landscape - i.e. many lands 
have been so depleted that it takes dozens of acres to support an AUM - so the costs (including 
in weight gain/loss of livestock) are often so great that grazing is a resoundingly losing 
proposition, areas inaccessible due to winter snow, summer desiccation, etc. 

Directly relevant to the Weed EIS is an assessment of the Risk that continued livestock grazing 
may push habitats over ecological thresholds from which they can not recover. Examples: 
Continued heavy stocking and degradation of mountain big sagebrush opening the door to 
cheatgrass invasion of understory; continued heavy stocking and degradation of juniper leading 
to cheatgrass invasion of understory; continued heavy stocking and degradation of sagebrush 
leading to both juniper and cheatgrass invasion of sagebrush. 

BLM must also detennine, for example, if lands where taxpayers may spend hundreds of dollars 
an acre to restore native vegetation that has been destroyed by livestock are suitable for continued 
grazing following herbicide or other treatment. 

Sagebrush and Other Habitat Assessments 

Assessments of the quality of sagebrush, salt desert shrub, juniper, montane conifer, aspen and 
other important habitats across the project area are necessary because: habitats and populations of 
species continue to decline across vast areas; there are many sagebrush species of concern; 
threats to sagebrush are regional in scale; regional knowledge facilitates development of 
consistent, efficient and credible management strategies for a comprehensive set of species. 
Federal land managers have legal responsibilities for effective management of habitats for 
sagebrush-associated species of conservation concern. 

Analysis procedures include: Ecoregion and spatial extent, identify species of conservation 
concern, delineate ranges, estimate habitat requirements, identify regional Threats and Effects, 
estimate and map the Risks posed by each threat, Calculate Species-Habitat effects from all risks 
and other steps. Other Analyses include: Fragmentation, connectivity and patch size analyses, 
Consideration of non-vegetative factors affecting species of concern, change detection studies. 
Regional knowledge provides essential context for land use planning. 



We have reviewed, for example, local sage grouse plans, and they fail to provide 
information/conduct several necessary analyses at the appropriate scale, and fails to present 
necessary information to the public, and do not integrate necessary infonnation to understand 
scale and extent of Threats (such as livestock grazing, cheatgrass presence in understory or 
domination, livestock facility fragmentation, etc.) and other habitat degradation or fragmentation 
effects - especially for mammals, reptiles and many migratory birds. They also completely fail to 
describe or map attributes necessary to understand the quality of habitats that do exist. For 
example, there is no mapping or other infonnation that shows sagebrush habitats dominated by 
cheatgrass; no mapping or other infOlmation to show where large understory grasses have been 
largely eliminated and weakened, and replaced by small Poas , or squineltail, etc. 

As part of an Integrated Weed Strategy, BLM must develop passive restoration actions along 
with any herbicide use. The Oregon EIS falls fall short here. 

Threats to Sagebrush and Other Shrub-Dependent Species and Habitats Must be Assessed 

BLM must assess the following existing threats to native vegetation and special status species, 
T &E species, and other important biota across the project area: 

Wells and windmills 
Pipelines 
Troughs 
Pipelines 
Roads (often linked to facilities) 
Salting Sites 
Weed Infestations 
Powerlines 
Fences 
Aquifer depletion 

Cheatgrass-dominated understories 
Cheatgrass, few shrubs 

Altered understory species composition 
Altered understory species structure 
Altered overstory species composition 
Altered overstory species structure (see, for example, Katzner and Parker 1997, and Federal 
Register 68 (43): 10389-10409) describing impacts oflivestock-altered or thinned sagebrush to 
pygmy rabbit) 

Vegetation Treatments (chainings, seedings, railings, herbicidings, mechanical such as mowing) 
lacking key habitat components and associated roading 

Grazing season/disturbance conflicts with nesting, birthing, wintering or other critical period in 



species life cycle 
Grazing use levels fail to provide necessmy habitat components (cover or food) based on nest 
available science 
Livestock structural alteration of shrubs 

Energy project siting (wind, geothermal, other) and associated roading and infrastructure such as 
utility corridors and lines 
Mines and mining exploration and associated roading 
Oil and Gas exploration and Development 

OHV races 
Areas of high OHV use 
Unregulated motorized use 
Road densities 
Communication towers and other vertical structures 

De-watering proposals (example - aquifer depletion and water export to Las Vegas), land 
disposal proposals. 

Often overlooked threats from livestock facilities and structures include: 

• Physical hann to species - obstacles such as fences that can cause injury or mortality; 
• Structures cause species avoidance of areas, i.e. sage grouse avoid vertical structures. 
• Providing elevated predator perches and nest predator perches (in the case of songbirds -

brood parasite perches). 
• Attract predators and act as sinks 
• Attract brood parasites 

All of these impacts may act directly, indirectly, cumulatively or synergistically with the effects 
livestock degradation associated with lands over broad areas surrounding these facilities may 
have to vegetation, soils and other habitat components. The end result is degradation and 
fragmentation of habitats for important and special status species. 

This must be detennined in a supplemental EIS before BLM can evaluate impacts of the 
large-scale disturbance that is being imposed under the Weed and Treatment EIS to many areas 
of still relatively intact native vegetation and species habitats. 

The impacts of grazing on native wildlife, including species displaced by treatments into 
neighboring or sub-optimal habitats, must be assessed. For exmnple, inundating sage grouse 
nesting or brood rearing habitats with large numbers of cattle or sheep during nesting season may 
cause: Removal of cover necessmy to protect nesting birds and to hide and provide essential 
insect food for chicks; cause flushing of birds from nests - thus revealing nests to predators; 
cause separation of broods and increased vulnerability to predation; strip essential cover to hide 
hens and nests and conceal chicks from aerial vision-oriented predators and screen scent from 
ground-based predators. If this is coupled with loss of a siguificant portion of nesting habitat due 



to a BLM sagebrush Tebuthiuron "treatment", impacts will be magnified, and populations suffer 
significant losses. 

BLM must Conduct Population Viability, Persistence, Extinction/Extirpation Models for 
species of Native Wildlife, Rare Plants, Special Status Species and T&E Species Under all 
Alternatives. 

The 17 States Action would treat 6 million acres a year, with a potential of 60 million acres in 10 
years. This will have a widespread, and drastic, impact on special status species habitats and 
populations on Oregon and surrounding states. 

Altered Fire Cycles 

BLM must study the extent of cheatgrass in understOlies, and areas already dominated by 
cheatgrass. BLM must assess the risk of cheatgrass invasion of under stories with continued or 
extended livestock use or disturbance. BLM cannot gloss over the role of ongoing livestock 
grazing in continuing disturbance that spreads and promotes cheatgrass, medusahead and other 
weed growth; in retarding recovery and continuing weakening of native vegetation in plant 
communities that still have a significant component of native species present, etc. 

BLM must assess how the presence of cheatgrass may affect special status species. For example, 
how do cheatgrass-dominated understOlies and interspaces affect reptile species occurrence and 
abundance - (lizards may be prey species for small mammals)? How does cheatgrass affect the 
pygmy rabbit? Which ofBLM's proposed treatment disturbances maximize chances of increased 
cheatgrass dominance of un de stories? 

In any discussion of plant communities where BLM claims the fuelslfuelloading is too heavy, 
BLM must examine causes heavy fuels related to livestock degradation, topsoil loss and change 
in site potential, climate change, etc. 

Altered Composition and Structure/Lost Productivity 

Over large areas of the EIS lands, larger sized native bunchgrasses and forbs have been 
eliminated, or significantly weakened. Only smaller stature native grasses and weeds remain. 
How do these smaller stature grasses affect fire behavior, outcomes of various treatments, etc.? 
Appropriate stocking levels for any areas grazed must be based on the amount of forage present 
on a sustainable level, and Risk of exotic species invasions must be minimized. In addition, with 
extensive depletion over large areas, BLM must assess the diminishing retUl1lS - and increased 
ecological damage done by livestock having to roam over dozens if not hundreds of acres to 
sustain themselves/harvest an AUM. This may lead to more trampling impacts, more disturbance, 
more sites for weeds to take hold, and more livestock-vectored movement of weed seeds across 
the landscape. BLM must identifY areas where grazing is unsustainable, or where it will cause 
harm to still-intact communities, as part of the capability and suitability analyses. What lands are 
really capable, or suitable, to be grazed post-treatment? 



Grazing systems, grazing intensity and season of use: Financial returns from livestock 
production, trend in ecological condition, forage production, watershed status and soil stability 
are all closely associated with grazing intensity (Holechek et al. 1998). Short-term rest or 
defennent can not overcome periodic heavy use. The conflicts with wildlife habitat needs, 
including food, cover, nutritional composition, space, lack of disturbance and other factors, must 
be studied. 

BLM fails to address shifted, intensified or increased use by livestock that may occur as livestock 
are shifted into untreated lands. Nowhere does the EIS mandate removal of livestock grazed on 
treated lands, not merely displacement of livestock and their impacts to nearby areas. 
Increasingly, we are seeing BLM fail to reduce AUMs following fire, and Nevada BLM often 
takes no action whatsoever to limit livestock use of treatments. This all reduces the effectiveness 
of any treatments, and increases likelihood of increased weed proliferation in the wake of 
treatment or post-fire disturbance. 

Range of Alternatives 

As an additional comment on BLM's Range of Alternatives: Instead of structuring this process to 
develop a range of alternatives centered around the need to intensively alter and treat still 
relatively intact native vegetation and spray weeds everywhere, BLM must consider a range of 
alternatives that focus on restoring cheatgrass-infested lands, and protecting native vegetation as 
much as possible. Expansion of cheatgrass pushes communities across thresholds from which 
natural recovery is difficult - if even possible. Livestock grazing as only one of many competing 
uses on these fragile and much-abused arid lands which are already undergoing accelerated 
habitat fragmentation. 

See also discussion in other WWP comments. 

Drought Impacts, Drought Coupled with Treatments 

All impacts of livestock grazing on all elements of the EIS must be assessed during drought, or 
other adverse weather conditions. How does drought affect productivity of vegetation? What are 
the additive, synergistic and cumulative impacts of grazing depletion and drought on loss of plant 
vigor, weakening, or death? Are prolonged droughts or more variable weather conditions 
foreseeable with global warming effects? How will this increase the risk of herbicide use and 
drift -including in cattle-desertified landscapes that themselves contribute to global wanning? 

How much are plants of good vs. poor vigor affected by drought? What utilization levels are 
appropriate on drought-stressed vegetation? What stocking rates are necessary to prevent 
depletion during drought? How does drought affect fuels and fire danger in plant communities 
weakened by the combined effects of grazing and drought? Do they become vulnerable to 
cheatgrass and other weeds that increase fire dangers and cause fuels problems? 

What are the impacts of treatments, and likelihood of success under drought conditions? How 



would the effects of a passive treatment (reduction in, or removal oflivestock) compared to 
invasive disturbance treatments as proposed under the EIS? 

Need To Understand Impacts Of Grazing and Other Uses On Sage Grouse And Other 
Special Status Species 

Sage grouse depend on a variety of shrub-steppe habitats, and populations may move over large 
areas of land in the course of a year. Overhead cover of sagebrush and tall residual native grass 
cover are critical to successful sage grouse nesting (DeLong et al. 1995; Connelly et al. 2000; 
Hockett 2003; 69 Federal Register (77) 21489; Connelly et al. 2004). The sage grouse is reliant 
on sage-steppe communities, and its populations have plummeted westwide. Excessive livestock 
grazing strips required nesting cover that screens nests of ground- and shrub-nesting birds from 
ground and aerial predators, and alters long-term diversity of native forbs that produce insects 
essential to the diet of sage grouse chicks. Sage grouse eat only sagebrush in winter, and require 

. intact stands for winter survival. Physical breakage of sagebrush and nipping by livestock also 
alter and decrease sagebrush cover essential for sage grouse and other sagebrush species. 

The "Guidelines to Manage Sage Grouse Populations and their Habitats" (Connelly et al. 2000), 
have been adopted by the Western Association ofFish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) 
guidelines, and present well-established information on essential habitat components and 
management based on sage grouse needs. The W AFW A guidelines are now buttressed by the 
recent W AFW A Conservation Assessment of Greater Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush Habitats 
(Connelly et al. 2004). 

The WAFW A Guidelines and the recent W AFW A Conservation Assessment (Connelly et al. 
2004) underscore the following points with respect to sage grouse biological and habitat needs: 

• The great importance of herbaceous cover in nesting habitats (W AFW A at 968; CA at 
4-4 to 4-8). Grass height and cover are important to nest success. Herbaceous cover provides 
scent, visual and physical barriers to predators. (W AFW A at 971; CA at 4-4 to 4-8); 

• Successful sage grouse nesting occurs under larger bushes. Nesting habitat has greater 
canopy cover, taller live and residual grasses, more live and residual grass cover, and less bare 
ground (W AFW A at 970-971; CA at 4-4 to 4-8); 

• Successful nests occur in stands with greater canopy cover (WAFW A at 971; CA at 4-4 
to 4-8); 



• Early brood rearing habitats should have greater than 15% canopy cover of grasses and 
. forbs. After chicks hatch, these grasses and forbs produce insects for chicks to eat and canopy 

cover to screen them from predators. Later, forbs are eaten by maturing chicks. Forbs are also 
impOliant in providing adequate pre-laying nutrients to hens (W AFW A at 971; CA at 4-8 to 4-9); 

• As upland vegetation desiccates, hens with broods. seek out late brood rearing habitats 
comprised of areas with succulent green forb vegetation, such as wet meadows and riparian areas 
(WAFWA at 971; CA at 4-9 to 4-11); 

• Winter habitats have relatively dense sagebrush canopy cover, with sagebrush exposed 
above the snow (WAFWA at 972; CA at 4-14). 

105. Habitat protection management actions for sage grouse are summarized in the 
W AFW A Guidelines, and include: 

• Manage breeding habitats to support 15-25% canopy cover of sagebrush, 18 em. or 
greater perennial herbaceous cover height (grasses and forbs) (W AFWA at 977); 

• In late summer brood rearing habitats, "avoid land use practices that reduce soil 
moisture effectiveness, increase erosion, cause invasion of exotic plants, and reduce abundance 
and diversity of forbs" (W AFW A at 980); 

• "Avoid developing springs for livestock water." If this must occur, "design project to 
maintain free water and wet meadows at the spring," as "capturing water from springs using 
pipelines and troughs may adversely affect wet meadows used by grouse for foraging" (W AFW A 
at 980). 

In addition, US Fish and Wildlife Service (69 Federal Register (77) at 21491, and the 2008 
USFWS Interim Status review for sage-grouse describes studies showing that losses of hens and 
nests are related to herbaceous cover surrounding nests. "Enhancing Sage Grouse Habitat, a 
Nevada Landowner's Guide" (Northwest Nevada Sage Grouse Working Group) also cites studies 
showing that sage grouse nests were least preyed upon when a residual cover of7 inches or more 
of herbaceous vegetation was present 

Thus, there is strong scientific support for application of grazing use standards that provide for 
7 -9 inches of residual stubble height left uneaten on native grasses. UnfOliunately, the livestock 
utilization levels now being applied across the nearly the entire EIS Project area will not provide 
for necessary residual stubble heights and cover for sage grouse nesting, even under normal 
circumstances ~ let alone under drought, or weakened or low vigor conditions, or shifted or 
increased livestock use onto untreated lands in the wake of widespread treatments. 



As treatments are conducted under the EIS, wildlife including special status and T &E species 
will be faced with new habitat fragmentation on top of the management deficiencies on untreated 
BLM lands. 

An EA from the BLM's Jarbidge Field Office (BLM Jarbidge EA, Ch. IV, pg. 88-89). The 
public lands of the BLM's Jarbidge Field Office are contiguous with the USRD area, and are 
sagebrush-steppe and other communities, with species of native bunchgrasses that are the same 
as the allotments here. 

BLM has found that with 50% utilization levels, as allowed across the EIS lands, bluebunch 
wheatgrass is grazed to 4.5 inches, Idaho fescue is grazed to 2.0 inches, Thurber's needlegrass is 
grazed to 2.8 inches, bottlebrush squirreltail is grazed to 1.5 inches, and the exotic crested 
wheatgrass is grazed to 3.5 inches. All of these residual stubble heights are thus far less than the 
7-9 inch stubble heights called for under the best scientific infom1ation available, such as the 
W AFW A guidelines discussed above; and demonstrate that grazing under BLM' s current 
management will result in far more utilization and seliously inadequate cover for sage grouse. 
BLM's often woefully inadequate upland utilization levels and hand full of riparian stubble 
heights on pem1its across the project area are often not even required Terms and Conditions on 
grazing pennits, so there is no assurance that compliance will occur. 

In many areas across the EIS area, livestock grazing has caused depletion oflarger-sized native 
bunchgrasses capable of providing grass heights sufficient to mask sage grouse nests and to 
protect nests and chicks from predation. These larger "decreaser" grass species have been 
replaced with smaller "increaser" grasses like small Poas (bluegrasses) or unpalatable weeds. 
The direct, indirect, synergistic and cumulative impacts ofthe many treatments under the 
EIS/PER must be assessed in relation to such livestock impacts to sage grouse and other species 
habitat components. 

Harmful Impacts of Livestock Facilities: Habitat Degradation and Fragmentatiou 

A growing body of scientific evidence demonstrates the negative impacts of fences and other 
vertical objects, as well as the increased fragmentation of sagebrush-steppe and other wild land 
habitats that result from placing vertical objects in sage grouse habitats. (Connelly et al. 2004). 

BLM must conduct a full inventory and assessment of all existing livestock facilities and 



developments on lands identified by its Field Offices for treatment under the EIS/PER, including, 
all water haul and salting sites, and all vegetation treatments that have been conducted on these 
lands. The full array of direct, indirect, cumulative and synergistic impacts of these projects and 
activities must be assessed. 

A substantial body of scientific information demonstrates the hannful impacts of fences and 
other range developments on sage grouse. Sage grouse evolved in an open landscape without 
vertical structures, and they naturally avoid using areas near these structures - which include 
fences and fence posts. Sage grouse habitats are fragmented by fences and other facilities 
associated with grazing (USFWS 69 Federal Register (77) at 21490). Fences and other facilities 
(as associated with wells, pipelines, troughs and water developments in the three allotments) 
provide perching locations for raptors, and associated roading that grows up along fences or in 
association with other livestock facilities provides both travel corridors for predators and 
conduits for weeds (69 Federal Register (77): 21490). Mechanical treatments and seeding with 
exotics degrades sage grouse habitat by altering structure and composition of vegetative 
community (69 Federal Register (77): 21488). Development of springs and other water sources to 
support livestock in upland slnub-steppe habitats can artificially concentrate domestic and wild 
ungulates in sage grouse habitats, and worsen grazing impacts (69 Federal Register (77) at 
21489). Direct mortality of sage grouse fi'om collisions with fences is described in the W AFW A 
guidelines at 977, and USFWS in 69 Federal Register (77) at 21492. 

Sage grouse are a landscape-scale species, inh'lbiting large, interconnected expanses of 
sagebrush. A mosaic offragmentation now exists across many parts of the landscape, including 
portions of these allotments, and BLM's Proposed Actions in the EIS/PER would extend and 
worsen fragmentation effects across the landscape .. Causes of habitat fragmentation include 
vegetation treatments and removal of sagebrush, wild and prescribed fire, livestock facilities and 
zones of livestock concentration. There is mounting evidence oflong-tenl1 negative effects of fire 
on sage grouse populations (W AFW A Conservation Assessment at 4-16, 7-28), 80% ofthe land 
area in the Great Basin is susceptible to displacement by cheatgrass (W AFW A CA. at 7-17 and 
Fig. 7.10). Wyoming and basin big sagebrush shrub cover types occupy large areas in the £IS 
lands and are the cover types most susceptible to displacement by cheatgrass (these areas 
comprise large portions of the three allotments). The ecological effects of livestock grazing may 
alter vegetation communities, water and nutrient availability and soils so that lands cross 
thresholds from which the system can not recover (W AFW A CA. at 7-29 to 32). Habitat 
treatments have consequences for the habitat dynamics and wildlife use of habitats - and "each 
potentially decreases the suitability of sagebrush for wildlife" that depend on large, wlfragmented 
sageblUsh habitats" (WAFW A CA at 7-32). Evaluation of sagebrush communities primarily 
based on their ability to produce livestock forage (as in the case of these lands), may result in 
extensive alterations that are unsuitable for sage grouse and other species dependent on 
sagebrush habitats (WAFWA CA at 1-3). 

Fences influence livestock and predator movement, facilitate spread of exotic plants, provide 
travel and additional access for human disturbances, increase mortality due to direct collisions, 



and increase predation rates by providing perches for raptors (WAFWA CA at 7-34 to 35). 

Fences used to control grazing (or in the aftennath of the treatments that may result under various 
EIS/PER actions) modifY the landscape by creating an artificial mosaic (W AFW A CA at 7-35), 
and allow more intensive grazing and loss of necessmy habitat components such as residual grass 
cover for nesting. Intensified or more uniform use inside fenced areas results in patterns of 
unusable habitat across the Im1dscape. Water developments influence the composition and 
relative abundance ofplmts (WAFWA CA at 7-35). Thus, infrastmcture to support grazing 
programs including fences and water developments have both direct and indirect effects on the 
landscape (W AFW A CA at 13-9). Grouse may not commonly use water developments, and 
"water developments tend to attract other animals, md may serve as a predator "sink" for sage 
grouse, i.e. grouse fall victim to the mmy predators attracted to water developments (W AFW A 
CA at 4-12). 

The Conservation Assessment describes impacts of disturbance of sagebmsh habitats by 
vegetation treatments (at 13-6); depletion of native vegetation facilitating cheatgrass invasion (at 
13-7); problems associated with blocks of crested wheatgrass and exotic seedings (at 13-7 to 8); 
landscape-level concerns - including that areas with larger patches of sagebmsh remaining 
receive lower precipitation md are the least resilient to disturbance (such lower precipitation 
m'eas characterize much of the arid lmd area targeted for treatment). This highlights why careful 
management of these lands is cmcial) (at 13-8 to 9). 

An unknown array of livestock facilities has already been constmcted throughout the three 
allottnents (on both BLM and plivate lmds) to facilitate, extend and concentrate livestock 
grazing. These facilities include wells, windmills, spring developments and water diversions, 
pipelines, troughs, stock ponds - at times dug into md destroying springs, fences and corrals. 
Some have fallen into abject disrepair - windmills lie cmmpled on the ground, junk tmks md 
troughs are strewn across the landscape. Fences have improper spacing. Not only do these 
facilities concentrate large numbers oflivestock with deleterious impacts to soils, vegetation and 
wildlife habitats in their vicinity and radiating outward over broad areas, unplanned roading is 
often directly related to constmction or maintenance of these facilities. Plus, there m'e 
innumerable livestock salting or mineral supplement sites, too, which also result in zones of 
intensive livestock disturbance md incidental roading. All of these areas oflivestock 
concentration, where heavy md severe livestock use has compacted soils and destroyed cover 
and food for wildlife, exhibit hannful impacts to vegetation and native wildlife habitats. These 
developments and zones of intensive disturbance fragment habitats, and cover and food, for 
native species including sage grouse (Braun 1998; Freilich 2003; Connelly et al. 2004). Such 
projects have been constructed throughout habitats critical for sage grouse and other shmb-steppe 
species. New pipeline spurs incrementally constmcted would extend and shift livestock use to 



new and less grazed areas, as the vegetation has been depleted by livestock around existing 
artificial or natural water sources (Sada et al. 2001). 

BLM lands that are not close to livestock water sources often comprise the best remaining 
healthy native vegetation communities and are thus very important habitats for native 
sagebrush-steppe species - precisely because they have been far less altered by livestock 
impacts. On top of the existing network of facilities BLM treatments may foreseeably result in 
plans to construct dozens of new projects (fences and water sources to keep cattle off ofEIS/PER 
treated lands), thus greatly expanding the zones of disturbance and intense livestock 
concentration into cUlTently better condition habitats. 

Networks of roads associated with livestock facilities (and which will likely grow dramatically as 
vegetation is burned or otherwise treated and thus cleared under the EIS) serve as conduits for 
exotic plant invasions (Gelbard and Belnap 2003), and travel corridors for predators (Braun 
1998, Connelly et al. 2004). The development of a maze of roads fragmenting the landscape has 
resulted from the proliferation of livestock facilities across the landscape, and BLM past 
treatments. Roads grow up as lands are treated, or projects are constructed and maintained. 
Treated lands, cleared of woody vegetation, are also greatly subject to increased Off-road use, 
and new roading development from this activity. 

Instead of attempting to rest to enhance habitats or jump start recovery through passive 
restoration teclmiques, or place strict use livestock use limits on areas susceptible to weed 
invasion such as degraded riparian areas, BLM relies overwhelmingly on new treatment and 
other disturbances and likely more hannful facilities, such as the construction of a series of 
fences, with accompanying development and de-watering of wetland areas through piping water 
to troughs. Large new areas of better condition habitats then become wastelands/weedlands as a 
result of intensified use. 

An increasing body of science demonstrates that fences are harmful to sage grouse and many 
other species of native wildlife, and that sage grouse may avoid use of areas near fences. BLM's 
post-treatment actions may in fact further fragment habitats beyond removal of vegetation, and 
rendering patches of remaining untreated or native vegetation unusable by grouse, while creating 
extended wasteland areas in their sUlToundings, causing expanded environmental harm. 

Instead of taking strong and decisive action to restore and enhance habitats and populations, 
BLM pursues a path of new and extended habitat alteration and fragmentation across the 
allotments under the guise of hazardous fuels, and restoring a "natural" fire interval that can no 
longer be considered natural under the chronic disturbance caused by livestock and in the face of 
exotic species invasions .. 



Degradation, fragmentation and loss of sagebrush across landscapes has imperiled the 
sagebrush-steppe avifauna. Besides the many effects described for sage grouse, these habitat 
changes and fi'agmentation have been shown to affect abundance of shrub-steppe birds Paige and 
Ritter 1999, Knick et al. 2003, Connelly et al. 2004 at 1-3. 

The habitat for many native wildlife species across the EIS lands is already fragmented 
Populations are shrinking, and increasingly isolated. Fragmentation would continue and escalate 
with new livestock developments, livestock management practices that result in zones of 
livestock concentration, and other disturbances under the actions as laid out in the EIS/PER. 
Disturbance and depletion associated with livestock grazing and associated rangeland 
developments serve to break up and fragment the continuous cover of native sagebrush-steppe 
vegetation necessary for many sagebrush-dependent wildlife species survival (Knick and 
Rotenberry 1995; Knick et al. 2003; Freilich et al. 2003; 69 Federal Register (77), Connelly et al. 
2004). 

The Snake River Birds of Prey Area: Case Study in How NOT to Manage Lands 

BLM must closely examine the woeful management failures ofBLM in the Snake River Birds of 
Prey National Conservation Area to understand the consequences of continuing near status quo 
forage allocations, livestock project construction/water hauling, roading, etc. and the inability of 
the land to recover following fire or other disturbance under BLM's post-fire management and 
ESR activities. A 1996 USDI BLMlIDANG report details the ongoing destruction of habitat 
caused by fire, grazing and other human activity (including military training). The loss of 
sagebrush in the SRBOP A is clear to even the most casual observer dliving through the area A 
proliferation of exotic species ~ cheatgrass, medusahead, bur buttercup, and now white top, rush 
skeletonweed, and other noxious weeds - have occulTed in the wake of the excessive livestock 
seasons of use and numbers that have been authorized here in the past and under new 10-year 
grazing pennits issued by BLM that continue these same stocking rates and use levels. The 
grazing levels and management paradigms in the SRBOP A (high allowable utilization of 50%, 
and many harmful grazing practices) are similar to BLM grazing management across the EIS 
area), and also include continued construction of new livestock projects or providing water in 
arid uplands through facilities and water hauling. 

Over the years since the SRBOP A NCA has been designated, we have watched as BLM has 
continued to allow grazing during periods of the year that are known to be hannful to native 
bunchgrasses and forbs, to allow use at high levels, including during drought years, and generally 
continue management in a manner biased towards the livestock industry. Hazardous fine fuels 
have only increased. The situation has only worsened with each new fire, and the failure ofBLM 
to take necessary measures - especially passive measures such as removal oflivestock coupled 



with native seedings, to restore these NCA lands. 

The SRBOP A situation should be used by BLM as an example of how fire and subsequent 
grazing management failures and out-dated management paradigms affect sagebrush lands. 
Spraying large amounts of herbicide on such lands, while continuing disturbances, is futile. 

The lower elevation Oregon Owyhee watershed, including even portions of the Louse Canyon 
GMA bear many similarities to the SRBOP A. 

The calamitous weedland situation of the SRBOPA also illustrates the failure of the EIS/PER to 
reveal to the public how the proposed actions will be carried in landscapes of national 
significance, and how these important areas may be protected from unnecessary and undue 
degradation under EIS/PER actions. For example, BLM has been touting the use oflivestock to 
graze firebreaks in cheatgrass.ls this action, under the EIS/PER's flawed definition of 
"biological control" likely to be used widely in the SRBOPA or Oregon, instead of undertaking 
necessary restoration action accompanied by large-scale livestock reductions or cessation of 
grazing? 

We have just received Proposed Decsions from Oregon BLM for Louse Canyon - after 5 years of 
litigation and NO current data or analysis of stocking rates, BLM proposes a reduction of apply 
around 50 AUMs! Virtually no difference at all despite weeds exploding, microbiotic crusts 
greatly damaged, sage-grouse and other habitats increasingly fragmented by livestock facilities, 
hardened roading, etc. and many other signs of ecological degradation and the road to ruin. 

We ask that this Oregon Weed EIS effort incorporate the Louse canyon record from the oroginal 
FRH assessments to the recent Proposed Decisions as an illustration ofthe FAILURE ofBLM to 
practice integrated Weed Management. 

Grim Ecological Realities of Current BLM Management 

Species such as the loggerhead shrike or pygmy rabbit that require structurally diverse sagebrush 
cover and mature or old growth sagebrush communities are greatly at risk of undergoing 
extensive and accelerated habitat loss under BLM's treatment scenario. BLM fuels treatments 
target old growth and mature sagebrush that are essential to many sagebrush-dependent species. 
Examples: January 2006 Winnemucca BLM proposal to herbicide, buru, mow and otherwise 
disturb 40,000 acres of sagebrush in the Little Owyhee allotment over the next 10 years. See 
Nevada BLM Sage Notes 2004, killing old growth Wyoming big sagebrush in occupied pygmy 
rabbit habitat to plant crested wheatgrass as livestock forage and claiming it is a fuelbreak in the 
Spruce and Valley allotments. See also Elko BLM 2005 Spruce Veg Treatment EA, proposing 
burning, chaining in Spruce Mountain. North Fork Malheur GMA Oregon BLM proposed Veg 
killing projects, Bums North Steens Project etc. 

USDI BLM. 2005, Elko District's Draft Sheep Complex, Big Springs and Owyhee Grazing 
allotments Sensitive Bird Species DEIS illustrates the failure ofBLM at the Activity Plan leveL 
to address habitat needs of important and special status species. Here, despite a Federal Court 



order to consider the habitat needs of sensitive bird species in livestock grazing decisionmaking, 
BLM proposes hannful new facilities and crested wheatgrass seedings and sagebrush mowing in 
the midst of mature and old growth sage grouse, burrowing owl, pygmy rabbit and other 
important and special status species habitats. The veg. treatments, livestock facilities, lax grazing 
requirements and stocking with cattle and sheep 28-50% above the levels that have been grazed 
here in the past. Sadly, this is the reality of the current situation on arid BLM lands across the 
West, and is the real environmental setting/management paradigm landscape, that BLM must 
consider in assessment of the environmental risks and hanns of actions proposed in the EIS/PER. 
Plus, researchers tied to ag interests and land grant colleges are acquiring large federal fire fund 
and other grants to manipulate and treat sagebrush, pinyon-juniper and other vegetation, and 
BLM is authorizing large acreages of new "research" killing of sagebrush and pj under 
categorical Exclusions. See Ely District BLM Butte Valley proposal These impacts are 
completely unassessed in the £IS/PER. 

Please see the Petition to List the Pygmy Rabbit and associated bibliography to illuminate the 
critical importance of mature, old growth and structurally complex native vegetation to declining 
important and special status species across the arid West, and to illustrate the high level ofloss 
and fragmentation of sagebrush and other habitats across the West. BLM's EIS/PER aggressive 
treatment disturbance to mature and old growth plant communities will only serve to accelerate 
habitat fragmentation and degradation. 

The primary plant communities being dubbed hazardous fuels and targeted for 'treatment" across 
BLM and Forest Service lands across the West are primarily old growth and mature native 
vegetation communities upon which many rare and declining species rely. Case on pint: 
Lakeview BLM sagebrush mowing areas in pygmy rabbit and sage-grouse habitats. Sagebrush 
mowing promotes rapid spread of cheatgrass. Thus, the treatment and herbicide actions that 
disturb these vegetation communities instead of having BLM's claimed rosy outcomes, will 
further endanger sagebrush and juniper dependent species, and have deleterious watershed-level 
impacts affecting such species as Lahontan cutthroat trout or bull trout. Without providing 
necessary data on not just broad vegetation types where it contemplates treatment, but also how it 
characterizes "hazardous fuels" and vegetation to be targeted, no honest Weed EIS analysis or 
adequate BA for spraying and treatments can be provided. 

This demonstrates why BLM must abandon its myopic analysis and limited alternatives that 
would radically alter large areas of the arid West that still contain largely native vegetation, and 
instead develop a range of new alternatives focused on passive restoration of remaining better 
condition communities. This is essential to maintain, enhance or restore public lands, native 
vegetation and special status species and T &E habitats. IfBLM proceeds on the aggressive 
disturbance and herbicide campaign laid out in the £IS/PER, native species and T &E species will 
only suffer further declines. 

Sincerely, 

Katie Fite 
Biodiversity Director 



Western Watersheds Project 
PO Box 2863 
Boise, ID 83701 
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OTHER CHEMICALS 

We are very concemed about the increased use of various biocides, and occurrence of 
environmental contaminants on public lands and in water supplies. For example, APHIS has 
been expanding its acreage oflands sprayed. APHIS is always seeking to expand acres to conduct 
spraying activities in westem states. Vast areas have recently been subject to spraying of 
insecticides. 

It is generally believed that rangeland degradation exacerbates populations of grasshoppers and 
Mormon crickets, so as more areas ofBLM lands become overrun with cheatgrass. More acres 
are sprayed. Thus, there is co-occurrence, or overlap of lands likely to be sprayed for weeds with 
APHIS insecticide campaigns. 

See: 



http://www.agri.state.id.us/Categori es/Plantslnsectsl GrasshopperMonnouCri cketCoutro 1 Program 
IDocuments/EnvironmentalDocumentationl2007/2007%20MC%20USD A %20APHl S%20EA.pd 
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There is also increased awareness of the endocline-disrupting chemicals, many ofthem linked to 
various ag or fanning practices. Such chemicals area particular concern in areas with feedlots, 
dailies, and large marginal inigated ag land that may also be sprayed Large industrial livestock 
facilities frequently are increasingly located in areas away from population centers - and near 
BLM lands. These have great potential to pollute waterways, including drinking water supplies in 
streams, rivers, and aquifers, may be subject to pollution and contamination from many 
chemicals. Wildlife, aquatic species, and humans would thus be exposed to increased chemicals 
from these sources at the same time BLM greatly increases chemical uses. 

See http://www.boiseweekly.com/gyrobase/Content?oid=oid%3A215775 a Boise Weekly article: 

The potential hazards of EDCs were first discovered in the 19905 among fish and amphibians that gather 
downstream from sewage treatment plants in Europe. These waters contain abnormally high concentrations of 
organic chemicals such as steroids, nonprescription drugs, insect repellents, detergents, plasticizers, fire 
retardants, antibiotics, fragrances and household solvents and their byproducts. Aquatic biologists noticed that 
wild fish and frogs evidenced significantly increased rates of sex reversal, gonadal cysts and other reproductive 
tract tumors, dead tissue and decreased fertility. Intersexed or feminized fish, in which males grow both 
functioning testes and ovaries, have already been caught in rivers in Colorado, Washington state and Virginia, and 
in Lake Ontario. Because these intersexed characteristiCS make reproduction difficult, they tend to appear just 
before fish populations begin to decline. 

EOCs are found in herbicides and p~sticides, plastics, pharmaceuticals, reSidues from contraceptives and hormone 
replacements, cleansers, human waste and pollution from feedlots, 

The latter are especially controversial. In 2006, reSidents in Weiser raised questions about possible contamination 
of their domestic water supply from hormones and antibiotics used by nearby Sunnyside Feedlots (BW, News, 
"D;rty Water," February 1,2006 ). According to state officials, the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare 

expects to have the results of its study available for public comment in February. 

AND: 

DDT is one of the most familiar xenoestrogens, but 2,4-0, the most commonly used herbicide in the U.S., and 
2,4,5-T, used in Agent Orange, have also been in the news. Dioxins, the byproducts of burning plastics and 

rubber, are among the most hazardous xenoestrogens. 

Researchers worry that policymakers are ignoring the hazards of this little-known pollution. 

Jim Nagler Ph.D., an associate professor of biology at Idaho State University, operates a lab that examines the 
effects of environmental estrogens on fish fertility. He thinks that the issue of EDC leakage or dumpage into state 
waters should be a priority, 

"In terms of what's actually out there, we have no clue, we have no baseline at this point," Nagler says. "What's in 
the Snake River? What's in the Clearwater River? Who knows?" 

Papers written by Nagler and research associates about estrogens and other EDCs suggest that rainbow trout are 
susceptible to even short-term exposure to the chemicals, 



Don Essig, administrator for water quality of the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)' acknowledges 

that it's an emerging issue. 

AND: 
Whenever offered a glass of water, the great comedian W.c. Fields typically declined, on the grounds that fish 
have sex in it. But with the increasing spread of a class of chemicals called endocrine disruptor compounds CEDes) 
in Idaho's watersheds, some experts wonder if local fish are at risk of losing their sexual and reproductive 

capacities. 

Despite scarce funding, the ramifications for human health still prompt research in this area. 

The potential hazards of EDCs were first discovered in the 19905 among fish and amphibians that gather 
downstream from sewage'treatment plants in Europe. These waters contain abnormally high concentrations of 
organic chemicals such as steroids, nonprescription drugs, insect repellents, detergents, plasticizers, fire 
retardants, antibiotics, fragrances and household solvents and their byproducts. Aquatic biologists noticed that 
wild fish and frogs evidenced significantly increased rates of sex reversal, gonadal cysts and other reproductive 
tract tumors, dead tissue and decreased fertility. Intersexed or feminized fiSh, in which males grow both 
functioning testes and ovaries, have already been caught in rivers in Colorado, Washington state and Virginia, and 
in Lake Ontario. Because these intersexed characteristiCS make reproduction difficult, they tend to appear just 

before fish populations begin to decline. 

EDCS are found in herbicides and pesticides, plastics, pharmaceuticals, residues from contraceptives and hormone 

replacements, cleansers, human waste and pollution from feedlots. 

The latter are especially controversial. In 2006, residents in Weiser raised questions about possible contamination 
of their domestic water supply from hormones and antibiotics used by nearby Sunnyside Feedlots CBW, News, 
"Dirty Water," February 1, 2006 ). According to state officials, the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare 
expects to have the results of its study available for public comment in February. 

Now, scientists have evidence that some of these EDCs, called xenoestrogens, might cause conditions such as 
testicular cancer, urinary tract birth defects, low sperm counts and the premature onset of menses in females 

among people who regularly drink water with these compounds in them. 

Kai Elgethun, Ph.D., Idaho's state toxicologist, says the majority of xenoestrogens come from everyday 
personal-care products such as soaps, lotions, medications and cosmetics. While xenoestrogens are far less potent 

than estrogens proper, Elgethun says, they can accumulate in body fat and stay in the system a long time. 

DDT is one of the most familiar xenoestrogens, but 2,4-D, the most commonly used herbiCide in the U.S., and 
2,4,S-T, used in Agent Orange, have also been in the news. Dioxins, the byproducts of burning plastics and 
rubber, are among the most hazardous xenoestrogens, 

Researchers worry that policymakers are ignoring the hazards of this little-known pollution, 

Jim Nagler Ph.D., an associate professor of biology at Idaho State University, operates a lab that examines the 
effects of environmental estrogens on fish fertllity. He thinks that the issue of EDC leakage or dumpage into state 

waters should be a priority. 

"In terms of what's actually out there, we have no clue, we have no baseline at this point," Nagler says, "What's in 
the Snake River? What's in the Clearwater River? Who knows?" 

Papers written by Nagler and research associates about estrogens and other EDCs suggest that rainbow trout are 
susceptible to even short-term exposure to the chemicals. 

Don ESSig, administrator for water quality of the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), acknowledges 

that it's an emerging issue. 

"[It's] probably something we should be paying attention to, but you can't have too many No.1 priorities," Essig 



says. 

Instead, Essig says, DEQ concentrates on biological examinations of water, not necessarily a lot of chemical 
analysis. "I'm sure we're going to be hearing about it more in the emerging future, [but] there's a zillion things out 
there that we just don't have the budget to study," 

Given Idaho's relatively low population density, Essig surmises that Idaho is "probably better off" than more urban 
states. He attributes much of the contamination to household products such as over-the-counter medications, 
chemicals, antibacterial soaps and so on. 

"The sewage techniques of the day don't treat those things, so they just pass on through/' he says. 

Essig's outlook differs from that of Boise City's water quality manager, Robin Finch. 

"The dirty little secret in all this is that almost 90 percent of all pharmaceuticals manufactured in this country are 
made for agricultural use, and they're disposed of inside a watershed," Finch says. The issue crosses both 

municipal and agricultural lines, and demands some level of partnership. 

"We need to partner with those guys for the sake of public protection," she says. 

Local officials have been tracking the EDC issue since the European studies, but there are "a lot of questions that 
still need to be resolved before we can launch on this," Finch says. 

Although a nationwide study by the U.S. Geological Survey included three Boise River sampling sites, Finch says 
the matter is "still a very researchy topic at this point." 

"There's no standards, no monitoring requirements, no good understanding of threshold effects at either ecological 
or human health levels," Finch says. "We can identify about 60 to 70 compounds right now that have estrogenic 
effects, but there's potentially 10,000 out there," 

While the USGS study found few target compounds at relatively low or medium concentrations, Finch says that the 
city is already looking at Seattle's "Flush No Drugs" campaign, which encourages reSidents to bring their outdated 
prescription drugs to fire stations for proper disposal, instead of flushing them down the tOilet. 

The USGS study's one-time reconnaissance of waste compounds in the lower Boise found several endocrine 
disruptors present, says Mark A, Hardy of the USGS, 

The agency also looked for those compounds at several groundwater wells throughout Idaho. 

Yet in an e-mail to Trout Unlimited (a trout and salmon conservation organization), forwarded to BW , Hardy does 

not comment on the data or their environmental and human health implications. 

Carl Ellsworth, environmental manager of the Boise City PubliC Works Department, confirms that his department is 
aware of the EDC issue. 

"It's definitely on the radar screen, and it's a pretty high-powered discussion; but our staff follow it, and we've had 
our consultants look at it," he says. 

While there are "no standards yet, and the jury is still out, it's an issue we need to be on top of/ Ellsworth says. 

But he was reluctant to estimate what it might cost the city to start EDC monitoring because there are "a lot of 
unknowns and we don't have the answers yet." 

The city currently examines its water supply and waste "for metals, phosphorus, fecal coliform, solids, volatile 

organics--but not on a routine basis," he says. The city relies on subcontractors to do the work. 



Loca! conservation groups have not yet gotten active in this area, 

Bert Bowler, native fisheries director for Idaho Rivers United, says that "it's relatively new ... I'm not aware of 
anything in Idaho going on about it," 

Pam Smolzynski of Trout Unlimited agrees. 

"ThiS is a little bit cutting-edge for us," says Smolzynski. "People here know about it, but we don't actually track 
water quality." Much of Trout Unlimited's work focuses instead on watershed and fish habitat restoration. But Jack 
Williams, a senior scientist for Trout Unlimited, says in an e-mail that his organization has been "asking EPA about 
what they are doing with endocrine disrupting chemicals, but can't get a reply from them." 

For now, state toxicologist Elgethun says that Idaho does not have any particular source of xenoestrogens that is 

different from other states or greater than other states. 

"A greater long-term concern for waters nationwide are estrogens proper, which are present in discharge from 
most water treatment plants and can be present in discharge from [feed lots]," Eigethun says. There are no EPA 
standards for estrogens, but there are national drinking water standards for the majority of xenoestrogens, 

"This discrepancy is a pressing concern for EPA," says Elgethun. 

Whether Idaho's pollution concentrations or sources are different, the Gem State does have extra reason for 
caution, according to Jim Werntz, director of the Environmental Protection Agency Idaho Operations Office, 

"Ninety-five percent of people in Idaho drink groundwater, which is the highest percentage in the nation," Werntz 
says. 

While noting that EDCs are often associated with veterinary drugs from feedlots, Werntz says most of his agency's 

research deals with surface water and contamination from nitrates, 

"There's not enough scientific basis right now for understanding hazards or setting minimum standards of water 

quality in regards to EDCs," Werntz says. 

While standards remain unset, Idahoans continue to drink water and eat fish containing the chemicals. 

The public policy implications of endocrine disruptors go even further than that, according to Conrad Volz, a 
national expert in the field, volz serves as scientific director for the Center for Healthy Environments and 
Communities, and is the co-director of the Exposure Assessment and Control Division at the University of 

Pittsburgh Cancer Institute's Center for Environmental Oncology. 

"[Endocrine disruptors] are very important, but remember the wide range of chemicals in everyday use," Volz says 
in a telephone interview with BW , "Whatever we flush down the toilet we wind up drinking, or ends up in the 
animals that humans are going to be eating. All these chemicals go into our waterways and are not entirely filtered 
out from the water supply." 

Volz's own lab research suggests direct associations between exposure to such chemicals through eating fish flesh 
and fat. That leads to an increased potential risk for cancer of any tissue that is responsive to estrogen, potentially 
leading to ovarian, uterine and breast cancer, and potentially some effects on the prostate. All this has 
far-reaching implications, says Volz, "but what they'd mean is hard to say," 

Volz's interest in fish and other species----what he call "bioindicators"--stems from a much wider concern with 

human health. 

"PubliC health-wise, our biggest problem in the 21st century is water, what's in it, its overuse and nearby land 
development," Volz says, "In fact, water management policy is a national and even international security poHcy, 



Water is it." 

Va!z, who advises NATO on peace and security issues, believes that as pure water becomes a scarcer commodity, 

states should be designating restricted watersheds for strategic reasons. 

"We need to be very careful because you cannot divorce the issue of chemicals going into our waterways from 
land development," says Volz. For example, the kinds of herbicides, pesticides and turf-topping compounds used 
in new subdivisions contain carcinogens that nonabsorbent pavement shunts away into culverts. Development 

distribution patterns also require rethinking. 

"If we continue to break up our watersheds, we continue to degrade the ability of natural ecosystems to purify our 
water. There's bacteria that live in topsoil that can help break down these chemicals, but when you develop for 
thin layers of topsoil, a monoculture of grass instead of native species, and don't allow for larger trees, you reduce 

the ability of that area to hold and purify water." 

Moreover, in the past two years, there has been a large increase in land areas sprayed for West 
Nile virus in the West, and there is likely to be much more spraying in the future - and it will 
overlap, or affect in a direct, indirect or cumulative way many of the areas that BLM would use 
its new and expanded chemical arsenal and applications on. 

The indirect and cumulative impacts of this sudden surge in chemical use (APHIS, West Nile), 
on top ofBLM's proposed weed spraying and treatment increase, must be thoroughly assessed­
including effects of all chemicals, degradates and contaminants. 

Often, the lands that are most likely to require any weed spraying or "treatment" - are disturbed 
lands, near populations, so the effects of increased weed spraying may overlap or be near the very 
same lands where grasshopper, mosquito or other spraying may occur. 

Attached are two recent APHIS reports - showing large acreages "treated" in recent years, and 
APHIS seeking to extend spraying into northern Idaho. Please compile all such infol111ation for 
all western states, and be sure that you have adequately consulted over all of these many ongoing 
or foreseeable treatments and impacts. 

Thank you, 

Katie Fite 
Biodiversity Director 
Western Watersheds Project 
PO Box 2863 
Boise, ID 8370] 
Katie(cziwesternwatersheds.org 
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Please respond to 

"Jordan Valley CWMA" 
<jvcwma@qwestoffice.net> 

November29,2009 
Bureau of Land Management 
Vegetation Treatments EIS 
P.O. Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

To <orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

cc 

bcc 

Subject DEIS Comments 

Invasive plants in the West have been an increasing problem for many years. Without the use of 
the more effective chemistries to treat the increasing populations, public lands managed by the 
Oregon BLM will degrade. We are approaching the point where the increasing invasive weed 
populations could overtake some areas without the use of better herbicides. The Vale BLM 
DistJict manages over 70 % of Malheur County and thus impacts the economy and land values of 
the rest of the County. 

The Jordan Valley Cooperative Weed Management Area encourages the adoption of "Alternative 
4" as the management plan for invasive weeds in the state. The Jordan Valley CWMA 
encourages an integrated approach to weed management and this includes the use of the most 
effective chemicals for the treatment of invasive plants. The adoption of "Alternative 4" would 
greatly improve the ability of the BLM to do the job of properly managing the land With the use 
of more effective chemistJies, less total chemical will be used with greater results. 

The research shows the safety and efficacy of the chemicals to be used. In many cases the newer 
chemistries are much safer for the applicator and have a lighter enviromnental impact. The best 
management for weeds requires rotating chemicals used, and the use of only four herbicides has 
not allowed that practice. 

The Jordan Valley CWMA works with private landowners, State Lands and BLM along with 
other concerned groups to address noxious weed in the Jordan Valley area of Oregon. We use an 
integrated approach to deal with weed problems. The adoption of "Alternative 4" will make the 
treatment of invasive weeds on BLM ground comparable to what the private landowners have 
been doing to protect their land for years. We would like to see the Oregon Bureau of Land 
Management have the same ability to care for the land that private landowners do. We would 
like to see the Oregon Bureau of Land Management have the same access to chemicals that are 
effective against invasive weeds that private landowners do. We would like to see the Oregon 
Bureau of Land Management adopt "Alternative 4" and continue to cooperate with the local 
communities to deal with invasive weed problems. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Eric Morrison 



Jordan Valley CWMA 
Coordinator 
P.O.Box43 
508 Swisher Av. 
Jordan ValleY,OR 97910 
Phone: 541-586-3000 
Fax: 541-586-3000 
email: jvcwma@qwestoffice.net 



John Segundo 
<comendant_256@hotmail.co 
m> 

11/26/200903:37 PM 
Please respond to 

comendant 256@hotmail.com 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed~shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oreg n. 
I am extremely concerned that the ELM is proposing to dramatically expand ts 
herbicide spraying program and as a .result place human health, fish, wildl fe, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLM?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed to herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLlvJ is proposing to spray the compound 2,4-0 on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s commitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manually remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

John Segundo 

1609 62nd st, Berkeley, CA 



Jeanne Evans 
<ejeanne99@yahoo.com> 

11/27/200909:40 AM 

Dear Citizens: 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please begin the use of wisdom to tackle problems. 

You know, as well as J, that the environment is now saturated and can withstand no more use of 
poisonous treatments for unwanted plant life. You also know, as well as J, that there are viable 
alternative methods for these issues. 

To think of the bottom line as a dollar amount is ludicrous; the Bottom Line is that our planet is 
hitting the bottom of Her tolerance for the use of poisons on Her. These toxins also negatively affect 
the precious lives of everyone everywhere, human and otherwise. 

There has been much uproar about the effects of cigarette smoking on our health, including the 
effects of second-hand smoke. So much so that now this practice is illegal in public places. The use 
of the poison toxins that you are releasing into the enviromnent parallels the second-hand smoke 
issue; this must stop immediately. 

Please exercise the power you have that affects so many lives in a positive and progressive 
manner. The wise use of alternative methods is the only sane choice and practice. We and future 
generations are counting on you to do the right thing. 

Bless you and all that you love, 
Jeanne Evans 
Fellow Citizen 



Dennis Fritzinger 
<dennis _ fritzinger@haas.ber 
keley.edu> 

11/29/200902:51 PM 

To "orvegtreatments@blm.gov" <orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

cc Dennis Fritzinger <dennis_fritzinger@haas.berkeley.edu> 

bcc 

Subject Draft EIS, "Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM 
Lands in Oregon" 

Dear Vegetation Treatments EIS Team, 

Having studied the proposal and reviewed the proposed alternatives, I observe that they are 
politically weighted in favor of herbicide use and hence unfairly stacked. If one of the writers 
was a Buddhist, one or more of the proposals would have been significantly different, due to the 
Buddhist principle of "do least harm". 

The options, except for "no spray", involve use of chemicals that have significant, long-term, 
and unknown affects on the environment. Persistence in soil, damage to aquatic and soil 
organisms, by-kill (killing of unintended organisms), the list goes on. If the only damage was to 
human health and reproductive fitness that would be enough, but the damage goes much 
farther. 

As it is, I can only go with the "no spray" option. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Fritzinger 



.. Dee Ann Miller" 
<barsbar2@fmtcblue.com> 

11/29/200905:32 PM 

----- Original Message ----­
From: barsbar@frotcblue.com> 
To: <undisclosed-recipients:> 

To <orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Fw: Vegetation EIS 

Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2009 1:47 PM 
Subject: Vegetation EIS 

> 
» 
> 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

> Dear Sirs: 
> 
> We support the Proposed Action, Alternative 4 of the Vegetation 
> treatments Draft E18. We agree that the use of the additional 
> herbicides would allow for more effective treatment of noxious and 
> invasive vegetation. Medusahead rye is a big threat in our area. It is 
> overtaking native ecosystems negatively affecting wildlife habitat, 
> livestock and feral horse forage, and increasing fire danger. We are 
> actively trying to control the spread of noxious weeds on our private 
> property and it would be a great help if the medusahead rye infestations 
> on adjacent land under the control of the ELM coula be controlled. 
> 
> Yours truly, 
> 
>Dee Ann Miller 



Brian Maher 
<btmaher@sbcglobal.net> 

11/26/200908:18 AM 
Please respond to 

btmaher@sbcglobal.net 

Vegetation Treatments EIS Team 
PO Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 

orvegtreatments@blm.gov 
ed_shepard@blm.gov 

Dear Mr Shepard and the BLM, 

To orvegtreatments@blm.gov 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Please Do Not Expose Me to Toxic Herbicides 

I greatly value the public lands and watersheds managed by the BLM in Oregon. 
I am extremely concerned that the ELM is proposing to dramatically expand its 
herbicide spraying program and as a result place human health, fish, wildlife, 
non-target plants and water quality at risk. 

While there is widespread agreement over the need to slow the spread of 
invasive weeds on public lands, I oppose the BLl'·'l?s proposal to expand its 
herbicide program to include the spraying of native vegetation along roads and 
recreation sites. I do not want myself or my family exposed teO herbicides when 
we visit public lands. There is no compelling need to spray native vegetation 
with herbicides. 

I am shocked that the BLM is propos to spray the compound 2,4-D on public 
lands. 2,4-D is extremely toxic and exposure to it may result in serious human 
health effects. The inclusion of this herbicide in your plans makes me doubt 
the BLM?s comrnitment to human health. 

Please consider alternatives to blanket herbicide spraying. Many Oregonians 
would like to work with the BLM to manuaLly remove invasive weeds and to 
leverage funding for low-impact eradication efforts. 

I am concerned that the BLM?s proposed approach will place human health and 
watershed values at risk through overzealous herbicide spraying. 

Please develop and implement a more balanced and thoughtful approach to 
noxious weeds that addresses the root causes of the problem such as 
inappropriate grazing, road construction and logging activities that spread 
invasive plants. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Maher 



barbara howard @centurytel.n 
et 

11/26/200907:38 AM 

Dear Sirs: 

To "BLM" <orvegtreatments@blm.gov> 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Vegetation Draft EIS 

We support the Proposed Action, Alternative 4 of the Vegetation treatments, 
Draft EIS. We 
agree that the use of the additional herbicides would allow for more effective 
treatment of 
noxious and invasive vegetation. Medusahead rye is a big threat in our area. 
It is overtaking 
native ecosystems and negatively affecting wildlife habitat, livestock and 
feral horse forage, 
and increasing fire danger. We are actively trying to control the spreadof 
noxious weeds on 
our private property and it would be a great help if the rnedusahead rye 
infestations on 
adjacent lands under the control of the 3LM could be controlled. We are seeing 
more and 
more outbreaks of this and other noxious weeds in our area. 

Sincerely, 

Tom & Barbara Howard 



Public Comment on Draft EnvironmentaJ~pact Statement on BLM Herbicides ~{_. 

\j~. A I~ . ~ , 'ftfIL 5£ T';:/" tWf. 
Dear BLM, my name and address are: . ~ C; '1 I v t:. ~ ~ . . 

. n~PFJlJ) (,'IL ""Ftz.o6 
I oppose your plan to increase use of pesticides. 1 support ALTERNATIVE ONE - no herbicides because all of the other alternatives 
\vould increase the use of pesticides, including the deadly 2.4-D and the carcinogenic Diuron. 

I protest the fact that your OElS did 110t include an analysis of the inert ingredients and relied on a Bush~Administrati()n legal definition 
of the term "drift" that eliminated the consideration of vapor as drift. 

I protest that you pretend to otTer five alternatives but admit that numbers one and two are "only for comparison." 

I object to the fact that your' Proposed Option, Alternative Four', would change your current authority "to spray only noxiolls weeds" to 
have new legal authority to "spray all vegetation". inclUding at schools On leased BLM lands, campgrounds, and picnic areas. Children 

bet(Jreprotlts' -r ~ul1t'&l\:T Ih;'fG'~"E 6I"f' f"'C H'liSf-\!,lCIO&S! 

t) '3 
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regon 
Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Office of the Director 

3406 Cherry Avenue, NE 
Salem, OR 97303 

503.947.6044 
FAX 503.947.6042 
TTY 503.947.6339 

www.dfw.state.or.us 

November 24, 2009 

Edward W. Shepard 
Oregon/Washington State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208-2965 

Dear Mr. Shepard: 

The Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed Vegetation Treatments 
Using Herbicides on ELM Lands in Oregon in the September 2009 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement Summary (DEIS), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and supports the goal to 
expand the list of herbicides available to BLM to better implement it's noxious weed 
management program. 

In much of the state, noxious weed expansion over the last century has reduced the health of 
important fish and wildlife habitats by changing habitat composition, increasing wildfire risk, 
reducing productivity of forestlands, farmlands, and rangelands, accelerating soil erosion, and 
reducing water quality. Noxious weeds (Invasive Species) are one of the six Key Conservation 
Issues identified by the Department in the Oregon Conservation Strategy that affect or have the 
potential to affect many species and habitats over large landscapes and throughout the state. 
Therefore, it is imperative that public land managers, such as BLM, have the necessary tools 
available to prevent, contain, and eradicate noxious weeds when and where possible. 

After considering the various Alternatives addressed in the DEIS, the Department recommends 
selection of "Alternative 4: (Proposed Action) - Use 12 (W) or 16 (m Herbicides to Treat 
invasive Weeds plus Limited Additional Uses" (see page 9). Alternative 4 would give the BLM 
a broad suite of more etJective herbicides to better implement its noxious weed control efforts 
and to provide enhanced habitats to meet the needs of Oregon's fish and wildlife resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the DEIS and the Department 
recommends the BLM on its effort to more aggressively address noxious weed issues in Oregon. 

Roy Elicker 
Director 

OREGON 


