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PROJECT BACKGROUND

This scoping letter summarizes a proposal by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service, Ottawa National Forest to implement an integrated program for the control of non-native invasive plant (NNIP) infestations.  The program will consist of a combination of measures performed over a ten-year period on National Forest System land within the Ottawa National Forest to reduce infestations by NNIP species.  The program will integrate multiple manual, mechanical, chemical, cultural, and biological control methods as necessary to control NNIP infestations.  The purpose of this scoping letter is to inform interested parties of the proposal and to solicit comments on the proposal’s activities.

After the Ottawa National Forest receives comments in response to this scoping letter, it will prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) that documents the potential environmental effects that could result from implementation of the program.  The EA will be prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4321 et seq.) and other relevant federal and state regulations.  
The EA will disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects that could potentially result from implementation of the program and any reasonable alternatives, including a no action alternative.  An interdisciplinary team of resource specialists will analyze the proposed action and alternatives, evaluate the environmental effects, and write the EA.  Based on the information presented in the EA, the Ottawa National Forest will decide whether or not to implement the proposed program.  The planning process will comply with NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508).

OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT AREA

The Ottawa National Forest (ONF) is located in the western Upper Peninsula of Michigan, including portions of Baraga, Gogebic, Houghton, Iron, Marquette, and Ontonagon Counties.  The ONF boundaries encompass approximately 1.5 million acres and include tracts of National Forest System land totaling approximately 987,000 acres (Figure 1).  The ONF contains a diversity of vegetation types, soils, and landforms.  Most uplands within the ONF are forested by various stands of northern hardwoods, hemlock, pine, aspen, spruce, fir, and oak.  Most other lands comprise a mixture of forested and non-forested wetland habitats as well as numerous streams, lakes, and other open water habitats.  The ONF is home to a variety of animals and plants, ranging from common to rare.  There are hundreds of lakes, thousands of acres of wetlands, and thousands of miles of creeks and streams.  Together the flora, fauna, soil, and water of the Ottawa National Forest form a resilient ecosystem that provides a variety of habitats, recreation opportunities, and forest products.
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Figure 1.  Location of the Ottawa National Forest.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSAL

Infestations of NNIP species increasingly threaten the integrity of the forest ecosystem and biodiversity on the Ottawa National Forest.  Approximately 20 to 30 percent of the plants that occur in the northeastern United States are non-native species (Stuckey and Barkley, 1993, pp. 196-197).  Of particular concern are those non-native invasive plants (NNIPs) that are successful at invading natural habitats.  Invasive plants can alter natural ecosystems by displacing native species, inducing changes in water or fire regimes, causing changes in soil characteristics, adding a new or displacing an existing wildlife food source, and altering erosion and sedimentation processes (Westbrooks 1998, p. 57).  

Throughout the ONF, exotic plants are most abundant in regularly disturbed areas such as roadsides.  The Forest Service has used weed inventories and site observations, together with regional invasive plant information, to develop a list of NNIP species of concern on the Ottawa National Forest (Table 1).  High priority NNIP species are those that are actively spreading in undisturbed habitats or are considered to pose a risk of such invasive behavior.  Infestations by high priority NNIP species are the principal focus of the proposed program.  Medium priority NNIP species are those that are mainly restricted to disturbed sites or appear to have less potential for invasion of natural habitats.  Infestations by medium priority NNIP species will be 
[image: image2]considered for treatment under the program when particular infestations are identified as a threat to natural resources.  Low priority NNIP are those exotics that do not appear to be ecologically invasive in most situations or are already highly naturalized in the western Upper Peninsula.  Table 2 and Figure 2 show the known distribution of high-priority and selected uncommon medium-priority NNIP infestations on the ONF.  New infestation sites are being reported and the map is updated as necessary.
Invasive plants on the Ottawa National Forest are currently spread by a variety of methods.  Exotic honeysuckles (Lonicera spp.), exotic buckthorns (Rhamnus spp.), and Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergii) all have fleshy fruits that are primarily dispersed by birds.  Other species are largely spread by wind, animals, water currents, or inadvertently by people on their clothes or vehicles.  Transporting soil or gravel infested with weed seeds also contributes to the spread of invasive plants along roads and trails.  Inventories of most of the gravel pits on the Ottawa National Forest have shown that they typically contain at least some medium-priority NNIP individuals, although active areas are largely devoid of vegetation.  

The Ottawa National Forest has an active NNIP prevention and education program.  Forest and public education emphasizes NNIP identification and prevention methods.  On-the-ground actions generally follow the USDA Forest Service Guide to Noxious Weed Prevention Practices (USDA Forest Service, 2001).  Fast-growing non-invasive species are commonly used to reseed disturbed ground following project activities, and a program for the use of native plants in revegetation projects is in development.  NNIP inventories are conducted during pre-project resource surveys.   Ongoing Forest-wide surveys are conducted in coordination with the Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission (GLIFWC).  

In recent years, NNIP control has become a regional and national emphasis for the USDA Forest Service.  On the Ottawa National Forest, targeted non-native invasive plants include exotic honeysuckle species (Lonicera spp.), glossy buckthorn (Rhamnus frangula), purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergii),  Japanese knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum), giant knotweed (Polygonum sachalinense), Eurasian water-milfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula), crown vetch (Coronilla varia), burdock (Arctium minus), and spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa).  Seventy-nine acres of land infested with NNIP species were treated on the Ottawa National Forest in 2002, and 112 acres were treated in 2003.  Control has been performed almost entirely by use of manual means (hand pulling, digging, and cutting).  Since 1990, herbicides have been used for NNIP control only twice.  Both uses took place in 2002 and 2003, when glyphosate [N-(phosphonomethyl)glycine] was applied to cut stumps of glossy buckthorn in Black River Harbor Campground.  Several other large infestations will be difficult to control without the use of herbicides.  Although purple loosestrife biocontrol beetles have been released within the proclamation boundary by other agencies, the ONF has never utilized biological control for invasive plant management.  Also, biocontrol flies for spotted knapweed have been released in the upper Lake States and may be present on the ONF.

Given the current distribution of NNIP infestation sites on the ONF (as depicted in Figure 2) and the fact that the size and number of sites is increasing, there is a need to implement an integrated program of NNIP control to protect the integrity of natural plant communities.  The purpose of the program would be to conserve and enhance native populations of animals and plants through the timely removal of NNIP infestations and to prevent or reduce the continued spread of NNIP infestations to intact natural habitats.  The resiliency and integrity of natural communities on the Ottawa National Forest could be compromised if NNIP infestations are allowed to continue to spread and to invade previously unaffected areas.  Management of NNIP infestation sites will help prevent the Ottawa National Forest from becoming a source of infestations for surrounding lands and slow the spread of invasive plants in the western Upper Peninsula.

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION

Forest Service direction concerning noxious weeds and invasive plants is contained within Forest Service Manual section 2080 and Executive Order 13112.  Forest Service Manual section 2080 (USDA Forest Service 1995) gives an overall objective to “use an integrated weed management approach to control and contain the spread of noxious weeds
 on National Forest System lands.”  Noxious weed prevention is to be scheduled in the following order:  
1.  First Priority:  Prevent the introduction of new invaders,

2.  Second Priority:  Conduct early treatment of new infestations, and

3.  Third Priority:  Contain and control established infestations.

Executive Order 13112 (February 3, 1999) directs all Federal agencies to undertake the following actions:

· Prevent the introduction of invasive species; 

· Detect and respond rapidly to and control populations of such species in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner; 

· Monitor invasive species populations accurately and reliably; 

· Provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that have been invaded; 

· Promote public education on invasive species and the means to address them; and 
There are also both a National Strategy and a Forest Service Strategy for dealing with invasive plants (FICMNEW, 1997; USDA Forest Service, 1998).  These documents set forth the goals and objectives for invasive plant management by the Forest Service and other federal agencies.  

The Ottawa National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan does not address invasive plants, except indirectly, where the Plan speaks to maintaining biological variety and habitat for wildlife, protecting rare plant sites and wetlands, providing a natural appearance of the landscape, using native grasses to reseed landings, and limiting use of chemicals for vegetation management purposes (Forest Plan Pages IV-2, 3, 11, 35, 44, 45, 99, 100).  
PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action is a program for treating NNIP infestations on the Ottawa National Forest using an integrated combination of manual, mechanical, cultural, chemical and biological control treatment methods over a ten-year period.  Treatments would be implemented incrementally on infestation sites on National Forest System lands over the next decade and would be limited to:

· No more than 100 acres of hand treatments per year (such as hand-pulling, hand-cutting, and digging),

· No more than 100 acres of spot treatments with a propane weed torch per year,

· No more than 300 acres of mechanical treatments per year (such as cutting or mowing),

· No more than 300 acres of land-applied, licensed herbicide application per year,
· No more than 100 acres of aquatic invasive plants treated with licensed aquatic herbicides per year, and

· No more than 5 separate release sites of USDA-approved biological control insects per year.

Some follow-up monitoring to evaluate the success of the treatment could extend beyond 10 years.  Treatments would occur wherever invasive plant infestations are identified on National Forest System lands in the Ottawa National Forest, given available time and resources.  Some treatments would occur in forested stands, lakes, and wetlands.  Other treatments would occur in areas along roads and trails, in gravel pits, recreational sites, administrative sites, utility corridors, and special use areas.  Possible treatment sites would include, but would not necessarily be limited to, the sites shown in Figure 2.  The discovery of additional sites needing treatment over the course of the 10-year program is expected.

The Proposed Action is intended to be programmatic in nature, to allow the use of integrated methods for the future treatment of invasive plant infestations.  Forest staff would determine which NNIP infestations would be treated, and which control method(s) to be used at each infestation site.  The Proposed Action does not consider the use of prescribed fire for NNIP control.  Should any sites be identified in the future where prescribed fire might be an effective treatment method, a separate, site-specific proposal would be prepared and addressed in a future public involvement and NEPA compliance process.  The Proposed Action does, however, include use of spot-burning individual stems of NNIP vegetation with a propane weed torch.

Proposed Manual and Mechanical Methods: Manual or mechanical methods would be the principle method for controlling small spot infestations.  Examples of hand tools that might be used include shovels, saws, axes, loppers, hoes, or weed-wrenches.  Mechanical methods could include cutting with a string trimmer, chain saw, brush saw, aquatic harvester, or mower.  Plowing or disking might be used in gravel pits or other heavily disturbed sites.  Barriers such as black plastic or lake-bottom screens might be used to prevent growth of herbaceous NNIP species.

Small infestations of herbaceous plants with shallow roots, such as garlic mustard and Eurasian water-milfoil, would typically be hand-pulled.  Deeper-rooted herbaceous plants such as purple loosestrife would be dug up with a shovel.  Larger infestations would be mowed or otherwise cut.  Individual bushes, or small groups of bushes, of species such as exotic honeysuckles, buckthorns, and Japanese barberry would typically be dug up or girdled.  Large infestations of exotic bushes would generally not be treated with manual or mechanical methods.

Proposed Spot Treatments Using Propane Weed Torch: A propane weed torch would be used to spot-burn specific invasive plants.  The Michigan Chapter of The Nature Conservancy has used propane weed torches to kill seedlings of buckthorn, where the adult plants have already been removed (Tu et al., 2001, p. 3.3).  The weed torch works not by starting a ground fire but by using the torch’s flame to burn the target plant (Flame Engineering Inc., 2003).  The weed torch would only be used during times of low fire danger, on sites with low potential to carry a fire, with wildland firefighters on site.  The weed torch would be tested on different high-priority invasive plants as an alternative to herbicide use. 

Proposed Chemical (Herbicide) Methods: The objectives of herbicide use would be to control NNIP infestations where manual or mechanical means would be cost-prohibitive or result in excessive soil disturbance or other resource damage.  All herbicides would be used according to manufacturer’s label direction for rates, concentrations, exposure times, and application methods.  In most cases, herbicides would be directly applied to the target plants (i.e., the NNIP species) using spot treatment.  Spot treatment would consist of various techniques for applying herbicides to target plants without impacting desirable vegetation and other non-target organisms, including humans.  Herbicide drift would be greatly reduced with spot treatment (relative to broad-scale application).  Techniques that could be used include spraying foliage using hand-held wands or backpack sprayers, basal bark and stem treatments using spraying or painting (wiping) methods, cut surface treatments (spraying or wiping), and woody stem injections.  No herbicides would be applied aerially.  Only formulations approved for aquatic-use would be applied in or adjacent to wetlands, lakes, and streams, in accordance with label direction. 

Specific herbicides that could be used where appropriate under the Proposed Action include the following:

· 2,4-D ([2,4-dichlorophenoxy] acetic acid) is a selective herbicide that controls invasive broadleaf herbaceous plants and woody seedlings, but does not harm certain monocots (including grasses).  2,4-D has been found to be effective at controlling leafy spurge, purple loosestrife, buckthorn, spotted knapweed, exotic thistles (Cirsium spp.), and crown vetch (Lajeunesse et al. 1999, pp. 256-257; Mullin, 1999, p. 303; Converse, 1984; Sheley et al. 1999, pp. 357-358; Hoffman and Kearns 1997, p. 36, 38; Tu, 2003).  Aquatic formulations of 2,4-D are effective for the control of Eurasian water-milfoil in lakes (Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, 2003) . 

· Glyphosate (N-[phosphonomethyl] glycine) is a non-selective, broad spectrum, systemic herbicide that is used to control many grasses, forbs, vines, shrubs, and trees.  Glyphosate is effective against garlic mustard, Japanese barberry, leafy spurge, honeysuckle, purple loosestrife, buckthorn, crown vetch, and Japanese knotweed (Hoffman and Kearns 1997, pp.13, 20, 28, 39, 42, 59; Johnson 1996, p. 47; Seiger, 1991).

· Sethoxydim (2-[1-{ethoxyimino}butyl] -5[-2-{ethylthio}propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-cyclohexen-1-one) is a selective herbicide used to control annual and perennial grasses (Tu et al. 2001).  It has little or no impact on broadleaf herbs or woody plants.  Species of concern on the Ottawa NF that may be controlled by sethoxydin would be smooth brome (Bromus inermis) or reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea).

· Triclopyr ([{3,5,6-trichloro-2-pyridinyl}oxy] acetic acid) is a selective herbicide that controls invasive, broadleaf herbaceous and woody plants, but does not harm certain monocots (grasses).  It is particularly effective at controlling woody species with cut-stump or basal bark treatments.  Triclopyr is effective against garlic mustard, Japanese barberry, honeysuckle, buckthorn, and crown vetch (Hoffman and Kearns 1997, pp.13, 20, 23, 28, 39).  

· Clopyralid (3,6-dichloro-2-pyridinecarboxylic acid) controls many annual and perennial broadleaf weeds.  It is particularly effective against members of the sunflower, nightshade, and knotweed families.  Clopyralid may be used against spotted knapweed, thistles, and crown vetch (Hoffman and Kearns 1997, pp. 39, 45-46; Beck 1999, p. 155; Morishita 1999, p. 169-170).  Clopyralid is a pre-emergent and post-emergent herbicide, and so can be effective not only on the plants to which it is applied, but can also prevent germination from seeds in the seed bank.

· Fosamine ammonium salt (FAS) (ethyl hydrogen [aminocarbonyl] phosphonate) is a selective herbicide that inhibits growth in undesirable woody species.  It is commonly used for brush control (Tu et al. 2001, 7d.1).  FAS works through absorption by leaves, stems, and buds.  FAS may be used on honeysuckle, buckthorn, and Japanese barberry.  

· Dicamba (3,6-Dichloro-o-anisic acid) is a growth regulator effective against broadleaf species.  It is effective against leafy spurge, spotted knapweed, and thistles (Lajeunesse et al. 1999, pp. 256-257; Hoffman and Kearns 1997, pp. 36, 42, 45).  It is typically applied in a mix with other herbicides.  

· Endothall (7-oxabicyclo [2.2.1] heptane-2,3-dicarboxylic acid) is a contact herbicide approved for use in lakes for the control of aquatic invasive plants such as Eurasian water-milfoil and curly-leaf pondweed (Potamogeton crispus) (Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, 2003).  
Proposed Biological Control Methods: Biological control of invasive plants involves releasing specific insects or other organisms that feed on or parasitize specific plant species.  The insects are typically native to Europe or Asia or other parts of the world where the target plant occurs naturally, but have been approved for release in the United States by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA).  An exception is the milfoil weevil (Euhrychiopsis lecontei), which is native to North America.  Biological control methods generally suppress host NNIP populations, but may not contain or eradicate them.  Biological control of plants is already a common practice on state, tribal, county, and private land in Michigan and Wisconsin.  

Biological control can be effective on dense NNIP infestations occurring over large areas (Rees et al., 1996, pp. 13-15).  Therefore, the use of biocontrol would be considered for large infestations where eradication is difficult to achieve due to costs or where undesirable effects to non-target vegetation could result from alternative control methods.  Releases of biological control agents could occur wherever there is a NNIP infestation on National Forest System land within the Ottawa National Forest.

Insects used as biological control agents are generally released as adults (not as eggs or larvae) between June and August.  Some releases are performed by simply emptying a container of insects at a NNIP site.  Other releases are done by placing an insect-bearing plant in the middle of a NNIP site.  If a release is successful, then the insects will continue to live and reproduce at the infestation site, as long as the host plant remains.  Release sites would be monitored for effectiveness of plant control.

Specific biological control agents (all insects) that could be used where appropriate under the Proposed Action include:

· Black-margined loosestrife beetle (Galerucella calmariensis) for purple loosestrife;

· Golden loosestrife beetle (Galerucella pusilla) for purple loosestrife;

· Loosestrife root weevil (Hylobius transversovittatus) for purple loosestrife;

· Banded gall fly (Urophora affinis) for spotted knapweed;

· UV knapweed seed head fly (Urophora quadrifasciata) for spotted knapweed;

· Copper leafy spurge flea beetle (Aphthona flava) for leafy spurge;

· Brown-legged leafy spurge flea beetle (Aphthona lacertosa) for leafy spurge;

· Black dot leafy spurge flea beetle (Aphthona nigriscutis) for leafy spurge; and

· Milfoil weevil (Euhrychiopsis lecontei) for Eurasian water-milfoil.

Treatment protocol

The current proposal is intended to be programmatic in nature, to allow the use of integrated methods for the future treatment of invasive plant infestations.  Forest staff would determine which NNIP infestations would be treated, and methods to be used.  These decisions would follow the following guidelines:

1. The high-priority species listed in Table 1 would be the usual priority for treatment.  For these high-priority species, order of site treatment and methods would be determined by infestation size, location sensitivity, potential for spread, treatment urgency, and other factors.

2. Medium priority NNIP sites are considered for treatment when particular infestations are identified to be of resource concern.  Examples would include infestations at active gravel pits, trailheads, recreation sites, Wilderness areas, and high-quality natural areas.  

3. Manual or mechanical methods would be the principle method of control for small spot infestations (typically less than 0.1 acre).

4. Herbicide use would occur at infestations where manual or mechanical means would be cost-prohibitive or result in excessive soil disturbance or other resource damage.

5. The use of biocontrol would be considered for large infestations where eradication would be difficult to achieve due to costs or undesirable effects of alternative control methods.  

6. Treatment of infestations with hand-pulling and hand tools would not exceed 100 acres per year.  Mechanical cutting and mowing would not exceed 300 acres per year.  Land-applied, licensed herbicide application would not exceed 300 acres per year.  Treatment with licensed aquatic herbicides would not exceed 100 acres per year of aquatic invasive plants.  No more than 5 separate release sites of USDA-approved biological control agents would occur per year.

7. Prior to any treatments, actions covered by this EA would be reviewed by Forest staff in the areas of wildlife biology, botany, aquatics, soils, and cultural resources.  Treatments would be designed so as to minimize effects to associated resources.  Treatment action pursuant to this EA would be approved by the District Ranger for the corresponding sites.

8.  Only formulations approved for aquatic-use would be applied in or adjacent to wetlands, lakes, and streams, following label direction. 

Design criteria  

The following design criteria would be followed:

· Notices would be posted near all areas to be treated, and recently treated, with herbicides.

· Herbicide application would only occur when wind speeds are less than 10 mph, or according to label direction, to minimize herbicide drift.

· Herbicide label directions would be carefully followed.  This could include temporary closure of treatment areas for public health and safety.

· Appropriate protective gear would be worn by herbicide applicators per label direction.

· Herbicide containers would be disposed of following label and Forest Service guidelines.

· Herbicides would be labeled and stored appropriately in accordance with label specifications, state and federal laws, and Forest Service regulations. 

· Herbicides stored on-site would have Material Safety Data Sheets per Forest Service guidelines.

· All those working with herbicides would review corresponding Material Safety Data Sheets.

· Rinse water for cleaning or rinsing actions in conjunction with herbicide treatment would be disposed of according to Environmental Protection Agency regulations.

· Weather forecasts would be obtained prior to herbicide treatment, and treatment activities would be halted, if needed, to prevent runoff during heavy rain events.

· Areas to receive herbicide treatment would be evaluated to ensure protection of threatened, endangered, and sensitive (TES) species.  If any TES species are located, then appropriate protective measures would be implemented. 

· Only formulations approved for aquatic-use would be applied in or adjacent to wetlands, lakes, and streams, following label direction.

· Avoid herbicide use in wetlands with suitable amphibian breeding habitat, as determined by Forest wildlife staff during pre-treatment review.  

· Aquatic herbicide applications would only proceed with necessary permits from the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality. 

· All private landowners, residents, and lake associations of affected lakes would be notified of plans for aquatic herbicide application.  

· The weed torch would only be used during times of low fire danger, on sites with low potential to carry a fire, with Forest wildland firefighters on site.  

· Areas to receive ground disturbance would be surveyed to ensure protection of cultural resources.  If any cultural resource sites are located, then appropriate protection measures would be implemented.

· Following NNIP treatments, revegetate exposed soils promptly to avoid re-colonization by NNIP.  For manual treatments that disturb the soil, tamp the soil down.  Use only approved seed mixtures and weed seed-free mulch. 

· Retain native vegetation and limit soil disturbance as much as possible.  

· Fueling or oiling of mechanical equipment would occur away from aquatic habitats.

· Equipment, boots, and clothing would be cleaned thoroughly before moving from treatment site to ensure that seeds or other propagules are not transported to other sites.

· NNIP parts capable of starting new plants (seeds, rhizomes, etc.) need proper disposal.  Plants may be piled and burned on site and bagged and moved off site.  Bagged plants would either be incinerated or would receive standard garbage disposal.  For large woody bushes that would be difficult to move, treatments will try to be scheduled prior to seed set.  

· Use of mowing as a NNIP control should be timed to avoid spreading seeds (e.g. before seed set).  

· All control treatments should be timed to be most effective, based on the species phenology and life history. 
DECISIONS TO BE MADE

The EA will support a decision that will focus on the control of NNIP infestations on the Ottawa National Forest that is consistent with the U.S. Forest Service’s current management direction and with all applicable environmental laws, regulations, and policies.  The decision will be limited to:

· Whether the proposed NNIP treatment program qualifies for a “Finding of no significant impact” (FONSI) or whether an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is necessary;

· What type and/or combination of NNIP control actions, methods, chemicals, and tools will be utilized;

· The maximum acres to be treated by component control methods, and number of biocontrol releases to occur, per year;

· Which NNIP species to treat.

This proposal and decision would consider, but not alter access management or land use objectives, nor would it consider amending the Ottawa National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.  The Responsible Official for this decision is the Forest Supervisor.

SCOPING INPUT/PUBLIC COMMENT

Comments are specifically requested on the Proposed Action.  Any suggestions that you have for additional actions to move the existing condition to the desired future condition are welcome.  Comments made on this proposal are most helpful if they pertain directly to the project area.  Issues identified that are outside the scope of this proposal will not be addressed at this level of planning.  The public is encouraged to consider the following questions when commenting on this proposal:

1. What are the potential environmental effects from the Proposed Action that most concern you (or the group you represent)?

2. Are there reasonable alternative approaches to the Proposed Action that you (or the group you represent) think might meet the purpose and need and would like to see analyzed in the EA?

3. Are there specific NNIP control methods, or specific herbicides or biological control agents, not included in the above description of the Proposed Action that you (or the group you represent) would like to see added to (or removed from) the analysis (and why)?

4. If you know of any additional infestations of the invasive species listed and shown in Figure 2, please report them to us.

To ensure that we have the opportunity to consider your comments throughout the planning process, they should be postmarked or received 30 days from publishing date in the Ironwood MI, Daily Globe newspaper.  You may choose to provide comments using the enclosed comment form.  Please indicate if you wish to receive to receive the Environmental Assessment and/or Decision Notice.  You may also indicate if you wish to be removed from the mailing list for this project.  

The projected date for completion of the analysis is January 2005.  If you have any questions or would like more information about this project, please contact Ian Shackleford, Team Leader, at the Bessemer Ranger District, 500 North Moore Street, Bessemer, MI 49911, or (906) 932-1330 x 508.  

A reduction of paper as specified in 40 CFR 1500.4 has been an important consideration in preparation of this document.  More detailed information is available for public inspection at the Bessemer Ranger District.
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, or marital or family status.  (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs).  Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).  To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (202) 720-5964 (voice and TDD).  USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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Figure 1.  Known high-priority and uncommon medium-priority invasive plant sites on the Ottawa National Forest.  McCormick Wilderness is not shown. 
REFERENCES

Beck, K. G.  1999.  Biennial thistles.  In:  R. L. Sheley and J. K. Petroff (eds.).  Biology and Management of Noxious Rangeland Weeds.  p. 155.  Oregon State University Press.  Corvallis, Oregon.

Converse, C. K.  1984.  Element Stewardship Abstract for Rhamnus cathartica, Rhamnus frangula.  The Nature Conservancy.  Wildland Invasive Species Team.  Arlington, Virginia.   Available at: http://tncweeds.ucdavis.edu/esadocs.html.

Executive Order 13112 of February 3, 1999.  Federal Register Vol. 64, No. 25.  Available at http://www.invasivespecies.gov/
Federal Interagency Committee for the Management of Noxious and Exotic Weeds (FICMNEW) .  1997.  Pulling Together: The National Strategy for Invasive Plant Management.  Available at http://ficmnew.fws.gov/
Flame Engineering Inc.  2003.  Weed Dragon Propane Torch Kit.  Web Page.  La Crosse, Kansas.  Available at http://www.flameengineering.com/Weed_Dragon.html.

Hoffman, R. and K. Kearns (eds.)  1997.  Wisconsin Manual of Control Recommendations for Ecologically Invasive Plants.  Bureau of Endangered Resources,  Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.  Available at http://www.dnr.state.wi.us/org/land/er/invasive/manual_toc.htm.

Johnson, E.  1996.  Berberis thunbergii.  In J. M. Randall and J. Marinelli (eds.)  Invasive Plants:  Weeds of the Global Garden.  Brooklyn Botanic Garden.  Brooklyn, New York.  

Lajeunesse, S., R. Sheley, C. Duncan, and R. Lym.  1999.  Leafy spurge.  In:  R. L. Sheley and J. K. Petroff (eds.).  Biology and Management of Noxious Rangeland Weeds.  pp. 256-257.  Oregon State University Press.  Corvallis, Oregon.

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, 2003. Common Aquatic Plant Species and Herbicides Used as Potential Control Agents.  Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Water Division.  Available at http://www.michigan.gov/deq/0,1607,7-135-3313_3681_3710---,00.html.

Morishita, D. W.  1999.  Canada thistle.  In:  R. L. Sheley and J. K. Petroff (eds.).  Biology and Management of Noxious Rangeland Weeds.  p. 169-170.  Oregon State University Press.  Corvallis, Oregon.

Mullin, B.  1999.  Purple loosestrife.  In:  R. L. Sheley and J. K. Petroff (eds.).  Biology and Management of Noxious Rangeland Weeds.  p. 303.  Oregon State University Press.  Corvallis, Oregon.

Rees, N. E., and P. C. Quimby, Jr., and B. H. Mullin.  1996.  Biological Control of Weeds.  In:  Rees, N. E., P. C. Quimby, Jr., G. L. Piper, E. M. Coombs, C. E. Turner, N. R. Spencer, and L. V. Knutson (eds.).  Biological Control of Weeds in the West. Pages 13-15.  Western Society of Weed Science, in cooperation with USDA Agricultural Research Service, Montana Department of Agriculture, and Montana State University.  

Seiger, L.  1991.  Element Stewardship Abstract for Polygonum cuspidatum.   The Nature Conservancy.  Wildland Invasive Species Team.  Arlington, Virginia.   Available at http://tncweeds.ucdavis.edu/esadocs.html

Sheley, R. L., J. S. Jacobs, and M. L. Carpinelli.  1999.  Spotted knapweed.  In:  R. L. Sheley and J. K. Petroff (eds.).  Biology and Management of Noxious Rangeland Weeds.  pp. 256-257.  Oregon State University Press.  Corvallis, Oregon.

Stuckey, R. L. and T. M. Barkley.  1993.  Weeds.  In:  Morin, N. R. (ed.)  Flora of North America North of Mexico, Volume 1: Introduction.  Oxford University Press.  New York.  pp. 196-197.

Tu, M.  2003.  Element Stewardship Abstract for Coronilla varia L.  The Nature Conservancy.  Wildland Invasive Species Team.  Arlington, Virginia.   Available:  http://tncweeds.ucdavis.edu/esadocs.html.

Tu, M., C. Hurd, and J. M. Randall.  2001.  Weed Control Methods Handbook: Tools and Techniques for Use in Natural Areas.  Pages 3.3, 7d.1, 7j.1.  The Nature Conservancy Wildland Invasive Species Team.  Available at http://tncweeds.ucdavis.edu/handbook.html.

USDA Forest Service.  1998.  Stemming the Invasive Tide:  Forest Service Strategy for Noxious and Nonnative Invasive Plant Management.  USDA Forest Service, Washington Office.  Available:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/weeds/fs_strat_doc.pdf

USDA Forest Service.  1995.  Forest Service Manual 2080 – Noxious Weed Management.  Available at http://www.fs.fed.us/im/directives/

USDA Forest Service.  2001.  Guide to Noxious Weed Prevention Practices.  Washington Office.  Available at http://www.fs.fed.us/rangelands/ecology/invasives.shtml.

Westbrooks, R. G.  1998.  Invasive Plants: Changing the Landscape of America.  Federal Interagency Committee for the Management of Noxious and Exotic Weeds.  Washington, D. C.  Available at  https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/ES-Programs/Conservation/Invasive/intro.html.

Table 1.  Non-native invasive plants of concern on the Ottawa National Forest 





Priority�
Common name�
Scientific name�
�
High�
Garlic mustard�
Alliaria petiolata�
�
High�
Japanese barberry�
Berberis thunbergii�
�
High�
Leafy spurge�
Euphorbia esula�
�
High�
Morrow honeysuckle�
Lonicera morrowii�
�
High�
Tartarian honeysuckle�
Lonicera tartarica�
�
High�
Bell’s honeysuckle�
Lonicera ×bella�
�
High�
Purple loosestrife�
Lythrum salicaria�
�
High�
Eurasian water-milfoil�
Myriophyllum spicatum�
�
High�
Common buckthorn�
Rhamnus cathartica�
�
High�
Glossy buckthorn�
Rhamnus frangula�
�
Medium�
Burdock�
Arctium minus�
�
Medium�
Smooth brome�
Bromus inermis�
�
Medium�
Spotted knapweed�
Centaurea maculosa (= C. biebersteinii) �
�
Medium�
European swamp thistle�
Cirsium palustre�
�
Medium�
Bull thistle�
Cirsium vulgare�
�
Medium�
Canada thistle�
Cirsium arvense�
�
Medium�
Crown vetch�
Coronilla varia�
�
Medium�
Wild parsnip�
Pastinaca sativa�
�
Medium�
Reed canary grass�
Phalaris arundinacea�
�
Medium�
Japanese knotweed�
Polygonum cuspidatum�
�
Medium�
Giant knotweed�
Polygonum sachalinense�
�
Medium�
Common valerian�
Valeriana officinalis�
�






Table 2.  Known abundance of high-priority and uncommon medium-priority plants on the Ottawa National Forest (as of October 2002) 





Common name�
Number of known sites�
Total known infested area (acres)�
�
Garlic mustard�
3�
15�
�
Japanese barberry�
61�
214�
�
Leafy spurge�
3�
33�
�
Honeysuckle�
97�
56�
�
Purple loosestrife�
10�
1�
�
Eurasian water-milfoil�
4�
15�
�
Common buckthorn�
3�
1�
�
Glossy buckthorn�
32�
480�
�
Crown vetch�
4�
0.4�
�
Japanese knotweed�
2�
0.3�
�
Giant knotweed�
1�
0.1�
�
Common valerian�
2�
1�
�
TOTAL�
� =SUM(ABOVE) �221��
� =SUM(ABOVE) �816.8��
�












� The Forest Service Strategy for Noxious and Nonnative Invasive Plant Management (USDA Forest Service, 1998) establishes that the Forest Service definition of noxious weeds encompasses invasive, aggressive, or harmful nonindigenous or exotic plant species.  Except for Canada thistle, none of the high- or medium-priority invasive plants of the Ottawa National Forest have been officially designated as a Federal noxious weed or a State of Michigan noxious weed. 
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