
Agriculture

United States
Department of

Forest 
Service

 

Region 1 200 East Broadway 
P. O. Box 7669 
Missoula, MT  59807 

 
File 

Code: 
1570 (215) Date: July 17, 1998 

Route 
To: 

 

Subject: Sandpoint Noxious Weed Control Project, Appeal # 98-01-00-0068, IPNFs 
To: Appeal Deciding Officer 

 
This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel for Dana Jensen on behalf of 
The Ecology Center, Alliance for the Wild Rockies and The Lands Council of my decision on the 
Sandpoint Noxious Weed Control Project, Sandpoint Ranger District, Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
 
The District Ranger's decision implements Alternative C. 
 
My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the analysis 
and decision are in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The appeal record, 
including the Appellants' objections and recommended changes, has been thoroughly reviewed.   
 
FINDINGS
 
My recommendation is based upon the following evaluation: 
 
Clarity of the Decision and Rationale
 
The decision to treat 46 known sites of weed infestation is clear and specific.  Mitigation and monitoring 
requirements are easily understood.  The decision is not specific about how new sites will be evaluated 
and analyzed, however. 
 
Purpose of the Proposal and Comprehension of Benefits
 
The ecosystem effects and economic impacts of noxious weed infestation are well established.  The need 
for action is specific for the known sites, but the adaptive strategy for new occurrences is not thoroughly 
discussed.  
 
Consistency with Policy, Direction, and Supporting Information
 
In Chapter IV of the EIS, statements related to Forest Plan consistency are clear and concise.  The FEIS 
does a good job of referencing current research and literature on the treatment of noxious weeds and 
ecosystem concerns.  Providing the Management Areas in which each site is located would be helpful. 
 
Effectiveness of Public Participation Activities and Use of Comments
 
The District Ranger did a very good job of involving the public, including responding personally to each 
commentor.  The process for using comments to identify and track issues could have been more fully 
discussed. 
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Appeal Review Findings
 
An informal meeting was held by conference call, but no appeal points were resolved.  No interested 
party comments were received.  
 
Objection 1.  Range of Alternatives is too narrow; the Forest should have examined a prevention 
alternative. 
 
Response:  The purpose of this Decision is to effectively treat infestations of noxious weeds.  The 
District analyzed three alternatives in detail and considered an additional four alternatives, including one 
suggested by the Appellants on preventing infestations by limiting logging and road building.  As stated 
in the EIS, effects of road building and logging on noxious weed populations are considered in project 
analyses for those activities.  Mitigation of effects and prevention methods are incorporated into those 
decisions.  I have determined the District considered an adequate number and range of  alternatives.  The 
selected alternative provides design criteria that relate to prevention particularly in conjunction with 
other types of activities (EIS, pp. II-4/5). 
 
Objection 2.  Failure to consider connected actions, similar actions and cumulative impacts.  
 
Response:  The scope of actions to be considered in an EIS include connected actions and cumulative 
actions.  Connected actions are those actions that cannot proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously or are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger 
action for justification.  I disagree with the Appellants that the Noxious Weed EIS and ROD are actions 
connected to logging and road building.  Although land-disturbing activities may raise the risk of 
invasion of noxious weeds, noxious weed invasion is not "automatically" triggered.  Noxious weed 
invasion may also occur independent of other management land-disturbing actions.  These are not 
interdependent, nor is one action precluded from occurring if the other one does not occur. 
 
Similar actions have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental consequences 
together.  These are not considered similar actions. 
 
Cumulative impacts were considered in the EIS (pp. IV-7, 12, 15, 18-20).  Impacts predicted as a result 
of this activity are very minimal and short-term since any pesticide proposed for use is not persistent in 
the environment.   
 
Objection 3.  Future weed management projects are not analyzed on a site-specific level.  
  
Response:  The proposed adaptive management strategy allows for the District to treat those areas that 
have new infestations that were not identified at the time of this decision.  It is implied but not clearly 
documented if the site-specific analysis of environmental consequences included those areas that fall 
under the adaptive strategy.  NEPA requires the EIS describe the environment of the area and that 
description be no longer than necessary to understand the effects of the alternatives (40 CFR 1502.15).  
A process has been identified for evaluation and treatment of  
future sites to prevent significant adverse environmental consequences (EIS, pp. IV-4, 6, 32; ROD, p. 2) 
and to ensure the consequences are within those disclosed in the EIS.   
 



Objection 4.  Socio-economic analysis is incomplete:  cost of follow-up treatment not disclosed; no 
evidence that the Selected Alternative maximizes long-term public benefit; "non-chemical" 
alternative would provide local employment. 
 
Response:  NEPA does not require a cost-benefit analysis in every EIS (40 CFR 1502.23).  However, the 
District has provided a comparison of the costs of each alternative.  The EIS and the ROD document the 
reasons why Alternative C is the most effective means for treating noxious weeds to meet the purpose 
and need for action and project objectives. 
 
Objection 5.  Monitoring plan is inadequate. "Monitoring will be conducted" and  "adaptive 
strategy" will be applied, but no specifics provided. 
 
Response:  40 CFR 1505.3 states that "agencies may provide for monitoring to assure that their 
decisions are carried out..."  It is not required that monitoring be included for a project-level decision.  In 
this case, the District has the intent to conduct some monitoring of effectiveness, as described in 
Appendix G of the EIS.  The measure of success (as determined through monitoring) will be based on 
the objective of weed treatment (eradication or population reduction), infestation size, and percent 
occupance of targeted noxious weed species after treatment.  The "adaptive strategy" allows treatment or 
retreatment of sites after a determination has been made that proposed chemical application falls within 
the parameters of the NEPA analysis and decision (ROD, p. 2).  In my evaluation of the EIS and Project 
Record, I have determined the District is in compliance with policy and regulations with regard to this 
issue. 
 
Objection 6.  FEIS analysis of chemical risks is inadequate. 
 
Response:  The analysis includes a thorough discussion of risks of chemical use in the EIS (Ch. IV) and 
Biological Assessments (Appendix N).  Appendices C, D, and E provide descriptions of the herbicides 
proposed for use and application guidelines and handling requirements which will minimize risk.  The 
District has provided an adequate discussion of risk. 
 
Objection 7.  Inadequate consideration of impacts on fisheries, wildlife and TE and S species.  
 
Response:  The impacts on fish, wildlife and threatened, endangered, and sensitive species have been 
documented in the EIS (Ch. IV) and the Biological Assessments and Evaluations in Appendix N.  The 
discussion was found to be concise yet fully considered the effects of the proposal on fish, wildlife, and 
TE and S species. 
 
Objection 8.  A Forest Plan amendment is required. 
 
Response:  This project proposal is in compliance with the Forest Plan and an amendment is not 
required to implement the decision.   
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
Although the District has set out a process for treatment of future sites, I believe a formal documentation 
process should be used in conjunction with the Adaptive Strategy Flow Chart in Appendix G.  This 
process would clearly document that each new infestation site to be treated is within the scope of 
analysis in this decision, as well as documenting the steps of evaluation by 



 
 
the aquatics personnel and the botany specialist.  This information can then be placed in the Project File.  
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be affirmed with instructions for documenting the adaptive 
management process on new infestations and the Appellants' requested relief be denied.   
 
 
/s/ Maureen McBrien 
 
 
MAUREEN MCBRIEN 
Reviewing Officer 
Deputy Director,  Recreation, Minerals, Lands, 
  Heritage and Wilderness 


