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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel, on behalf of the 
WildWest Institute, The Lands Council, the Alliance for the Wild Rockies, and Lorna Moffat 
protesting the Invasive Plant Management Record of Decision (ROD) on the Kootenai National 
Forest. 
 
The Forest Supervisor’s decision adopts Alternative 2, which authorizes control on up to 94,000 
acres of noxious weeds over the next 15 years using a combination of herbicide, biological 
control, hand-pulling, cultural, and mechanical treatments. 
 
My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the 
analysis and decision is in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The 
appeal record, including the appellants’ objections and recommended changes, has been 
thoroughly reviewed.  Although I may not have listed each specific issue, I have considered all 
the issues raised in the appeal and believe they are adequately addressed below. 
 
The appellants allege violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National 
Forest Management Act (NFMA), the Administrative Procedures Act (APA), and the Kootenai 
Forest Plan.  The appellants request the FEIS and ROD be withdrawn or remanded back to the 
Forest, all land-disturbing actions implementing the current Plan be suspended, and a Forest Plan 
Amendment or Revision be prepared.  No informal meeting was held. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  The KNF has avoided the problem of noxious weeds on a programmatic basis, 
since this would mean actually redesigning the entire Kootenai National Forest 
management regime by amending or revising the Forest Plan.  The Forest Plan still lacks 
standards and guidelines for limiting the spread of noxious weeds.  Amending the current 
Forest Plan is legally required. 
 
Response:  The Forest has recognized and addressed noxious weeds in various documents and 
programs.  The Kootenai National Forest Plan (p. II-2) contains Forest-wide goal #23:  “Attempt 
to stop the spread and suppress the existing levels of noxious weeds through land management 
and weed suppression activities.  An integrated pest management program including the use of 
herbicides will be used in accordance with the Noxious Weed Treatment Program Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Kootenai National Forest (July 1986).”  Monitoring of 
this item has continued annually.  The latest Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report for 
Fiscal Years 2003-2004 (PF, Vol. 10, Doc. 10, pp. 22 to 30) discusses actions taken to reduce 
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weed spread.  “The Forest continues to implement strategies to reduce the spread of noxious 
weeds and in many areas weed populations have been visibly reduced and weeds have been 
prevented from spreading to un-infested areas … In 1996, a Noxious Weed Control Provision 
was added to the timber sale contracts.  In 1997, the Herbicide Weed Control EA was issued 
giving the Forest the ability to use a more integrated approach to controlling weeds.  These 
actions are occurring under the direction of the Forest Plan and should help improve the noxious 
weed situation on the Forest.  Additionally, the Forest is currently working on an updated 
approach to noxious weed management across the Forest” and the monitoring report concludes 
“It is recommended that no changes are needed in the Forest Plan at this time” (p. 30).   
 
The Forest reviewed the weed control EA in June of 2002 (1997 Herbicide Weed Control 
Environmental Assessment and Decision Notice Supplemental Information Report (SIR) 
Findings:  Review and Documentation of New Information - Herbicide and Noxious Weeds 
Additions) (PF, Vol. 3, Doc. 144) and concluded that new information was adequately 
considered in the original analysis and decision.  There is no requirement that a Forest Plan have 
noxious weed standards or guidelines.  The current Forest Plan is in the process of being 
amended for a variety of reasons.  The analysis in the FEIS is in compliance with NFMA and 
NEPA. 
 
Issue 2.  Inadequate range of alternatives. 
 
Issue 2, Contention 1.  The KNF fails to face accountability for its role in implementing its 
massive land disturbing Forest Plan, by failing to propose a restoration alternative that 
would not disturb any more soil or land, and without disclosing realistic long-term noxious 
weed spread potentials of any included alternative. 
 
Response:  The developing of the Kootenai National Forest Invasive Plant Management FEIS 
and ROD demonstrate the Forest is taking responsibility for noxious weeds.  A “restoration 
alternative” that would not disturb any more land was eliminated from detailed analysis because 
it would require a significant Forest Plan amendment and because such a change in Plan 
direction is beyond the scope of this FEIS, (pp. 2-3, and 3-3 to 3-4).  
 
The long-term noxious weed spread is considered in detail for each of the three alternatives in 
the FEIS (pp. 3-10 to 3-38, and Appendix G).  The noxious weed rate of spread for Alternative 1 
is estimated at 10 to 11 percent per year under the current treatment program.  Alternative 2 
would have the lowest rate of weed spread at 1 to 2 percent annually.  Alternative 3 would allow 
noxious weed populations to rapidly increase at about 35 percent per year FEIS (pp. 3-102 to 3-
103). 
 
Issue 2, Contention 2.  The Forest’s mischaracterization of our scoping comments resulted 
in an inadequate range of alternatives in the DEIS.  Then, in the FEIS the Forest 
mischaracterizes our comments again, pretending that we want them to prevent natural 
disturbance processes such as wildland fire. 
 
Response:  The ID team made every effort to accurately characterize everyone’s comments 
(FEIS, p. 6-2).  The ID team developed the alternatives to the proposed action based on the 
Purpose and Need, the scope of the project, and issues generated from internal review and public 
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scoping comments (ROD, pp. 5-11 and FEIS, pp. 2-2 to 2-11).  After reviewing the three 
alternatives analyzed in detail and the four alternatives analyzed but dismissed from detailed 
study, I find the Forest did consider an adequate range of alternatives. 
 
Issue 2, Contention 3.  No monitoring results have proven to be effective and economical in the 
long term. 
 
Response:  The goals for the Kootenai National Forest Invasive Plant Management are stated in 
the Purpose and Need for action, (FEIS, pp. 1-1 to 1-14).  The Purpose and Need indicate that 
alien species are a great threat to biodiversity (FEIS, p. 1-5).  The FEIS displays weed treatments 
(Chapter 2) and their effects (Chapter 3).  The type of treatment, whether chemical, mechanical, 
or biological, would be chosen based on many factors (FEIS, pp. 2-7 to 2-10; ROD, Appendices 
A, B, C, and D).   
 
The monitoring of previous weed treatment activities and their success are documented in the 
FEIS (pp. 3-3).  The two northern districts on the Forest have been more aggressive in treatment 
of noxious weeds, and it is evident they have fewer weed infestations even though they have 
more grazing activity than the other three districts and similar ground-disturbing timber harvest 
activities.  Forest Plan monitoring (Item D-2, Range-Noxious Weeds) has been conducted on a 
yearly basis to assess the noxious weed situation on the Forest (PF, Vol. 10, Docs. 10 and 11).  
Herbicide application on roadsides, administrative sites, and gravel pits has visibly reduced the 
weed populations at these sites and prevented the weeds from spreading into uninfested areas.  
Monitoring of the sprayed areas consists of photo points, follow-up to determine the 
effectiveness of spraying, and checking for new plant starts.  
 
Issue 3.  One of the biggest problems with the Forest’s failure to deal forthrightly with the 
noxious weed problem on a Forest-wide basis is that the long-term costs are never 
adequately disclosed or analyzed.  The FEIS fails to provide an adequate economic analysis 
regarding annual and long-term costs of the alternatives. 
 
Response:  The Forest does compare relative limitations, management effectiveness, and 
approximate costs of weed management methods used in the analysis (FEIS, p. 2-6, Table 2-2.)  
The proposed annual treatment acres by treatment type are also shown for each alternative in the 
FEIS (p. 2-4, Table 2-1).  By using both of these tables, the reader can make inferences about 
annual and total (or long-term) weed treatment costs over the life of this project (about 15 years).  
The Forest also discusses the impacts (opportunity costs or economic losses) of noxious weed 
invasions to rangelands and wildlands if the weeds are not treated (FEIS, p. 1-6), and the cost 
estimates for various other weed treatment methods (FEIS, pp. 3-15 to 3-16). 
 
Issue 4.  There is inadequate monitoring of effectiveness of noxious weed control plans 
implemented thus far on the Forest.  The FEIS fails to disclose the past monitoring or the 
results of treatments, and fails to provided a truly effect monitoring plan for these 
additional treatments. 
 
Response:  The Forest completes roadside weed surveys each summer while searching for new 
invader weed species, such as rush skeltonweed.  These surveys can be used to monitor trends in 
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noxious weed infestation across the Forest.  Approximately 83 percent of roadside surveys 
completed in 2002 detected spotted knapweed.  Canada thistle was the next most common 
species, with detection on 74 percent of roads surveyed.  Oxeye daisy was the next most 
common weed species, represented on 62 percent of surveyed roads, and orange hawkweed (55 
percent) and common St. John’s-wort (52 percent) were next (USDA FS 2003) (FEIS, p. 3-6). 
The FEIS discloses results of weed treatments on the Forest in Forest Plan Monitoring and 
Evaluation Reports (PF, Vol. 10, Docs. 10 to 23) and in the FEIS (pp. 1-8, 3-2, and 3-6 to 3-7). 
 
As discussed in the FEIS (pp. 2-15 to 2-17), the monitoring program includes surveys of over 
600 miles of open and closed roads.  Past monitoring results indicate that several noxious weeds 
have increased more than 10 percent in the numbers of acres affected and some have had a 10 
percent or more increase in density of existing infestations since 1987.  Seven of the most 
common weed species were recorded in over 30 percent of the surveys conducted.  In addition, 
weed diversity is increasing and new invaders are becoming established.  Monitoring also 
includes collection of size and density information on new invaders such as tansy ragwort and 
rush skeletonweed, as well as mapping of infestations.  Monitoring of bio-control efforts is also 
being done on the Forest (FEIS, p. 2-17). 
 
In Response to Comments on the DEIS, a monitoring plan has been developed and is included in 
the FEIS (Appendix I).  This monitoring plan for adaptive management would provide effective 
feedback to the public and future decision makers.  Appendix I specifies the resource to be 
monitored, objective (what to monitor), timing (when to monitor), method of monitoring, and the 
Forest Service Official responsible for monitoring each resource. 
 
In the section entitled, Staying Effective through Follow-up Monitoring, the ROD (p. 19) states, 
“Through Alternative 2 and the use of adaptive management, the Forest will have a more 
comprehensive system for tracking our success and identifying new problems, as well as finding, 
mapping, and prioritizing occurrences of the species of concern.  Monitoring is a key element of 
adaptive management and will provide long-term benefits not only through responding to 
changes in conditions, but also by providing a record of conditions over time.  Geographic 
Information System tracking of weed infestations within the Natural Resource Information 
System protocol allows for very site specific follow-up monitoring of weed locations and 
effectiveness of specific treatment methods and control agents.” 
 
Issue 5.  The FEIS does not meet NEPA requirements, since it must be followed up with a site-
specific treatment plan on an annual basis. 
 
Response:  The FEIS is a site-specific analysis, with the analysis area being the entire Kootenai 
National Forest.  All potential sites where herbicide application has been proposed are identified on 
maps (FEIS, pp. 2-22, 2-23, and 2-24).  Potential effects of herbicide exposure to all resources, including 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant and animal species, have been evaluated (FEIS, Chapter 3).  
However, not every site throughout the Forest can be treated each year, and the situation in any location 
can change from year-to-year.  Since not all sites would be treated in any given year, the purpose of the 
site-specific yearly treatment plan is to identify any new or previously unknown sensitive sites such as 
dens, nests, or sensitive plant populations for which disturbances or impacts could be mitigated (FEIS, p. 
1-1).  
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The most effective and least impactive time to treat a weed infestation is when they are first discovered.  
Therefore, the chosen alternative includes an adaptive management approach (FEIS, pp. 2-7 to 2-8).  
Based on the known rate of spread, the analysis includes a 25 percent increase in the number of acres 
that may need to be treated on the Forest.  The impact of these additional acres has been included in the 
effects analysis (Chapter 3).  The FEIS (p. 2-21) and ROD (Appendix B) also include a decision tree for 
new weed infestation to determine how to treat or not treat the newly discovered weed.  The impact of 
using the decision tree has also been considered as part of Alternative 2 in the environmental 
consequences (Chapter 3) of the FEIS.  The analysis and adaptive management approach is in 
compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 6.  The FEIS does not adequately disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects 
of herbicide spraying on native plants and wildlife species. 
 
Response:  Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of herbicide application on native plants, 
PTES (proposed, sensitive, threatened, endangered) plants, terrestrial wildlife, and aquatic 
wildlife are clearly described in the FEIS (pp. 3-26 to 3-38 for native plants, pp. 3-42 to 3-62 for 
PTES plants, pp. 3-64 to 3-97 for terrestrial wildlife, and pp. 3-107 to 3-117 for aquatic wildlife).  
The FEIS has the required effects disclosures for various resources including wildlife and native 
plant species (pp. 3-153 to 3-158).  The Response to Comments (FEIS, Appendix 6, p. 6-12, 
Comment #4; pp. 6-25 to 6-26, Comments #5, #6, #15, #16, and #17; and p. 6-110, Comment 
#6) also discusses herbicide impacts to plants and wildlife species.  The ROD (pp. 15 to 16) 
sums up the effects of herbicides on plant and animal species:  “The analysis indicates that 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would present a low risk, if any, of herbicides threatening the health of big 
game, other wildlife, native plant communities, sensitive plants, fish … .”  The analysis 
adequately discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, and is in compliance with 
NEPA. 
 
Issue 7.  The FEIS fails to disclose the full extent of toxicity information (including 
synergistic effects of multiple chemicals) that exists for many of the herbicides proposed for 
use, and fails to disclose that there is a relative lack of such information for many 
herbicides, resulting in undisclosed and unwarranted risks. 
 
Response:  The Forest Service contracted with an independent research firm, Syracuse 
Environmental Research Associates (SERA), to fully evaluate ecological and toxicological data 
and human health effects based on EPA studies and other current peer-reviewed scientific 
literature.  The Ecological and Human Health Risk Assessments done by SERA can be found at:   
http://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/pesticide/risk.shtml   The website contains extensive ecological 
and human health risk assessments (examples of selected executive summaries from the risk 
assessments can be found in the project file (Vol. 7, Docs. 5 to 41, and Vol. 7, Docs. 42 to 77).  
 
There is an incredible amount of information available about the herbicides the Forest Service is 
planning on using.  The FEIS must rely on the known information for herbicides and does so by 
the use of the risk assessments developed by SERA.  Included in the assessments is the toxicity 
information for herbicides to determine the levels of chemicals that would be harmful to human 
health (FEIS, p. 3-118).  The analysis of the risk must be tied to the action plan for the herbicide 
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application to avoid the potential risks identified in the assessment.  Following the EPA 
registration and label directions is required for any application of the herbicides (ROD, p. 10).  
The Design Criteria for Herbicide Application and Decision Tree for New Weed locations would 
be used for all herbicide applications.   
 
The Forest uses these analyses, applying them to the local conditions, and describes the potential 
environmental consequences for the proposed action and alternatives (FEIS, Chapter 3; ROD, p. 
15).  The FEIS is in compliance with NEPA; Occupational Health and Safety Standards, Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR part 170); and Forest Service Manual direction.   
 
Issue 8.  Soil productivity. 
 
Issue 8, Contention 1.  The FEIS does not measure or provide scientifically sound estimates 
of cumulative detrimental soil disturbance or soil productivity losses (erosion, compaction, 
displacement, noxious weed invasion) attributable to management under the current Forest 
Plan. 
 
Response:   The FEIS (p. 3-103) says no additional impacts to the soil resource from the use of 
mechanical or biocontrol treatments are expected.  The herbicide (chemical) treatments described 
and analyzed for Alternatives 1 and 2 are expected to improve soil stability and quality by 
improving native plant community stability (FEIS, p. 3-103).   The SERA risk assessments 
indicated no adverse effects to soil productivity from the use of herbicides to control noxious 
weeds (FEIS, p. 3-102).  Each project developed under the current Plan analyses the impact that 
project would cumulatively add to soil affects.  
 
Issue 8, Contention 2.  The Forest has no numerical or scientific data on reductions in the 
productivity of the soil due to noxious weed infestations, nor does the FEIS contain any 
reasonably accurate projections on future trends. 
 
Response:  The FEIS (pp. 3-99 to 3-100) describes research on changes in soil quality caused by 
noxious weed occurrence and infestations.  There are changes in the soil nutrient levels, in the 
organic content of the top 1 to 4 inches of soils, in runoff, and in sediment yield.  These same 
impacts can be expected where knapweed infestations occur on the Forest.  When the detrimental 
effects to soils from weeds infestations are combined with the predicted expansion of weeds 
under each of the alternatives, it is apparent the spread of noxious weeds will have a negative 
impact on the native plant and animal communities on the Forest (FEIS, p. 3-103).  The trends in 
known weed expansion for the three alternatives are described in the FEIS (p. 3-103) and in the 
ROD (p. 11).   
 
The Decision is consistent with NFMA and Forest Service Manual Direction (FSM 2550), which 
require the maintenance of soil productivity and function.  The project analysis is in compliance 
with NEPA. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
I have reviewed the record for each of the contentions addressed above and have found the 
analysis and decision adequately address the issues raised by the appellants.  I recommend 
Forest Supervisor’s decision be affirmed and the appellants’ requested relief be denied. 
 
 
 
 

 

/s/ Bruce Ramsey   
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