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1.0 Introduction

Controlling noxious/invasive weeds, or more appropriately, undesirable non-native vegetation,
has long been a serious concern for land users. According to the Federal Noxious Weed Act of
1974 (P.L. 93-629), noxious or invasive weed species are plants “classified as undesirable,
noxious, harmful, exotic, injurious, or poisonous” and does “not include plants indigenous to an
area where control measures are to be taken.” Noxious weeds have little value and often have
negative impacts on desired native plants and wildlife. Noxious weeds occupy space across the
landscape, absorb sunlight, and utilize soil moisture that would otherwise be available for native
plants. Many noxious weeds can directly change a site, making it difficult to re-establish desired
native plants. In addition, noxious weeds can harm livestock, wildlife, and humans; thereby,
resulting in economic, cultural, and social impacts.

On the Navajo Nation, the number and cover of noxious weed species has increased in recent
years. Noxious plants were introduced through various activities, including:

Road construction & maintenance,

Use of hay and feed with weeds,

Transportation of weed seeds by livestock and wildlife to remote locations,
Infrastructure development (i.e., waterline, gas lines, powerlines, and fiber optics),
Flowing streams, wildlife and the wind which contribute to seed dispersal, and

A lack of grazing limits, which can put additional pressure on native vegetation, allowing
noxious weeds to outcompete native plants.

Disturbed habitats facilitate the establishment of noxious weeds. Disturbance can introduce
weeds along roads and rights-of-way from vehicles that carry seeds and plant materials,
construction material, or garbage. These linear corridors provide a thoroughfare for rapid weed
expansion to adjacent wild, agricultural or range lands. Rights-of-way also provide access points
for weeds to spread to riparian corridors from runoff or road crossings.

The expansion of noxious weeds on the Navajo Nation contributes to the decline of forage
production, native grassland community quality, wildlife habitat quality, and overall ecological
health of the region. Noxious weeds impact every habitat on the Navajo Nation, which affects
the economic, historic, and cultural livelihood of the Navajo people. Control of these weeds will
improve rangeland and agricultural land quality by improving growth of native forbs and grasses
that benefit subsistence ranching and farming, increase native plant diversity in riparian
corridors, protect water resources and water quality, prevent the spread of additional weeds to
unaffected land and property, and maintain and improve wildlife habitat.
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1.1  Background

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Noxious Weed program was initiated in December 1988 in
response to Congressional directives to improve management on Indian lands. A task force and
10-Year Management Plan were developed and included in the BIA Range and Agriculture
Handbook. The Acting Deputy Commissioner of Indian Affairs issued an Interim Policy in 1991
for the Noxious Weed Control Program. This policy directed on-the-ground work and allocated
funds directly for weed control projects. Program standards and oversight are provided by BIA
Branch of Agriculture and Rangeland Development based on input from BIA Regional Noxious
Weed Coordinators.

The BIA Navajo Region has initiated various projects to control specific target noxious weeds on
the Navajo Nation using various methods. The target noxious weeds treated to date on the
Navajo Nation include:

Tamarisk (Tamarix spp.)

Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia)
Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens)
Camelthorn (Alhagi camelorum)
Halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus)
Musk thistle (Carduus nutans)

While these efforts support the goals of the Noxious Weed Control Program, the Navajo
Regional Office (NRO) determined the need for an integrated and coordinated management plan
which used methodical, science-based strategies to actively monitor and control noxious weeds.
In conjunction with developing a weed management plan, NRO determined that compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was necessary to facilitate discussions with the
public regarding potential impacts of a weed management plan. By completing one wholesale
environmental compliance effort for integrated weed control, the BIA can streamline planning
and compliance processes and encourage large-scale cooperative projects.

To address the need for a more balanced approach to weed management, NRO initiated
development of a weed management plan. This Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management
Plan (NNIWMP) identifies weed species of concern; details weed removal strategies; and
consolidates the best management practices available for weed control. Best management
practices that were limited in the past are now an integral component of the Region’s weed
management efforts, such as early detection and eradication, prevention, and education. This
plan will encompass a 10-year period but will be reviewed after five years. After 10 years, the
BIA may opt to keep the NNIWMP in place or update the plan based on updated data and project
planning needs. The NNIWMP, however, will remain in place if no plans are developed to
replace it. Repeated treatments will be necessary until the desired control objective is reached for
most species as seeds can be viable for 10 or more years.
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1.2 Project Goals
1. Develop the best control techniques described for the target weed species in a planned,
coordinated, and economically feasible program to limit the impact and spread of noxious
weeds.

2. Use adaptive management strategies to incorporate successful projects from completed
weed projects when developing new initiatives.

3. Identify and prevent the expansion of existing target weed species, and quickly prevent
the spread of new high priority weed species.

4. Coordinate weed removal efforts with adjacent landowners, land managers, and/or
federal agencies to prevent the further spread of weeds.

5. Provide and promote economic opportunities for the Navajo people to improve rangeland
and farmland productivity and to remove noxious weeds.

6. Develop a public education program focused on weed identification, prevention, and
removal techniques for local communities and non-profit organizations.

2.0 Project Area

The Navajo Nation covers approximately 16.3 million acres across northeastern Arizona,
southeastern Utah, and northwestern New Mexico and (Figure 2-1). The BIA Navajo Region is
divided into five BIA agencies including (acres indicate total size of areas managed by each

agency):

Western Navajo Agency (Tuba City, Arizona, 5.2 million acres)
Eastern Navajo Agency (Crownpoint, New Mexico, 2.3 million acres)
Fort Defiance Agency (3.3 million acres)

Shiprock / Northern Navajo Agency (2.7 million acres)

Chinle / Central Navajo Agency (1.4 million acres)

The Navajo Partitioned Lands (Pinon, Arizona, 910,000 acres) and the New Lands Area
(310,000 acres) contain an additional 1.2 million acres. At the date of this writing, New Lands is
managed by the Office of Hopi and Navajo Indian Relocation but may come under the BIA in
the foreseeable future. Thus, the New Lands Area is included in the project area. Additionally,
there are approximately a million acres of land that may be in transition to allotment or trust
lands on the Navajo Nation as part of land buy backs. For this document, the project area refers
to the entire Navajo Nation as defined above with project sites referring to individual weed
project locations.
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Figure 2-1. Project area of the Navajo Nation divided by BIA Navajo Regional Agencies.

This plan addresses lands under the direct administration of the NRO, which includes all Navajo
Indian Allotments and Navajo trust land. Priority areas were identified to direct weed treatments
where noxious weeds cause significant issues for land users and land managers (Appendix B).
These areas were selected based on general land use types where a majority of weed
management projects have been planned or coordinated. Priority areas include:

Navajo Nation, BIA, federal, state, and county roads
Riparian areas

Navajo Nation-designated Community Development Areas
Rights-of-way

Designated rangeland

Designated farmlands

Navajo Agricultural Products Industry (NAPI) lands

All weed treatment projects shall be conducted in close coordination with local communities,
Chapter Houses, and the Navajo Nation.
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Roads are a primary contributor of noxious weed populations on the Navajo Nation and are a
priority area for weed treatment. In 2018, the Navajo Nation DOT assumed full responsibility for
the administration and management of the Tribal Transportation Program (TTP), including the
BIA Navajo Region Branch of Transportation (NRBOT) Force Account Program. There are
numerous paved and unpaved public roads managed under the TTP. For roads managed by state
transportation agencies, vegetation is treated approximately 300 ft from the center of the road for
interstates and between 50-100 ft from the center of the road or to the right-of-way fence on state
highways. Agencies responsible for management of public roads include Navajo Nation
Department of Transportation (Navajo DOT, 5,174 miles); Bureau of Indian Affairs Branch of
Transportation (6,086 miles); County Roads (1,512 miles); and state and federal routes managed
by Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
and New Mexico Department of Transportation (NMDOT). Treatments may also occur along
tribal forest roads, which will require coordination with Navajo Forestry Department and the
BIA Branch of Forestry.

Riparian areas are distinct ecosystems surrounding perennial and intermittent surface water
bodies, such as lakes, rivers, and streams. These areas are hotspots of biodiversity in the region
and cover approximately 1.3 million acres on the Navajo Nation. Water bodies are classified
based on the major watershed basin they are located in. Five sub-regional watershed basins occur
on the Navajo Nation and include the Rio Grande (710,367 acres), Upper Colorado (980,449
acres), San Juan (8.54 million acres), Lower Colorado (723,528 acres), and Little Colorado (6.67
million acres). These major watersheds are divided into 32 drainage basins on the Navajo Nation.
Noxious weeds have been identified in all drainage basins on the Navajo Nation. Riparian
habitats in these watersheds have been most impacted by noxious trees, such as Russian olive
(Elaeagnus angustifolia) and tamarisk (Tamarix spp.). Weed populations in these habitats often
serve as seed sources to downstream habitats and degrade valuable habitat for wildlife
populations, including federally and tribally listed species.

Community Development Areas (CDAs) are defined by the Navajo Nation Department of Fish
and Wildlife as “areas in and around towns with few or no restrictions on development.”
Planning for these areas is done through the Navajo Nation Department of Community
Development with local Navajo Chapters. These areas are deemed unsupportive for Navajo
species of concern with few restrictions on development. CDAs can be hotspots for weeds as
construction, road work, and development activities spread seeds and plant parts to neighboring
communities and natural areas.

Rights-of-way (ROWSs) occur along all utility transmission lines, homesite leases, and roads on
the Navajo Nation. Utility ROWs on the Navajo Nation are Indian Trust Land and maintained by
utility companies who manage the lines. These include transmission lines for electricity, water,
sewage, internet, phone, and natural gas. Most lines are managed by the NTUA, who provide
utility service to residents on the Navajo Nation. BIA Realty currently estimates over 14,000
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acres of approved rights-of-way across the Navajo Nation.! In addition to NTUA and a few local
service providers, Arizona Public Service, Public Service Company of New Mexico, and the Salt
River Project also maintain transmission lines on the Navajo Nation but may not provide direct
service to trust lands. Federal law requires grantees to control and prevent weeds as part of their
right-of-way (25 CFR §169.5). Land disturbance from installation or repair of utility lines can
encourage the growth and introduction of many of noxious weed species.

Designated rangeland are areas managed for livestock grazing. These areas are administered by
the Navajo Nation either through the Department of Agriculture (NNDA) or the BIA. There are
currently around 11,000 active grazing permits on the Navajo Nation. All range permits and
range units are managed by the BIA, while NNDA manages enforcement and oversight. These
lands encompass roughly 2.6 million acres. The highly disturbed nature of designated rangelands
has promoted the growth of many noxious weeds.

Designated farmlands are set aside either through land lease agreements or permits by the
Navajo Nation (3 N.N.C. 1) and the BIA (25 CFR § 162 and 167). Designated farmlands
comprise approximately 57,900 acres of the Navajo Nation under an estimated 5,000 customary
land use permits. Farmlands are categorized as either dryland farms or irrigated farms. Irrigated
farms are located near open water used to irrigate fields. Dryland farms are located further away
from open water and receive water through irrigation, pumping, and seasonal precipitation.

Commercial farmlands cover areas managed by the Navajo Agricultural Products, Inc. (NAPI)
and the Navajo Indian Irrigation Project (NIIP), which provide irrigation and agricultural
products for the Navajo Nation. The BIA is responsible for NAPI and NIIP project oversight and
ensures they remain in compliance with environmental concerns. The Navajo Nation is
responsible for overall management and operations. NAPI lands comprise approximately
110,000 acres along the border between Shiprock / Northern Navajo Agency and Eastern Navajo
Agency south of Farmington, New Mexico. In 2019, 66,490 acres were in active production, and
7,000 acres were inactive or fallow. The remaining 36,510 acres are inactive due to delays in the
construction of the NIIP irrigation delivery system to the site.

Although the BIA will focus on weed treatments in these priority areas, weed treatments may
occur in non-priority areas based on ecological and economic impacts and need. If a site matches
the site prioritization criteria outlined in Section 5.0, and serious concern exists for the ecological
and economic impacts of existing weed populations, efforts should be made to treat and manage
weeds in those areas.

Weed inventory and mapping will be conducted concurrently as part of this plan to identify weed
populations in the project area and to prioritize control efforts. Recent efforts in the past 5 years

: Based on BIA TAMS data compiled on January 15, 2021 recently transferred and requires additional clean up and categorization to determine
road vs. right of way data. Estimate is likely higher due to undigitized records.
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have documented over 70,000 acres of noxious weeds. All areas with identified weed
infestations should be ranked and prioritized based on criteria outlined in Section 4.0.

3.0 Priority Weed Species

Forty-five noxious weed species are prioritized for control in this plan. The priority weed species
were identified through previous weed mapping efforts by the BIA and the Southwest Exotic
Plant Information Clearinghouse (SWEPIC) managed by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
Colorado Plateau Research Station (Table 3-1). These weeds were selected and ranked based on
variety of factors, such as weed occurrence data and priority status in nearby states. The BIA also
proposes implementing a weed mapping program as part of the Plan to assess and monitor weeds
cover and impacts on the Navajo Nation. Weed inventory and mapping is discussed further in
Section 6.0. Information, including photos, names, and management concerns for each species
can be found in Appendix L of the PEIS associated with this plan.

These 45 weed species were categorizing into Category A, B, or C with help from the San
Francisco Peaks Weed Management Area Working Group (Table 3-1, Morse, et al. 2004).
Category A noxious weeds are not currently present or have limited distribution on the Navajo
Nation but may occur in neighboring areas. The management goal for Category A weeds is to
prevent new infestations and eradicate existing ones. For Category A species, the BIA will
emphasize eradication, prevention, education, awareness, identification, monitoring, and
treatment. Category B noxious weeds are limited in range across the Navajo Nation and the
management goal is to contain existing infestations and stop further spread. For Category B
species, the BIA will emphasize immediate control, prevention of seed spread, and eradication.
Category C noxious weeds are widespread and well established on the Navajo Nation, and the
management goal is to locally contain infestations and monitor populations. Management of
Category C species is determined at the local level and is based on the feasibility of control and
level of infestation. For Category C species, the BIA will emphasize management, education,
awareness, and identification/monitoring.

Under this plan:

e Prevention means minimizing introductions of a weed species in the project area and is
usually combined with eradication to allow the elimination of small populations as they
arise.

e Eradication means to eliminate a species from the project area.

e Contain means preventing seed production in a target patch and reducing the area
covered by a species.

Long-term eradication means an attempt to eliminate a species from the project area
over several years. The “contain” and “long-term eradication” strategies are combined as
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different sized populations may be found in different areas. Some populations may be
controlled in a manner to eventually achieve eradication within the project area.

e Local contain means local weed management teams will identify the species to
contain in localized sites and implement monitoring.

e Monitoring means making observations to detect changes in a population using
qualitative or quantitative techniques. Monitoring can help prioritize noxious weed
removal activities by identifying increases in existing populations, presence of new
infestations, and invasion from new noxious weed species.

0 Qualitative techniques involve monitoring methods that do not include
measurements or statistics (i.e. photo monitoring and general ocular
observations).

0 Quantitative techniques involve using a systematic empirical investigation of
plant community characteristics via statistical, mathematical, or computational

methods.
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Table 3-1. Noxious weeds of concern and proposed management strategy goals.

CATEGORY A - HIGH

COMMON NAME SPECIES MANAGEMENT GOAL
African rue Peganum harmala Prevent
Blue mustard Chorispora tenella (Pall.) DC. Eradicate
Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare Eradicate
Canada thistle Cirsium arvense Eradicate
Common Mediterranean grass | Schismus barbatus Eradicate
Dalmatian toadflax Linaria dalmatica Eradicate
Fountaingrass Pennisetum setaceum Prevent
Leafy spurge Euphorbia esula Prevent
Musk thistle Carduus nutans Eradicate
Perennial pepperweed Lepidum latifolium Eradicate
Ravenna grass Saccharum ravennae Eradicate
Sahara mustard Brassica tournefortii Eradicate
Scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium Eradicate
Spotted knapweed Centaurea maculosa, C. stoebe Eradicate
Squarrose knapweed Centaurea virgata Prevent
Sulphur cinquefoil Potentilla rect L. Eradicate
Tall Whitetop Cardaria draba Eradicate
Tamarisk (other species) Tamarix spp., including hybrids Eradicate
Tree of Heaven Ailantus altissima Prevent
Uruguyan pampas grass Cortaderia sellonana Eradicate
Yellow nutsedge Cyperus esculentus Eradicate
Yellow starthistle Centaurea solstitialis Eradicate
CATEGORY B - MEDIUM
COMMON NAME SPECIES MANAGEMENT GOAL
Camelthorn Alhagi camelorum Eradicate
Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa Contain & Long term eradicate
Halogeton Halogeton glomeratus Contain & Long term eradicate
Johnsongrass Sorghum halepense Contain & Long term eradicate

Russian knapweed

Acroptilon repens

Contain & Long term eradicate

Russian Olive

Elaeagnus angustifolia

Contain & Long term eradicate

Siberian elm

Ulmus pumila

Contain & Long term eradicate

Tamarisk, Saltcedar

Tamarix ramosissima

Contain & Long term eradicate

CATEGORY C - LOW

COMMON NAME

SPECIES

MANAGEMENT GOAL

Bald brome Bromus racemosus Local Contain & Monitor
California burclover Medicago polymorpha Local Contain & Monitor
Cheatgrass Bromus tectorum Local Contain & Monitor
Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis Local Contain & Monitor
Field brome Bromus arvensis Local Contain & Monitor
Horehound Marrubium vulgare Local Contain & Monitor
Jointed goatgrass Aegilops cylindrica Local Contain & Monitor
Kochia Bassia scoparia Local Contain & Monitor
Puncturevine Tribulus terrestris Local Contain & Monitor
Red brome Bromus rubens Local Contain & Monitor
Rescuegrass Bromus catharticus Local Contain & Monitor
Ripgut brome Bromus diandrus Local Contain & Monitor

Russian thistle

Salsola kali, S. collina, S. paulsenii, S. tragus

Local Contain & Monitor

Smooth brome

Bromus inermis

Local Contain & Monitor

Spreading wallflower

Erysimum repandum

Local Contain & Monitor
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4.0 Implementation Strategy

The BIA proposes completing up to 50,000 acres of weed treatments across the Navajo Nation
annually. Noxious weed treatments will be prioritized for the priority areas described above
including roads; riparian areas; Navajo Nation Designated Community Development Areas;
utility rights-of-way; designated rangeland; designated farmlands; and Navajo Agricultural
Products Industry (NAPI) lands. BIA has identified priority Demonstration Projects in these
areas (see Section 12.0) based on completed weed mapping efforts and on-going projects, which
will be initiated upon approval of this plan. To assist BIA in selecting and ranking new noxious
weed projects, the following implementation prioritization strategy was developed. Since
funding is limited, the number of projects and acres treated per year will likely vary.

The tasks outlined below provide the essential steps for implementing successful weed removal
projects. For the long-term sustainability of weed removal efforts, a Weed-Free Policy should be
developed and enforced by the Navajo Nation and BIA to prevent the further spread of noxious
weeds. The Weed-Free Policy should require use of certified-weed free hay, seed, ballast, and
road material on the Navajo Nation to prevent further spread and establishment of noxious weed
species. A checklist is provided in Appendix C, which outlines all steps necessary for weed
projects.

Task 1. Initiate demonstration projects near communities. These projects are shovel
ready projects that will provide public outreach and educational opportunities, obtain public
support for the broader goals of the Plan, and engage the local community in weed removal
efforts. The demonstration projects provide information about the distribution of noxious
weeds, effective removal methods, project costs, and effective monitoring and maintenance.
Proposed demonstration projects are listed in Section 12.0 Demonstration Projects.

Task 2. Meet with local communities and nearby federal agencies. Engagement with the
public should determine potential concerns or issues that may affect local communities, such
as public health concerns, treatment preferences, or treatment conflicts. Meeting with local
residents, community leaders, and agencies will determine the scope of the weed treatment
project, identify concerns and challenges, and inform each project’s goals and objectives.
These concerns can include but are not limited to identifying culturally important plants
and/or collection sites, health concerns, and access issues.

Task 3. Map and inventory noxious weeds. A regular workshop will be conducted with the
BIA Weed Coordinators to establish a standardized approach to consolidate and coordinate
mapping efforts. Mapping provides information on the species present, the size of the
infestation, and location.

Task 4. Apply the site and species approaches. Actions are prioritized using the site and
species approaches to select the best sites to initiate weed management (see Section 5.0).
This applies to all new weed management projects.
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Task 5. Develop a site-specific plan to implement weed removal efforts for projects. The
plan will provide information on weed species present; a map of the treatment area; the
removal efforts selected, including detailed information on equipment; native plant
restoration; and proposed project costs. If the treatment is located within forestlands a
silvicultural prescription may be required.

Task 6. Obtain required permits, clearances, and funding. Acquire permits and support
from the tribe and BIA, develop landowner access agreements, obtain funding, and build
capacity. Required permits and clearances may include but are not limited to: Forest product
harvest permit or contract, burn permit, consent of the majority Indian interest of the
beneficial Indian owner(s), Biological Resource Compliance Form from NNDFW, the
Cultural Resource Compliance Form from Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department
(NNHPD), and a tribal resolution from the local Chapter House(s) and/or Grazing
Committee(s) affected by the project. Finally, all projects should complete a project-specific
EA based on the analysis provided in the Programmatic EIS prepared for this plan. See
Appendix C for more details on these processes.

This plan can be incorporated into other Navajo nation land management projects or plans
by citing either the BIA NEPA reference number or by an in-text citation (i.e., BIA 2022).
By incorporating this plan, it is agreed that the subsequent plans or projects will abide by
the methods, planning requirements, and mitigation measures outlined in this document.

5.0 Approach for Prioritizing Actions and Sites

To successfully work toward the Plan’s goals, an organized approach is essential to prioritize
weed removal actions and sites. While the Navajo Nation is a large land base, focused weed
removal efforts in targeted areas will help prevent the spread of noxious weeds. A two-pronged
approach was developed to prioritize noxious weed removal actions: Site Approach (Table 5-1)
and Species Approach (Figure 5-1).

The Site and Species Approaches are tools used to first prioritize sites and then prioritize the
species for removal within a given site. In some cases, all noxious weeds occurring at a site
could be removed. This should be determined on a case-by-case basis.

There are five fundamental requirements that dictate the feasibility of a successful weed removal
project at any given site. The characteristics listed below must be met for weed removal to
proceed:

1. Funding is available to complete the project, including for monitoring and maintenance.

2. The land user/manager is interested and willing. The land user(s)/manager(s) should
agree to the removal project and cooperate with weed removal activities, goals,

monitoring, and long-term maintenance.
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3. Permits are obtained. Noxious weed removal work cannot start without all required

permits and environmental clearances. Any projects implemented under this plan will
require compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) coverage. Additional permits and clearance may be necessary to comply with
Navajo Nation regulations as managed by the Navajo Nation Environmental Protection
Agency (NNEPA), Navajo Forestry Department, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
as well as coordination with local communities, Navajo Nation Programs, and
neighboring land management agencies. Permits and additional compliance are explained
further in Section 7.0 Permitting.

4. There is capacity to conduct work at project sites. A trained work force and a logistic

plan are necessary to implement a successful and timely noxious weed removal project.

5. The site is accessible. Site accessibility will affect the cost of the noxious weed removal
efforts. Difficulty employing certain removal techniques, monitoring, and long-term
maintenance should be considered based on the accessibility of the site.

5.1  Site Approach

The site prioritization criteria listed in Table 5-1 is used to select sites where weed treatments
will be most effective at preventing the spread of noxious weed infestations.

Table 5-1. Criteria for site prioritization.

Criteria Criteria Objective
A. Sites upwind of prevailing wind Prevent seed or vegetative source from infesting sites downwind
direction or higher in elevation of the prevailing wind direction.

Prevent seed or vegetative source from infesting downstream

B. Sites upstream in the watershed .
sites.

Removal efforts can be focused in areas of economic value (i.e.
C. Sites with high economic value range and farmland) if noxious weed species compromise their
functionality.

D. Sites with potential for high
mobility (i.e. roads, rights-of-
way)

Prevent the spread of noxious weeds along roads or other
developed linear corridors that have high mobility potential.

These species occupy minimal habitat and are feasible to

=, Prazencs G CRiegmn & Speees remove. These species should be prevented from further spread.

Removal efforts can be focused in areas where adjacent land
management agencies (e.g., Bureau of Land Management,
Forest Service, Hopi Tribe, National Park Service, etc.) have
similar noxious weed removal projects.

F. Coordinated project efforts
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Criteria Criteria Objective
o

G. Greater than. 10%total canopy Maintain noxious trees cover below 10 percent.

cover of noxious trees.
o,

H. Greater than 20% total canopy Maintain herbaceous and grass noxious weed cover below 20
cover of herbaceous and grass
. . . percent.
invasive species

. Eresenes o ealbied cigl Isolated populations of Cla?ss A or. B weeds are feasible to
populations of Class A or B remqve to prevent further infestation. . 3 .
species Priority Class A or B weeds should be identified using the

Species Prioritization Flow Chart (Figure 5-1).
) o Reduce wildfire risk for damage to property, human safety and

J. Potential for wildfire . .

wildlife habitat.

K. Herbaceous weed control where | Control noxious herbaceous species if they have the potential to
plants interfere with passive or serve as secondary weeds when woody noxious weed species
active revegetation have been removed.

. . . . Removal efforts can be focused in areas with high wildlife value if

L. Sites with high wildlife value : L . .

noxious weeds are compromising their habitat.
5.2  Species Approach

The species prioritization approach is adapted from the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Region 3
Invasive Weed Classification System and the Coconino National Forest (Figure 5-1). A species
prioritization approach provides a plan for treating and managing different target weed species
on a site based by species category, infestation size, risk, or potential of spread, and available

resources.

521

Risk Assessment

An essential consideration when prioritizing species is to determine factors that may facilitate the
spread of noxious weeds to other areas, such as the species’ mechanism of establishment or
colonization (seed, vegetatively, spread via flood events, wind, water, etc.), its location at a site,
and site characteristics. Weeds classified as Category A (Table 3-1) are highly aggressive but
may be a lower priority than a Category B species because the site factors are not conducive to
spread, whereas the Category B species may have the appropriate site conditions to spread. For
example, a patch of saltcedar (A) located on flat or isolated area off the river corridor may be
less of a priority than camelthorn (B) located on the riverbank. While saltcedar is a highly
aggressive species, the camelthorn may have a higher risk of spreading through flood events.
Risk assessments should be conducted in the field by qualified professionals.
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5.2.2 Pre-Field Review

The species prioritization process should begin with a review of existing weed data for each area
of interest. Areas of interest include those that may serve as a noxious weed seed source to
downstream or downwind areas, developed linear corridors (roads, fences, utility easements),
areas with high quality range, agricultural lands, or riparian habitat (dominated by >90% native
species), and areas with high fire risk. The following is a list of considerations when preparing
existing data.

1. Review geographic information system (GIS) maps of all existing information for an
area, weed data, hydrology, roads and travel corridors, vegetation type, and primary use
of the land.

2. Check with local BIA weed coordinators, county/state weed specialist, and the Southwest
Exotic Mapping Program at Northern Arizona University to determine if noxious weed
species are present on or adjacent to the area. For noxious weeds along non-forest roads
and highways, contact ADOT, NMDOT, and/or UDOT. For tribal forest roads contact the
Navajo Forestry Department (NFD) and BIA Branch of Forestry. Develop a list of
possible species present.

3. Compare the habitat requirements for noxious weeds to the project area to determine if
potential habitat for noxious weeds exists.

4. Determine the accessibility of the site and complete a habitat evaluation if necessary.

5. Determine if plant gathering sites could be affected by treatments based on input from the
community.
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Figure 5-1. Flow chart for prioritizing noxious weeds identified at a project area.
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6. Conduct a field reconnaissance to determine the presence of noxious weeds and their
habitats in the area are indicated by the pre-field review (See 5.2.3 Field
Reconnaissance).

7. Summarize results, including a list of the species considered and sources used to identify
habitat in area.

5.2.3 Field Reconnaissance

Field reconnaissance should be conducted to determine the presence and distribution of noxious
weed infestations and to evaluate spread risk if a weed inventory has not already been completed.
If an inventory involves any of the listed invasive tree species (i.e. tamarisk, Russian olive,
Siberian elm, or tree of heaven), a forest stand exam is required. Stand exams will provide an
estimate on trees per acre of all trees species identified. They should also provide volume
estimates for any native tree species that occur. Stand exams can evaluate the entire project area
or provide an estimate based on at least 10% of the proposed project area. Consultation with BIA
Forestry should be conducted to determine specific inventory requirements, especially if a
silvicultural prescription is required.

A reliable sampling design should be used, such as a systematic search using transects or plots to
cover as much of the area as possible. If the area is large, a sub-sample of the area using transects
can be used. The surveyor should walk the distance of the transects and map all noxious weeds
with a Global Positioning System (GPS) handheld unit. Infestation data should include the name
of the species encountered, a unique population identifier, and the species spread risk. Surveys
should be conducted during the growing season for proper plant identification. When conducting
field reconnaissance, note changes in weather conditions that may affect noxious weed growth at
the site. Some noxious weeds may not be obvious or may not occur at certain times of the year
(i.e. delayed monsoon season, early spring emergence). Site characteristics should also be noted,
such as landform type, existing hydrology, and land use history.

The results from the field reconnaissance can be used to develop a removal strategy (e.g.
silvicultural prescription) and include control methods, re-planting of native species, and
monitoring. These inventories provide baseline information on the species present and size and
location of the infestation.

The field reconnaissance should guide the following weed management actions based on noxious
weed class and the risk of spread:

Category A or B weeds are present:

1. Develop and implement treatment measures to eliminate weeds, based on the following:
a. Most effective removal techniques: chemical, mechanical, and biological control
(Appendix E).
b. Approved herbicides for the area.
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c. Legal requirements for herbicides.
Active restoration in areas with >50% noxious weeds.
e. Obtain applicable permits and coverage based on federal, tribal, and state
requirements (Appendix C).
f. Develop fire and safety plans.
8. Monitor management measures (qualitative and quantitative) for 5 years.

Category C weeds are present:

9. Develop and implement treatment measures to prevent spread or eliminate weeds.
10. Monitoring treatment area for 3 years.

No weeds are present

1. Document results.
2. Monitor every 5 — 10 years.

6.0 Weed Inventory and Mapping

Of the 17 million acres across the Navajo

Nation, 3,600,015 acres (or 21% of the

land area) have been inventoried for

noxious weeds. Weed inventory and

mapping can identify and monitor weed

populations in project areas. Weeds in

each project site should be mapped starting

with field reconnaissance to assess the size

and scale of existing infestations and to

provide valuable information for

developing weed control projects. After

treatments, populations should be

monitored annually to determine the Figure 6-1. A field infested with musk thistle on the
effectiveness of weed control efforts. Navajo Nation. Photo courtesy of R. Benally.

Weed mapping should be conducted in priority weed areas at least every 5 - 10 years to inform
project planning and to document changes to previously treated areas. Data should be no older
than 5 years old when planning projects. The BIA Navajo Region plans to develop a website for
the Navajo Region’s Noxious Weed Program to inform the public on the location of current
weed populations, planned projects, and post-project monitoring and updates. The GIS features
on the site will also streamline the data collection process for future weed inventory projects and
provide updates on the status of existing populations. The public can use the site for information
on planned, current, and past projects, to see the extent of existing mapping efforts, or to report
new weed populations as part of the BIA’s early detection efforts.
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Weed mapping is an important tool for land managers to effectively manage weeds on the
Navajo Nation. While it is impossible to map every single weed, mapping is a critical tool for
identifying and monitoring problem populations. Regular weed mapping should be done in areas
identified for treatment and management and should provide information on weed cover in
project areas. Site-specific mapping, as described above in Field Reconnaissance, should be
conducted at least every 5 to 10 years to identify new populations for treatment by weed
coordinators, range managers, or members of the community. While field reconnaissance will
provide initial information to develop treatment plans, weed mapping focuses on documenting
the size, severity, and diversity of weeds in an area.

In addition to mapping, processing the collected data is necessary to provide agency and region-
wide assessments of recurring and emerging weed issues on the Navajo Nation. There are a wide
array of methods and tools used to map weeds, the following section explains the necessary
information to document in a basic weed inventory protocol to assist in prioritizing weed control
projects and assessing the effectiveness of control measures. A basic weed mapping protocol is
provided in Appendix D.

6.1  Field Mapping

Weed mapping requires field surveys of new and established weed infestations. Field surveys
should be conducted annually or semi-annually to determine the presence and distribution of
weed infestations and to evaluate spread risk. A reliable sampling design should be developed,
such as a systematic search using grid cells or transects to cover as much of the area as possible.
If the area is large, define a sub-sample of the area to estimate the coverage and size of observed
weed populations. The parameters for defining a sub-sample and its size should be documented.
The surveyor should walk the area of the grid cell or the distance of the transect and map all
noxious weeds observed. All documented infestations should record the geographic location of
the spread, noxious weed species observed, and the size and the density of the population. Weed
map data can use point, line, or polygon data depending on the techniques used and the size of
infestations. However, it is preferred to document infestations as polygons to make it easier to
estimate acres and to assist in project planning. However, if infestations are documented using
point or line data, it is recommended that acreage and coverage estimates be included to estimate
the overall size of the population.

When conducting field mapping, surveyors should be briefed on the following:

e The size of the property being surveyed including property boundaries or areas to avoid
(i.e. private property).

e How to clean off equipment and clothing after a survey is done to avoid inadvertently
spreading weeds to other mapping locations.

e How to identify and avoid sensitive plant species (i.e. federally and tribally listed
species).

e How to identify priority weed species.
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e The best routes for accessing mapping locations and where to park to avoid damage to
sensitive areas.

6.1.1 GPS Units

Global Positioning System (GPS) units are commonly used to collect geographic data. GPS units
provide real-time data collection and navigation, allowing users to systematically collect data as
they survey a project area. GPS units can provide the most accurate geographic location data that
can be used to create detailed maps and a variety of spatial analyses. Using GPS units requires
training on how to set them up and use them accurately and efficiently. For surveying, it is
important that users know how to set up the projection system, navigate to specific locations, and
input relevant information and unique identifiers for individual data points or populations.

Some GPS units may save geographic data in different file formats, which may make it difficult
to use with GIS mapping software or between different GPS units. The State of Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources has developed open-source software called DNRGPS that
converts several popular GPS file formats compatible with different GPS models and GIS
software (Available online here: http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/mis/gis/DNRGPS/DNRGPS .html).

GPS units can be limited by satellite reception. While widespread use of GPS units has increased
their accuracy, it may be hard to get accurate location data in some locations, such as slot
canyons or under dense canopy cover, where features can interfere with the unit’s reception. It
may be necessary to note data points where accuracy is limited or questionable.

6.1.2 Smart Phone Mapping Apps

An array of GPS apps allows surveyors to use their personal phones as GPS devices. These apps
use the phone’s GPS technology to provide real-time location information and allow data
collection. Smart phone apps may reduce the costs for survey equipment and can allow volunteer
groups to assist with weed mapping. Apps such as Esri Field Maps, iNaturalist, LandPKS,
Fulcrum, and Maplt allow users to collect field data and create custom reports for mapping
projects. Esri applications allow easy integration with ArcGIS Online to update data in real-time,
reducing the time needed to process and convert data. This method, however, depends on
whether field surveyors have access to smart phones. In some instances, the GPS signal on the
smart phone may not provide the level of accuracy needed to document individual weed
populations and a signal booster or GPS antenna may be needed.

6.1.3 GIS Remote Mapping

GIS, or a Geographic Information System, is a powerful tool for creating geographic data for
mapping and project planning. GIS software can compile and analyze data collected in the field.
GIS software can identify potential populations through remote sensing or by documenting
visible problem areas on aerial imagery. This method works well for noxious weed tree species,
such as tamarisk or Russian olive, which can grow in dense stands and have distinctive foliage.
For example, dense stands of tamarisk can be delineated when using high resolution aerial
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imagery based on differences in infrared signals. Remote sensing is recommended where field
mapping may not be feasible, such as in canyons or rivers, but may be expensive due to the costs
for obtaining high resolution multi-spectral images needed for such analysis. While currently in
development, remote sensing for smaller, less dense weed species such as thistles, grasses, or
other herbaceous or annual weeds is limited due to their visual similarities to other native
populations and the size of individual plants. However, new methods and imagery technology
may provide some guidance on how to use remote sensing for large-scale weed mapping
projects.

6.2  Data Collection

Whether in digital or paper form, the information below represents the basic required
information collected during all weed mapping surveys and will allow the BIA to share weed
data with other agencies and weed management groups. This list can be updated as weed
mapping efforts develop and evolve. A sample data sheet is provided in Appendix D.

e Agency - As weed mapping is done, field surveys should identify the BIA Agency
collecting the data and the weed coordinator managing the mapping effort.

e Date - Mapping surveys should document the month, day, and year the survey
was conducted. This information can determine if certain weeds may have been
missed due to the timing of the survey. For example, species that emerge in the
fall may not be documented if surveys are conducted in the spring.

e Surveyor Information - Record the names and contact information of individuals
conducting the survey. Follow-up may be needed to clarify recorded data or fill in
missing information.

e Unique ID Code - Each infestation or area should have a unique identifier. It can

be a unique combination of letters and numbers that correspond to specific
geographic features, agency, date, or sequential numbers. However, they should
be unique to each infestation to avoid confusion. The identifiers can be used to
track projects over time.

e Information Source - Information source documents how the BIA became aware
of the infestation. It can identify previous survey dates, weed coordinators,
specific land users, other federal, state, or tribal agencies, community groups, or
other BIA Navajo Regional agencies. During the first years implementing the
Integrated Weed Management Plan, knowledge of who identified each weed
infestation may be incomplete but collecting this information over time can

identify community members who can assist with weed management.

e Location Data - All weed inventories should identify where infestations are
located. Location information includes the geographic coordinates used to
pinpoint the exact location of the infestation. Location data should be recorded for
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each infestation during the survey. An infestation represents a distinct population
of noxious weeds in a given area. While infestations of solitary plants may be
collected, mapping efforts should focus on sites where infestations represent
sizeable clusters of noxious weeds. Often this information is automatically
collected with the data points.

All GIS data should comply with the Navajo Region’s GIS Strategic Plan. They should also
meet the FGDC metadata standards. Metadata should include descriptions of the data, an
agency point of contact, and when data was collected.

If using GPS, the geographic projection system on the unit should be set to either
NAD1983 UTM Zone 12N (Arizona) or 13N (New Mexico), depending on where the
survey is conducted. If this projection is not available on the device, coordinates can be
recorded in Latitude and Longitude (Degrees, Minutes, Seconds, or Decimal Degrees),
which can be converted into UTM coordinates later. To convert coordinates, the following
website provides some limited coordinate conversion tools:
https://www.earthpoint.us/Convert.aspx

Other location data may include the USGS quad map identifier (if used), state, county,
watershed HUC codes, and range, township, and section information. However, such data
is not required for basic weed mapping inventories.

e Size of the Survey Area. While weed mapping may focus on a specific area, such
as a Land Management District or Range Unit, it is important to document the
actual size of the area surveyed, especially of surveys do not cover the entire area.
Defining the size of the survey area will allow the BIA to estimate weed cover.

e Weed Species- Weed species should be identified using the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) PLANTS database symbol (http://plants.usda.gov).
Individuals conducting field surveys should be trained to identify priority weed
species and local vegetation. This training should teach field surveyors to identify
sensitive species to avoid collection or damage. If a species is not easily
identifiable in the field, a sample may be collected for identification later. A
collected plant specimen should include the entire plant, if possible, including
flower, roots, stems, and leaves. Collected samples should note the date, location,
the unique ID code for the population, and any other pertinent information about
where the sample was taken. A data point should be recorded on the GPS unit to
denote where the plant was collected.

USDA PLANTS database symbols for the target weed species are provided in Appendix D.
The table and symbols should be updated annually so the proper codes are used in the
field to identify problem weeds.

e Native Species (for forest land projects) — Projects requiring a silvicultural permit
should include an inventory of native tree species at the project site. Consult with
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a professional forester to determine the level of detail needed to develop weed
treatments in forestlands. The distribution of a timber and woodland tree species
will determine the appropriate silvicultural system needed to ecologically restore
an area or accomplish specific project goals and objectives in line with the current
forest management plan. Baseline data collected during a forest inventory include
but is not limited to species, diameter at breast height/diameter at root collar,
percent canopy cover, height, and basal area, and understory species occupancy.

e Size and Extent- The size of the infestations should be documented in either

square feet (for small sites) or an estimated acreage (for large sites). Size
estimates for each documented infestation are used to assess the severity and
spread of identified weed species. Polygon data is the most accurate way to
document the size of the infestation. If point data is collected, surveyors should
record a rough estimate of the population’s size (e.g. >0.1 acres, 5-10 ft?, etc.). If
line data is collected, surveyors should set a buffer distance for the width of the
infestation.

Size and extent should record the size of the infestation for each species identified at a
recorded site. The size estimate should be an estimate for each weed population found in

an area, not an estimate of the size of individual plants. This information can determine

which control method to use, how to set up post-treatment monitoring, and how to assess

the overall cover of priority weed species on the Navajo Nation.

e Vegetation Cover- Vegetation cover is an estimated percentage of the ground
covered by the specified species. Cover is a measure of how densely the plants
grow in an area. Some weeds may grow in a large area, but they may be widely
spaced, allowing other vegetation to grow in the same area. Other weeds, such as
tamarisk, can grow in dense stands or patches, which crowd out other plant
species. Cover is best estimated by looking at how much foliage or canopy crown
covers the view of the ground. For more detailed information on how to estimate
vegetation cover refer to Elzinga et al. 1998
(https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/usblmpub/17/; pp. 178-186).

e Other Information

Additional information to record:

Nearby water sources or barriers that may limit the size of the infestation
Locations of wells or wellheads at the site.

Travel routes to project sites and roads within the site

Other dominant vegetation

If unique, sensitive, or protected plants were present

Problems encountered while collecting the data

Other sources that may document the infestation (e.g. maps, notes, etc.)
Photos of infestations along with photo file information
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6.2.1 Stand Exams

If the project treats a noxious tree species (i.e. Russian olive, tamarisk, tree of heaven, or
Siberian elm), then a stand exam is required to estimate and evaluate stand dynamics of the site.
This should include an inventory of all the tree species at the site, including native trees, and an
estimate of trees per acre. The stand exam information is used to estimate volume for a harvest
document through either the Navajo Nation Forestry Department (if on tribal land) or BIA
Forestry (if on allotted land). Stand exams are done by establishing plots within the proposed
treatment so that the size and number of plots equates to at least 10% of the total stand area. The
stand exam will be used to develop silvicultural prescriptions if the removal project takes place
on a Navajo Nation forestland (i.e. timberland or woodland). Stand exams should be updated for
each permit to detail the number of trees removed with each phase of treatment.

For any stand exam, a survey plan should be developed before field data collection starts. Project
sites should follow the Navajo Forestry Compartment Exam Handbook, especially for
establishing the exam layout. See the Navajo Forestry Compartment Exam Handbook (2012) for
more details on exam design and terms.

In the field, the following are parameters should be collected for stand exams.

Plot number — Create a unique identifier for each plot.

Plot size — Record the size of the plots to ensure proper sampling design.
Location Information — Provide the tract number, Township, Section, and Range
information, if available, or latitude and longitude for the center of each plot.

Tree species — use scientific name or USDA PLANTS code.

Native Tree Species — Seedlings, saplings, and trees with a DBH/DRC greater than 6”
should be inventoried by species per the Navajo Forestry Department Compartment
Exam Handbook (2012).

6.3 Data Processing

Once data is collected in the field, it will be compiled and analyzed using GIS software. The
software can organize inventory data and use it to assess weed cover and treatment effectiveness.
The BIA uses ArcGIS Online to display, collect, and manage weed mapping data for the
Noxious Weed Program. The data is managed by each BIA Agency weed coordinator, including
management and development of relevant metadata.

Spatial data in the form of vector data should be used to assess and summarize mapping efforts.
All field surveys are compiled into a central geodatabase to provide a comprehensive view of all
documented weed infestations. Spatial data should include attributes that describe when
individual populations were first documents, when they were last updated, if they are part of a
specific weed management project, and if they represent an expansion or reduction of weed
coverage from previous years (if applicable).
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Weed data should be assessed at the agency and regional level on an annual basis. Analyses
should look at the size and extent of infestations for all priority species, the effectiveness of
treatment methods to reduce the size and cover of target species, and locations where weed
projects can make the best use of limited funds. Implementation of a basic weed mapping
program will aid planning and long-term management of priority weed species on the Navajo
Nation.

7.0 Permitting

The PEIS, Biological Assessment (BA), and Biological Opinion (BO) associated with this plan
will provide federal coverage to implement weed management activities on the Navajo Nation.
However, some permitting is needed on a project-by-project basis. Prior to implementing a
project, the following agencies should be contacted to ensure project compliance and to obtain
necessary permits and approvals. Additional information on how to apply or fulfill additional
permitting and compliance requirements are outlined in the Weed Project Checklist (Appendix
C). Contact information for the agencies is available in Appendix I.

Navajo Nation Department of Fish and Wildlife (NNDFW)

Project sponsors conducting weed projects under this plan shall complete and submit a Data
Request Form for the project area to NNDFW Natural Heritage Program, including weed
treatment methods proposed and maps of the project area. NNDFW will determine if habitat for
Federal or Navajo Listed Endangered, Threatened, or Proposed species or migratory birds exists
through the Biological Resource Compliance Form (BRCF). If habitat exists a qualified biologist
will conduct species specific surveys during the appropriate season to determine if the species is
present or have a qualified biologist on site during construction to identify species locations. To
conduct species surveys on the Navajo Nation, a biological research permit must be acquired
from the NNDFW. If species are detected on the site, the agency shall implement the species
conservation measures outlined in the BA, BO, and PEIS (see Appendix F). Any positive results
from the habitat evaluation and species surveys (i.e., occurrences of listed species) should be
reported to the NNDFW. If any projects affect wetland or riparian habitats, NNDFW will require
a review and approval of the project.

Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department (NNHPD)

Cultural surveys for individual weed projects will be conducted using the standard Section 106
process established between BIA and NNHPD (see Appendix G). The project sponsor, primarily
BIA, will be responsible for obtaining all necessary cultural resource clearances for individual
projects. Cultural surveys should be conducted by a qualified cultural resource specialist with an
NNHPD approved permit. Prior to conducting surveys, the consultant shall obtain a Class B
project-specific permit from NNHPD at least 10 days prior to the start of field work. Surveys
will include records searches, ethnographic interviews, and field surveys for cultural resources,
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including traditional cultural properties (TCPs), for all projects. After a survey is complete the
consultant must complete an Archeological Inventory Report based on the NNHPD standards
(Appendix G). NNHPD will recommend specific cultural resource mitigations to the BIA NRO
Regional Director through a Cultural Resource Compliance Form (CRCF) and as part of the
NEPA decision document to avoid adverse effects to historic properties or TCPs. Upon approval
by the BIA NRO Regional Director, the project sponsor will distribute the CRCF to all project
partners for their records, excluding the cultural resource consultant and the SHPO, who will
receive their approved CRCF forms from NNHPD.

Navajo Nation Environmental Protection Agency (NNEPA)

Projects must comply with the Navajo Nation Clean Water Act, Navajo Nation Safe Drinking
Water Act, Navajo Clean Air Act, Navajo Environmental Policy Act, and the Navajo Nation
Pesticide Act. The following reports may be required to comply with the Navajo Nation EPA:

e Any project using herbicide must submit a Pesticide Use Permit (PUP) for the Navajo
Nation EPA Pesticide Program. A weed treatment flyer should be posted to the nearby
Chapter House and to the project site to notify the public about the project.

e Due to the size of the Navajo Nation, projects using herbicides near open water must
submit an electronic Notice of Intent (eNOI) to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA). Each BIA Navajo Agency will serve as the Decision-Maker and
Operator for the eNOI on the U.S. EPA’s Region 9 Pesticide General Permit (PGP). The
eNOI will provide the U.S. EPA with the project details (herbicides proposed, size of
area, weeds managed, potential endangered species and watershed impacted, etc.). Copies
of the Notice of Intent must be sent to the NNEPA Surface & Ground Water Protection
Department and the NNEPA Pesticide Enforcement and Development Program.
Information on the Pesticide General Permit requirements and eNOI submission
requirements can be found in Appendix C.

e Any projects using restricted use pesticides must have certified pesticide
applicators who are certified through NNEPA. Project records must record where,
when, amount applied, and for whom herbicide was applied. These records will
be subject to review by NNEPA to ensure compliance with the Navajo Nation
Pesticide Act.

e Any projects that implement prescribed burns must be planned in coordination
with NNEPA and BIA Branch of Fire Management to address air quality concerns
when developing the project Burn Plan. An air quality report may be necessary to
document the effects of burning on regional air quality for specific communities
on the Navajo Nation.

e Any actions that require a federal permit, license or approval to discharge into
federal waters will require a Section 401 permit from the NNEPA Water Quality
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Program (not including herbicides which are covered under the PGP). These
include projects that excavate or place materials in some waterways and wetlands
(i.e. weed removal in a stream or wetland); consultation with the U.S. Army
Corps will help determine which wetlands and waterways are subject to this
requirement. If necessary, an application for the Section 401 permit should be
done at the same time as the Section 404 permit (see below) since these permits
are done in conjunction with each other for all projects in riparian or wetland
areas.

e If any projects are proposed in wetland or riparian areas, a wetland delineation is
required. NNEPA must review and approve all projects that may impact federal or
tribal waters along with the NNDFW.

e Projects must survey for wellheads and coordinate activities with NNEPA Public
Water Systems Supervision Program (PWSSP) to incorporate wellhead protection
measures.

United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

The Corps regulates activities on federal waters and is charged with protecting harbors and
navigation channels from destruction and encroachment, and with restoring and maintaining
environmental quality. Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, projects along riparian
and wetland areas that impact jurisdictional waters require Corps permits. The Corps has an
obligation to ensure that permitted projects comply with NEPA, ESA, and NHPA. Weed projects
that require mechanized removal of vegetation along riparian corridors or wetlands will require a
Section 404 permit. The application for the permit should be submitted to the representative
State Corps office (i.e., Arizona, New Mexico, or Utah).

Navajo Nation Forestry Department

The Navajo Nation Forestry Department should issue a forest harvest permit (Appendix K) for
any projects that remove noxious trees. Forest permits require a stand exam (Section 6.2.1 Stand
Exams) to evaluate current stand composition and an estimate on the number of trees removed. A
stand exam will be used to estimate how much volume will be removed during the project. If the
project takes place in a Navajo Nation forestland (e.g., riparian woodland, ponderosa pine
timberland, etc.), a silvicultural prescription prepared and/or reviewed by a certified silviculturist
is required. The prescription should outline the following information:

e Project Location and Property Identification (same as BIA Form 5-5331)
e Name of certified silviculturist

e Date of Preparation

e Stand exam methods

e Woodland type or stand designation number
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e Silvicultural system applied

e (Cutting method or treatment

e Stand description and forest history

e Management constraints from each project’s BRCF, CRCF, and EA.
e Landowner goals and objectives

e Map of the project area

e Detailed description of the prescribed treatment (as outlined in the treatment plan)
e Monitoring needs

e Signature of the certifying silviculturist

This applies to all woodland management areas, which include riparian habitats and commercial
forests as described in 53 TAM Handbooks (i.e. where native species are present). Additional
planning may be needed to ensure that forest management BMPs and permit special provisions
for weed removal projects are followed and existing 638 contracts are enforced. BIA Branch of
Forestry can help develop the treatment plans to ensure they include the prescription and permit
requirements.

BIA Branch of Forestry

Projects planned and proposed on allotted lands that remove noxious trees should be developed
in consultation with the BIA Navajo Region Branch of Forestry. Noxious tree treatments within
allotment lands require consent of the majority Indian interest of the beneficial Indian owner(s),
documented by their signature(s) on a Power of Attorney for the Sale of Allotment Timber,
contract or permit. Stand exams should also be completed to document the estimated number of
trees being removed. If the projects take place in timberlands and woodlands, a silvicultural
prescription is required with the same elements as above (a certified silviculturist is not required,
however). Refer to 25 CFR Part 163, IAM Part 53 Chapter 3 — Harvest of Forest Products, [AM
Part 53 Chapter 9 — Silviculture, and other IAM’s and handbooks for forestland management
activities on Indian lands for additional guidance.

BIA Branch of Fire Management

Projects that used prescribed or pile burning to remove invasive weeds should be developed in
consultation with the BIA Navajo Region Branch of Fire Management. The Branch of Fire
Management will assist in developing the required burn plans, including required fire modeling
and smoke management mitigations. The Branch can ensure that all fires and burn plans align
with the BIA’s Wildlife Prevention Plan for the Navajo Region. They can also assist with public
notifications and additional coordination with Navajo Nation Programs, local fire departments,
tribal forestry programs, and other local fire management programs.
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8.0 Mitigation Measures

The following measures are required when implementing weed management projects. These
measures should be printed and checked off when implementing projects.

8.1 General Measures
Project Planning

e Complete all necessary permits and authorizations prior to implementing a project (see
Section 7.0 and Appendix C).

e [f treatments are planned for allotment lands, the project sponsor must obtain consent from
the Indian owner(s) as the law requires.

e Noxious tree treatments require consent of the majority Indian interest of the beneficial
Indian owner(s), documented by their signature(s) on a Power of Attorney for the Sale of
Allotment Timber, contract, or permit.

e Surveys and clearance for paleontological resources are required before any surface
disturbing activities, mechanical treatments, or chemical treatments in coordination with the
Navajo Nation Minerals Department.

e Conduct surveys for cultural resources by a qualified cultural resource specialist before
treatments in coordination with the Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department

(NNHPD).

o Conduct ethnographic inquiries with local community members to identify plant gathering
sites and other traditional cultural properties (TCPs) that may be affected by weed treatments.
If TCPs and gathering sites are identified, the project sponsor will work with the community
to identify alternative sites, treatment options, or other mitigation measures.

e (Complete and submit two copies of the Archaeological Inventory Report and all site forms to
the NNHPD Cultural Resource Compliance Section for review. The BIA NRO Regional
Director will approve the CRCF to provide Section 106.

e Avoidance of all cultural resources is the preferred mitigation measure to avoid adverse
effects, as well as identifying alternative plant gathering areas. All work must be coordinated
with NNHPD to ensure compliance with Section 106 and NHPA.

e Complete and submit a Data Request Form for the project area to NNDFW
(https://www.nndfw.org/nnhp/drs2012.pdf) and obtain a Biological Resource Compliance
Form (BRCF).

e If potential habitat for endangered or threatened species is present, conduct a habitat
assessment by a qualified biologist. If potential habitat is found, protection measures,
including species buffers will be applied to the habitat or additional surveys for species
presence will be conducted by a qualified biologist. If the species is present at the site,
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species protection measures will be employed, NNDFW will be notified, and a biological
monitor will be present during all phases of project implementation (Appendix F).

Develop a Safety and Communications Plan that identifies specific safety measures for all
treatment methods used in the project, including equipment handling, required Personal
Protection Equipment (PPE), and emergency response communication protocols.

Removal of noxious trees requires a forest product harvesting permit or contract and may
require a silvicultural prescription to authorize a treatment in forestlands, including
woodlands. Special provisions associated with the harvest document(s) should be reviewed
and modified when appropriate to address unforeseen resource issues associated with the
harvesting activities.

All project personnel will be trained on the use of Personal Protection Equipment (PPE),
equipment handling, and safety protocols. Personnel will be required to use PPEs during
herbicide and mechanical (chainsaw, control burn, etc.) applications.

Prior to Project Implementation

Designate staging areas and/or equipment wash stations for cleaning and prep work before
and after treatments. These sites will be used to mix herbicides, refuel equipment and
vehicles, and store materials for the duration of the treatment. Equipment wash stations may
be temporary and will have a filter system, for example at least 6 inches of large cinder or
gravel spread over an area 10 feet x 30 feet. Filter cloth may be used for temporary stations.
The area will be a perched drainage to allow excess moisture to drain after being filtered and
will be located at least 300 feet away from surface water, natural drainages or wellheads.

Notify adjacent landowners, authorized land users, local authorities, and/or the public of
treatments, treatment duration, and post-treatment measures before implementation to
prevent exposure and limit re-infestations through education and outreach with the local
grazing official, posting public notices, radio announcements, and/or chapter meeting
announcements. Weed treatment flyer and/or forest harvest sales permit should be posted
locally before projects start.

To reduce the risk of weed spread, access routes will avoid heavy infestation areas. Access
routes will be closed when the project is completed.

Clearly mark boundaries of treatment sites (such as posting visible flags or signs) before and
during treatments.

Sites will be inspected, and potential hazards removed, to ensure safety prior to treatments.

During Project Implementation

Vehicles will use only established roads for accessing project sites. Vehicles will be parked
at designated parking spots near established roadways during treatments.
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e If camping, project personnel will use designated and established campsites with approval
from NNHPD or a qualified archeologist.

e On-site safety briefings will be given prior to any treatments to review required PPE, safety,
and emergency response measures, and what to do in the case of an injury or emergency.

e Inspect and clean equipment, heavy machinery, and clothing after treatments for mud, dirt,
and plant parts to prevent spread to other project sites by the field crew.

e Minimize soil disturbance to the extent practical.

e No mechanical treatments or use of heavy mechanized equipment will be used in
archeological sites or traditional cultural property boundaries.

e If potential habitat for an endangered or threatened species is present, a qualified biological
monitor will be on site during all phases of project implementation.

e Vehicles and equipment should be turned off if periods between use are longer than 15
minutes.

Post Project Implementation

e Post-treatment monitoring will evaluate treatment effectiveness, potential re-infestations or
new introductions, and impacts to resources (Section 11.0)

e Limit the number of people and trips to sensitive areas for follow-up treatments and/or
monitoring.

8.2  Chemical Treatments
Project Planning

e The on-site Pesticide Applicator will develop a Spill Contingency Plan that meets the
minimum requirements specified by the BIA to eliminate contamination of water or soil
resources in the case of accidental spills.

e [fusing herbicide, notify NNEPA Pesticide Enforcement of project, including location,
herbicides used, and treatment dates. Submit a Pesticide Use Proposal (PUP) for approval.

e If wellheads or source water areas are identified within the project area, notify NNEPA
Public Water System Safety Program to determine protection zones for herbicide
applications and alternative treatment methods to be used in the protection area.

e For aerial herbicide treatments, native vegetation communities in or near treatment sites
should be documented with GPS, especially cottonwood-willow woodlands and native
sagebrush communities.

Prior to Project Implementation
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All herbicides must be U.S. EPA approved and mixed and applied according to label
instructions.

Treatment sites will be closed according to label specifications when limiting exposure to
humans, livestock, and pets is recommended.

During Project Implementation

All herbicides will be used according to the U.S. EPA approved label.

Certified Pesticide Applicators must be on site to supervise projects during herbicide
treatments. Pesticide Applicators must be certified by the U.S. EPA for the Navajo Nation.

Use dye markers with herbicides to identify the physical spray location on weeds.

When herbicides are used, an emergency spill kit must be available to contain, absorb, and
dispose of spill materials.

Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for herbicides and adjuvants must be accessible in the
event of accidental exposure or spill.

Avoid applying chemicals during times of high wind speeds, high temperature, and low
humidity to prevent chemical drift to areas off site. Read the herbicide label for specific
conditions.

Use Water Quality Protection Zones (WQPZ) set by the NNEPA for mechanical treatments
and broadcast herbicide treatments when using a vehicle in or near riparian and wetland
areas. The WQPZ is at least 200 feet unless a greater buffer is needed for a listed species or if
indicated on the herbicide label. Refer to the Water Quality Protection Guidelines for the
Navajo Nation Forest (2000) and the Navajo Nation Aquatic Resource Protection Program
Guidance (1994) on distance guidelines. Wells and wellheads will also require a 100-foot
buffer based on the NNEPA PWSSP’s Source Water-Wellhead Protection Guidance.

Near riparian areas, only aquatic formulations of 2,4-D, glyphosate, triclopyr, and imazapyr
will be used within 25 ft of the daily high-water mark. They must be applied using spot
treatment methods in this zone.

Herbicides that are practically non-toxic to fish and mollusks (White 2007) require a 25-foot
(7.6 m) buffer from the daily high-water mark, including: aminopyralid, chlorsulfuron
methyl, clopyralid, imazapic, and thifensulfuron-methyl. They must be applied using spot
treatment methods in this zone.

Native plant communities, such as cottonwood-willow woodlands and native sagebrush,
require a 300-foot buffer during aerial herbicide treatments.

Aerial herbicide treatments should use GPS monitoring to track their position, provide a
record of where herbicide was applied, and ensure all applicable avoidance buffers are
enforced.
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e Non-aquatic approved and moderate to high aquatic toxicity herbicides (White 2007) require
a 300-foot (91 m) buffer from the daily high-water mark.

e Only aquatic approved herbicides will be used for aerial applications by either fixed wing or
rotary aircraft applications.

e Water for mixing herbicide and cleaning herbicide equipment will be potable water obtained
off-site or through a Water Use Permit. For remote sites, there is a possibility of a Water Use
Permit with the local water code. An anti-siphon and back flow preventer device are required
to prevent contamination of the water source.

e Store equipment and materials away from riparian areas in safe and secure upland sites in
close proximity of the project site. Herbicide containers and equipment must be stabilized
with straw bales, filter cloth, or other appropriate means to prevent release into waterways or
wetlands.

e Herbicides will be stored in a secondary containment storage unit with impermeable
materials such as concrete or metal so leaks, and spills do not reach soils. Storage containers
will be coordinated with BIA Safety Officer and Environmental Services.

Post Project Implementation

e Herbicide containers and application equipment will be triple rinsed at designated washing
stations to minimize chemical residues left as per the MSDS and herbicide labels. Do not
pour rinse water from empty containers or sprayer cleaning onto ground or any drainage
system. Dispose as hazardous waste.

e Properly dispose of pesticide waste and containers according to federal, state, and tribal

regulations.

8.3  Mechanical
Prior to Project Implementation

e If mechanical treatments increase the risk of erosion near waterways, erosion control
measures will be implemented to stabilize and limit erosion.

e Establish and implement a burn plan if prescribed burning is used as a control method.

e Prescribed burning will not be conducted during migratory bird breeding season.

During Project Implementation

e Keep areas without vegetation wet to prevent fugitive dust. This can be accomplished with a
sprayer mounted to a water truck.

e Use lightest/smallest off-road vehicle, utility vehicle, or tractors will be a priority for
treatments. No such equipment will be used on wet soils or cryptobiotic soil crusts.

e No mechanical treatments within 200 feet of open water sources.
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8.4  Cultural
During Project Implementation

e Projects using targeted grazing treatments will develop a grazing treatment plan for review
by NNHP.

e Targeted grazing must use fencing around the perimeter of the treatment area to contain
livestock.

e Use targeted grazing only in sites where weeds are palatable and non-toxic and where desired
native species will not be damaged.

e After targeted grazing is implemented, livestock will be placed in a separate fenced location
for 48 hours to collect animal waste. Animal waste will be burned to destroy plant parts and
seeds.

e Targeted grazing will not exceed more than 10 days on a range and/or wildland project site or
365 days on a cropland site.

e Targeted grazing will not be used in areas where weed comprise less than 50% of total
vegetative cover.

e Passive restoration is preferred when native vegetation comprises >75% of the treated area. If
natural re-vegetation fails, then active restoration is necessary. Active restoration includes
planting of native species poles, root stocks, and seeds.

e Reseeding will be timed with precipitation events and at least 7 days after herbicide
treatments are completed. Reseed disturbed areas with native vegetation to minimize
opportunities for weed establishment and soil erosion.

e Only native vegetation, certified weed-free and preferably locally sourced, will be used for
restoration activities.

Post Project Implementation

e Livestock grazing will be deferred during the growing season or until seeding has
established.

9.0 Weed Management Techniques

An integrated weed management approach uses a combination of treatment methods to control
aggressive and adaptable weed species. No single control method or any 1-year treatment
program will achieve effective control of any weed-infested area. The fast growth, extensive root
system and high reproductive capacity of weeds requires long-term cooperative and integrated
management programs and planning to contain and reduce weed populations on the Navajo
Nation. Weed removal efforts should coordinate resources with adjacent agencies (e.g., NTUA,
ADOT, BLM) who conduct weed treatments to maximize cost effectiveness of weed treatments.
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Additionally, use of multiple, appropriately timed methods will increase the effectiveness of
weed management projects while reducing the risk of harmful impacts. Mechanical and/or
manual treatments followed by a chemical treatment is more effective than implementing each
treatment by itself. Chemical treatments followed by seeding or planting native understory
species, such as grasses, will help restore native plant diversity. Prior to noxious weed seed set,
hand pulling is effective for small infestations followed with a mechanical or chemical treatment
to ensure no target weeds germinate that year. Appropriate timing of weed control techniques is
the most important factor to improve effectiveness. Most annual and biennial plants should be
treated early in the season before the plants bolt and flowering occurs. In contrast, many
perennials are effectively treated with systemic herbicides in the fall when plants actively
transport nutrients to their root system. The methods described below are recommendations for
treating noxious weeds based on techniques used in areas outside the Navajo Nation. Appendix E
outlines the best option for control for each priority weed species.

Biological control agents will not eliminate an infestation; however, they will enhance control
and reduce the rate of expansion of large existing infestations. Biological control is most
effective on large populations where other control methods are limited due to the size and scale
of the infestation. The use of herbicides in combination with biological control is successful on
large populations of several weed species. A more detailed discussion of the proposed weed
treatments for the Navajo Nation is discussed below. Comprehensive weed management methods
for each target weed species can be found in USDA Forest Service Southwest Region Weed
Field Guides (https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/r3/forest-
grasslandhealth/invasivespecies/?cid=stelprd3813522) and in the University of California, Davis
Cooperative Extension and Agricultural Experiment Station
(https://wric.ucdavis.edu/information/info_spec_weed.htm)

Treatment method selection should consider several factors. Local community engagement
should identify public health concerns, economic impacts, cultural resources (such as plant
collection areas), and community-based goals for removing the infestations. Impacts to natural
resources such as sensitive plant and animal populations, soil erosion, and water quality, should
also be evaluated. Projects should determine, based on the size, density, and the specific weed
species, a reasonable level of treatment needed to reduce the population while minimizing
impacts. For example, widespread but patchy clusters of yellow starthistle may be controlled
with less intense treatments such as biological control or targeted grazing while dense isolated
populations of Canada thistle may require more intensive mechanical removal followed by
chemical treatments. Treatments should also prioritize the least harmful methods by selecting
non-herbicide techniques where feasible and using the least toxic herbicide available for treating
the targeted weed species (Appendix E) paired with other control methods to reduce the amount
of herbicide needed to effectively reduce and minimize regrowth. These considerations ensure
that projects address a wide array of concerns while maintaining treatment effectiveness through
a multi-faceted and integrated management approach.
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9.1 Prevention

Prevention is the most effective and least expensive method of control. Establishing a “weed-
free” policy to include, but not limited to hay, grain, seed, and ballast, is crucial to reduce weed
expansion and to prevent new weed introductions. A “weed-free” policy will require action by
the Navajo Nation Tribal Council. Maintenance of a vigorous, competitive native plant
community will also reduce noxious weed establishment.

Cleaning tires, boots, hooves, and equipment when leaving infested areas will prevent weed
introductions and limit the spread of existing infestations. Extensive disturbance gives noxious
weeds an advantage over native plants as most weeds are well adapted to disturbed areas.
Revegetating large, disturbed sites with vigorous, hardy, native grass and perennial plants will
prevent establishment of new noxious weed populations.

9.2  Early Detection/Rapid Response

The key to preventing new noxious weed introductions involves early detection and rapid
response. The longer a species goes undetected during the early, non-invasive stage, the less
opportunity there is to intervene. Once weeds are established, control or eradication methods
become more expensive and limited in their effectiveness. Education programs on how to
recognize noxious weeds may help community members detect infestations when they are still
small. Community members can also use the BIA’s planned weed program website to report new
populations and assist with early detection efforts. Repeated surveys can detect new weed
infestations in high priority areas, such as wildlife habitat, areas for collecting traditional plants,
or riparian areas. After detecting a new noxious weed on the Navajo Nation, a treatment plan
should be developed based on the growth characteristics of each species, size of the infestation,
and the personnel and equipment capacity of the BIA. Early detection and rapid response is most
successful when new infestations are less than 1 acre in size. Early detection and rapid response
to new noxious weed infestations is a high priority.

Since roads and rights-of-way corridors are primary vectors for introducing and spreading
weeds, early detection and rapid response in these areas is important. Surveys along roads and
rights-of-way and adjacent land can identify new weed populations with the potential to spread.
Once these populations are identified, early treatment to maintain linear corridors will prevent or
reduce the potential for large scale infestations on adjacent lands.

Early detection and rapid response techniques will follow those established by the U.S. Forest
Service in 2005 and the Arizona Invasive Species Advisory Council in the Arizona Invasive
Species Management Plan in 2008. Scattered plants and spot infestations around the perimeter of
the infestation should be treated first to contain the spread of the infestation. To limit seed
dispersal, treatment of infestations along roads should be done at the same time as treatment
around the infestation perimeter. Treatments should then move inward toward the core of the
infestation. Treatments should be repeated until the seed bank is depleted. Treatments along
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linear corridors (roads and rights-of way) will be treated in a linear fashion in right-of-way
easements. Linear corridors serve as both the core and/or the perimeter of the infestation and
weed removal activities on adjacent infested areas should be done at the same time.

9.3  Manual Control

Manual control techniques include
the use of hand tools to cut, clear,
or prune herbaceous or woody
species. A maximum of 30 people
(typically between 7-20 people)
will conduct manual treatments.
Manual treatments involve cutting
undesirable plants above ground
level; pulling, grubbing, or digging
out root systems to prevent
sprouting and regrowth; and
removing competing plants around desired species. Manual control is conducted with hand tools,
including handsaws, loppers, axes, shovels, rakes, machetes, grubbing hoes, mattocks
(combination of cutting edge and grubbing hoe), Pulaskis (combination of axe and grubbing
hoe), brush hooks, weed whackers, and hand clippers. Manual treatments, such as hand pulling
and hoeing, are most effective where weeds are limited and soils allow for complete removal of
the plant material, including the root system (Rees et al. 1996).

Photo courtesy of Fred Phillips Consulting.

Annual and biennial plants with shallow root systems that do not re-sprout and plants growing in
sandy or gravelly soils will be hand pulled. Vegetation removed manually will be bagged and
sent to a certified incinerator to prevent reinfestation from seeds or other plant materials.
Repeated treatments will be necessary as seeds remain in the ground for multiple years. Manual
techniques are most effective for small areas (<1 acre), areas where burning or herbicide
treatments are not appropriate, areas that may be inaccessible to ground vehicles, and in areas
where species of concern exist. For the most effective control, manual techniques will be used in
combination with chemical techniques.

9.4  Mechanical Control

Mechanical control involves the use of power tools and heavy machinery to remove noxious
weeds. The techniques described are adapted from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)’s
Vegetation Treatments for 17 Western States (BLM 2007). These techniques are utilized when
clearing large areas where weeds are widespread and provide dense coverage, often limiting the
growth of native vegetation to very confined areas (Figure 9-1). Mechanical equipment should
be cleaned before treatments and before leaving the treatment area in designated facilities or
equipment wash stations (see 8.0 Mitigation Measures for specifications).
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Figure 9-1. Examples of mechanical treatments. Left: Tractors grubbing root systems for large tamarisk
stands. Right: A site cleared of invasive tamarisk using mechanical treatments. Photos courtesy of Fred
Phillips Consulting, LLC.

e Grubbing - Grubbing removes a plant by digging out its root system. If a species has a
shallow root system, a shovel or mower is used to remove the plant. Noxious weeds with
deep root systems require the use of a crawler-type tractor and a brush or root rake
attachment. Brush is uprooted and roots are combed from the soil by placing the base of
the blade below the soil surface. Grubbing disturbs perennial grasses, so grubbed areas
will be reseeded to prevent extensive runoff and erosion, if possible. This removal
technique requires a maximum of 5 people to drive the heavy machinery and prepare the
site. Grubbing will not be used in areas with active prairie dog colonies or in habitats
with other burrowing animals.

e Tillage - Tilling involves the use of angled disks (disk tilling) or pointed metal-toothed
implements (chisel plowing) to uproot, chop, and mulch vegetation. Tilling is done with
either a brushland plow, a single axle with an arrangement of angle disks that covers
about 10-foot swaths, or an offset disk plow, which consists of multiple rows of disk sets
at different angles to each other. These plows are pulled by a crawler-type tractor or a
large rubber tire tractor. This technique is best used where complete removal of
vegetation or thinning is desired and is followed with seeding. Tilling leaves mulched
vegetation near the soil surface, which encourages the growth of newly planted native
seeds. This method is also used for removal of sagebrush and similar shrubs and works
best on areas with smooth terrain, and deep, rock-free soils. Chisel plowing is used to
break up compact soils. This removal technique requires a maximum of 5 people to drive
the heavy machinery and prepare the site. Tillage will not be used in areas with active
prairie dog colonies or in habitats with other burrowing animals.

e Mowing - Mowing tools, such as rotary mowers or straight-edged cutter bar mowers are
used to cut herbaceous and woody vegetation, and is most effective on annual and
biennial plants, above the ground surface. Power tools such as chainsaws and power
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brush saws are used for thick-stemmed plants. Mowing is done along highway ROWs to
reduce fire hazards, improve visibility, prevent snow buildup, and/or improve the
appearance of an area. Weeds are rarely killed by mowing, and an area often needs to be
mowed repeatedly for treatments to be effective (Colorado Natural Area Programs 2000).
The use of a “wet blade,” in which an herbicide flows along the mower blade and is
applied directly to the cut surface of the plant, has greatly improved the control of some
species. Chipping equipment is used to cut and chip vegetation. This removal technique
requires a maximum of 2 - 5 people to operate the chainsaws, power brush saws or
Bobcat and to prepare the site. Heavy machinery (Bobcats) with a mowing attachment
may require off-road use and have medium ground disturbance (Figure 9-2).

Figure 9-2. A Bobcat with a brush hog mower attachment removing noxious weeds. Photo courtesy of
Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC.

e Prescribed Fire - The use of controlled burns, or prescribed fire, to treat noxious weeds
is the intentional application of fire under specified conditions. Controlled burns can
provide many benefits to an area by controlling vegetation, enhancing growth,
reproduction, and vigor of desired vegetation, reducing fuel loads, and maintaining some
vegetation communities. Pile burning is an effective method to reduce fuel loads after
mechanical treatments. A Burn Plan must be developed for each project prior to
implementing this technique. The Burn Plan may include but will not be limited to 1)
project objectives; 2) prescription; 3) scheduling; 4) pre-burn considerations and weather;
5) site assessment and topography considerations; 6) organization and equipment; 7)
communication; 8) public and personnel safety and medical information 9) smoke
management plan; 10) ignition and holding plans; 11) contingency plan; 12) mop up plan,
and 13) restoration plan. Prescribed fire will be followed by habitat restoration.
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Prescribed fires will be used in areas
where there is no threat to human life or
property to maintain ecosystems that are
functioning within a normal fire regime.
Prescribed fires are evaluated for
potential risks and implemented with
adequate fire management personnel and
equipment. Prescribed fires will follow
the guidelines outlined in the BIA NRO
Programmatic Pile Burn Agreement with
the Navajo Nation and all permits and
authorizations will be obtained prior to
implementing this technique. Prescribed fires minimize soil disturbance and will not be
conducted during the migratory bird breeding season.

Photo courtesy of Fred Phillips Consult LLC

e Heavy Machinery- Heavy machinery includes large chipping equipment or masticators,
roller chopping tools, feller-bunchers, bulldozers, and extracting equipment and requires
special training for operation. Bulldozers or extracting equipment is used to uproot dense
woody vegetation or tree species. Large chippers, or “tub-grinders” and masticators, are
used to chip the limbs, bark, and trunks of trees to generate mulch or biomass. Feller-
bunchers are used to cut trees at the base, pick them up, and move them into a pile or
onto the bed of a truck (Bonneville Power Administration [BPA] 2000). Rolling
chopping tools are heavy bladed drums that cut and crush vegetation up to 5 inches in
diameter with a rolling action. The drums are pulled by crawler-type tractors, farm
tractors, or a special type of self-propelled vehicle designed for forest or range
improvement projects. Blading uses a crawler-type tractor with a blade shear attachment
to cut small brush at ground level and scrape topsoil with the brush to pile into windrows.
Blading is only employed in areas where the degradation of the soil is acceptable, such as
along ROWs or in borrow ditches. Heavy machinery highly disturbs soils. This technique
requires a maximum of 5 people to operate the heavy machinery and prepare the site.

9.5  Cultural Control

Cultural treatments include targeted grazing, replanting native species (see Chapter 10),
cultivation and crop rotation, using weed-free hay, and mulching around desired vegetation to
limit competition with undesired plants. Targeted grazing uses specific livestock species at a
determined season, duration, and intensity to accomplish defined vegetation or landscape goals
(Daines 2006). Targeted grazing can be used around Community Development Areas, in
agricultural fields, in riparian habitats, and in Highly Sensitive and Moderately Sensitive RCP
Areas. However, it may not be used where sensitive species do occur because of the high degree
of ground disturbance. All targeted grazing treatments conducted outside of Community
Development Areas require a grazing treatment plan that must be reviewed by the Navajo Nation
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Heritage Program (NNHP). Targeted grazing alone will not eradicate a weed population and
must be used in combination with other methods as a long-term land management strategy
(Daines 2006). Targeted grazing should aim to reduce growth and vigor of established weed
populations, increasing the effectiveness of more direct removal and control methods. To
successfully implement target grazing at a local level, public outreach and education, workshops,
and training on identification, reporting, and monitoring weeds is necessary.

The key to success with targeted grazing is selecting the most appropriate animal to browse or
graze the target weed species (Table 9-1, Daines 2006). Additionally, weeds must be consumed
at the most appropriate life stage to be palatable to livestock and livestock should be specifically
trained to consume weed species. Livestock will avoid plants that are novel, low in nutrients, or
high in toxins (Daines 2006). Timing and intensity of targeted grazing should be designed to
maximize damage to the target weed while minimizing impacts to native vegetation. Targeted
grazing requires containing livestock in an isolated area with fencing for up to 24 hours after
grazing treatments to isolate and collect defecated seed. Feces will be collected, bagged, and
destroyed by incineration. A robust monitoring program is also required to understand the
effectiveness of the targeted grazing treatment and should include the following metrics:
livestock type, performance, and/or weight gain, consumption of vegetation (utilization and
residue), and changes in vegetation structure (biomass, canopy cover or basal area, and plant
density) (seell.1. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring). Targeted grazing has limited effects on
field brome, common Mediterranean grass, camelthorn, several annual brome grasses, and
jointed goatgrass and is not recommended to control these species. The Society for Range
Management maintains a website with research, management recommendations, and training on
updated information (https://targetedgrazing.org/).

Table 9-1. Targeted grazing by weed species, livestock class, grazing objective, plant growth stage, and
potential effectiveness (Daines 2006). Only the weed species listed in the table were reduced by targeted
grazing treatments. Weeds not listed are not recommended for target grazing.

Target Weed Livestock | Grazing Growth Stage for Potential Effectiveness
Class Objective Treatment
Bull Thistle Sheep, Prevent seed Graze heavily during Cattle will not graze beyond
(Cirsium Goats, and | production, rosette to bolting stage. late bud stage. Grazing works
vulgare) Cattle reduce plant size Repeat grazing at best when combined with a fall
and vigor approximately 2-week herbicide treatment. Grazing
intervals. May need to reduced plant size, density,

graze once a season if in and reproductive efficiency.
early flowering stage. 3
consecutive years needed.

Canada Thistle | Sheep, Begin grazing Graze during seedling to Goats will graze all stages.

(Cirsium Goats, and | when rosettes are | late vegetative stage with Sheep and cattle prefer when

arvense) Cattle green and begin regular removal of top young before spines develop.
to sprout. Remove | growth throughout the Most effective with repeated
animals when season. Graze to prevent treatments for multiple
grazing shifts to flowering. Repeat at least seasons to prevent seed
desirable species | 3 years. production and prevent root
and re-graze new reserves. Best results when
sprouts combined with herbicide

treatments.
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Target Weed Livestock | Grazing Growth Stage for Potential Effectiveness
Class Objective Treatment
Cheatgrass Sheep, Intense flash Graze when green, as Heavy repeated grazing for 2
(Bromus Goats, and | grazing to remove | early as possible, without or more years will reduce plant
tectorum) Cattle biomass, harming desirable density, size and seed
decrease plant perennial plants. Repeat to | production. Grazing must be
density, and prevent seed production. closely monitored to avoid
suppress Minimum of 2 treatments damage to desirable perennial
flowering. per year for 2 or more plant species. Can be used in
years to suppress conjunction with mechanical,
populations. herbicides, and controlled
burn.
Diffuse Sheep, Graze heavily at Sheep - rosette or bolted Reduce plant vigor, size, and
knapweed Goats, least twice each stage. flower production. Remove
(Centaurea Cattle year for three or Goats - all growth stages livestock for about 2 weeks
diffusa) more years. Cattle - before bolting and re-graze to prevent seed
stage head formation. Grazing most
effective when combined with
herbicide treatments.
Leafy Spurge Sheep and | Remove 95% of Graze in vegetative to Effective at reducing biomass
(Euphorbia Goats top growth; graze | flowering stage. on an annual basis when
esula) regrowth after 1st Sheep - prefer young grazed moderate to heavy
treatment; prevent | plants from vegetative to flowering
flowering and Goats - eat all growth growth stages. Grazing
seed production stages effectiveness can be low 13t
year. Suppression of high-
density infestations will occur
after 4 or more consecutive
years of grazing. Used in
combination with herbicides
and biological control may be
an effective strategy for long-
term management.
Musk Thistle Sheep, Prevent seed Graze heavily during the Grazing reduces plant size,
(Carduus Goats, production, rosette to bolting stage. density, and reproductive
nutans) Cattle reduce plant size Repeat grazing at two- efficiency. Cattle will not graze
and vigor. week intervals to prevent beyond early bud stage. Works
flowering and seed best when combined with fall
production. May need to herbicide treatment.
graze once a season if in
early flowering stage and
site conditions limit
regrowth. Graze at least 3
consecutive years.
Perennial Sheep and | Remove 85% of Graze until early flowering | Repeat, intensive grazing can
Pepperweed Goats top growth with stage, with preference for reduce biomass, density, and
(Lepidium repeated grazing early vegetative stages. height in single season, but
latifolium) (every 3-4 weeks) | Repeat grazing for several | root system replenishes
years is necessary. infestation. Grazing must be
continued for several years.
Can be combined with
herbicide spraying.
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Target Weed Livestock | Grazing Growth Stage for Potential Effectiveness
Class Objective Treatment
Russian Sheep Removal of 80% Early vegetative to Graze repeatedly multiple
Knapweed (particularly | biomass flowering. Graze at least 3 | times each season for several
(Acroptilon dry ewes) times per season, allowing | years. May result in reduced
repens) and goats 8-10 in. of regrowth biomass and density of plants
between treatments. 3 or but may return to pre-gazing
more years necessary. density when grazing ceases.
Long-term management
requires integrated program
with herbicides and
competitive planting.
Saltcedar Goats Severe defoliation | Prefer young shoots but Browsing is effective to reduce
(Tamarix to deplete root will browse 4-year-old size and density of trees and
ramosissimay) reserves and shoots. Repeated eliminate from specific sites.
prevent browsing is needed to limit | Goats must consume most or
Russian olive establishment of resprouting and remove all resprouts and seedlings for
(Elaeagnus new plants new seedlings. at least 3-5 years. Maintain
angustifolia) native perennial grass
understory to prevent seedling
establishment for long-term
management.
Scotch Thistle Sheep, Prevention of Graze at the rosette to Grazing is effective at
(Onopordum Goats, flowering and bolting stage. Heavy to suppressing flowering and
acanthium) Cattle reduction of stem | severe utilization, using reducing stem density 30 to
density. short-duration, high- 50%. Several years may be
intensity grazing provides needed to reduce populations.
the best results when Native perennial grass
repeated for several years | competition is essential.
to deplete seedbank. Effective when used in
combination with follow-up
herbicide treatment.
Spotted Sheep and | Graze to prevent Graze heavily during the Grazing can reduce plant
Knapweed Goats seed production rosette or bolting stage. vigor, density, size, flower
(Centaurea and reduce Two grazing periods per stems, and seed production.
maculosa) biomass. year during rosette to Sheep digestive systems may
bolting and bud stages suffer if diets are composed of
provide best control. >70% knapweed. Most
effective when combined with
herbicide treatments.
Tall Whitetop Sheep and | Prevent flowering | Graze before flowering. Repeated grazing may reduce
(Cardaria draba) | Goats and maintain Repeat at least 2 times a plant vigor and flower
removal of 85% of | year for at least 3 years. production.
top growth during
growing season.
Yellow Sheep, Graze heavily at Sheep and goats will Goats are most effective.
Starthistle Goats, and | least twice a year | graze at all growth stages. | Grazing reduces plant vigor
(Centaurea Cattle to prevent Cattle will graze in the and plant size and suppresses
solstitialis) flowering and for rosette to bolting stage. 2- | flower production. Graze twice
several years to 3 treatments are needed if | a year over several years to
deplete seedbank | grazed in rosette or bolting | prevent flower and seed
and reduce plant stage, goats grazing production.
density. during or after flowering
may require 1 year.
9.6  Biological Control

Biological control agents are U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)-approved insects and
pathogens that undergo rigorous testing prior to availability for release. Initial testing occurs in
quarantined laboratories to determine their effectiveness in controlling the target organism and
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host specificity. Testing includes potential effects on economic crops, rare plants, and similar
species found in North America. An agent is approved for release only after it is determined that
it is unlikely to feed or cause injury to any native or agricultural species. It generally takes
between 15-20 years for an agent to be cleared for release. Prior to the release of a new agent, an
environmental analysis is prepared by USDA APHIS (Agricultural Plant Health Inspection
Service). The analysis assumes that agents will spread throughout North America following
release. The BIA is using only those biological agents approved by APHIS as listed in Table 9-2.

The BIA will not consider the release of the tamarisk leaf beetle (Diorhabda carniulata). This
species was released near Moab, Utah in 2004 along the Colorado River with the expectation that
it could not migrate below the 38° N latitude. However, the beetles moved and infiltrated sites
south of the 38° N latitude, migrating down the Colorado River past Lake Mead. This unexpected
migration decimated the nesting habitat of the endangered Southwestern Willow Flycatcher,
which has affected the reproductive success of this species. The leaf beetle occurs in riparian
areas across the Navajo Nation. The BIA NRO monitors the leaf beetle to document its extent
and impact on the Navajo Nation.

Table 9-2. Target noxious weeds and proposed biological control agents.
Target Weed Proposed Control Agents by Proposed Control Agents by

Common Name Scientific Name Common Name
Dalmatian toadflax Brachypterolus pulicarius Flower feeding beetle
Calophasia lunula Toadflax moth
Eteobalea intermediella Root-boring moth
Eteobalea serratella Root-boring moth
Mecinus janthinus Stem-mining weevil
Gymnetron antirrhini Seed capsule weevil
Gymnetron linariae Root-galling weevil
Bangasternus fausti Seed head feeding weevil
Bangasternus orientalis Seed head feeding weevil
Cyphocleonus achates Root feeding weevil
Larinus minutus Seed head feeding weevil
Aceria malherbae Bindweed gall mite
Tyta luctuosa Bindweed moth
Aphthona abdominalis Minute flea beetle
Aphthona cyparissiae Brown dot flea beetle
Aphthona czwalinae Black flea beetle
Aphthona flava Copper flea beetle
Aphthona lacertosa Brown-legged flea beetle
Aphthona nigriscutis Black dot flea beetle

Puncturevine seed feeding weevil

Diffuse knapweed

Field bindweed

Leafy spurge

Puncturevine Microlarinus lypriformis

Subanguina picridis

Russian knapweed Nematode

Jaapiella ivannikovi
Urophora kasachstanica
Urophora xanthippe

Diptera: Cecidomyiidae
Flower gall fly
Flower gall fly

Spotted knapweed

Bangasternus fausti
Bangasternus orientalis
Cyphocleonus achates
Larinus minutus
Larinus obtusus

Seed head feeding weevil
Seed head feeding weevil
Root feeding weevil

Seed head feeding weevil
Seed head feeding weevil
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Target Weed Proposed Control Agents by Proposed Control Agents by
Common Name Scientific Name Common Name
Yellow starthistle Eustenopus villosus Starthistle hairy weevil
Bangasternus orientalis Starthistle bud weevil
Chaetorellia australis Starthistle peacock fly
Urophora sirunaseva Starthistle gall fly

The BIA and Cooperating Agencies will consult with Navajo Nation Department of Fish and
Wildlife (NNDFW) on a project-by-project basis to approve the use of biological control agents.
Also, prior to the release of any biological control agent, the BIA will obtain a permit from
APHIS. The Coconino, Kaibab, and Prescott National Forests and the City of Flagstaff have
conducted biological control treatments near the Navajo Nation for Dalmatian toadflax, diffuse
and spotted knapweed, yellow starthistle, and leafy spurge (Dewey Murray, personal
communication 2013). The greatest success has occurred with biological controls released to
control diffuse knapweed.

9.7  Chemical Control

Chemical methods include the use of herbicides to
control noxious weeds. Herbicides are categorized as
selective or non-selective. Selective herbicides kill only
a specific type of plant. For example, a selective
herbicide for broad-leaved plants will not affect grasses.
Non-selective herbicides will kill all vegetation that it
contacts. Therefore, it is important not to spray desirable
vegetation when using non-selective herbicides. The
herbicides for use on the Navajo Nation are listed in
Table 9-3.

Photo courtesy of Fred Phillips Consulting.

There are several herbicide application methods. The method chosen for a particular project site
may depend on the size of the infestation, the species present, accessibility to the site,
topography, resources and equipment available, and finances. All herbicides will be used
according to their labels and a Navajo Nation Certified Pesticide Applicator must be on site.
Water for mixing herbicide and cleaning herbicide equipment will be potable water obtained oft-
site or through a Water Use Permit. For remote sites, a Water Use Permit may be obtained with
the local water code. An anti-siphon and back flow preventer device are required to prevent
contamination of the water source. Up to 30 people are needed to implement chemical
treatments. Some herbicide application methods are described below.

e Cut Stump - This method uses both chemical and mechanical/manual techniques
and is effective on tree species that sparsely populate an area or in areas where
heavy machinery is not an option. The plant is cut as close to the ground as
possible using a chainsaw or loppers. The cut stump is then immediately (within
15 minutes) sprayed or painted with a systemic herbicide to prevent vigorous re-
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sprouting. It is important to cover the entire cut stump with herbicide. For the
most effective and safe treatment, skilled sawyers are recommended.

e Basal Bark - Basal bark spraying is most effective on dormant and leafless
woody plants with less than a 6-inch stem diameter. This method involves
spraying the bottom 12-18 inches of a stem with herbicide. Care is taken to apply
herbicide around the entire stem. The herbicide is mixed with a penetrating oil
that allows it to pass through the bark. This method results in a dead standing
snag.

e Frill or “Hack and Squirt”- This method involves making spaced cuts around
the entire tree trunk with an ax, machete, or hatchet. It is important that the cut
penetrates to the cambium layer. Herbicide is then applied to the cuts using a
spray bottle or similar tool.

e Foliar spray — Foliar sprays are most effective when plants are in full leaf. Foliar
spray is applied using a backpack sprayer, spray bottle, a boom or boomless
sprayer mounted on an ATV or truck, fixed-wing airplane or helicopter to
distribute over a large area.

e Pelletized Treatment- Herbicides made into small pellets can be buried around
the plant’s base.

e Pre-Emergent Treatment- This treatment method involves applying herbicide to
the soil before the target noxious weed species germinates or emerges.

Herbicide applications require certain precautions and protocols. U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA) categorizes pesticides as either "unclassified" or "restricted use.” A
pesticide, or some of its uses, can be classified as restricted if it causes harm to humans
(pesticide handlers or other persons) or to the environment. Herbicide applications will comply
with the Navajo Nation Pesticide Act as enforced by the Navajo Nation Environmental
Protection Agency, which includes annual reporting on projects that use herbicide treatments and
proper disposal of unused herbicide. Herbicides must be applied by applicators with a state
applicators license and a U.S. EPA Certified Pesticide applicator card for the Navajo Nation. The
U.S. EPA Certified Pesticide applicator card can be obtained through the U.S. EPA Region 9
Pacific Southwest Office.

Near riparian areas, only aquatic formulations of 2,4-D, glyphosate, triclopyr, and imazapyr can
be used within 25 ft of the daily high-water mark. Herbicides that are practically non-toxic to
fish and mollusks (White 2007) require a 25 ft (7.6 m) buffer from the daily high-water mark,
including: aminopyralid, chlorsulfuron, clopyralid, imazapic, and thifensulfuron-methy]l.
Imazapic and imazapyr have no risk to aquatic invertebrates and fish even if there is an
accidental direct spray or spill to the aquatic habitat (BLM 2007). Non-aquatic approved and
moderate to high aquatic toxicity herbicides (White 2007) require a 300 ft (91 m) buffer from the
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daily high-water mark. Only aquatic herbicides will be used for aerial applications by either
fixed wing or rotary aircraft within riparian areas.

When applying herbicides, weather conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, inversions,
humidity, and precipitation should be taken into consideration. Herbicides should always be used
as directed on their labels. Caution is required to prevent overspray on non-target species.
Extreme caution is used when mixing herbicides. Dermal exposure to a small amount of a
concentrated herbicide is equivalent to the exposure received after a full day of working in a
treated field. Herbicides are applied using the proper equipment and applicators are required to
use personal protective equipment. Application rates for each herbicide are in Table 9-4.

Use of herbicides can include concerns about human health, ecological risks, and potential
impacts to native plants and animals. Projects using herbicides should always be paired with
other treatment methods to (1) improve their effectiveness and (2) reduce the potential for
harmful impacts. If more than one herbicide can be used for a project, treatments should
prioritize the herbicide with the lowest toxicity. Herbicides are listed by toxicity in Appendix E.
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Table 9-3. Herbicides approved for use on the Navajo Nation based on priority treatment areas. * Indicates a Restricted Use Pesticide.

Herbicide

Herbicide Characteristics and Target Vegetation

Riparian

Rangeland

Agricultural
Lands

Right-
of-Ways

Roadsides

Residence/
Communities

2,4-D

Selective herbicide used to control broadleaf weeds by interfering with plant
metabolism. It is moderately to highly mobile in the soil, which restricts its
use in and around high ground water tables or open water. Key species
include biennial thistles, Canada thistle, diffuse knapweed, leafy spurge,
blue mustard, perennial pepperweed, Russian knapweed, squarrose
knapweed, sulfur cinquefoil, Dalmatian toadflax, whitetop, halogeton,
puncturvine, spreading wallflower, horehound, California burclover, Russian
thistle, and yellow starthistles.

Aminopyralid

Selective herbicide used for broadleaf weed control. It is relatively immobile
in the soil and remains in upper 12" of soil profile. Target weeds include
yellow starthistle, squarrose knapweed, bull thistle, Canada thistle, musk
thistle, scotch thistle, spotted knapweed, whitetop, sulfur cinquefoil, diffuse
knapweed, Russian knapweed, and Russian olive.

Atrazine*

Selective herbicide that controls pre- and post- emergence broadleaf and
grassy weeds. It is mostly absorbed through the roots inhibiting
photosynthesis. Atrazine degrades in soil primarily by action of microbes. It
is common chemical contaminant in ground and surface water. Key species
include red brome and kochia.

Chlorsulfuron

Registered for general use to control many broadleaf weeds and some
annual grasses. This herbicide inhibits enzyme activity. Chlorsulfuron tends
to leach into soils with a textural range from sand to silt loam and degrades
more rapidly at higher temperatures with adequate moisture contents. It is
broken down to smaller compounds by soil microorganisms. Chlorsulfuron
may be used to treat blue mustard, Dalmatian toadflax, perennial
pepperweed, puncturevine, Russian thistle, kochia and thistles.

Clopyralid

Selective post-emergence herbicide controlling broadleaf species. This
herbicide affects the target weed by mimicking the plant hormone auxin and
causes uncontrolled plant growth and eventual death. Once applied to the
ground, it rapidly disassociates, which results in having a high potential to
contaminate ground or surface water. It is used to treat biennial thistles,
Canada thistle, perennial pepperweed, diffuse knapweed, Russian
knapweed, squarrose knapweed, and yellow starthistle.

Dichlobenil

Selective weed control of annual grassy and broad-leafed weeds and
certain perennial weeds. It is water soluable and moves slowly in the soil.
Can be used to treat leafy spurge, biennial thistles, Canada thistle,
perennial pepperweed, Russian knapweed, field bindweed, and kochia.

Fluroxypyr

A pyridinoxy acid herbicide used to control annual and perennial
broadleaf weeds and woody brush. Potential to leach to groundwater is
high and potential for loss on eroded soil is low. Plants take up through
leaves and roots and translocated to other plant parts. Target weeds
include kochia and knapweeds.
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Herbicide

Herbicide Characteristics and Target Vegetation

Riparian

Rangeland

Agricultural
Lands

Right-
of-Ways

Roadsides

Residence/
Communities

Fluazifop-P-
butyl

Selective herbicide for post-emergence control of annual and perennial
grass weeds. Breaks down rapidly in moist soils. It is actively taken up
by plants and translocated throughout the plant where it interferes with
plant cell's ability to produce energy. Target weeds include:
fountaingrass, common Mediterranean grass, and red brome.

Glyphosate

Broad-spectrum, nonselective herbicide used for control of annual and
perennial plants including grasses, sedges, broadleaf weeds, and
woody plants. Method of action is to inhibit amino acid and protein
synthesis. It is moderately persistent in the soil. Glyphosate is strongly
absorbed in most soils and normally does not leach out of the profile.
Glyphosate is successful in controlling annual, biennial, and perennial
grasses, broadleaf weeds, and woody shrubs and trees.

Imazapic

Selective herbicide for both pre- and post-emergent control of some
annual and perennial grasses and broadleaf weeds. It affects plants by
inhibiting the production of amino acids that ultimately reduces cell
growth. It is considered moderately persistent in soils. Effective in
control of biennial thistles, Canada thistle, leafy spurge, Dalmatian
toadflax, perennial pepperweed, whitetop, halogeton, jointed
goatgrass, red brome, and cheatgrass.

Imazapyr

Broad-spectrum herbicide that is applied pre- or post-emergence.
Absorbed by the leaves and roots and moves rapidly through the plant.
It has a strong affinity to bind to soils and rarely moves beyond the top
few inches. Low potential for leaching to ground water but may reach
surface water during storm events over recently treated land. Imazapyr
is effective on African rue, Tree of Heaven, Fountaingrass, yellow
starthistle, perennial pepperweed, whitetop, Uruguayan pampas grass,
common Mediterranean grass, saltcedar, Siberian elm, camelthorn,
Russian knapweed, and Russian olive.

Indaziflam

Pre-emergent and broad-spectrum control of weed seedlings. It inhibits
development and cellulose biosynthesis in roots. It is moderately
persistent in soils and does have the potential to contaminate surface
water through runoff. Target weed species include: cheatgrass, red
brome, bald brome, rescuegrass, ripgut brome, smooth brome,
dalmatian toadflax, Halogeton, musk thistle, Canada thistle, Russian
thistle, yellow starthistle, puncturevine, jointed goatgrass, California
burclover, diffuse knapweed, and kochia.

Isoxaben

Used for pre-emergence control of broadleaf weeds. It is absorbed through
the roots and inhibits cellulose biosynthesis in the cell walls. It is moderately
persistent in soil and potential for ground and surface water contamination
is low. Target weed species include: kochia, mustards, Russian thistle, and
leafy spurge.
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Herbicide

Herbicide Characteristics and Target Vegetation

Riparian

Rangeland

Agricultural
Lands

Right-
of-Ways

Roadsides

Residence/
Communities

Metsulfuron
methyl

Control brush and certain unwanted woody plants, annual and perennial
broadleaf weeds, and annual grassy plants. Affects plants by inhibiting cell
division in the roots and shoots, thereby stopping growth. It dissolves easily
in water and can leach through the soil to contaminate ground water but
confined to soils that are either sandy or porous. It can control biennial
thistles, Canada thistle, Russian knapweed, African rue, yellow starthistle,
blue mustard, perennial pepperweed, halogeton, camelthorn, horehound
and whitetop.

Metribuzin

Selective herbicide that inhibits photosynthesis. It controls annual grasses
and broadleaf weeds. Highly soluble in water and low tendency to adsorb to
most soils. Target weeds include field brome, field sandbur, Johnson grass,
puncturevine, bromes, Russian thistle, and kochia.

Paraquat*

Non-selective herbicide that destroys green plant tissue on contact and by
translocation within the plant. It is a "Restricted Use" herbicide. Quickly
adsorbed by soil particles and is long-lived in soil. Target species include
field sandbur.

Pendimethalin

Selective herbicide used to control most annual grasses and certain
broadleaf weeds. It can be used on both pre- and post-emergence weeds.
Adsorbs strongly to soil organic matter and clay and does not leach through
soil to contaminate ground water. It is used to control puncturevine and
kochia.

Picloram*

A “Restricted Use” herbicide due to its mobility in water combined with the
sensitivity of many crops that can be damaged with use. It interferes with
the weed'’s ability to make proteins and nucleic acids. It dissolves easily in
water. This herbicide controls biennial thistles, Canada thistle, knapweeds,
Dalmatian toadflax, camelthorn, Russian thistle, leafy spurge, Russian
knapweed, Scotch thistle, whitetop, and yellow starthistle.

Prodiamine

A selective, pre-emergent herbicide for the control of broadleaf weeds and
grasses by inhibiting plant growth. Used for control of kochia, rescuegrass,
and Johnsongrass

Thifensulfuron
methyl

This is a broad spectrum, post-emergent herbicide for control of broadleaf
weeds. Absorbed through foliage of plants to inhibit growth. This herbicide
controls spreading wallflower, kochia, and Russian thistle.

Triclopyr

Works by disrupting plant growth. It is absorbed by green bark, leaves, and
roots and moves to the meristem of the plant. It has a moderate to low
solubility in water and normally binds to clay and organic matter, so it has a
slight potential to contaminate ground water. Triclopyr is effective in
treatment of yellow starthistle, squarrose knapweed, perennial pepperweed,
spotted knapweed, diffuse knapweed, horehound, tamarisk, tree of Heaven,
Russian olive, and Siberian elm.
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Table 9-4. Herbicides and recommended application concentrations per acre for priority weed species. Rates listed are general according to label instructions, the USFS Field Guide for Managing Weed Species in the Southwest; Montana, Utah and Wyoming
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Cooperative Extension Service Weed Management Handbook; and Lake Mead Exotic Plant Management Plan. Herbicides should be applied according to the label instructions by certified pesticide applicators. *Indicates a restricted use pesticide.

Category A - HIGH

Noxious Weed 2,4-D Aminopyralid Atrazine* | Chlorsulfuron methyl Clopyralid Dichlobenil Fluroxpyr ELl‘t;IZ'fOp'P'
L ! Grazon P+D Curtail: GrazonNext Crossbow . Chaparral Milestone + Telar | Cimmaron Plus . . Redeem . Fusilade 2000,
Common Name Sclentific Name Various (+picloram) (+clopyralid) (+aminopyralid) (+triclopyr) M S (+metsulfuron) Garlon 4 Aatrex XP (+metasulfuron) Transline | Reclaim (+triclopyr) el A Fusilade DX
African rue’ Peganum harmala
3 Chorispora tenella Ya - % pt for 4 0.125
Elue sz (Pall.) DC. Ib/gal product 0z
N - 0.33-1.3 0.33-1.3 0.92 -
Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare 1-2pt 1-2qt 2 pt 3-50z ot ot 1.5-2pt 3.84 gt
Camelthorn’ Alhagi camelorum 1-1/3pt | 1-1/3 pt
2 gt (based on
Canada thistle’ Cirsium arvense 1 qt of 4 Ib per 6 pints 5-7 oz 06713 | 0.67-1.3 2.5-4 pt 308942 )
gal) pt pt .84 qt
1-1.5 pt
Common Mediterranean grass | Schismus barbatus plants;8 oz for
seedlings
. 4 L ) 2-2.6
Dalmatian toadflax Linaria dalmatica oz
Fountain grass’ Pennisetum setaceum 1-1.5 pt
Leafy spurge’ Euphorbia esula 2 qts 0.92 -
y spurg p q 3.84 qt
. 0.33-1.3 0.33-1.3 0.92 -
1 - - - o -
Musk thistle Carduus nutans 2-4pt 1-qt 1.5-2pt 3-50z ot ot 1.5-2pt 3.84 gt
Perennial pepperweed’ Lepidum latifolium 1-2 Ibs/ac 1-2 0z ??E?fc;t
Ravenna grass? Saccharum ravennae
7
Sahara mustard* Brassica tournefortii 3-6 pt AS%JB 2.5-3.3 0z 2-3 qts
. . 5 Va-17"%
Squarrose knapweed Centaurea virgata 1-2 qt 2-3 qt 4 pt 5-7 oz %-1 pt pt 2 pt 8 oz
; : 0.33-1.3 0.33-1.3 0.92 -
1 - - - . -
Scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium 2-4pt 1-2qt 2-2.6pt 5-7 oz ot ot 1.5-2pt 3.84 gt
1/_11
Spotted knapweed' Centaurea maculosa 1-2qt 2-3qt 4 pt 5-7 oz %- 1 pt Ap: % 2 pt 8 oz
Sulphur cinquefoil® Potentilla rect L. 2-4 pt 4-6 oz
Tall whitetop' Cardaria draba 25-3.330z 10z 1.25 0z
Tamarisk, other Tamgrlx spp., including
hybrids
Tree-of-Heaven' Ailantus altissima
Uruguayan pampas grass® Cortaderia sellonana
Yellow nutsedge® Cyperus esculentus
Yellow starthistle' Centaurea solstitialis 1qt 2qt(1:4 0.25-1pt 3-50z 0.25-0.67 0.25-
mixture) pt 0.67 pt
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Category A - HIGH

Metsulfuron

Thifensulfuron-

Noxious Weed Glyphosate Imazapic Imazapyr Indaziflam Isoxaben methyl Metribuzin | Paraquat* | Pendimethalin | Picloram* | Prodiamine methyl Triclopyr

. i Round Journey (+ Arsenal + Esplanade Ally, Allie,

Common Name Scientific Name Rodeo Plateau Arsenal Chopper Rejuvra Gallery Gropper, Sencor Gramoxone Pendulum Tordon 22K Evade Volta Garlon
Up Glyphosate) Rodeo 200 SC Escort
African rue’ Peganum harmala 3 pt 3.2-640z
Blue mustard? Chorispora tenella (Pall.) 15 pt 11-12 0.125 oz
DC. oz
Bull thistle' Cirsium vulgare 8-12 oz 0.5-2 pt
Camelthorn' Alhagi camelorum 0'72? = 1-3 oz 2 qt
Canada thistle’ Cirsium arvense 35-70z | 35-T7o0z 1qt
oo Schismus barbatus 1-3 pt 2-3 pt
Mediterranean grass P P
8-120z +
Dalmatian toadflax’ Linaria dalmatica 1qt 35-70z | 35-70z 1-2 qt
MSO
Fountain grass' Pennisetum setaceum 0.5-1 pt 2-3 pt
8-12 0z +
Leafy spurge’ Euphorbia esula 1qt 1qt 1.5-2 pt 1-2 qt
MSO
Musk thistle’ Carduus nutans 8-12 oz 35-70z | 35-7o0z 0.5-2 pt
Perennial pepperweed' | Lepidum latifolium 3qt 1 gal 12 0z 2-3 pt 0.75-1 0z 3qts
Ravenna grass? Saccharum ravennae 5% soln
Sahara mustard* Brassica tournefortii 0.5-1.0 oz 3 qts
Scotch thistle’ Onopordum acanthium 8-12 0z 0.5-2 pt
Spotted knapweed' Centaurea maculosa 1-2 pt
Squarrose knapweed' Centaurea virgata 1-2 pt
Sulphur cinquefoil® Potentilla rect L. 1 pt
Tall whitetop’ Cardaria draba 3qt 4 qt 12 oz 2-3 pt 0.75-1 oz
. Tamarix spp., including 1.5qt+
’
Tamarisk, Saltcedar hybrids 2 qts 15qt
Tree-of-Heaven' Ailantus altissima 2-5qt 1-1.5 pt 2-3 pt 3-6 gts
Urugl.éayan pampas Cortaderia sellonana 0.5-1 pt 2-3 pt
grass
Yellow nutsedge® Cyperus esculentus 1-5 gt
Yellow starthistle? Centaurea solstitialis 4'5&7'5 1.5-4 qt 1 pt 3.5-0z 3.5-70z 10z 1-1.5 pt 3 pts
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Category B - MEDIUM
Noxious Weed 2,4-D Aminopyralid Atrazine* | Chlorsulfuron methyl Clopyralid Dichlobenil Fluroxypyr F'“izl::;{""'
Common Name Scientific Name Various G|r3a+z[c)m Curtail: GrazonNext Crossbow Milestone Chaparral Milestone + Aatrex Telar Cimmaron Plus Transline | Reclaim Redeem Casoron Vista Fusilade 2000,
(+picloram) (+clopyralid) (+aminopyralid) (+triclopyr) (+metsulfuron) Garlon 4 XP (+metasulfuron) (+triclopyr) Fusilade DX
10 41
Diffuse knapweed' Centaurea diffusa 1-2qt 2-3qt 4 pt 5-7 oz %-1 pt /Sp: % 2 pt 8oz
Halogeton? “elEgEir 2-27qt
glomeratus
Johnsongrass?® Sorghum halepense
Russian knapweed' Acroptilon repens 1-2 qt 4-6 0z 1-1%pt | 1-1 Vs pt 0'9201,(3'84
Russian olive' Elaeagnus 2 gal 7oz+2qt
angustifolia
Siberian elm’ Ulmus pumila
Tamarisk, Saltcedar? Tamarix ramosissima
Category B — MEDIUM
Noxi . . Metsulfuron . . . . . . " S Thifensulfuron- .
oxious Weed Glyphosate Imazapic Imazapyr Indaziflam Isoxaben methyl Metribuzin | Paraquat* | Pendimethalin | Picloram Prodiamine methyl Triclopyr
Round Journey (+ Arsenal + Esplanade Ally, Alle,
Common Name Scientific Name Rodeo Plateau Arsenal Chopper | Rejuvra Gallery Gropper, Sencor Gramoxone Pendulum Tordon 22K Evade Volta Garlon
Up Glyphosate) Rodeo 2000 Escort
Diffuse knapweed" Centaurea diffusa 35-70z | 35-Toz 1-2 pt
Halogeton® Halogeton glomeratus 4-12 oz 35-70z | 35-70z 0.5-1 oz
Johnsongrass?® Sorghum halepense 0.51b 1
Russian knapweed' Acroptilon repens 3-75pt | 4-48qt 2 pt 1-2 qt
Russian olive' Elaeagnus angustifolia 1-5qt 1.5q-t3.3 2.4 pt 11.55q(;t+ 1-3 gt
L P . 15-3.3
Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 3-7.5pt ot 1-1.5 pt 2-3 pt 3-6 gt
Tamarisk, Saltcedar’ Tamarix ramosissima 2 qt 11.55q;t+
Category C - LOW
Noxious Weed 2,4-D Aminopyralid Atrazine* | Chlorsulfuron methyl Clopyralid Dichlobenil Fluroxypyr Fluelxozl::;r-P-
Grazon . . ) .
T : Curtail: GrazonNext Crossbow . Chaparral Milestone + Telar Cimmaron Plus . . Redeem . Fusilade 2000,
Common Name Scientific Name Various (+pi|z:;)?am) (+clopyralid) (+aminopyralid) (+triclopyr) Milestone (+metsulfuron) Garlon 4 Aatrex XP (+metasulfuron) Transline | Reclaim (+triclopyr) Casoron Vista Fusilade DX
Bald brome?® Bromus racemosus
California burclover* SIEEIEEET 0.67-4 pt
polymorpha
Cheatgrass'’ Bromus tectorum
. . Convolvulus 0.92 -
3 ,
Field bindweed arvensis 2-4 pt 3.84 gt
Field brome Bromus arvensis
Horehound® Marrubium vulgare 1-4 pt
A-52
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Category C - LOW
Noxious Weed 2,4-D Aminopyralid Atrazine* | Chlorsulfuron methyl Clopyralid Dichlobenil Fluroxypyr Fluizl;:;r-P-
Grazon . . ) .
T : Curtail: GrazonNext Crossbow . Chaparral Milestone + Telar Cimmaron Plus . . Redeem . Fusilade 2000,
Common Name Scientific Name Various (+piF<I)?am) (+clopyralid) (+aminopyralid) (+triclopyr) Milestone (+metsulfuron) Garlon 4 Aatrex XP (+metasulfuron) Transline | Reclaim (+triclopyr) Casoron Vista Fusilade DX
Jointed goatgrass’ Aegilops cylindrica
. . . 0.92 -
3 L
Kochia Bassia scoparia 3.2-4 pt 3.84 qt 80z
Puncturevine® Tribulus terrestris 2qt
Red brome* Bromus rubens 1-2 pt 1-1.5 pt
Rescuegrass® Bromus catharticus
Ripgut brome? Bromus diandrus
Russian thistle® Salsola kali 0.75-4 pt 2-4 pt 2-4 pt
Smooth brome? Bromus inermis
Spreading wallflower Erysimum 1/4-3/8 Ib
repandum
Category C - LOW
Noxious Weed Glyphosate Imazapic Imazapyr Indaziflam Isoxaben Mert::tl::;:‘on Metribuzin Paraquat* Pendimethalin | Picloram* | Prodiamine Th'f‘?::tur:;l:ron' Triclopyr
NPT Round Journey (+ Arsenal + Esplanade Ally, Allie,
Common Name Scientific Name Rodeo Plateau Arsenal Chopper Rejuvra Gallery Gropper, Sencor Gramoxone Pendulum Tordon 22K Evade Volta Garlon
Up Glyphosate) Rodeo 2000 Escort

Bald brome? Bromus racemosus 0.5-3 gt 35-70z | 35-7o0z 0.5-1 pt
California burclover* Medicago polymorpha 2‘:)'232 35-70z | 35-7o0z

2-12 0z
Cheatgrass' Bromus tectorum 0.5-1 pt +1qt 16-21 0z + 1 35-70z | 35-7o0z

MSO qt MSO
. . . . 0.25-5

Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis qt 0.5 pt-2 gt
Field brome Bromus arvensis 0.5-3 qt 35-70z | 35-7o0z 0.5-1 pt
Horehound® Marrubium vulgare 0.2-10z 2-4 pt 2.5-3.33 pt

0.063-
Jointed goatgrass' Aegilops cylindrica 2.5-3 pt 0.188 35-70z | 35-70z

Ibs

Kochia3 Bassia scoparia 0.5-5qt 35-70z | 35-70z 16 oz 0.51b 1.8-4.8 pt 11b
Puncturevine? Tribulus terrestris 0.75-4 pt 35-70z | 35-70z 1.2-4.8 qt

2-12 0z
Red brome* Bromus rubens 0.5-1 pt +1qt 1Y- 2 pt 35-70z | 35-7o0z

MSO
Rescuegrass® Bromus catharticus 0.5-3 qt 35-70z | 35-70z 0.5-0.6 Ib 11b
Ripgut brome? Bromus diandrus 0.5-3 gt 35-70z | 35-70z 0.5-1 pt
Russian thistle3 Salsola kali 8 ‘;Zt 5 35-70z | 35-7o0z 16 0z 0.25-0.75 pt 1-1.5 oz
Smooth brome? Bromus inermis 0.5-3 qt 35-70z | 35-70z 0.5-1 pt
Spreading wallflower | Erysimum repandum 0.3-0.6 oz
MSO=Methylated seed oil
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9.8 Roads and Rights-of-Way Treatments

While noxious weed treatments on roads and rights-of-way (linear corridors) use the same
techniques described above, treatments occur on a regular basis and are aimed at moving quickly
to disrupt traffic as little as possible. The techniques used to treat noxious weeds in linear
corridors include:

Chemical spraying using trucks or All-Terrain Vehicles (ATV) for efficient application,
Mechanical mowing timed to occur prior to seed-head maturation,

Boom axe or chainsaw used to cut vegetation within 15-30 ft of pavement edge,
Cut-stump treatments,

Pile burning of collected plan material,

Controlled burns, and

Maintenance of fire guards along road shoulder or fence line.

Other measures used to prevent weed introduction and retain native vegetation along linear
corridors include techniques that reduce erosion and other disturbances (keeping equipment off
unstable slopes), re-seeding areas with native species, use of weed free materials (straw, wattles,
fill, and seed), cleaning vehicles and equipment before beginning treatment and leaving a
treatment area, and coordination with landowners to treat weeds on the roads and adjacent areas.

10.0  Native Vegetation Re-Planting

It is highly recommended that native species revegetation occurs after noxious weeds are
removed from areas where weeds comprised 50% or more of the vegetation community. Areas
dominated by noxious weeds for long periods of time likely do not have the native seed bank
necessary for passive native species recolonization. Also, revegetating with native species
prevents recolonizing noxious weeds, restores native pastures, and provides habitat for wildlife.
Below are recommendations for native species revegetation scenarios based on native to noxious

weeds ratios prior to clearing.

10.1 Passive Restoration

Passive restoration can occur in habitats dominated by native vegetation. Noxious weeds can be
removed by hand and the native seed bank and surrounding vegetation is left to recolonize
cleared areas. These are areas where weeds comprise less than 50% of vegetative cover.

10.2  Active Restoration

Habitats with more than 50% noxious weeds cover prior to treatments require native species
replanting after weed treatments occur. If a ground water is deep or no natural flooding occurs on
a regular basis, planted vegetation will require supplemental irrigation. Below are different
techniques for planting native vegetation.
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10.2.1 Direct Seeding

Direct seeding offers many advantages over other techniques.
When conditions are optimal, it produces large numbers of
plants over an extensive area in a relatively short period.
Through sheer volume, seeded plants out-compete
recolonizing noxious weeds and survive harsh environmental
conditions that would decimate smaller populations. Seeding
is less expensive than other native planting techniques,
especially for large tracts of land. Grass and herbaceous
vegetation establish best from seed. Seeds from regional
genetic stock have the most success germinating and surviving
in the conditions found on the Navajo Nation. However, many
seeds can only be obtained from commercial growers in other
regions. USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS) can provide information on the most appropriate
seeds or seed mix for the desired area
(https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nres/main/plantmaterials /pmc/west/azpmc/). Additional
native plant seed resources also include the NNDFW Diné Native Plants Program, NNDFW
Botanist, State Cooperative Extension programs, local BIA Branch of Natural Resource Office,
and the Navajo Nation Department of Agriculture Window Rock Office. Planting locally
gathered seeds is successful but requires more time and effort than purchasing seed from a

Photo courtesy of Fred
Phillips Consulting.

commercial source.

Prior to planting, some seeds with hard seed coats should be scarified mechanically or
chemically. Scarification, a pre-germination process, opens the seed coat so water and gas can
penetrate. When seeds naturally pass through the digestive tracts of animals, they undergo both
chemical and mechanical scarification as part of the digestion process. As a substitute, seeds can
be mechanically scarified by grinding them in a blender for about 10 seconds or by scraping a
hole in the coat using sandpaper. Chemical scarification uses strong acids or other chemicals to
partially open the seed coat; however, it is more dangerous and less effective than mechanical
methods.

10.2.2 Propagating Cuttings

Vegetative propagation is more predictable and often quicker than starting with seeds. Desirable
traits can be selected—for example, a superior flower color or thornless branch. However, plants
propagated from the same stock over a long period may become susceptible to sudden
environmental changes, insect attacks, and diseases. Harvesting cuttings from a variety of
populations or from different areas ensures greater diversity and resistance to such problems.
Native cottonwood and willows have high survival rates when planted as vegetative cuttings.

Cutting Guidelines. Check recommendations for individual species to identify the
optimal season to harvest cuttings. In general, the best time to cut is when the plants are
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dormant—usually from December to early February. Ideally, cuttings are planted within
a week of harvesting, after they are submerged in water for at least 7 days. If cuttings are
not planted for a few months, refrigerate them at 35°F to maintain dormancy. Try to
select juvenile plants (1-2 years or younger if big enough) for cuttings, especially for
woody species like cottonwood and willow. Younger plants are less likely to have growth
inhibitors. If you must cut older plants, target the newest, most flexible growth near the
base. When possible, prune older plants to generate new growth.

Preparing Cuttings. Before planting (either on site or in pots), re-cut and, for some
species, apply rooting hormone. Make a new cut just above the original one but below a
leaf node or bud, where concentrations of growth-influencing hormones or auxins are
highest. This cut can be diagonal or straight. The diagonal method makes the cutting
easier to plant and creates more surface area for water uptake. A straight cut lessens water
loss and makes it easier to recognize the top and bottom ends. If rooting hormone is used,
dip the cut end into an IBA (Indole-3-butyric acid) rooting hormone, such as Rootone,
and gently tap to remove excess powder. This hormone speeds up root development. To
prevent contamination, remove and apply the estimated amount of hormone for the
cuttings present and discard extra after use. Cuttings from some species, like willow, are
soaked for at least 7 days, but no longer than 12-14 days because the roots will begin to
grow and will risk breaking off during planting. Once poles are removed from water they
should not spend more than 12 hours out of water before planting.

Planting Techniques. Techniques for planting cuttings vary considerably; virtually all
are effective for fast-rooting species such as cottonwood and willow. Rooting times vary
by species from under a week to several months. Planting areas with a 6-inch — 4-foot
depth to water table are recommended for planting cottonwood and willow tree species.
Willows can be planted in clusters with 3 poles at least 7 feet in length with a minimum
diameter of %2 inch. Holes are augured to a 6-inch diameter and at least 4 feet deep or just
below the water table. All poles are planted at least 4 feet deep in the augured holes at the
lowest water table of the year. Insert the cutting into the soil with the nodes pointing
upward. The above ground portion of the pole is cut at a maximum height of 2 feet high
and a minimum height of 18 inches. When planted all poles are slurred in with a water
auger leaving no air gaps between pole and soil to maintain maximum soil to stem
contact. Coat the tops of all poles with latex paint to seal in moisture. If planted in the
ground water, planting areas should not require supplemental irrigation.

10.2.3 Deep Pot Upland Plants

Upland trees benefit from being grown in deep pots. Deep potted plants are planted in a hand
augured planting holes that are 4-in wide and deep enough to reach the capillary fringe of the
lowest water table of the year. One to three feet of the plant with budding sites above the ground.
The plant root ball is not planted in saturated soil, but just right above the saturated soil zone.

Appendix A. Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management Plan A-56



Final Environmental Impact Statement Bureau of Indian Affairs
Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management Plan Navajo Region

10.2.4 Containerized Plants

Containerized plants are available all year and can establish quickly if they have well-established
root systems. This method is expensive, time consuming, and difficult to transport, and is not
practical for sites that are hard to access. Tree species are often planted in five-gallon containers
while shrubs and forbs are planted as one-gallon containers. Herbaceous plants that naturally
grow with multiple stems or rhizomatous roots are grown in flats of various sizes. If plants are
not planted into the water table, drip irrigation may be necessary.

Augured or excavated 3-18-inch planting holes are dug to the lowest water table of the year. The
native soil from the holes is utilized to secure the plant. When the plants are removed from the
container, the root ball is pulled apart and loosened prior to planting. Once planted, a water well
ring is formed on the surface soil around all tree plantings to enhance water retention. Remove
noxious weeds present in the native tree containers prior to planting.

10.2.5 Bioengineering and Erosion Control

Figure 10-1. Harvested willow poles are planted along a bankline to provide additional erosion protection.
Left: Work crews prep the bundles of willow poles after they have soaked in the Colorado River. Right:
the same location one year after planting. Photos courtesy of Fred Phillips Consulting.

Bioengineering is implemented to prevent erosion and noxious weed recolonization along
stream, wash, and riverbanks (Figure 10-1). This technique uses native vegetation poles,
bundles, and plugs cut or harvested from local native stock. Poles are collected using the
methods discussed above under Propagating Cuttings. They are planted individually or as
bundles (approximately 3 poles per bundle) using a power auger or punch to create a narrow hole
perpendicular to water flow that extends to the water table. Two rows of poles are planted along
the bank line, one at the average low-water mark and one at the average high-water mark. When
the water table is reached, a pole or bundle is immediately placed in the hole down to the water
table. Soil is packed around the cutting to prevent air pockets.

Willow bundle plantings are good for areas with fluctuating water levels (Figure 10-2). To make
bundles, 3-5 poles are tied into bundles of approximately 3 to 18 inches in diameter with the
growing tips oriented up. The terminal bud is removed so the energy is re-routed to the lateral
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buds for more efficient root and stem sprouting. Vertical trenches are excavated approximately
on 3-foot centers with a slope of 2:1 or more to ensure adequate protections of the bank line and
to encourage rapid growth. Ensure that the bottom of the trench is still under water during low
flows and place bundles in them with the cut ends in the water. Bundles are secured with a
wooden stake and the bundle is back filled with soil.

Figure 10-2. Bundles of fast-growing plants planted along the streambank can provide erosion control
when steep banks cannot be re-graded. Left: grass bundles installed along a steep bank with willow
bundles planted in between to stabilize and capture soils on the bankline. Right: The same bankline one
year later. Photos courtesy of Fred Phillips Consulting.

The toe of the slope is highly erodible and is planted with fast growing native wetland vegetation
plugs if perennial water is present. Wetland plugs are planted during the lowest water flow of the
year to ensure that plants are submerged in the water table. A hole is dug at the toe of the slope,
in the water table and the wetland plug’s roots are submerged in the water.

Other erosion control techniques include the following:

e Erosion blankets: This technique helps hold soil and seed in place during
inundation and create a microclimate conducive to germination of native grass
and forb seeds. Blankets consisting of all-natural materials break down between
one to 2 years after vegetation is established and are wildlife friendly. The blanket
is installed over the prepared seed bed and staked into place with wooden stakes
and/or metal staples by hand crews. The edges of the blanket are buried in a
shallow trench.

e Fiberschines: This technique uses a coconut-fiber roll product to protect the
streambank by stabilizing the toe of the slope and trapping sediment from the
sloughing streambank. Cuttings and herbaceous riparian plants are planted into
the fiberschine and behind it so that riparian vegetation stabilizes the streambank
when the fiberschine decomposes.

e Brush Layer: This technique uses bundles of willow cuttings buried in trenches
along the slope of an eroding streambank. This willow "terrace" is used to reduce
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the length of the slope of the streambank. The willow cuttings will sprout and take
root, thus stabilizing the streambank with a dense matrix of roots. Some toe
protection such as a wattle, fiberschine, or rock may be necessary with this
technique.

e Mulch Over Reseeding: Straw mulch consists of wheat, barley, oat or rye straw,
hay, and grass cut from native grasses that are “weed free”. Straw mulch could be
applied at a rate of 2 tons per acre to designated seeding areas to provide a
protective environment for seed germination. Mulching will occur in the upper
overbank zone and portions of the transition zone.

e Brush revetment: This method is used to protect and build the toe of eroding
banks. This practice consists of a series of evergreen or other brushy trees tied end
to end, placed along the toe of the stream bank, and anchored by bolster rock,
earth anchors, or fence posts. The revetment provides temporary structural
protection to the toe while vegetation becomes established by slowing velocities
and diverting the current away from the bank edges. Over time, fine sediments
accumulate, partially burying the degrading material. The mass of tree limbs also
has the added benefit of creating aquatic habitat as the revetment material
generally does not sprout. Once bank vegetation is established, T-posts are
removed.

11.0 Project Maintenance and Monitoring

Monitoring and maintenance are essential to successful weed management projects. Monitoring a
site after treatment can determine the effectiveness of the project. Monitoring guides adaptive
management and can determine the need for alternative treatments. Maintenance, including
follow-up weed treatments and native species planting, is an integral part of an integrated weed
management plan. Most weed species require multiple treatments before complete eradication
occurs. Often once one weed species is removed from a site, secondary weed infestations can
occur. Planting native vegetation can reduce re-colonizing weed species by out-competing them.
Follow-up maintenance is critical for reducing the re-colonization of primary and secondary
weed species of concern. For noxious tree weed treatments in forestlands, intermediate and
maintenance treatments are prescribed for a given rotation age, based on the goals and objectives
of each treatment.

11.1 Project Monitoring

Establishing and implementing a monitoring program determines the success of the project
activities and a long-term adaptive management strategy. Monitoring is necessary to determine
the efficacy of proposed treatments on priority weed species, identify infestations of new and
emerging weed species, and better understand the factors that influence weed spread within the
Navajo Nation. To determine the effectiveness of treatment activities a monitoring report will be
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prepared. The monitoring report will include the species controlled, method of treatment(s) used,
a map of the treated area, issues encountered, and overall control achieved at the site. If using
chemical treatments, the name and amount of herbicide used, dates sprayed, time of day sprayed,
wind speed, and temperature at time of herbicide application is also required.

11.1.  Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring

Monitoring weed spread and/or treatment effectiveness is conducted through annual weed
mapping of treatment sites (see Section 6.0). During the project planning phase, the perimeter of
the affected area is mapped (using methods outlined in Section 6.0) and percent cover calculated.
If the treatment area is a long linear corridor (road or right-of-way) the infested areas is mapped
by vehicle along the corridor. This baseline measurement is used to compare acreage of
infestation against future acreage calculations following treatments to determine treatment
effectiveness. Results from monitoring will be presented in annual weed monitoring reports. By
tracking the size of the weed infestation, BIA can determine if treatment methods are successful,
and if objectives are being met. If necessary, treatments will be adjusted through the adaptive
management process to ensure that the project objectives are achieved.

If treated weed populations are large, monitoring plots located along transects may be established
to sub-sample smaller areas. Plots are established by stretching a 100m tape measure across the
treatment area. The start and end points of the transect are recorded with a GPS and the bearing
of the transect is recorded to help relocate transects in subsequent surveys. Plots (1 x 0.5m) are
established every 10 meters along the transect, and noxious weed cover is estimated using the
methods outlined in Elzinga et al. 1998. Multiple transects are necessary if the treatment site is
large. Data collected from the plots is measured over time and is compared year-to-year. For
long linear corridors (roads and rights-of-way) vehicles will stop at established intervals to
estimate vegetation cover in an established larger plot area. An example monitoring plot data
sheet located in Appendix H.

11.1.2 Photo Monitoring

Photo monitoring is a qualitative way to show change over time in an area of interest. This is the
most effective method for visualizing and capturing landscape conditions at a given point in
time. Photo points are established immediately after treatment occurs, marked with permanent
markers, and GPS coordinates are recorded. Care is taken to ensure that the photo point locations
are described in detail so they can be found during follow-up visits. To relocate points and
replicate photos, photos from previous sessions are taken to the field. Photos are immediately
transferred to a database and labeled with a unique identifier and description so that information
does not get lost with time. An example Photo Monitoring Datasheet is in Appendix H.

11.1.3 Adaptive Management

Adaptive management is a system of management practices based on clearly identified
outcomes, monitoring to determine if management actions are meeting outcomes and, if not,
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facilitating management changes that will best ensure that outcomes are met or to re-evaluate the
outcomes. This document is a living document that will revised through adaptive management.
Weed populations are dynamic. Revisions to the plan will be done every five years with updates
to the priority weed list and revised recommendations for techniques utilized in weed
management projects. They decline when managed with integrated weed treatments and expand
when no weed treatments occur. Currently, it is unknown how expansive weed populations are
across the Navajo Nation without extensive weed mapping efforts. Even if there were extensive
weed mapping efforts, weed populations continually change and expand. There are many
uncertainties that can occur in a dynamic system due to weed expansion, the effectiveness of a
treatment, and different management priorities. Monitoring through adaptive management will
help determine if the project objectives are being met and if the treatments are staying within the
environmental effects that were anticipated with this PEIS. If the parameters discussed above are
not being met, the techniques, timing and frequency of treatments, etc. can be changed through
adaptive management. Implementing an integrated weed management program increases the
chance of overall success and decreases the risk of any large failures (Sheley and Petroff 1999,
Bormann and Kiester 2004).

The BIA is required to involve the public in adaptive management by:

1. Maintaining open channels of information to the public, including transparency of the
monitoring process that precedes adaptive management and the decision-making process
by which it is implemented.

2. Providing post-activity opportunity for public and affected outside agency review of
adaptive management practices, including practices that were exceptions to any resource
management plan or that had permitting and/or other regulatory requirements not
satisfied by prior coordination.

11.2  Project Maintenance

As discussed above, follow-up maintenance is required to effectively eradicate many weed
species. For example, successful long-term management programs for tamarisk require more
than five years of treatments using multiple control methods, including: mechanical, fire, and
chemical treatments (USFS 2012). Secondary weeds (i.e., camelthorn) may colonize a treatment
site once it is cleared. Planting native vegetation at treatment sites reduces re-colonizing noxious
weeds. Periodic weeding using hand pulling or spraying or small mechanical tools is necessary
until native vegetation matures and creates a canopy. Weed treatments should occur every other
month during the growing season (April-September) to treat re-sprouting and secondary
infestations. Consistent maintenance after the first treatment is the most cost-effective way to
ensure eradication or control of weeds, because less time and materials are required for small,
young weed. Treatment sites, especially those planted with native vegetation, should be fenced to
prevent livestock from entering so native vegetation can establish and mature. Fencing will
require maintenance to ensure that it is effective at preventing livestock intrusions.
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12.0 Demonstration Projects

A number of demonstration projects were identified by BIA Navajo Region Agencies to initiate
noxious weed treatments and serve as models for future projects (Table 12-1). Demonstration
projects have completed weed mapping, compliance, permitting, and reporting, and departmental
funding has been requested or confirmed. Monitoring and maintenance of these sites will provide
valuable information that can improve and enhance weed treatment methods for future projects.
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Table 12-1. Demonstration Projects identified by the five BIA Navajo Region Agencies including Western, Shiprock, Chinle, Eastern (Crownpoint),
Navajo Partitioned Land, and Fort Defiance Agencies. The table outlines the weed species mapped at the site, habitat and land use, proposed
methods, and funding years for project implementation.

Weed
Agency Project Name Habitat Type Methods Mapping Species Mapped FY
(ac)
Western Tsah Bii Kin (Tonalea Lake) Riparian Mechanical, Chemical 38 TAMAR 2014 - 2015
Western Tsegi Canyon Riparian Mechanical, Chemical 32 ELAN 2014-2015
. - . . TAMAR, ELAN, ACRE,
Western San Juan River Riparian Mechanical, Chemical, Manual 1850 ALMA. SARA 2014-2015
Western Oljato Wash and Parrish Creek Riparian Not Specified 52 Not Specified 2014-2015
(Tyende)
Western Nitsin Canyon (Navajo Canyon) Riparian Mechanical, Chemical 150 ELAN, TAMAR 2014-2015
Western Shonto Wash — Phase 1 Riparian CB:E)TQ;EI{ Mechanical, 14  TAMAR, ELAN 2020 to 2021
Western WNA — Phase 2 Rangeland gif:;g;a' CizmlE 206,389 ELAN 2014 to 2015
Fort Defiance  Kin Dah Lichi Sagebrush, Pinon, o panical, Chemical 1516 ELAN BRTE, COAR, SAKA, 5514 16 2015
Juniper CANU, CIVU

PEHA, CIVU, LIDA, ONAC,

ELAN, TAMAR
Fort Defiance New Lands Stream Corridor Mechanical, Chemical 227 ALMA13, ULPU, BRTE, 2015 to 2016

COAR4, TRTE, MAVU,

SAKA

ELAN, TAMAR, CIVU,
Fort Defiance District 14 Stream Corridor Chemical 1,661 BRTE, COAR, CEIN, HAGL, 2016 & 2017

CANU, TRTE

BRRA, ULPU, CIVU, BRTE,
Fort Defiance Commercial Forest Forest Chemical and Mechanical 324 SOAR, CANU, TRTE, 2018-2019

ACRE, ELAN, SAKA, CIAR
Fort Defiance District 7 (BIA 15) Rangeland Mechanical, Chemical, 4570 ACRES, CEDIS, CEBI2, 2020-2021

Biological LIDA
Fort Defiance  HWY 264 and 191 Roads Mechanical, Chemical 21,230 ACRES CEDI3, CEBI2 2020-2021
Fort Defiance Colorado Pueblo Wash Riparian Mechanical, Chemical 1,821 TAMAR, ELAN 2020-2021
Fort Defiance Kinlichee Riparian Mechanical, Chemical 1,500 TAMAR, ELAN 2020-2021
Northern LMD 13 Stream Corridor Mechanical, Chemical, 398,196 | MA ELAN, ACRES, 2020 & 2021
Biological CANU

Eastern Canoncito/Alamo 2,000 Not specified 2015 & 2016
Navajo . Stream Corridor and . . ACRE, BRTE, TAMA,
Partitioned Land Precinct 1, 2, and 3 Rangeland Chemical and Mechanical 1,500 SALSOL 2015-2016
Chinle Many Farms Plot Agricultural field 1,990 TAMAR, ELAN 2020-2021
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1.0 Introduction

The Bureau of Indian Affairs Navajo Region proposes to authorize new treatments of weed
infestations spread across the Navajo Indian Reservation and to develop an Integrated Weed
Management Plan. The BIA selected 21 priority noxious and invasive weed species that occur
within the project area. These weed infestations range in size from single plants to a single
species covering several thousand acres. The various methods to be analyzed in the integrated
weed management plan include: mechanical (clipping, mowing, tilling, bulldozing, steaming,
and burning); cultural control (grazing by livestock, fertilization, seeding or planting of
competitive plants, and use of weed seed-free seed mixes, mulches and ballast); biological
(approved insects or plant pathogens); and chemical (approved herbicides).

As part of the environmental review process, the BIA held public scoping meetings to obtain
public, stakeholder and cooperating agency input required by the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) regulations. This scoping report summarizes comments, feedback, and input
received prior to the close of scoping on March 20, 2013 and May 29, 2021 for the development
of the Integrated Weed Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.

1.1  Purpose of Scoping

The Council on Environmental Quality Regulations at 40 CFR 1501.7 requires an early and open
process to determine the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues
related to a proposed action. This process is termed “scoping.” The scoping process is used to
learn the concerns of individuals, groups, and agencies about a proposed project. Scoping is an
integral part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review process because it allows
interested parties an opportunity to help develop a list of issues to be discussed in an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Bureau of Indian Affairs NEPA handbook, 30
BIAM Supplement 1, paragraph 6.3B, identifies that the preparation of an EIS begins with the
scoping process. A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS is required to include the public notice for
the scoping process.

2.0 Project Overview

2.1  Project Background

Exotic weed infestations have become an increasing problem on the Navajo Nation. Weeds have
been introduced through a variety of methods, with the primary vectors of introduction being
weed hay, grain, and seed; construction of roads; transport by livestock and wildlife;
contaminated vehicles; and disturbance from infrastructure development. Weed expansion causes
a decline in quality grazing habitat, decreases in property values, and declines in wildlife habitat
quality.
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2.2 Draft Purpose and Need of the Project

The purpose of this project is to contain and control, eradicate, and prevent weed infestations
within the project area. The desired goal is to prevent new weed species from becoming
established, to contain and control the spread of 11 known invasive species, and to eradicate 10
species that occur in a limited range but have the potential to increase in density and threaten
biological diversity within the project area (Table 1). Controlling these invasive plants will help
improve rangeland and agricultural land health by improving the growth of native forbs and
grasses for the benefit of subsistence ranching and farming, increasing the diversity of native
riparian trees and understory species in riparian corridors, preventing additional weed
infestations to unaffected land and property, and maintaining and improving wildlife habitat.
While noxious weeds have been documented throughout the project area, few areas have been
inventoried and mapped. Therefore, weed inventory and mapping will be conducted concurrently
with implementation of this plan to identify existing weed populations within the project area.

\ HIGH PRIORITY (A RATING) |

Common Name Management Strategy

Leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula) Prevent/Eradicate

Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Eradicate

Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Eradicate

Dalmatian toadflax (Linaria dalmatica) Eradicate

Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Eradicate

Perennial pepperweed (Lepidum latifolium) Eradicate

Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Eradicate

Spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa) Eradicate

Whitetop (Hoary Cress) (Cardaria draba) Eradicate

Yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis) Eradicate

Camelthorn (Alhagi camelorum) Contain & Control

Tamarisk, Saltcedar (Tamarix spp.) Contain & Control

Diffuse knapweed (Centaurea diffusa) Contain & Control

Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens) Contain & Control

Russian Olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) Contain & Control
MEDIUM PRIORITY (B RATING)

Common Name Management Strategy

Field Sandbur (Cenchrus incertus) Contain & Control

Halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus) Contain & Control

LOW PRIORITY (C RATING)

Common Name Management Strategy

Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) Contain & Control

Field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Contain & Control

Jointed goatgrass (Aegilops cylindrica) Contain & Control

Puncturevine (Tribulus terrestris) Contain & Control

Table 1. List of 21 targeted weed species for control on the Navajo Nation as prioritized by the BIA in
2009. High Priority Weeds (A Rating) have an imminent potential for widespread expansion. Medium
Priority Weeds (B Rating) may occur in isolated patches and are not as a serious problem as the high
priority weeds. Low Priority Weeds (C Rating) are wide-spread and well established.
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The Bureau of Indian Affairs Navajo Region has Conducted noxious weed inventories that have
documented close to 80,000 acres of infestations on the Navajo Nation. With the current spread
of exotic weeds across the Navajo Nation there is a need for federal funding to continue and
expand these weed removal efforts. This EIS and Weed Management Plan is the first step in
obtaining funding and resources to implement exotic weed removal projects using various
control methods.

The BIA Navajo Region proposes to authorize new treatments for weed infestations on tribal
trust lands administered by the BIA Navajo Regional Office, including Navajo Indian Allotments
using any of the proposed methods. The annual combination of methods used would vary
depending on site conditions, target weed species, population size, and cost. Repeated treatments
or re-treatments would be necessary for most weed species because seeds in the soil can be
viable for 10 years or more and many of these invasive weeds have aggressive root systems that
are hard to kill after one treatment. Therefore, recurring actions would be authorized until the
desired control objective is reached.

2.3 Project Location
The BIA Navajo Region is divided into five BIA agencies including:

e Western Navajo Agency (Tuba City, Arizona, 5.2 million acres),

e Eastern Navajo Agency (Crownpoint, New Mexico, 2.3 million acres),
e Fort Defiance Agency (3.3 million acres),

e Shiprock / Northern Navajo Agency (2.7 million acres),

e Chinle / Central Navajo Agency (1.4 million acres).

The Navajo Partitioned Lands (Pinon, Arizona, 910,000 acres) and the New Lands Area
(310,000 acres) contain an additional 1.2 million acres. At the date of this writing, the New
Lands Area is managed by the Office of Hopi and Navajo Indian Relocation but may come under
the BIA in the foreseeable future. Thus, the New Lands Area is included in the project area.
Additionally, there are approximately a million acres of land that may be in transition to
allotment or trust lands on the Navajo Nation as part of land buy backs.

2.4 Alternatives Introduced at Scoping

There were three alternatives that were presented by the BIA during scoping. Input received
during the scoping period, including comments related to the alternatives listed below, will be
considered by the BIA in determining the characteristics and the range of the alternatives when
they are prepared for the EIS.

Alternative 1. The Preferred Action

Alternative 1 would authorize new treatments of noxious weeds across the Navajo Nation. The
various methods analyzed under an integrated weed treatment approach include: manual,
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mechanical, cultural, biological and chemical. Under the preferred action every acre on the
Navajo Nation will be evaluated for all proposed weed control methods.

Alternative 2. No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is required by law (Code of Federal Regulations 1502.8) and would
call for no additional Integrated Weed Management treatments applied to any Navajo Nation
lands.

Alternative 3. No Chemical Method Alternative

Alternative 3 would rely on all treatment methods for noxious weed removal except for
chemical.

2.5  Cooperating Agencies

A cooperating agency is any federal agency that has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with
respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposed action. For this proposed project the
following agencies have agreed to be cooperating agencies: Navajo Nation, Arizona Department
of Transportation (ADOT), Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service (APHIS), National Park Service, and Soil Water Conservation District
(SWCD).

3.0 Scoping Meetings

The BIA held public scoping meetings during February 5-12 and March 11-15, 2013 regarding
the preparation of the Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management Plan (IWMP) and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). After the project was delayed, the BIA held a second
public notice for comment period from April 29 to May 29, 2021, to seek additional comments.
Below is a summary of the procedure and events that occurred during the scoping process.

3.1  Notice of Intent

The BIA informed agencies and the public about the IWMP/EIS and solicited their comments to
identify issues and questions to consider when developing the integrated weed management plan.
A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the programmatic EIS for the Navajo Nation IWMP was
published in the Federal Register on January 14, 2013 (Vol. 78, No. 9) with a 45-day comment
period as required by NEPA. The original close of scoping date ended on February 27, 2013.
However, the scoping period was extended after receiving several comments from the public and
stakeholders requesting an extension to allow for additional public scoping meetings and more
advertising. The Notice to Extend the Scoping Period to prepare the programmatic EIS for the
Navajo Nation IWMP was published in the Federal Register on Friday, March 8, 2013 (Vol. 78,
No. 4) with the end of the scoping comment period to close on March 20, 2013. Copies of the
NOI and the Notice to Extend the Scoping Period can be found in Appendix A.
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Since the project was delayed, another comment period was established from April 29-May 29,
2021 to gather current and additional public feedback on the Integrated Weed Management Plan.
The BIA Regional Office provided a Factsheet about the project and Comment Card on their
website (https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-weed-
management-plan) to solicit additional comments specific to weed treatment on the Navajo
Nation. The availability of the Factsheet and Comment form was advertised on the radio and in
newspapers. No additional scoping meetings were provided during this comment period.

3.2  Scoping Meeting Schedule

Scoping meetings were conducted at five locations during the initial scoping period and six more
meetings were added during the extended scoping period. Two of the additional six meetings
were presented at District Grazing Meetings by BIA Weed Coordinators and were not advertised.
The location, dates and times are listed below in Table 2.

Initial Scoping Schedule

Extended Scoping Schedule

Crownpoint, NM Chapter House
February 5, 2013
5:00 — 7:00 pm MST

Round Rock, AZ Chapter House
District 11 Grazing Meeting
March 4, 2013

11:00 am DST

Shiprock, NM Chapter House
February 6, 2013
5:00 - 7:00 pm MST

Nazalini, AZ Chapter House
District 10 Grazing Meeting
March 5, 2013

Chinle, AZ Chapter House
February 7, 2013
1:00 - 5:00 pm MST

Navajo Nation Museum
Highway 264 and Loop Road
Window Rock, AZ 86515
March 11, 2013

12:00 — 3:00 pm DST

Fort Defiance, AZ Chapter House
February 8, 2013
9:00 am — 12:00 pm MST

Kayenta, AZ Chapter House
March 13, 2013
10:00 am — 1:00 pm DST

Tuba City, AZ Chapter House
February 12, 2013
3:00 — 6:00 pm MST

Pinon, AZ Chapter House
March 14, 2013
10:00 am — 2:00 pm DST

Many Farms, AZ Chapter House
March 15, 2013
1:00 — 5:00 pm DST

Table 2. Scoping meeting locations, dates, and times for the February and March 2013 scoping
meetings.

3.3  Public Notification and Advertisement

During the scoping period, the commencement of the IWMP/EIS was announced through
various forms of public outlet. The initial scoping meeting locations, dates and times were
published in the printed and online events calendars of the following newspapers and radio
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stations from February 4 - 8, 2013 (Appendix B): Also, emails announcing the public meetings
were sent to the Navajo Nation Chapter Houses and Cooperating Agencies.

e Arizona Daily Sun, Flagstaff
e Navajo-Hopi Observer

e Farmington Daily Times

e Durango Herald

e East Valley Tribune News

e Albuquerque Journal

e KNAU (http://www.publicbroadcasting.net/knau/events.eventsmain)

Public flyers announcing the meetings were also placed in public locations around the towns
where the scoping meetings were held one week prior to the meeting date (Appendix C). Also,
the meeting location and times were published on the BIA Navajo Region website,
http://www.bia.gov/WhoWeAre/RegionalOffices/Navajo/index.htm.

The meetings held during the extended scoping period were published as a public service
announcement in the following newspapers during the dates listed (Appendix D):

e Arizona Daily Sun, Flagstaff (March 11-15, 2013)

e Farmington Daily Times (March 11-15, 2013)

e Navajo Times (March 14, 2013)

e Cortez Journal (March 12 and 14, 2013)

e Durango Herald (March 11 — 15, 2013)

e Durango Telegraph (March 14 — 15, 2013)

e Albuquerque Journal (March 12 — 15, 2013)

e QGallup Independent (March 11 — 15, 2013)

Also, radio announcements on KTNN discussing the project, scoping meeting locations, dates,
and times were aired three times per day from March 10 — 14, 2013. Public flyers announcing the
meetings were distributed and posted in public locations in the towns where the public scoping
meetings were held one week prior to the meeting date (Appendix E).

The additional public comment period for the Integrated Weed Management Plan on the BIA
Navajo Regional website (https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-
weed-management-plan) was advertised on the radio on KTNN and KGAK from April 29 — May
6 two times a day and published as a public service announcement in the following newspapers
(Appendix L):

e Navajo Times (May 3 - 14, 2021)
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e Navajo Hopi Observer (May 3 - 14, 2021)

e Gallup Sun (May 3 - 14, 2021)

e Gallup Independent (May 3 - 14, 2021)

e Farmington Daily Times (May 3 — 14, 2021)

3.4 Scoping Meeting Format and Content

Each scoping meeting was initiated with a sign-in sheet at the door or at a key access point to the
seating locations. Along with the sign-in sheet, participants were encouraged to fill out a name
tag and take a scoping meeting agenda and comment card. A copy of the sign-in sheet is located
in Appendix Fand the meeting agenda in Appendix G. The local Weed Coordinator for the
area’s BIA Agency gave an introduction to the project, introduced the consultants and key BIA
personnel, described the presentation format, invited people to visit the poster displays, and
requested that everyone fill out a comment card and/or voice their comments. Four poster
displays were hung in the meeting locations that outlined the integrated weed management plan
and EIS and provided information on the 21 priority weed species (Appendix H). A voice-over
presentation discussing the development of the EIS and the Integrated Weed Management Plan,
including the aspects of NEPA, was presented initially in Navajo and again in English. A PDF of
the presentation is located in Appendix I. The two presentations lasted approximately one hour
and 45 minutes. After the presentations finished, a question-and-answer session was held for the
public.

The public could provide comments on the Integrated Weed Management Plan through various
mechanisms. A Navajo Translator was present at each meeting to transcribe comments given in
Navajo to English on the comment cards. Comment cards were distributed to the public when
they entered the meeting to fill out and submit at the meeting or by mail to the following address:

Renee Benally

Acting Navajo Region Weed Coordinator
Western Navajo Agency

Branch of Natural Resources

P.O. Box 127

Tuba City, AZ 86045

Comment cards were designed to direct participants to provide substantive comments on specific
areas of the Integrated Weed Management Plan and EIS (Appendix J). There was also an area
for other concerns and comments. The focal areas included: proposed weed removal methods,
priority sites for weed management, alternatives, concerns, and other. Verbal comments were
accepted, and were not recorded verbatim, but notes were taken to summarize the speakers’
comments and statements. Comments were also accepted by Renee Benally via phone, email and
fax from January 14- March 20, 2013. A total of 129 people attended as least one of the eleven
public scoping meetings during the Scoping Period.
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4.0 Scoping Comment Summaries

This section provides an overview of the comments received during the scoping period for the
Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management Plan. Comments were categorized and separated
by major issues raised by members of the public or government agencies in the scoping process.
Specific issues and questions are discussed in each section and will be further addressed in the
EIS. General comments, concerns, and questions not falling within one of the major issues
identified, or comments that do not pertain to the scope of the EIS were not included, which is
further discussed in section “4.13. Non-EIS Scoping Comments.” A total of 45 comments were
received, including: 31 written comments, 12 verbal comments, one email comment, and one
fax. An additional five comments were received through the email comment form during the
April 29 —May 29, 2021, additional Scoping Period.

4.1  Removal Methods
4.1.1 Biological control

Biological control is a method of controlling pests (i.e. invasive plants) by using living
organisms. In the case of invasive plant control several living organisms have been identified by
U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), including
mites, beetles, fungus, wasps, flies, moths, nematodes, and rusts. Several comments discussed
interest and concern over bio-control, including:

e One commenter was interested in learning what kind of bio-control would work with
different weed species.

e Two commenters were concerned about bio-control agents being difficult to eradicate
after the host plant is exterminated and if they will need to do additional treatments to
eradicate the bio-control agent.

¢ One commenter was concerned about bio-control agents being safe around livestock,
farmlands, and horticulture.
¢ One commenter was in support of biological control.
4.1.2 Chemical Control

Chemical control will include using various approved herbicides for treatment of noxious weed
species. Several commenters discussed their concerns over the effectiveness of chemical
treatments and concern over the effects of chemicals on the community, other plants, and
livestock. Another comment addressed elderly traditional concerns with chemical treatments.
Other comments on chemical control included:

e Two commenters wanted to know what time of year was best for chemical treatment.
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e One commenter inquired about how long after an application of chemical treatments
could the area be used for grazing.
e One commenter was interested in the lingering effects of chemical control.

¢ One commenter was concerned about the effects on underground water contamination
from chemical use.

e One commenter was worried about the human health effects of herbicides.

4.1.3 Mechanical Control

Mechanical control refers to the removal or cutting of weeds either by hand or through the use of
mechanical tools such as mowers, bulldozers, loppers, etc. Mechanical methods can either trim
the above ground portions of the weeds or involve the removal of the entire plant, including the
below ground root system. Comments pertaining to mechanical control include:

e One commenter discussed their concern over the effectiveness of digging up weed
species, since their experience showed that the weeds re-sprouted after digging.

¢ One commenter suggested that weeds should be burned in early spring because of the
Navajo culture. They had concern over burning ants, lizards, snakes, and spiders.

e One commenter suggested using sheep to control weeds as a better alternative to
chemical treatment.

e One commenter suggested using a mini excavator with a biting bucket to pull out
saltcedar, recycle for firewood, and have the chapter labor cut it up for the
community.

e Removal of thistles in areas around Burnham Chapter.

e One commenter proposed to use cut and burn treatments and recycle the cut material
for firewood or mulch.

4.1.4 Cultural Control

As discussed above (Section 1.0), cultural control methods utilize cultural practices that prevent
or out-compete invasive weed species. These include the use of grazing, cultural considerations
for the timing of weed treatments, and planting native vegetation to outcompete weeds.

¢ One commenter supports using cultural control.

e One commenter discusses the need to remove livestock from washes to minimize
impacts after tamarisk have been removed.

¢ One commenter noted that in one case a horse ate camelthorn plants to the root and
provided a good means for control.
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4.15 Integrated Weed Control

The proposed weed management plan includes an integrated approach of weed control using the
methods described above. Several commenters recognized the need for integrated control of
weeds. These comments included:

e Chemical, aerial, and mechanical methods may have to be used depending on
effectiveness and accessibility to noxious weed sites.

e Pick an infected area locally and try different eradicating methods to find what works
best.

e One commenter supports the integrated treatment of weeds using the methods
proposed.

416 General Comments on Control Methods

The BIA received a number of general comments regarding control methods discussed during
the presentation. These comments include:

e One comment discussed methods that they have found effective that they would like
to see considered in the IWMP, including a stress method where a pick-up truck is
used to drive over weed infested areas to stress the plants.

e Another comment was concerned with the timing of applying treatments.

e One commenter had concern with the effectiveness of any control methods being
effective for the long-term control of weeds.

¢ One comment suggested that the Weed Management Plan consider using the NRCS
Herbaceous Weed Control Program for mechanical, chemical, and biological
treatment, NRCS Weed Control Practice Code 315.

e Many comments were interested in learning methods to control specific weed species.
¢ One comment suggested that weed removal will only work if the area is fenced.

¢ One commenter inquired if the proposed methods of weed extermination were
currently being used somewhere else.

e One commenter was concerned about the removal of livestock to another location
during weed treatments.

¢ One comment suggested that rainfall data be collected and used as a factor to
determine the appropriate weed treatment methods.

e Some of the general requirements along linear rights-of-way and herbicide spray
trucks are not practical such as requiring parking at designated areas during treatment,
marking the boundaries of the treatment site, and requiring the use of dye markers
when spraying along the roadside.
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e ADOT would like to coordinate regarding the procedures and requirements for
notifications ahead of treatments on rights-of-way.

4.2  Alternatives

In addition to the three alternatives discussed above, the Navajo Nation Department of Fish and
Wildlife, Navajo Natural Heritage Program requested that a fourth alternative be developed to
consider weed control using cultural, chemical, and mechanical methods, but not biological
control.

4.3  Priority Sites for Weed Control

Originally, the BIA was considering developing a list of priority sites for weed control to be
evaluated in the EIS. However, after further discussions with cooperating agencies the BIA
decided that every acre on the Navajo Nation would be evaluated for any of the proposed control
treatments. Scoping was performed prior to this decision; therefore, the scoping comment card
requested a list of priority sites for weed control from the public. While these sites will not be
analyzed separately, they will be covered in the EIS. Several commenters provided suggestions
for priority sites of weed control. These sites include the following:

e One commenter said that priority sites for weed removal will depend on farmland,
home site lease or land use permittees.

e Two comments included range and farmland

e Chinle South Natural Dam and Red Reservoir Earth Dam west of Chinle.

e Watersheds

e Residential and harvest fields in Lupton, Houck, Klagetoh, Wide Ruins, and Sanders
area.

e Areas near communities in Ganado, Kayenta, TC, Crownpoint.

e All open rangeland which have no management should be high priority.
e 15 dams in the Fort Defiance community.

e Cow Springs Wash

e Camelthorn around South Tuba City.

e Target Russian olive in water ways.

e Residential areas and homesteads

e Farms and canals

e Round Rock Lake and irrigation canals from the lake.

e Lukachukai, AZ- all the washes that come down from the mountains.
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Three comments suggested farms, lakes, ponds, washes, roads, and rangeland.

Musk thistle located three miles northwest of Pinion High School and Sanddune
Valley.

Blue Gap Valley

Bull thistle and cocklebur located three miles north of Pinion around Hwy 41- down
Wash Valley. Typical names of the area are Tonikani, Tse Ha Nilii, Sanddune Valley.

Navajo Partitioned Land and Hopi Partitioned Land

Many Farms Lake, Chinle Wash. Concerned about Russian olive debris taking out the
Chinle Wash Bridge in a big flood event.

Many Farms Lake and Farm Plot #10-2-46 NW of Sand Cone Spring Art Well.

Little Colorado River-suggested that BIA should prioritize the Little Colorado River
Invasive Species Management Plan.

San Juan River corridor to treat the overgrowth of Russian Olive.
Farms should be retired and returned to rangeland.

Safe removal of saltcedar from earthen dams about 7 miles south of Burnham
Chapter.

Roadsides and riparian areas adjacent to bridges and culverts.

Dulcon, AZ in the Chimney Butte area is infested with tumbleweed and others. Cheat
grass came in during wet winters.

4.4  Re-planting/Restoring Sites after Weed Removal Treatments
Several commenters showed concern about re-seeding and restoring sites after weed removal
treatments occurred. Below is a list of the comments and questions that were provided.

Two commenters discussed the issues of what to do with livestock after an area is
replanted with natives, one suggested that fencing should be a priority.

Areas should be revegetated with more native trees.

Four commenters were interested in the species of native plants that could be used to
replant areas after weed removal.

One commenter asked when an area can be re-seeded after treatment and where will
funding come from.

One commenter requested that re-seeding should occur.
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45  Soil Erosion and Disturbance

Several commenters were concerned over the disturbance to soil when invasive weeds are
removed and suggested that treated areas should be revegetated with native forage to stabilize
soil, wind erosion, and cultural resources.

4.6  Education and Public Outreach

During the scoping presentation, the use of public education and outreach were discussed to help
with prevention of new weed infestations.

Four people commented on the need for greater public outreach and education and
community engagement. The comments suggested that public education and outreach
should emphasize weed prevention to increase native vegetation for livestock;
educational awareness material could be distributed as brochures, fact sheets, and
posters; and that more BIA and tribal participation should occur at the Local Work
Group meetings.

Two comments suggested that education be focused through the schools by designing
a local projects and have kids participate and provide an avenue for the information to
reach the family.

Two comments requested more information on restoration, weeds, plants, and trees
that are removed and on how to control certain invasive weeds.

One commenter suggested that people should be informed about invasive weeds
when they receive their grazing permits.

4.7  Priority Weed Species

The BIA selected 21 priority noxious weed species to focus on in the proposed integrated weed
management plan. Many of the priority weeds identified by the commenters were already on the
BIA’s priority species list, including: Russian olive, saltcedar, camelthorn, spotted knapweed,

puncturevine (bullhead), and musk thistle.

One commenter discussed the dense thickets of Russian olive in washes provides
ideal sites for parties, a hiding place for someone running from the law, and an area
where cattle can hide from the owners.

Another commenter discussed their concern of Russian olives taking over three acres
of farmland near an artesian well where the community gets their water.Other species
that were suggested by commenters to include on the weed priority list include:
Russian thistle and cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium).

Three commenters brought up an economic concern with the cocklebur getting stuck
in sheep wool and decreasing the market value of the wool.
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e Red willow was discussed as a concern by one commenter because they believe that
the willow uses too much water.

e Milkweed was a concern of one commenter, because it is poisonous for livestock.

e One commenter suggested that the highest priority should be to create a noxious and
invasive weed plant list for the grazing districts with the help of the NRCS Local
Work Groups.

e Russian knapweed, camelthorn, and Russian olive are hard to control because of
infestations outside of the Navajo Nation and that seeds drop each year and remain in
the soil.

4.8  Economic Concerns
One of the resources to be analyzed in the EIS is the impact of the integrated weed management
plan on economic concerns.

e One commenter proposed that an effective weed eradication plant could serve to
create jobs and potential entrepreneurial opportunities.

e One commenter was concerned about the impact of weeds taking the water from a
water source designated for farming and ranching.

e Several commenters were concerned over the impact of invasive weeds on the
declined condition of rangeland for their livestock and decreased value of wool from
their sheep due to cocklebur entanglement.

e Many commenters would like to see the rangeland restored with native grasses to
improve grazing habitat.

4.9  Climate Change

Several commenters were concerned about the impacts of grazing pressure and climate change
on the proliferation of weeds, and suggested that climate change be evaluated in the EIS. One
commenter suggested that the EIS should analyze and quantify the effects of grazing, weed-
infested hay, and drought on the establishment and proliferation of weeds.

4.10 Policy Concerns

Currently, the Navajo Nation allows weed infested hay to be sold and used on the Navajo Nation.
This has been a source of exotic weed infestation. Several commenters discussed the need for a
Navajo Nation weed law/policy that would only permit the sale and use of certified weed-free
hay for livestock.

e One commenter suggested that invasive weeds should be included in a Livestock
Management Plan.

e One commenter had concern over the grazing pressure and increase in noxious weeds
and suggested that BIA enforce the grazing regulations.
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e Two commenters had concern over why overgrazing was not addressed as the cause
of the weeds and felt that desertification was advancing.

4.11 Maintenance and Monitoring

e One commenter asked how sites were going to be monitored after areas were treated.

4.12 Cooperating Agencies

As stated above in Section 2.5, a cooperating agency is any federal agency that has jurisdiction
by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposed
action.

e One commenter suggested that the Navajo Nation government, particularly the
Agricultural Department, needs to be more involved in this project.

e One commenter suggested that if partnering agencies were able to consider funding this
project it would serve to strengthen the resurgence of natural vegetation and wildlife,
restore underground water levels and create more favorable conditions for future
agricultural initiatives thereby restoring and strengthen Navajo cultural farming
traditions.

e USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) does herbaceous weed control.
They have a plan and practice standards including biochemical and mechanical controls.
They would like to form partnerships with the BIA agencies. One commenter
recommended that the BIA incorporate aspects of the NRCS practice standard for
control, priority species identification, and community coordination into the proposed
integrated weed management plan.

4.13 Other Comments Relating to the EIS

Several commenters during the first round of scoping felt that the scoping period needed to be
extended to include more scoping meetings in areas that would also be interested in the project.
Also, several commenters suggested that a more aggressive advertising campaign was needed for
the meetings. In response to these comments, the scoping period was extended to March 20,
2013 and the scoping presentation was given at four additional meeting locations and at two
district grazing meetings (discussed above). The four scoping meetings were publicized in
various media outlets, including radio, newspaper, and flyers.

e One commenter was interested in when the integrated weed management plan will
take effect.

e One commenter would like it clearly stated what types of activities would fall into the
category of ground disturbing activities that require cultural or biological surveys.
Herbicide application, mowing, and hand/chain saw removal are not considered
ground disturbing activities by ADOT.
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4.14 Non-EIS Scoping Comments

NEPA regulations state that all significant issues relative to the proposed project should be
addressed in the EIS. The comments and issues discussed above will be addressed in the EIS.
However, comments that were beyond the scope of NEPA and CEQA, outside of the proposed
project, value-type comments, or not related to the plan or EIS do not need to be addressed in the
EIS. Therefore, these comments were not provided in this report.
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Appendix A, Notice of Intent and the Notice to Extend the Scoping
Period
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review, as required by the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C.
Chapter 35, as amended). This Notice is
soliciting comments from members of
the public and affected agencies
concerning the proposed collection of
information to: (1) Evaluate whether the
proposed collection of information is
necessary for the proper performance of
the functions of the agency, including
whether the information will have
practical utility; (2) evaluate the
accuracy of the agency’s estimate of the
burden of the proposed collection of
information; (3) enhance the quality,
utility, and clarity of the information to
be collected; and (4) minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who are to respond, including
through the use of appropriate
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology;
e.g., permitting electronic submission of
responses.

This Notice also lists the following
information:

Title of Proposal: Annual Performance
Report and Annual Homeless
Assessment Report.

OMB Control Number: 2506—0145.

Description of the need for the
information and proposed use: This
information will enable HUD to assess
the performance of individual projects
and to determine project compliance
with funding requirements. This
information assists HUD in
understanding homeless clients and
service needs at the local level. HUD
also uses this information to provide
information on overall program
performance and outcomes to HUD staff,
other federal agencies, the Congress, and
the Office of Management and Budget.

Agency Form Numbers: HUD—40118.

Members of the affected public: Grant
recipients for the Supportive Housing
Program (SHP), Shelter Plus Care (S+C)
Program, and the Section 8 Moderate
Rehabilitation for the Single Room
Occupancy Dwellings (SRO) Program.

Estimation of the total number of
hours needed to prepare the information
collection including number of
respondents, frequency of response, and
hours of response: APR Non-Profit
recipients (3,250 responses x 1,680
minutes = 91,000 hours per annum) +
APR State and Local Government
recipients (3,250 responses x 1,680
minutes = 91,000 hours per annum) +
AHAR with Automated Software Report
(425 responses x 48 hours = 20,400
hours per annum) + AHAR with Manual
Software Report (63 responses x 88
hours = 5,544 hours per annum) =
207,944 hours per annum.

Status of proposed information
collection: Extension of currently
approved package 2506—0145.

Authority: Section 3506 of the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995, 44 U.S.C. Chapter 35,
as amended.

Dated: January 7, 2013.

Clifford Taffet,

General Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Community Planning and Development.

[FR Doc. 2013—-00564 Filed 1-11-13; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4210-67-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Office of the Secretary

Central Utah Project Completion Act;
East Hobble Creek Restoration Project
Draft Environmental Assessment

AGENCY: Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Water and Science,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of availability.

SUMMARY: The draft environmental
assessment for the East Hobble Creek
Restoration Project is available for
public review and comment. The
assessment analyzes the anticipated
environmental effects of a proposed
restoration effort on a portion of Lower
Hobble Creek, near Springville, Utah.
DATES: Submit written comments by
February 13, 2013.

ADDRESSES: Send written comments to
Ms. Sarah Sutherland, East Hobble
Creek Restoration, 355 W. University
Parkway, Orem, UT 84058-7303; by
email to sarah@cuwcd.com; or by Fax to
801-226-7171.

Copies of the Draft Environmental
Assessment are available for inspection
at:

¢ Central Utah Water Conservancy
District, 355 West University Parkway,
Orem, Utah 84058-7303

e Department of the Interior, Central
Utah Project Completion Act Office, 302
East 1860 South, Provo, Utah 84606

In addition, the document is available
at www.cuwced.com and
WWW.Cupcao.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Lee Baxter, Central Utah Project
Completion Act Office, at (801) 379—
1174; or email at Ibaxter@usbr.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Department of the Interior, the Utah
Reclamation Mitigation and
Conservation Commission, and the
Central Utah Water Conservancy
District, are evaluating the impacts of
the proposed East Hobble Creek
Restoration project. The draft
environmental assessment, being

completed in conjunction with the June
Sucker Recovery Implementation
Program, will analyze and present the
anticipated environmental effects of a
proposed restoration effort on a portion
of lower Hobble Creek, near Springville,
Utah. This restoration effort is intended
to facilitate the recovery of the June
sucker, a federally listed endangered
species, through improvement of
spawning habitat and maintenance of
stream flow. The effort to be analyzed
would include the potential restoration
of approximately 2 miles of stream
channel, modification or removal of
several existing barriers to fish passage,
and enhancement of the existing water

supply.
Public Disclosure

Before including your address, phone
number, email address, or other
personal identifying information in your
comment, you should be aware that
your entire comment—including your
personal identifying information—may
be made publicly available at any time.
While you can ask us in your comment
to withhold your personal identifying
information from public review, we
cannot guarantee that we will be able to
do so.

Dated: January 9, 2013.
Reed R. Murray,

Program Director, Central Utah Project
Completion Act. Department of the Interior.

[FR Doc. 2013—-00656 Filed 1-11-13; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 4310-MN-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Notice of Intent To Prepare a
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Navajo Nation
Integrated Weed Management Plan
Within Coconino, Navajo, and Apache
Counties, Arizona; McKinley, San
Juan, McGill, and Cibola Counties, NM;
and San Juan County, UT

AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice advises the public
that the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)
as lead Agency, with the Navajo Nation,
National Park Service, and Arizona
Department of Transportation serving as
cooperating agencies, intends to prepare
an EIS for a proposed weed management
plan for the Navajo Indian Reservation.
This notice also announces the
beginning of the public scoping process
to solicit public comments and identify
issues.
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DATES: Comments on the scope of the
EIS may be submitted in writing until
February 28, 2013. The date(s) and
location(s) of any scoping meetings will
be announced at least 15 days in
advance through local media, including
the Navajo Times, Arizona Daily Sun,
Farmington Daily Times, Gallup
Independent, and the Navajo Hopi
Observer.

ADDRESSES: You may mail, email or
hand carry comments to Renee Benally,
Natural Resource Specialist, Bureau of
Indian Affairs, Western Navajo Agency,
Branch of Natural Resources, PO Box
127, Tuba City, Arizona 86045;
telephone: (928)283-2210; email:
renee.benally@bia.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Renee Benally, Natural Resource
Specialist, Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Western Navajo Agency, Branch of
Natural Resources, PO Box 127, Tuba
City, Arizona 86045; telephone:
(928)283-2210; email:
renee.benally@bia.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The BIA is
proposing to develop a ten-year
integrated weed management plan for
the Navajo Indian Reservation. The
Navajo Indian Reservation lands are
infested with noxious and/or invasive
weeds that have social and economic
impacts on the Navajo Nation. The BIA,
in partnership with cooperating
agencies, intends to develop an
integrated weed management plan to
prevent, control, reduce, and eliminate
the detrimental impacts of weed
infestations throughout the reservation.
The proposed action would authorize
new treatments of noxious and invasive
weed infestations throughout the Navajo
Indian Reservation. The number of
infestations and amount of acreage
treated will be determined by the
annual funding allocations for project
implementation. The various methods
of noxious/invasive weed control that
will be considered during development
of alternatives for the integrated weed
management plan include, but will not
be limited to, mechanical, cultural,
biological and herbicidal treatments,
and other methods that may be
identified during the public scoping
process.

The purpose of the public scoping
process is to determine relevant issues
that will influence the scope of the
environmental analysis, including
alternatives, and guide the process for
developing the EIS. At present, the BIA
has identified the following preliminary
issues: Surface and ground water
quality; environmental justice
considerations; cultural and historic

resources; biological resources; public
health; and socioeconomics.

The BIA will use and coordinate the
NEPA commenting process to satisfy the
public involvement process for Section
106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f1) as
provided for in 36 CFR 800.2(d)(3).
Native American tribal consultations
will be conducted in accordance with
the Department of the Interior’s
consultation policy, and tribal concerns
will be given due consideration,
including impacts on Indian trust assets.
Federal, State, and local agencies, along
with other stakeholders that may be
interested in or affected by the BIA’s
decision on this project are invited to
participate in the scoping process and,
if eligible, may request or be requested
by the BIA to participate as a
cooperating agency.

Directions for Submitting Public
Comments: Please include your name,
return address and the caption ‘“Navajo
Nation Integrated Weed Management
Plan EIS Comments” at the head of your
letter or in the subject line of your email
message.

Availability of Comments: Comments,
including names and addresses of
respondents, will be available for public
review at the BIA address shown in the
ADDRESSES section of this notice during
regular business hours, Monday through
Friday, except holidays. Before
including your address, phone number,
email address, or other personal
identifying information in your
comment, you should be aware that
your entire comment—including your
personal identifying information—may
be made publicly available at any time.
While you can ask us in your comment
to withhold your personal identifying
information from public review, we
cannot guarantee that we will be able to
do so.

Authority: This notice is published in
accordance with sections 1503.1 and
1506.6 of the Council on Environmental
Quality Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500
through 1508) implementing the
procedural requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and
the Department of the Interior National
Environmental Policy Act
Implementation Policy (43 CFR part 46),
and is in the exercise of authority
delegated to the Assistant Secretary-
Indian Affairs by 209 DM 8.

Dated: December 19, 2012.
Kevin K. Washburn,
Assistant Secretary—Indian Affairs.
[FR Doc. 2013—-00527 Filed 1-11-13; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-W7-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

National Park Service

[NPS-NRSS-GRD-12018; PPWONRADGO,
PPMRSNR1N.NG0000]

Information Collection Request Sent to
the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) for Approval; Mining and Mining
Claims and Non-Federal Oil and Gas
Rights

AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior.
ACTION: Notice; request for comments.

SUMMARY: We (National Park Service,
NPS) have sent an Information
Collection Request (ICR) to OMB for
review and approval. We summarize the
ICR below and describe the nature of the
collection and the estimated burden and
cost. This information collection is
scheduled to expire on February 28,
2013. We may not conduct or sponsor
and a person is not required to respond
to a collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid OMB control
number. However, under OMB
regulations, we may continue to
conduct or sponsor this information
collection while it is pending at OMB.

DATES: You must submit comments on
or before February 13, 2013.

ADDRESSES: Send your comments and
suggestions on this information
collection to the Desk Officer for the
Department of the Interior at OMB—
OIRA at (202) 395-5806 (fax) or
OIRA_Submission@omb.eop.gov
(email). Please provide a copy of your
comments to the Information Collection
Clearance Officer, National Park
Service, 1201 I Street NW., MS 1237,
Washington, DC 20005 (mail); or
madonna_baucum@nps.gov (email).
Please reference OMB Control Number
1024-0064 in the subject line of your
comments.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: To
request additional information about
this ICR, contact Edward O. Kassman,
Jr., Regulatory Specialist, Energy and
Minerals Branch, Geologic Resources
Division, National Park Service, P.O.
Box 25287, Lakewood, Colorado 80225
(mail); (303) 987—6792 (fax); or

Edward Kassman@nps.gov (email). You
may review the ICR online at http://
www.reginfo.gov. Follow the
instructions to review Department of the
Interior collections under review by
OMB.

1. Abstract

The Organic Act of 1916 (NPS
Organic Act) (16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.)
authorizes the Secretary of the Interior
to develop regulations for national park
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influence of liquor/alcoholic beverage,
to the extent that control of the person’s
faculties is impaired shall be guilty of a
violation of this ordinance.

.03 Consuming Liquor/Alcohol in
Public Conveyance—Any person
engaged wholly or in part in the public
conveyance business of carrying
passengers for hire and every agent,
servant, or employee or such person,
who knowingly permits any person to
drink any liquor/alcohol in any vehicle
that carries passengers for hire, while
such vehicle in on Tribal land, shall be
guilty of a violation of this ordinance.
Any person who drinks any liquor/
alcohol in any vehicle that carries
passengers for hire, while such vehicle
is on Tribal land, shall be guilty of a
violation of this ordinance.

.04 Liquor/Alcohol may not be given
as a prize, gift, premium or
consideration for a lottery, contest, game
of chance or skill, or competition of any

kind.

Section 8.00—Enforcement and
Jurisdiction

.01 Enforcement—The Tribe through
its Tribal Council and Bishop Paiute
Tribal Court (Tribal Court) and duly
authorized security personnel, shall
have the authority to enforce this
Ordinance which shall include
confiscating any liquor/alcohol
manufactured, introduced, sold or
possessed located on Tribal Lands in
violation of this ordinance. The Tribal
Council shall be empowered to sell
confiscated liquor/alcohol for the
benefit of the Tribe after receiving Tribal
Court approval, and to develop and
approve such regulations as may
become necessary for the enforcement of
this Ordinance.

.02 Jurisdiction—Any violations of
this ordinance shall constitute a public
nuisance under Tribal law. It shall be
the Tribal Council or its duly authorized
security personnel who may initiate and
maintain an action in the Tribal Court
to abate and permanently enjoin any
nuisance declared under this ordinance
and to enforce any and all provisions
and penalties under this ordinance. The
Tribal Council shall authorize and
implement the development of Court
rules and procedures that will ensure
due process as to all Tribal Court
proceedings under this ordinance. Any
actions taken under this section 8 may
be in addition to any other penalties
provided in this ordinance or adopted
by the Tribal Council from time to time.
This ordinance when approved by the
United States Department of the Interior
and published in the Federal Register
shall fall under the jurisdiction of the
Tribal Court.

.03 General penalties—The Tribe
through the Tribal Court may
implement monetary fines not to exceed
$500 for each violation and/or causing
the suspension or revocation of a liquor/
alcohol license. The Tribal Court may
adopt by resolution a separate schedule
of fines for each type of violation, taking
into account its seriousness and the
threat it may pose to the general health
and welfare of tribal members. This
schedule will include violations for
repeat offenders. Any penalties
provided herein shall in addition to any
criminal penalties, which may be
imposed by the Tribal Court through an
adopted separate ordinance that
conforms to federal law.

.04 Conflicting provisions—
Whenever any conflict occurs between
the provisions of this ordinance or the
provisions of any other ordinance of the
Tribe, the stricter of such provisions
shall apply.

.05 Severability—If any provision or
application of this ordinance is
determined invalid such determination
shall not invalidate the remaining
portions of this ordinance.

Section 9.00—Limited Waiver of
Sovereign Immunity

By enacting this ordinance, the Tribe
does not waive, or limit or modify its
sovereign immunity from unconsented
suit or any other judicial or
administrative proceeding except as
specifically provided herein.

The Tribe agrees and grants a limited
waiver of its sovereign immunity solely
for the purpose of authorizing the State
of California through or on behalf of the
California State Department of Alcohol
Beverage Control or any other
appropriate sState agency to bring an
action in courts of appropriate
jurisdiction with the State of California
or California State Administrative
Proceedings, for the purpose of
providing the State of California with
remedies to enforce all laws, rules,
regulations and rights the state has
relating to the issuance of a liquor/
alcohol beverage license to the Tribe.

Section 10.00—Revocation/Suspension
of License

The Tribal Council may revoke or
suspend the license for reasonable cause
after providing the licensee with notice
and an opportunity to participate in a
hearing at which time the licensee is
given an opportunity to respond to any
claims against it alleging a violation of
this Ordinance, and to demonstrate why
the license should not be revoked or
suspended. Any determination of the
Tribal Council concerning revocation or
suspension of a license is final. The

Tribal Council shall direct its
authorized representatives to prepare
appropriate rules of procedure
concerning how a revocation/
suspension hearing is to be held and the
form of notice to be given to a licensee
subject to potential revocation or
suspension of its license.

Section 11.00—Inspection of Licensed
Premises

The premises on which liquor is sold
or distributed shall be open for
inspection by the Tribal Council and/or
its authorized representative with
respect to the enforcement of this
Ordinance at all reasonable times for the
purpose of ascertaining whether the
rules and regulations of the Tribal
Council and this Ordinance are being
complied with.

[FR Doc. 2013—-05499 Filed 3—-7—13; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-4J-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Extending Scoping Period To Prepare
a Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Navajo Nation
Integrated Weed Management Plan
Within Coconino, Navajo, and Apache
Counties, AZ; McKinley, San Juan,
McGill, and Cibola, Counties, NM; and
San Juan County, UT

AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) is extending the public scoping
period to prepare an EIS for the Navajo
Nation Integrated Weed Management
Plan on the Navajo Indian Reservation.

DATES: Scoping comments are due on
March 20, 2013.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Renee Benally at (928) 283-2210; email:
renee.benally@bia.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The BIA
published a Notice of Intent in the
Federal Register on January 14, 2013,
(78 FR 2685) and ended the scoping
comment period on February 28, 2013.
The BIA is extending the comment
period to March 20, 2013. Please refer
to the January 14, 2013, (78 FR 2685)
Notice of Intent for project details and
commenting instructions.

Dated: February 28, 2013.
Kevin K. Washburn,
Assistant Secretary—Indian Affairs.
[FR Doc. 2013-05398 Filed 3-7-13; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-W7-P
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Appendix D. Scoping Report B-1



3/28/13 Event : Navajo Region Integrated Weed Management Plan Public Meetings

Navajo Region Integrated Weed Management Plan Public
Meetings

Department of the Interior - Bureau of Indian Affairs—Navajo Region

Announces Public Scoping meetings for an Integrated Weed Management Plan to tackle
invasive weeds on the Navajo Nation.

Meetings will be held at the following Navajo Nation Chapter Houses:
* Crownpoint (Feb 5" 5pm-7pm)

* Fort Defiance (Feb 8" 9am-12noon)

*Shiprock (Feb 6" 5pm-7pm)

* Tuba City (Feb 12t 3pm-6pm)

* Chinle (Feb 7" 1pm-5pm)

Call or email BIA Natural Resource Specialist, Renee Benally for more information
(928)283-2210, renee.benally @bia.gov

Help us fight weeds on the Navajo Reservation!
Venue

Chinle Chapter House

Cost
This is a free event.

Schedule

Event has ended.

Contact Info

azdailysun.com/calendar/public-meeting s/navajo-region-integ rated-weed-manag ement-plan-public-meeting s/event_2f1b0b24-6b55-11e2-8151-a37cfab09489.ht...  1/2



3/28/13 Event : Navajo Region Integrated Weed Management Plan Public Meetings

Renee Benally

e 9282832210
e renee.benally@bia.gov

More Public Meetings Events

Flagstaff area springs

Flinn Scholars Program to host informational meeting March 28 at NAU
Northern Arizona Audubon Meeting

Flagstaff

Flagstaff Public Library Board Meeting

Flagstaff Communicators meeting

District Advisory Board Meeting

Immigration Awareness Week: Multi-media Presentation

azdailysun.com/calendar/public-meeting s/navajo-region-integ rated-weed-manag ement-plan-public-meeting s/event_2f1b0b24-6b55-11e2-8151-a37cfab09489.ht...  2/2
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Bureau of Indian Affairs

Notice of Intent To Prepare a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Navajo Nation
Integrated Weed Management Plan Within Coconino, Navajo, and Apache Counties, Arizona; McKinley, San
Juan, McGill, and Cibola Counties, NM; and San Juan County, UT

AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs, Interior.

ACTION: Notice.

Summary: This notice advises the public that the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) as lead Agency, with the Navajo
Nation, National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, and Arizona
Department of Transportation serving as cooperating agencies, intends to prepare an EIS for a proposed weed
management plan for the Navajo Indian Reservation. This notice also announces the beginning of the public scoping

process to solicit public comments and identify issues.

DATES: Comments on the scope of the EIS may be submitted in writing until February 28, 2013. The date(s) and

location(s) of any scoping meetings will be announced at least 15 days in advance through local media, including
the Navajo Times, Arizona Daily Sun, Farmington Daily Times, Gallup Independent, and the Navajo Hopi Observer.

February 05, 2013 - Crownpoint Chapter House Crownpoint, NM 5:00 PM to 7:00 PM MST
February 06, 2013 - Shiprock Chapter House Shiprock, NM 5:00 PM to 7:00 PM, MST
February 07, 2013 - Chinle Chapter House Chinle, AZ 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM, MST
February 08, 2013 - Fort Defiance Chapter House Fort Defiance, AZ 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM, MST
February 12, 2013 - Tuba City Chapter House Tuba City, AZ 3:00 PM to 6:00 PM, MST

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Renee Benally, Natural Resource Specialist,

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Western Navajo Agency, Branch of Natural Resources,
PO Box 127, Tuba City, Arizona 86045;

telephone: (928)283-2210; email: renee.benally@bia.gov.

Dated: December 19, 2012.
Kevin K. Washburn, Assistant Secretary—Indian Affairs.
[FR Doc. 2013-00527 Filed 1-11-13; 8:45 am] BILLING CODE 4310-W7-P
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AFFIDAVIT/PROOF OF PUBLICATION

STATE OF ARIZONA

} ss.

County of Coconino

Bobbie Croshy being duly sworn deposes and says:

Legal Mo, 16735
. 2 - Department of the Interior - Bursau
That she is the legal clerk of the Arizona Daily Sun of Indian Affairs-Navajo
The BiA has extended the Public

Smm period for a Programmatic
neme

a newspaper published at Flagstaff, Coconino County, Arizona; that the | 27 \itraed Wesq Manamemant "

- Plan 1o contral noxdous waeds on
'_{ the Mavajo Nation. Comments on
LO 3 the Flan and EIS will be accepted
= 3 : | uenkll March 18
Maaungs wiil be'hedd at tha follow-

s & |
a copy of which is "ﬂmmm Museur, Window
11th 12pm-3pm DST)
" Ka mm\amer House (March

hereunto attached, was first published in said newspaper in its issue dated ‘ﬁ“ﬁm‘@“ﬁ T) March 14t

10am-2pm
,-\ Farms r House
". :-7-1« day “f\{ F\OK 2N A, . s %‘gﬁiﬁ%é?g%m ol
N MOTE Ifor-
published in each ( z[ |{_issue of said newspaper for __~ el s ot e g

HO'E fig iogathert
PLUB: Mar, 12, 13, 14, 15, 2013
16735

consecutive _CM the last publication being in the issue dated the =

1S dyor YWare\n 2013,

L—-—-""-fr

Subseribed and sworn to before me this
15 day of /Jd/f;i")’?";l ,2043

| £

OFFICIAL SEAL
=, WENDY PETTAY
Tl NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ARIZONA
g COCONING COUNTY l
My commission expires May 28, 2014 _

My Commission expires o3, /2}_':5’/%?&4" (s










Affidavit of Publication
STATE OF NEW MEXICO
) SS
COUNTY OF MCKINLEY

REBECCRA PROUTHN being duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says:

As LEGAL CLERK of The Independent, a newspaper
published in and having a general circulation in McKinley County,
Mew Mexico and in the City of Gallup, New Mexico and having a
general circulation in Cibola County, New Mexico and in the City
of Grants, New Mexico and having a general circulation in Apache
County, Arizona and in the City of 5t. Johns and in the City of
Window Rock, Arizona therein: that this affiant makes the affidavit
based upon personal knowledge of the facts herein sworn to. That
the publication, a copy of which is hereto attached was published in
said newspaper during the period time of publication and said
notice was published in the newspaper proper, and not in a
supplement thereof, for Three Times |, the first publication

being on the 13" day of March , 2013, the

second publication being on the 14 day of
March , 2013, the third publication being

on the day of , 2013,

and the last publication being on the —15°

day of March , 2013. That such

newspaper, in which such notice or advertisement was published, is
now and has been at all times material hereto, duly qualified for
such purpose, and to publish legal notices and advertisements
within the meaning of Chapter 12, of the statutes of the State of
New Mexico, 1941 compilation,

Affiant.

Swom and Subscribed to before me this 18" day of
March , AD,, 2013,

Notary Public

My commission expires:

June 25* 2014

LEGAL NOTICE
Galtup - McKinley County
New Mexicn

Department of the Interior -
Bureau of Indinn Alfalrs—
—— —Navajo-Regiow—

The BIA has  extembed the Public
Scoping  period. for o Progranmatic
Environmental Impact Statement
for  an  Inteprated  Weed  Mannge-
ment  Flan o contl  nowiom
weeds on the Movajo Mailon. Com-
ments on the Plan and EIS will be
nceepied until Marnch 18

Meetings will be held st the fol
lowing locations:

*  Navajo Naotion Muoseum, Win-
dow Reck  (Mamh  U0th  12pm3pm
(Eh] X

- Kayenta Chapler House
{Murch 13th 10wm-1pm DET)

*  Pison Chapler House (March
14th 10am-2pm D3T)

*  Many Farms Chapter House
(March 15t 1 pm-Spm DST)

Coll  BIA  MNawral  Resource  Spe-
cialist, Renee Bemlly for moge  in-
formation (928) 283-2210

Help is [ight weeds together?

Legal# 14260 Published in The In-
dependent March 11 & 4 & 15,
2013.
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March 14th, 2013 edition
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The Bureau of Indian Affairs is conducting scoping meetings to develop an Integrated Weed
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement to control noxious weeds across the Navajo
Nation. The public is invited to participate at the following meetings:

e March 11th from 12:00pm to 3:00pm at the Navajo Nation Museum in Window Rock

e March 13th from 10:00am to 1:00pm at the Kayenta Chapter House

e March 14th from 10:00am to 2:00pm at the Pinon Chapter House, and

e March 15th from 1:00pm to 5:00pm at the Many Farms Chapter House

For more information contact Renee Benally [Ben-ollie] at (928) 283-2210.
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for the entire Navajo Nation:

The BIA is requesting the participation of the public at:
Daylight Savings Time
March 11, 2013 Window Rock, AZ Museum 12 pm to 3 pm

March 13, 2013 Kayenta, AZ Chapter House 10 am to 1 pm
March 14, 2013 Pinon, AZ Chapter House 10 am to 2 pm
March 15, 2013 Many Farms, AZ Chapter House 1 pm to 5 pm
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Appendix F. Scoping meeting sign-in sheet

Appendix D. Scoping Report F-1



MEETING: BIA Navajo Region Public Scoping

DATE:

EIS and IWMP for the Navajo Nation
Interested Participants Sign-In

PLACE:
TIME:

NAME

ORGANIZATION/ ADDRESS

TELEPHONE NUMBER

E-MAIL
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Appendix G. Scoping meeting agenda

Appendix D. Scoping Report G-1



Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Navajo Nation

1:00 PM

1:05 PM

1:10 PM

2:40 PM

2:45 PM

Integrated Weed Management Plan
Chinle, AZ
February 7, 2013, 1:00- 5:00 pm
Scoping Meeting Agenda

Welcome Remarks- Renee Benally, Bureau of Indian Affairs Western Region
Introduction- Renee Benally

Integrated Weed Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement
Presentations (Navajo/English)

Closing Remarks

Provide your comments

Contact Information: Renee Benally, Acting Navajo Region Weed Coordinator, Western
Navajo Agency, Branch of Natural Resources, P.O. Box 127, Tuba City, AZ 86045,
Renee.Benally@bia.gov, (928) 283-2210
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Integrated Weed Management Plan for
Navajo Indian Reservation

The Integrated Weed Management Plan (IWMP) will be developed by the BIA
in order to accomplish noxious/invasive weed control on the Navajo Indian

Reservation.
The IWMP will:
Camelthorn 1. Comply Wi'Fh the Nati0r1.a1 Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Saltcedar
(Alhagi maurorum) other associated regulations. (Tamarix spp.)
e o s oy v Foows | 2+ Willbe a 10-year plan. v i s Sl s
waterways and can penetrate building walls and plumbing. | 3- Can be revised through an adaptive management approach. habitat. Not palatable to many wildlife and
range species.
The primary purpose of the IWMP is to:
1s
* Identify the noxious weeds of concern,
» Evaluate the best management practices for control and eradication,
* Provide procedures and protocols to conduct weed removal,
* Provide an approach to project implementation,
Knapweed » Identify pilot projects.

(Centaurea spp.)
Introduced through contaminated seed and ballast.
Crowds out native species and forage for livestock.
Causes “chewing disease” in horses. Increases surface
run-off and sedimentation.

. . . . Yellow Starthistle
Control Techniques that will be considered include: (Centaurea solstitalis)

mechanical, biological, cultural, and chemical treatments Introduced through contaminated seed,

spread by equipment and animals. Reduces
livestock forage. Toxic to horses and sheep.

Education will be an important part of
implementing the IWMP and controlling
priority invasive weeds across the
Navajo Indian Reservation. Fred
Phillips Consulting conducted a two-day
workshop to educate youth on how to
remove invasive species along Ganado
Wash.

The different techniques considered

for removing invasive weeds include
mechanical, biological, cultural, and
chemical treatments



Bureau of Indian Affairs
Navajo Region

These wesds are consldered alizh priosity for

eradication and control within the Navajo Nation and

Navajo Tribal Trust Lands

' MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA ‘
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:

Tamarisk family (LAM.) - TAMAR2
FAMILY: Tamaricaceae
DESCRIPTION:

Deciduous or evergreen shrubs or small trees, 5 to
20 feet tall. Bark on saplings and stems is reddish
~brown. Leaves are small and scale-like, on highly
branched slender stems. Flowers are pink to
white, 5 petalled. Smooth woody stems are dark
‘brown to reddish-brown.

Origin: Eurasia

Distribution/Comments: Tamarisk family can be
found near streams (Little Colorado River, San
Juan River, Colorado River, Little Pueblo Colorado
Wash and other tributaries), fields, and open areas
in AZ. Ranchers, farmers, and highway depart-
ments found this as a pest for range and road
management which becomes bio-hazard along
roads and fire fuel for streams with communities
nearby. Wildlife are adapting to this weed infesta-
tion as a “natural” habitat, outcompeting native
woody species such as willows and cottonwoods.
Intermixed with Russian olive, willow, and cotton-
woods.

Control/Methods: Mechanical, Herbicide use, Ae-
rial application, for more information

http://agesvrl.nmsu.edu/saltcedar/

Biological Control: Monitoring of the Tamarisk
Leaf Beetle, http:/ /www.tamariskcoalition.org/

Reference: Weeds of the West. 9th Edition 2002.

f MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:

Onopordum acanthium (L.) - ONAC
FAMILY: Asteraceae (Sunflower)
DESCRIPTION:
Scotch thistle is an aggressive biennial forb that
ranges in height from 2 to 12 feet. Rosette
leaves area very large (up to 2 feet long and 1
foot wide), spiny, and covered with a dense mat
of hairs that give the plant a grayish color.
Steam leaves are also hairy, alternate, and
coarsely lobed. Flowers area violet to reddish,
grow up to 2 inches in diameter, and look like a
“shaving brush”. Spiny bracts surround each
flower head.
Origin: Europe
Distribution/Comments: It’s present in eve:
northern counties in AZ. 1t's an imposing thistle due
to its size and formidable spines which negatively im-
pacts livestock forage production, wildlife habitat,
farm land (Shonto Wash), highways (N-16, HWY 87, N
-41, N-15), and recreational values.
Control/Methods: Mechanical using shovel for 2
years; herbicide, for more information
http:/ /www.unce.unr.edu/publications/files /nr/ 2002/
FS0257.pdf

p:/ /www.ars.usda.gov/research /publications
publmuons htm?seq no_115=203356
Reference: Non-native Invasive Plants of AZ. 2009.
Weeds of the West, 9th Ed. 2002.

Weed Outta here!!

Weed Outta herell

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:

Linaria genistifolia ssp dalmatica (L) - LIDA
FAMILY: Scrophularizceae (Figwort)
DESCRIPTION:

Dalmatian toadflax is a creeping perennial forb with
an extensive root system that grows up to 3 feet tall.
Even though it’s a prolific sced producer that can
reproduce both by seed and vegetative reproduction,
its deep-penetrating and horizontally spreading root
system accounts for much of its spread once seed-
lings mature. Leaves are alternate, waxy, broad-
based, and clasp the stem. Yellow flowers, similar
to snapdragons, are borne in the axils of upper
leaves. Flowers are striking with an orange bearded
throat and a characteristic spur. It prefers dry sites
at mid-to-high elevations

Origin: Europe.

Distribution/Comments: Dalmatian toadflax was
probably introduced as an ornamental due to its
pretty yellow “snapdragon” flower but looks can be
deceiving. It's extremely difficult to control once its
creeping root system is established. It is very prob-
lematic in communities north of the Mogollon Rim
(Flagstaff, Payson, Prescott, N-15, Hwy 98 near
Kaibeto, N-59).

Control/Methods: Mechanical, Herbicide use, bio-
control, for more information

http:/ /www.mtweed.org/dalmatian-toadflax/

Reference: Non-native invasive plants of AZ. 2009.
Weeds of the West. 9th Edition 2002

Address:

Weed Outta herel!

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA ‘
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:

Centaurea maculosa (LAM.) - CEBI2
FAMILY: Asteraceac (SUNFLOWER)
DESCRIPTION:

Spotted knapweed is a simple perennial forb that
grows 1 to 3 feet tall. It reproduces from seed
(primary means of spread) and forms a new shoot
each year form a taproot. Basal rosette leaves can
be up to 5 inches long and are deeply lobed (similar
to diffused knap-weed). Pinkish-purple, lavender,
sometimes cream-colored, flower heads are solitary
at the end of branches, and are about the same size
as diffuse knapweed flowers. Floral bracts area
fringed and “comb-like” with stiff dark tips that give,
the appearance of “spots”. Bracts have obvious ver-
tical veins below the tips and a reduced central
spine.

Origin: Eurasia.

Distribution/Comments: Spotted knapweed is
sometimes confused with diffuse knapweed but con-
trol practices are similar for both specics. Both spe-
cies have been confirmed around Shonto, FlagstafT,
and are aggressive competitors that displace native
vegetation in rangelands, meadows, pastures, wild-
lfe habitat, and recreational areas. One Montana

ly documented severe soil erosion losses on wa-
tersheds infosted by this spotted knapweed.

Biological control: Mechanical, Herbicides, Biocon-
trol using insects

hittp:/ /www.fewp.org/ BioControl/Spottedknapweed.html

Reference: Non-native Invasive Plants of AZ,
2009. Weeds of the West, 9th Ed. 2002.

Address:

Weed Outta herel!

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:

Acroptilon repens (L) - ACRE3
FAMILY: Asteraceae (Sunflower)
DESCRIPTION:

Russian knapweed is a creeping perennial forb that
forms dense colonies from a deep (up to 20 to 30
feet) spreading root system. Roots are typically
black or dark brown. Aboveground portions of the
plant grow up to 4 feet. Lower leaves range from en-
tire to lobed. Upper leaves are smaller, entire, and
directly attached to the stem. Cone-shaped, pink to
lavender flower heads are up to 1/2 inch in diameter
and are borne at the end of leafy branches. Floral
bracts are papery thin and smooth, greenish with a
rounded or pointed margin.

Origin: Eurasia.

Distribution/ Commenu' Itsa serious problem in
and

(Chinle,
Southeastern AZ Like yellow slaﬂhlstle Russian
knapweed can cause “chewing disease” in horses.

Its deep, perennial root system makes control efforts
difficult once established.

Control/Methods: Mechanical, Herbicide use
(Milestone), new approved biocontrol, for more infor-
mation

http:/ /www.fewp.org/BioControl /Russianknapweed. html

Reference: Non-native invasive plants of AZ. 2009.
Weeds of the West. 9th Edition 2002.

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:

Alhagi pseudalhagi (Bieb. Desv.) - ALMA12
FAMILY: Fabaceae (PEA)

DESCRIPTION:

Camelthorn is an aggressive creeping perennial shrub
with an extensive root system. It's a “nitrogen fixer” that
reproduces by seeds and by extensive, deep-penetrating
and horizontally spreading roots. Seeds are housed in
Jointcd secdpods that appear maroon to red in color
TGreenish stéms are typically tipped with slendor greenish
-yellow spines that grow 1/4 to 1 3/4 inch long. Leaves
are alternate, hairless on the upper surface, but pubes-
cent on the underside.
Origin: Asia, India, Russia.
Distribution/Comments: Camelthorn currently has a
scattered distribution throughout the northern counties
of AZ. It’s especially problematic near the town of Wins-
low and Holbrook (Tuba City, Leupp, Little Colorado
River) where it has caused extensive damage to high-
ways, walkways, and housing foundations. Its creeping
root system helps form dense monocultures creating
problems for farmers, ranchers, and recreationist.
Control/Methods: Mechanical, Herbicide use
(Milestone), no approved biocontrol.
httpi/ pdf
http:/ dot.

Reference: Non-native Invasive Plants of AZ. 2009
Weeds of the West, 9th Edition. 2002.

Address:

Weed Outta herell

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:

Elaeagnus angustifolia (L) - ELAN
FAMILY: Elacagnaceac (Oleaster)
DESCRIPTION:

Russian olive can grow as a small, thorny shrub

or as a deciduous tree that can grow up to 40 feet
tall. All parts of the stems, buds, and leaves have

a dense covering of silvery to rusty scales. The

bark is smooth and gray when young, but devel-

ops ridges and furrows with age. The leaves area

1 to 3 inches long and about 1/2 inch wide, are
simple, alternate, and are usually egg or lance-
shaped with smooth margins. Flowers are aro-
matic, creamy-yellow, and bell-shaped. Fruits are
like silver berry achenes about 1/2 inch long that
appear in clusters usually during late summer

and carly fall.

Origin: Eurasia.

Distribution/Comments: Russian olive can be found
near streams, fields and open areas in AZ. Its fruit is
readily eaten and disseminated by many species of
birds. It has the ability to “fix” nitrogen and is easily
established on bare soils and in riparian areas. Es-
tablishment and reproduction is primarily by sced al-
though some vegetative propagation also occurs.
Control/Methods: Mechanical, Herbicide use, Aerial
application, for more information

http://agesvr] .nmsu.edu/saltcedar/

Reference: Non-native invasive plants of AZ. 2009.
Weeds of the West. 9th Edition 2002.




Bureau of Indian Affairs
Navajo Region

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAM]
Euphorbia esula L. - EUES
FAMILY: Euphorbiaceae

DESCRIPTION:
An aggressive creeping, perennial forb with a root system
that can extend into the soil as far as 30 feet. Leaves are 1 to
4 inches long, are linear, alternate, and entire (several times
long as wide). Stems are thickly clustered and smooth, and
exude a milky latex juice when broken. Small, yellow-green
flowers are enclosed by paired, heart-shaped yellow-green

maturity and disperse seeds as far as 15 feet,
ORIGIN: Eurasia

DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS:

Widespread throughout most of the United States. This plant

including pastures, rangeland, woodlands, floodplains,
prairies, wastelands, and roadsides.

CONTROL/METHODS: Mechanical, biological and
HERBICIDE USE,

FOR MORE INFORMATION
httpi//weeds.nmsu.edu/pdfsfleafy_spurge_factsheet_11-06-05.
pdf

REFERENCE:
Non-native Invasive Plants of Arizona. 2009. Weeds of the
West. 9th Edition. 2002

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Lepidum latifolium L. - LELA2

FAMILY: Brassicaceae
DESCRIPTION:

[Plants are multi-stemmed and grow in erect masses up to
5 ft. in height. Leaves are lanceolate, bright green to gray-
ereen. Basal leaves are long (up to 1ft) and have serrate
margins. Flowering occurs from early summer to fall with
[abundant small white 4-petaled flowers in dense clusters
near the stem tips. The base of the stem is semi-wood.
[Roots can grow up to 6 ft in length and are creeping. It can
often be confused with hoary cress (see right).

ORIGIN: Eurasia

DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS:
Widespread throughout the U.S. Tt can establish in a
wide range of habitats and is commonly a problem in
disturbed areas such as roadsides, pastures, wetlands, and
flood plains. It can rapidly form dense clusters, crowding
out native vegetation. Plants can spread quickly along
waterways and stream corridors.

CONTROL/METHODS: Mechanical, Cultural, Herbicide
use

[FOR MORE INFORMATION
[httpi/iwww.ipm.ucdavis.edw/ PMG/PESTNOTES/pn74121.
htm]

http:/fwww.nps goviplants/alien/fact/lelal htm

[REFERENCE:
[Plant Conservation Alliance - Alien Plant Working Group
Least Wanted. Perennial Pepperweed. 2009, httpifiwww.
nps. goviplants/alien/fact/lelal htm

HIGH PRIORITY INVASIVE WEEDS

These weeds are considered a high priority for eradication and control within the Navajo Nation and Navajo Tribal Trust Lands

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Cirsium vulgare (Savi Tenore). - CIVU

FAMILY: Asteraceae

DESCRIPTION:
Abiennial forb that forms a rosette in its first year and then

grow up to 2 inches wide. The root system is short and fleshy.
ORIGIN: Eurasia

DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS:
Although widespread in the Southwestern U.S,, it is less

potential by crowding out native vegetation.

CONTROL/METHODS: Mechanical, Herbicide use, approved
bio-control

FOR MORE INFORMATION
fs fed. i

pdf

REFERENCE:
Non-native Invasive Plants of Arizona. 2009,

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAM]
Cardaria draba (L. Desv) - CADR

FAMILY: Brassicaceae

DESCRIPTION:

Acreeping perennial forb that can grow up to 3 ft. tall. It
reproduces by seed and its extensive, deeply penetrating
root system. Leaves are elliptical, gray-gree, clasping, and
lightly pubescent. Stems are erect and greatly branching
near the flower. It has 4-petal small flowers at the top of the
plant. Heart-shaped seed pods have a slender, persistent
beak in the upper cleft of the seed pods. Two small, flat,
reddish brown seeds are contained in each of pods.

ORIGIN: Europe

DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS
Distribution is limited to the Four Corners area. It easily
establishes in moist sites and is difficult to control once
established. It has been mmdu:cd in urban settings as a
filler for dry flower arrangements. Hoary cress is especially
invasive in rangoland and agricultural aroas. Tho plant also
produces compounds, known as glucosinolates, which are
toxic to cattle.

CONTROL/METHODS: Mechanical, Cultural, Herbicide
use, and approved bio-control

I‘OR MORE INFORMATION

cadrsunfo pdf

REFERENCE:

Non-native Invasive Plants of Arizona. 2009.

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME
Cirsium arvense (L. Scop.) - CIAR4

FAMILY: Asteraceae

DESCRIPTION:
An erect perennial forb, which can grow to 1.5 to 4 fect
tall, with ridged stems becoming hairy and branching

‘more and vertical roots may grow 6 to 15 feet deep. Male
and female flowers develop on separate plants.

ORIGIN: Eurasia
DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS:

‘meadows, fields, and streambank sedge meadows

CONTROL/METHODS: Cultural, Mechanical, Herbicide-
use, and approved bio-controls

FOR MORE INFORMATION

hetpiiwwwnps. goviplants/alien/fact/ciar] htm

REFERENCE:
Non-native Invasive Plants of Arizona. 2009.

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

ISCIENTIFIC NAME:
(Centaurea solstitialis L. - CESO3

-eds are produced from ray-shaped flowers and are
dark colored and lack bristles.

ORIGIN: Mediterranean Region

[DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS:
fidespread throughout the U.S. Yellow starthistle is found
n areas with full sunlight and deep, well-drained soils and
5 especially common in disturbed sites, such as roadsides,
astelands, and rangelands. Can cause “chewing disease”

in horses. As it is a strong invader, it can choke out native
egetation, reducing wildlife habitat and forage.

[CONTROL/METHODS: Mechanical, Biological, Herbicide use,
approved bio-control

[FOR MORE INFORMATION
ttp:/iwww.nps.goviplants/alien/fact/cesol htm

i/ edavis. TNOTES/pn7402 html

EFERENCE:
INon-native Invasive Plants of Arizona. 2009,

Fred Phillips Consulting, LL.C
Flagstaff, AZ

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Carduus nutans (L) - CANU

FAMILY: Asteraceae

DESCRIPTION:
Musk thistle is a biennial forb that can also grow as

dark green with a light green midrib, and a spiny margin.
Leaves extend beyond the stem, giving the appearance of
a “winged” stem. Large “powder puff’ flowerheads (1.5 to
3 inches in diameter) can be deep rose, purple, or white.
Flower head weight bends the stems downward, giving the
appearance of a nodding flowerhead in windy weather. It
can grow up to 8ft tall with adequate soil moisture.

ORIGIN: Europe

DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS
Widespread throughout the U.S. Musk thistle has broad
ecological amplitude, growing in dry open rangeland a

in wetlands. The key to controlling them is to destroy
them before they set sced. Infestations are often spotty

in the Southwestern U.S. Musk Thistle is unpalatable to
wildlife and livestock. It colonizes disturbed areas such as
landslide areas, meadows, and prairies.

CONTROLMETHODS: Mechanical, Biological, Herbicide
wse, approved bio-contro

FOR MORE INFORMATION

httpiliwww.nps. goviplants/alien/fact/canul htm

REFERENCE
Non-native Invasive Plants of Arizona. 2009,

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “A” RATING HIGH PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Centaurea diffusa (Lam.) - CEDI3

FAMILY: Asteraceae

DESCRIPTION:

Diffuse knapweed can grow as an annual, biennial, or
short-live simple perennial forb with multiple branches.
It ranges in height from 1 to 3 ft. at maturity and can
have white, rose, or purple flowers. Yellow-green bracts
are tipped with slender terminal spines that curve
outward and are typically light brown with a margin-like
a comb. Basal leaves are finely divided while the stem
leaves are entire and smaller.

ORIGIN: Eurasia
DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS:

productivity of rangelands and forage quality of habitats,

CONTROL/METHODS: Mechanical, Cultural, Herbicide
use, approved bio-control

FOR MORE INFORMATION
hetpi/iwww.ext.colostate.edu/pubs/atres/03110.html

http//parks state.co.us/SiteCollectionImages/parks/

grams
weed pdf

REFERENCE:
Non-native Invasive Plants of Arizona. 2009,
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MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “C” RATING LOW PRIORITY WEED

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “C” RATING LOW PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Bromus tectorum (L) - BRTE
FAMILY: Poaceae (Grass)
DESCRIPTION:

Cheatgrass is a cool-season annual that can grow be-
tween 2 inches to 2 feet tall. Like most annuals, it's a
prolific seed producer. It germinates during cooler
temperatures and rapidly grows and sets seed before
most other species. Seedling are bight green with con-
spicuously hairy (downy) leaves, sheaths, glumes, and
lemmas. Seed heads are open, drooping, multiple-
branched panicles with moderately awned spikelets
Auricles are absent. At maturity the foliage and seed
heads often turn purplish before drying to brown or tan.
Origin: Eurasia

Distribution/Comments: Cheatgrass is widely adapted
and can be found from desert valley bottoms all the way
to the highest peaks (i.e. Mt. Lemmon). 1t quickly invades
heavily grazed rangeland, roadsides, waste places,
burned areas, and disturbed sites. Cheatgrass can still
flower and produce viable seed even when environmental

conditions are poor and/or when grazing animals crop the
plants. Spikelets readily attach to fur, clothing, & vehicles.

Control/Methods: Mechanical, Herbicide use, for more infor-
mation

hitp:/ fext & ht

http:/ /wildlife.utah 1
Biocontrol: Using fungal pathogens.
hittp:/ /www.treesearch.fs.fed.us/ pubs/31305

Reference: Non-native invasive plants of AZ. 2009. Weeds

of the West. 9th Edition 2002.

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Aegilops cylindrical (Host) - AECY

FAMILY: Poaceae

DESCRIPTION:
A winter annual reaching heights of 15 to 30

inches. It is closely related to, and can interbreed
with wheat. Its flowering portion is slender and
segmented and closely resembles what until spikes
appear. Spikelets (joints) contain 1 to 3 viable seeds
and disarticulate at maturity. Plants produce 1 to
many erect stems. Leave have finely spaced, fine
hairs along the leaf edge and the sheath opening.

ORIGIN: Eurasia

DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS:
Jointed goatgrass is found primarily in the north
central part of Arizona and New Mexco in both
cultivated and uncultivated areas. It can impede
wheat production by outcompeting wheat for
resources and seeds can be hard to separate from
wheat seeds in the soil. Also commonly grows in
areas with disturbed soils such as highway right-
of-ways, vacant lots, and abandoned fields. Also
common in pasture, wheat crops, waste areas, fence
lines, and alfalfa fields.

CONTROL/METHODS: Mechanical, Biological,
Herbicide use, approved bio-control

For more information

pillwww, prod-
uct/1160/0

Reference:
Non-native Invasive Plants of AZ. 2009. Weeds of
the West. 9th Edition 2002.

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “C” RATING LOW PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Convolvulaceae arvensis (L.) - COAR
FAMILY: Convolvulaceae (Morning glory)
DESCRIPTION:

Field bindweed is a drought tolerant, perennial creep-
ing plant (vine) with climbing stems of 1 to 4 feet. Ma-
ture plants form dense tangled mats. Leaves are gen-
erally 1 to 2 inches long, are smooth, and shaped like
a spade or an arrowhead. Roots reach 20 feet below

tiate new plants. Fruits are small, round capsules,

and reopen the following day.
Origin: Europe.
istribution/C: Widspread AZ

seeds remain viable inside the soil for 60+ years.

control.

http:/ /www.msuextension.org/ruralliving/ Dream /PDF/
Weed/bindweed. pdf

Bioncontrol: Using insccts (gall mites) to control this
plant.

htp:/ /www.fewp.org/BioControl/ Fieldbindweed. html
Reference: Non-native Invasive Plants of AZ. 2009.
Weeds of the West, 9th Edition. 2002.

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Tribulus terrestris L. - TRTE

FAMILY: Zygophyllaceae

DESCRIPTION:
An annual warm season weed. Plants have several
stems up to 3 feet long radiating from the root with
opposite leaves divided into 4 to 7 pairs of oblong leaflets
1/81/2 inch long. Stems and foliage often have silky
bristly silver hairs. Solitary bright yellow flowers have 5
petals and oceur on short stalks. The seedpods separate
into wedge-shaped burs or nutlets, each with two stout
spines 1/8 - 1/4 inch long. Seedlings can produce deep
root systems in a few weeks: flowers within 3 weeks of
germination and burs within 6 weeks. The seeds remain
viable for decades until sufficient moisture is present for
germination.

ORIGIN: Europe

DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS:
Widespread throughout the Southwestern U.S. Their
deep root systems make them difficult to erradicate.

Large quantities can be toxic to livestock, especially
sheep. The seedpods can puncture shoes and bicycle

tires. Plants often produce innumerable numbers making
it hard to prevents from falling on the ground.

CONTROL/METHODS: Mechanical, Biological, Herbicide
use, approved bio-control

For more information
http
pdf
Reference:

McCloskey, W.B. Puncturevine Fact Sheet. University of
Arizona. 2008.

ground, and extensive lateral roots have buds that ini-

each containing 4 seeds. Flowers are 1 to 1 1/2 inches wide,
trumpet-shaped, white or pin in color, typically with 2 small
bracts located on the petiole. Flowers close each afternoon

It’s dif-

ficult to eradicate due to its extensive & deep root system &

Control/Methods: Mechanical, Herbicide use, approved bio-

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “C” RATING LOW PRIORITY WEED

These weeds are considered a medium
priority for control and containment
on Navajo Nation and Navajo Tribal
Trust Lands

LOW [P PRIGRINY

These weeds are considered a low
priority for control and containment
on Navajo Nation and Navajo Tribal
Trust Lands

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “B” RATING MEDIUM PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Halogeton glomeratus (Stephen ex Bieb.) - HAGL
FAMILY: Chenopodiaceae (Goosefoot)
DESCRIPTION:

An annual weed ranging from a 2 to 18 inches.
Main stems branch from the base, spreading at first,
and then becoming erect. Plants are blue-green in
the spring like tumbleweed and early summer, turn-
ing red or yellow by late summer. Leaves are small,
fleshy, and nearly tubular, ending inconspicuous,
borne in leaf axis.

Origin: Asia.

Distribution/Comments: It’s a serious problem in
alkaline soils and semi-arid environment of high-
desert winter livestock range. Spreads rapidly
across range near roads/highways (N-15, N-24, Hwy
89, 160, 163, I-40, N-27), highly disturbed areas,
waterline (Monument Valley), and power lines. Halo-
geton produces toxic oxalates which are poisonous
to sheep and may affect cattle. Hay produces from
Utah are selling infested hay bales at local flea mar-
kets since Utah & Colorado have WEED FREE Laws
and Navajo Nation does not. Hauling bales of hay
spreads the seeds into rangelands. Buyer be awarel!

Control/Methods: Mechanical, Herbicide use, for
more information

http:/ /www.unce.unr.edu/publications/ files/nr/2000/
FS0020.pdf

http:/ -du/range/forbs /halogeton.htm

Reference: Non-native invasive plants of AZ. 2009.
Weeds of the West. 9th Edition 2002.

Russian
Thistle

—_

July 18,2007 Hwy 163

Halogeton ey

May 10, 2007—Monument Valley

MOENKOPI COOPERATIVE WEED MANAGEMENT AREA
NOXIOUS WEED “B” RATING MEDIUM PRIORITY WEED

SCIENTIFIC NAME:
Cenchrus incertus (CAV.) - CESP4

FAMILY: Poaceae

DESCRIPTION:

A warm season annual herb that can sometimes

also be a short-lived perennial. Height ranges from
8to 24 inches. Leaf blade is 2 to 6 inches long and
flat. The stem is erect, but can also grow along the
ground. The sechead is a raceme with 6 to 20 spiny
burs covered with fine har, cach enclosing 2 spikelets,
and often topped with leaves.

ORIGIN: Southern portion of US (classified as
noxious in CA and A

DISTRIBUTION/COMMENTS:

Sandbur growth starts in early spring with seedheads
appearing in July. Plants may become semi-dormant
when moisture is scarce and green up and produce
seeds after a rain. It grows in tufts and dense mats
in dry sandy and sandy loam soils. This grass is well-
adapted to waste places, old fields, and sandy flood
plains. Presence usually indicates severely overused
range. The burs are injurious to livestock and can
greatly reduce the value of wool and mohair.

CONTROL/METHODS: Mechanical, Biological.
Planting competitive grasses and grazing in the
spring can control its growth and spread.

For more information
http://plants.usda.gov/factsheet/pdfifs_cespd.pdf
httpi/eals.arizona.edulyavapai/ant/hort/byg/archive/
fieldsandbur-html

Reference:
Percy Magee, Plant Fact Sheet: Mat Sandbur. USDA
NRCS National Plant Data. 2002.
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Presentation Outline —

Project Background
Project Purpose
Project Need
Addressing Needs

What 1s NEPA, EIS and IWMP
The Scoping Process

U.S. Department of Interior,
Bureau of Indian Affairs- Navajo Region

Project Timeline
Priority Weed Species
Proposed Methods
Proposed Alternatives
Resources Considered

Comments and Questions

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Background of the Plan (

* Controlling exotic weeds 1s a concern for land owners

* (Can out-compete native vegetation

* Can harm livestock ( )

e Weed infestations have increased

Roads ( )
Weed hay ( ) and grain
Infrastructure development " it Affirs Navalo Region
Natural (wildlife , wind , water (0 )
« BIA Navajo Region has currently controlled 16,967
acCres
— Need for federal funding ( )
— Various control methods

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




What 1s a noxious weed

Tamarisk occurs in drainages throughout

Photo taken in Shonto Wash. Photo taken in Shonto road. Navajo Nation.

Photo taken along State Route 98

Photo taken in Chinle Agency. Photo taken in Monument Valley. between Kaibeto and Page







Project Need ( )

Control and contain weed infestation

Maintain livestock forage production

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau

Maintain high quality wildlife habitat =~ ormian Amirs-Navajo Region
Improve and protect native vegetation communities

Stabilize and protect riparian areas

Prevent declines in appraised land value

Prevent soil ( ) loss from erosion due to the loss of
cover vegetation

Obtain federal funding ( ) to control weeds

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




In Order to Address Needs (

* Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

e Comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA) and Noxious Weed Control and Eradication Act of
2004 ( )

* Develop a Programmatic EIS

e Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act will be
completed concurrently with the NEPA process

* Integrated Weed Management Plan ( )

* Developed using the most current and effective data available

e 10-year plan ( ) that can be revised
through adaptive management

e Living document (

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




United States Law -

Executive Order 13327 (2004) — Federal Real Property Asset Management
Executive Order 13287 (2003) - Preserve America
Executive Order 13175 (2000) — Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Govern
Executive Order 13007 (1996) — Sacred Sites

American Religious Freedom Act (1978)

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974
Executive Order 11593 (1972)

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)

Reservoir Salvage Act or 1960
Historic Sites Act of 1935
Antiquities Act ¢f 1906




National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

* Federal law ( ) that requires all Federal
agencnes to assess the environmental impacts of
major Federal projects.

Evaluation process to help determine if a
project has a significant impact on the env1rol§t1’1 .f;féf-g_*a.ﬁ__ :

If significant impact 1s determined an environmental
impact statement must be prepared.

This impact must be considered in making decisions.

Requires public disclosure of environmental
impacts.

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs- Navajo Region ©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Environmental Impact Statement

The document required by NEPA that
assesses the environmental impact of a significant
Federal action that affects the environment.

BIA 1s mandated to ensure proper conservation
resource management practices on all trust property
in compliance with NEPA

Large land base 2= neea Y

PusLic
T

Weed control adjacent to residential areas &

Many environmental resources considered

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC



Integrated Weed Management Plan

A document that enables land managers to be more efficient and
cost effective at controlling weeds

Identify priority invasive weeds across the Navajo Nation

Evaluate the best management practices for control and
eradication

Provide procedures and protocols to conduct weed removal
Provide approach to project implementation

Develop a comprehensive education and prevention strategy
that considers climate change

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




The Scoping Process

 Publication of Notice of Intent 1s the first step in scoping
process

Scoping 1s an early an open process to address the significant
i1ssues and alternatives of the project

Identify significant issues and reasonable alternatives

Eliminate 1ssues that are not potentially significant impacts, not
related to the project, or are covered by other environmental
documents.
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U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs- Navajo Region ©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Scoping Schedule —

Crownpoint Chapter House
(T 11sts’0zi)

Shiprock Chapter House
(Naataaniinéez)

Chinle Chapter House
(Ch’inily)

Fort Defiance Chapter House
(Tsehootsooi)

Tuba City Chapter House
(Tonaneezdizi)

February 05, 2013
Atsabiyaazh

February 06, 2013

February 07, 2013

February 08, 2013

February 12, 2013

na’oolkil

5:00 pm — 7:00 pm

5:00 pm — 7:00 pm

1:00 pm — 5:00 pm

9:00 am- 12:00 pm

3:00 pm — 6:00 pm

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC



Navajo EIS and (¢ 00) Integrated Weed
Management Plan ( ) Timeline

( )




Navajo EIS and (< ¢0) Integrated Weed
Management Plan ( ) Timeline

( )




Navajo EIS and (< 00) Integrated Weed
Management Plan ( ) Timeline

( )

4




Priority Noxious Weeds for Navajo

High Priority —A RATING

Common Name

Navajo Name

Management Strategy

Leafy spurge

Ch’1l bizht’

Prevent/Eradicate

Bull thistle

Eradicate

Canada thistle

Eradicate

Dalmatian toadflax

Eradicate

Musk thistle

Eradicate

Perennial pepperweed

Eradicate

Scotch thistle

Eradicate

Spotted knapweed

Eradicate

Whitetop (Hoary Cress)

Eradicate

Yellow starthistle

Eradicate

Camelthorn

Ch’1lhoshr’

Contain & Control

Tamarisk, Saltcedar

K’e1’lichii’its’ 0oz

Contain & Control

Diffuse knapweed

Contain & Control

Russian knapweed

Chr’ildich’I’iliba’hi’

Contain & Control

Russian Olive

Contain & Control

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC



Priority Noxious Weeds for Navajo

Medium Priority- B RATING

Common Name

Navajo Name

Management
Strategy

Field sandbur

Contain & Control

Halogeton

Contain & Control

LOW Priority-C RATING

Common Name

Navajo Name

Management
Strategy

Cheatgrass

Shi’yina’ldzidr’

Contain & Control

Field bindweed

Contain & Control

Jointed goatgrass

Contain & Control

Puncturevine

Contain & Control

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC



Control Methods

Cultural Control aldoo

« Planting
 Fertilizing
* Encouraging growth of desired vegetation

B iOlO giC al C OntrOI aldé (’) U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of

Indian Affairs- Navajo Region

* Approved insects ( ) or plant pathogens

Mechanical Control aldoo

« Hand-pulling or digging up individual plants
* Picking off flower heads
 Mowing or Bulldozing

Chemical Control aldoo
« Herbicide

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Control Methods - continued

 Prevention Methods aldoo

Vehicles ( )
Contaminated seed
Heavy Equipment ( )

hay, livestock

Additional activities that transport weed, seed, dirt (

or plant parts

e Public Education and Awareness

Meetings

e Training ( )

(

Workshops ( )
Educational information materials

Early detection/rapid response

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Proposed Alternatives
Preferred Action-Alternative 1

e BIA would authorize new treatments of noxious weeds

Manual
Mechanical
Cultural
Biological
Chemical

LI fior, Bureau of Indian Affairs- Navajo Region
. ©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Proposed Alternatives — contintieds, =~

=

No Action-Alternative 2 ( ) O,

* No Integrated Weed Management treatments applied to
any Navajo Nation ( ).

No Herbicide-Alternative 3 (:4:)

* All treatment methods except for chemical

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs- Navajo Region ©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Resources to Consider for Environmental Impact
Statement -

Soil, Water and Air
Watersheds and soils
Water Quality

Air Quality

Climate Change
Vegetation

Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, and Sensmv'é >-Plant Spe
Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, and Sensitive Fish Species
Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive and Mangement Wildlife Species
Public Health

Social concerns and economic influences -

Cultural Resources
Areas with Special Designation
Critical Habitat

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




—_—
e

Alr Quality Effects _N

Preferred Action

* Minimal impacts to air quality when using chemical treatments

* Broad impacts to vegetation with aerial non-selective chemical
spraying

* Temporary impact of increased dust from mechanical treatment

N 0] ACtl on = No Integrated

* No expected change to air quality

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Climate Change -

Preferred Action

* Provide native vegetation an advantage over noxious weeds to
expand in density

* Best Management Practices will encourage productive range and
wildlife habitat

N 0] ACtl on = No Integrated Weed Manageme

e
-

» Drought tolerant noxious weeds will expand in density

* Noxious vegetation will out-compete native vegetation
* Decrease biodiversity

* Decrease quality range and wildlife habitat

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Social and Economic Effects -

Preferred Action

* Improve range and agricultural lands

* Protect livestock
* Potential negative effects to livestock fron &% MEVE 7w
* Increase property values

No Action

* Continue to reduce forage for livestock

* Continue to pose a threat to livestock

* Decrease productivity of agricultural lands S

U.S. Department of Interior,
Bureau of Indian Affairs- Navajo Region

* Depreciate buildings, property value

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Listed, Proposed, Candidate or Sensitive
Species Effect — '

Preferred Action

* Disturbance from people or equipment may impact

* No herbicide spraying during breeding season or in areas with
L,P,C,S plant species

* Buffer zones and limited application
N 0] ACtl 018 = No Integrated Weed Management treatments applied

* Long-term degradation of habitat and weed expansion
* Lowers plant diversity
* Loss of forage

* Indirect negative effects on food chain

B

©Fred Phillips Consuiting, LLC




Cultural Resources Effect

Preferred Action

* People or equipment may disturb sites
* Buffer zones around cultural resources

¢ Mlnlmal appllcatlon U.S. Department of Interior,

Bureau of Indian Affairs- Navajo Region

* Conserve and protect sites

N 0] ACtl on = No Integrated Weed Manageme

* Prevent access to cultural resources

* Loss of natural heritage and traditional plants

» Potential loss of artifacts from erosion RS2 iy

F

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Surface Water

Preferred Action

* Stabilize banks
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian
* Decrease turbidity and increase water quality (<amis NayajoRegion

* Support natural geomorphology and hydroregime

N 0] ACtl on = No Integrated Weed Management treatm

* Continue to 1ncrease erosion and bank line incision

e Increase surface runoff
* Increase water turbidity

* Change in channel geomorphology

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Substantive Comments

 We welcome your substantive comments, including:

e Presents new information to the project and/or
alternatives

e Development of a new alternative not considered
« Comments that are not substantive include:

» Value-type comments that do not have data to back
up (1.e. I do not like biological control)

* Do not pertain to the Plan ( )

e Other comments that do not require response in
EIS (1.e. extend scoping period)

©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC




Comments and Questions

Address further comments to:

Renee Benally
Renee.Benally(@bia.gov
(928) 283-2210

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs- Navajo Region ©Fred Phillips Consulting, LLC
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COMMENT CARD
Public Scoping Meetings
Bureau of Indian Affairs — Navajo Region
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
Integrated Weed Management Plan (IWMP)

Name:
Address:

E-Mail Address:
Meeting Location:
Date:

Please indicate any comments/questions/concerns you may have on the following:
Proposed Weed Removal Methods:

Priority Sites for Weed Management:

Alternatives:

Concerns:

Other:

PLEASE LEAVE CARD AT THE SCOPING MEETING or MAIL TO: Renee Benally, Acting Navajo Region Weed
Coordinator, Western Navajo Agency, Branch of Natural Resources, P.O. Box 127, Tuba City, AZ 86045,
Renee.Benally@bia.gov, (928) 283-2210.
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NAVAJO NATION INTEGRATED WEED MANAGEMENT PLAN

Project Information and FAQs
Background

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) is preparing a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) to evaluate
potential impacts of the proposed Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management Plan for Navajo Nation tribal trust and
allotment lands. The PEIS will be prepared in accordance with the requirements set forth in the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA ensures that federal agencies, in this case the BIA, considers every significant aspect of a

proposed action on the human environment, and that the public is informed regarding potential environmental concerns
through the agency’s decision-making process.

While public scoping for this project was initially conducted in 2013, the BIA would like to provide an additional
opportunity for the public to submit substantive comments on this project. This comment period will last for 30-days,
beginning on April 29, 2021 through May 29, 2021. More information on the project and information on how to submit a
comment are available at the project website here:

https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-weed-management-plan

What is an Integrated Weed Management Plan?

An integrated weed management plan provides a variety of recommended techniques and approaches for managing and
controlling exotic weed species. An integrated approach uses different weed control methods together to provide the
greatest level of control. This could mean cutting a dense population with a mower and then applying herbicide
immediately after to the cut part of the plant. It can also mean releasing a permitted biological control agent on a remote

population for a season before returning to remove dead material and replanting open areas with native plant seeds. Using
an integrated approach gives managers options for treating weeds based on various factors including community concerns,
project location, weed species present, and avoidance or protection measures to prevent impacts to valuable resources and
the environment while still providing effective control.

What weeds will be treated under this plan?

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has identified 45 different weed species for management. These species are all non-native
plants that are not naturally occurring in the region. The Bureau of Indian Affairs, as a federal agency, is required to

manage non-native species as part of its trust responsibility. All the species identified for control are problematic. Some
can cause serious injury to livestock or wildlife. Others displace more desirable native plants, lowering native plant cover
and production. There are also some that can increase the frequency and severity of fire on the Navajo Nation in areas
where they have become overgrown and dense. While there are a number of native weed species that occur on the Navajo
Nation, such as silverleaf nightshade or cocklebur, these species will not be addressed under this plan but may be
addressed through other natural resource planning efforts.

Where will weed treatments take place?

The BIA is prioritizing weed treatments in six key areas: designated rangeland, designated farmland, rights-of-way, roads,

riparian habitats, and Community Development Areas. Exotic weed populations currently occur in many of these areas
and have negatively impacted them, either by increasing maintenance costs, harming production, or impacting important
natural processes. Under the Plan, treatments in these areas will be prioritized. However, weed management projects in
other areas will still be considered based on their location, size, and which weed species are being treated.

What alternatives are being considered for the Plan?

The BIA is considering three alternatives for weed management on the Navajo Nation. The first is the No Action
Alternative, which will continue current weed management efforts on the Navajo Nation. Treatments include the use of

herbicide, mechanical, and manual removal treatments with little to no coordination between projects or with other weed


https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-weed-management-plan

management efforts. The second alternative is the main integrated weed management plan. This plan will provide
guidance on controlling 45 noxious weed species using manual, mechanical, chemical, biological, and cultural control
methods. A key feature of this alternative are requirements for coordination with communities, Navajo Nation Programs,
and neighboring federal agencies when planning and implementing projects. The third alternative is similar to the second,
with the exception of using biological control agents for weed treatments. Under this alternative, the use of USDA-
approved agents would not be used, thus requiring other weed control methods to be used instead.

How does this comment period differ from Public Scoping?

Originally, the BIA conducted public scoping in 2013 through a series of community meetings organized across the
Navajo Nation. Since that time, the BIA has prepared initial drafts of both the Plan and the PEIS. However, given the fact
that scoping was conducted over 7 years ago, the BIA would like to ensure that it has considered any other comments or
concerns the public may have regarding weed management on the Navajo Nation as it finalizes the Plan and the EIS for
public review. For these reasons, the BIA has decided to open a brief comment period to solicit additional comments or
concerns from the public. As part of this effort, the BIA will not conduct any public meetings or provide any documents
for review. However, meetings are planned when the draft Plan and PEIS are available for the public in Summer 2021.

How do | submit a Comment? What is a substantive comment?

You can submit a comment at the project website until May 29, 2021.:

https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-weed-management-plan

Click on the “Comment Form” button to submit a comment on weed management or the BIA’s proposed weed
management approach.

The BIA will address any substantive comments it receives. A substantive comment is one that presents new information
for the project or may develop a new alternative not currently considered. Comments not considered are those that do not
pertain to the plan, are value-type comments that do not provide data to support its claims (i.e. I do not like herbicides), or
comments that may not require a response.

Written comments may also be sent to:
Bureau of Indian Affairs — Navajo Regional Office
Branch of Environmental Quality Act Compliance and Review
C/O Leonard Notah, NEPA Compliance Specialist
P.O. Box 1060
Gallup, New Mexico 87301

Or by email to
nniwmp(@bia.gov

Where can | find out more about the Integrated Weed Management Plan?

You may contact the BIA Navajo Regional Office NEPA Specialist using the information provided below:

Leonard Notah

NEPA Compliance Specialist
Leonard.notah@bia.gov
505-863-8287

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Navajo Region
Gallup, New Mexico


https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-weed-management-plan
mailto:nniwmp@bia.gov
mailto:Leonard.notah@bia.gov

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Navajo Region

@BureaulndAffrs

Public Notice
April 29, 2021
Contact: Leonard Notah (505) 863-8287, Leonard.Notah@bia.gov

BIA Seeks Additional Comments for the Navajo Nation

Integrated Weed Management Plan

GALLUP, NM (Navajo Nation) - The Bureau of Indian Affairs is seeking additional public comments to
develop an Integrated Weed Management Plan and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) to
control noxious weeds across the Navajo Nation. This project has been in development since 2012, with the
Notice of Intent (NOI) published in the Federal Register on January 14, 2013 and Public Scoping completed on
March 20, 2013. The plan and PEIS analysis were delayed after scoping was completed and are currently being
updated. Due to this delay, BIA is requesting public comment to determine if there are any additional relevant
issues that would influence the scope of the environmental analysis, including the alternatives.

The Navajo Indian Reservation lands are infested with noxious weeds that have social and economic impacts on
the Navajo Nation. The BIA, in partnership with cooperating agencies, is developing an integrated weed
management plan to prevent, control, reduce, and eliminate the detrimental impacts of weed infestations
throughout the reservation. The proposed action would authorize new treatments of noxious weed infestations
throughout the Navajo Nation. Mitigation measures were developed with Navajo Nation Environmental
Protection Agency, Navajo Nation Department of Fish and Wildlife, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to
protect air and water quality and listed and sensitive wildlife species during weed treatments. The number of
infestations and amount of acreage treated will be determined by annual funding allocations for project
implementation.

The various methods of noxious weed control considered for the integrated weed management plan include, but
are limited to, manual, mechanical, cultural, biological, and herbicide treatments. The BIA will not be
considering the use of dicamba as an option for chemical treatment due to the June 8, 2020 Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) cancellation order for dicamba use. The BIA identified the following resources to
evaluate the effect of the proposed action: surface and ground water, soils, air, environmental justice
considerations, cultural and historic resources, biological resources, public health, resource use, and
socioeconomics.

Tribal consultations are being conducted in accordance with the Department of the Interior’s Consultation
Policy. Tribal concerns will be given due consideration, including impacts on Indian trust assets. Federal, State,
and local agencies, along with other stakeholders that may be interested in or affected by the BIA’s decision on
this project are invited to comment and, if eligible, may request to participate as a cooperating agency.

During the next 30 days, ending on May 29, 2021, the public is invited to provide feedback using the Comment
Form posted on the BIA Navajo Region Integrated Weed Management Plan website:

https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-weed-management-plan

HHEHH
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https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-weed-management-plan

@ English (United States)

Navajo Nation Integrated Weed

Management Plan Public
Feedback

The Bureau of Indian Affairs Navajo Region is preparing an Integrated Weed Management Plan to
address the control, management, and eradication of several non-native invasive weed species on the
Navajo Nation. Due to delays in finalizing the plan and conducting the required environmental
analysis, the BIA is seeking additional feedback from the public for this project.

Please provide your comments and concern you may have regarding the following topics:

1. Proposed weed removal methods:

5/25/2021



2. Priority sites for weed management:

3. Proposed EIS alternatives:

4. Additional weed management concerns:

5/25/2021



5. Other topics:

6.Name

7.Address

8. Telephone

9. Email address

5/25/2021



10. Would you like to receive updates on this project? (You will only receive electronic
emails related to this project. Your information will not be used or sold to outside
organizations)

O Yes
O No

O Maybe

5/25/2021



Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement Bureau of Indian Affairs
Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management Plan Navajo Region

Appendix L. Additional Public Scoping (April 29 — May 29, 2021)
Radio and Newspaper Advertisements

Appendix D. Scoping Report L-1



LEGAL NOTICE
Window Rock - Apache County
Arizona

Department of the Interior -
Bureau of Indian
Affairs—Navajo Region

The Bureau of Indian Affairs is
seeking additional public feedback
to develop an Integrated Weed
Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement
to control noxious weeds across
the Navajo Nation. The methods
proposed for weed control,
management, and eradication
include a combination of cultural,
manual, mechanical, chemical, and
biological methods. This project
has been in development since
2012 but the final plan and
analysis were delayed. The public
Is invited to provide feedback at
the following website until May
29, 2021

https://www.bia.gov/regional -
offices/navaj o/navaj o-nation-
integrated-weed-management-plan

Call Leonard Notah, BIA NEPA
Coordinator for more information
(505) 863-8287

Help us fight weeds together!

Legal# XXXXX Published in The
Independent May 3 & 7 & 10 &
14, 2021.



Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Navajo Region

The Bureau of Indian Affairs is seeking additional public feedback
to develop an Integrated Weed Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement to control noxious weeds across the Navajo Nation.
The methods proposed for weed control, management, and eradication
include a combination of cultural, manual, mechanical, chemical, and
biological methods. This project has been in development since 2012
but the final plan and analysis were delayed.

The public is invited to provide feedback
at the following website until May 29, 2021:
https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-
integrated-weed-management-plan
Call Leonard Notah, BIA NEPA Coordinator for more information
(505) 863-8287

Help us fight weeds together!




Affidavit of Publication
Ad # 0004713050
This is not an invoice

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, NAVAJO REGIOI
PO BOX 1060

GALLUP, NM 87305

I, being duly sworn say: Farmington Daily Times, a
daily newspaper of general circulation published in
English at Farmington, said county and state, and that
the hereto attached Legal Notice was published in a
regular and entire issue of the said DAILY TIMES, a
daily newsaper duly qualified for the purpose within the
State of New Mexico for publication and appeared in
the internet at The Daily Times web site on the
following days(s):

05/03/2021, 05/07/2021, 05/10/2021, 05/14/2021

Legal Clerk

Subscribed and sworn before me this 14, 2021

of WI, County of Brown
NOTARY PUBLIC

(- 78

My commission expires

KATHLEEN ALLEN
Notary Public -

State of Wisconsin

Ad # 0004713050

PO #:
# of Affidavits1

This is not an invoice

1 r reau
Af ss additi
In ed Manag n
E
ds t
d

bination of cultural, manual, mechanical, chemical, and bio-
logical methods. This project has been in development since
2012 but the final plan and analysis del . The pub-
lic is invited to provide feedback a foll g website
until May 29, 2021:

https:/iwww .bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-i
nteg weed-management-plan

Call rd Notah, BIA NEPA Coordinator for more infor-
mation (505) 863-8287

Help us fight weeds together!

#4713050, Daily Times, May. 3, 7, 10, 14 2021



BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, NAVAJO REGION
PO BOX 1060
GALLUP NM 87305-

PO#.

CONFIRMATION

Account AD# Ordered By Tax Amount Total Amount Payment Method Payment Amount Amount Due
9282832252BURI 0004713050 Alana $20.01 $258.97 Credit Card $0.00 $258.97
Ad Order Notes:

Sales Rep: CSauer Order Taker: CSauer Order Created 04/28/2021
Product Placement Class #Ins Start Date End Date

ELP-daily-times.com ELPW-Legals Legal Notices 4 05/03/2021 05/14/2021

ELP-FM Daily-Times ELP-Legals Legal Notices 4 05/03/2021 05/14/2021

Text of Ad: 04/28/2021

Department of the Interior - Bureau of Indian

Affairs—Navajo Region

The Bureau of Indian Affairs is seeking additional public
feedback to develop an Integrated Weed Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement to control noxious
weeds across the Navajo Nation. The methods proposed for
weed control, management, and eradication include a com-
bination of cultural, manual, mechanical, chemical, and bio-
logical methods. This project has been in development since
2012 but the final plan and analysis were delayed. The pub-
lic is invited to provide feedback at the following website
until May 29, 2021:
https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-i
ntegrated-weed-management-plan

Call Leonard Notah, BIA NEPA Coordinator for more infor-
mation (505) 863-8287

Help us fight weeds together!

#4713050, Daily Times, May. 3, 7, 10, 14 2021




—
Department of the Interior - Bureau of Indian Affairs—Navajo Region

The Bureau of Indian Affairs is seeking additional public feedback to develop an
Integrated Weed Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement to control
noxious weeds across the Navajo Nation. The methods proposed for weed control,
management, and eradication include a combination of cultural, manual, mechanical,
chemical, and biological methods. This project has been in development since 2012 but the final
plan and analysis were delayed. The public is invited to provide feedback at the following
website until May 29, 2021:

https:/www bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-weed-management-plan

Call Leonard Notah, BIA NEPA Coordinator for more information (505) 863-8287
Help us fight weeds together!




Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management Plan
Public Notice for Additional Comments — Social Media

Facebook Post

The Bureau of Indian Affairs Navajo Region is seeking additional public comments for the Navajo Nation
Integrated Weed Management Plan. The plan will provide a programmatic approach for the management
and control of 45 noxious weed species using manual, mechanical, biological, chemical, and cultural
control methods. Visit the project website at:

https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated-weed-management-plan to learn

more about the project and leave a comment.

Twitter
BIA Navajo Region is seeking additional comments for the Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management

Plan. Learn more at

https://www.bia.gov/regional-offices/navajo/navajo-nation-integrated- -management-plan.

Photo Credit: Renee Benally — Halogeton along in Monument Valley.
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- Gymnogyps californianus
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Figure E-1. Potential habitat - California condor
Appendix E. Potential Habitat Maps E-1
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Figure E-2. Potential habitat - Southwestern willow flycatcher

Appendix E. Potential Habitat Maps
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Legend
- Strix occidentalis lucida
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Figure E-3. Potential habitat - Mexican spotted owl

Appendix E. Potential Habitat Maps E-3
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- Coccyzus americanus
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Figure E-4. Potential habitat - Western yellow-billed cuckoo

Appendix E. Potential Habitat Maps
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Legend
- Oxyloma haydeni kanabense
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Figure E-5. Potential habitat - Kanab ambersnalil
Appendix E. Potential Habitat Maps
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Legend

- Ptychocheilus lucius
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Figure E-6. Potential habitat - Colorado pikeminnow
Appendix E. Potential Habitat Maps
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Legend

- Gila cypha
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Figure E-7. Potential habitat - Humpback chub

Appendix E. Potential Habitat Maps E-7
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Figure E-8. Potential habitat - Razorback sucker

Appendix E. Potential Habitat Maps

E-8




Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement Bureau of Indian Affairs
Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management Plan Navajo Region

Legend
- Catostomus discobolus yarrowi
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Figure E-9. Potential habitat - Zuni bluehead sucker
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- Gila robusta
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Figure E-10. Potential habitat - Roundtail chub
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Figure E-11. Potential habitat - Brady pincushion cactus
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Figure E-12. Potential habitat - Fickeisen Plains cactus
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Figure E-13. Potential habitat - Mancos milkvetch
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Figure E-14. Potential habitat - Mesa Verde Cactus
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Figure E-15. Potential habitat - Navajo sedge
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Figure E-16. Potential habitat - Welsh's milkweed
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Figure E-17. Potential habitat - Zuni/Rhizome fleabane

Appendix E. Potential Habitat Maps E-17




Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement Bureau of Indian Affairs
Navajo Nation Integrated Weed Management Plan Navajo Region

D

¥

1in =40 mi

0 20 40 80 Miles Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong),

-:-:— swisstopo, Mapmylndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

Figure E-18. Potential habitat - Gooding's onion
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Figure E-19. Potential habitat - Bald eagle (MBTA)
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Figure E-20. Potential habitat - Golden eagle (MBTA)
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Figure E-21. Potential habitat - Northern leopard frog
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APPENDIXF.  MITIGATION AND SPECIES CONSERVATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measures

The following measures are required when implementing weed management projects. These
measures should be printed and checked off when implementing a project.

1. General Measures
Project Planning

e Complete all necessary permits and authorizations prior to implementing a project (see
Section 7.0 and Appendix C of the NNIWMP).

e If treatments are planned for allotment lands, the project sponsor must contact the
landowner(s) and obtain consent from the majority Indian interest of the beneficial Indian
owner(s), documented by their signature(s) for the weed project.

e Noxious tree treatments require consent of the majority Indian interest of the beneficial
Indian owner(s), documented by their signature(s) on a Power of Attorney for the Sale of
Allotment Timber, contract, or permit.

e Conduct surveys for cultural resources by a qualified cultural resource specialist before
treatments in coordination with the Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department
(NNHPD).

e Surveys and clearance for paleontological resources are required before any surface
disturbing activities, mechanical treatments, or chemical treatments in coordination with the
Navajo Nation Minerals Department.

e Conduct ethnographic inquiries with local community members to identify plant gathering
sites and other traditional cultural properties (TCPs) that may be affected by weed treatments.
If TCPs and gathering sites are identified, the project sponsor will work with the community
to identify alternative sites, treatment options, or other mitigation measures.

e Complete and submit two copies of the Archaeological Inventory Report and all site forms to
the NNHPD Cultural Resource Compliance Section for review. The BIA NRO Regional
Director will approve the CRCF to provide Section 106.

e Avoidance of all cultural resources is the preferred mitigation measure to avoid adverse
effects, as well as identifying alternative plant gathering areas. All work must be coordinated
with NNHPD to ensure compliance with Section 106 and NHPA.

e Complete and submit a Data Request Form for the project area to NNDFW NNHP
(https://www.nndfw.org/nnhp/drs2012.pdf) and obtain a Biological Resource Compliance
Form (BRCF) from NNHPD.
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e Ifpotential habitat for endangered or threatened species is present, conduct a habitat
assessment by a qualified biologist. If potential habitat is found, protection measures,
including species buffers will be applied to the habitat or additional surveys for species
presence will be conducted by a qualified biologist. If the species is present at the site,
species protection measures will be employed, NNDFW will be notified, and a biological
monitor will be present during all phases of project implementation (Appendix F of the
NNIWMP).

e Develop a Safety and Communications Plan that identifies specific safety measures for all
treatment methods used in the project, including equipment handling, required Personal
Protection Equipment (PPE), and emergency response communication.

e Removal of invasive trees requires a forest product harvesting permit or contract and may
require a silvicultural prescription to authorize a treatment in forest lands, including
woodlands. Special provisions associated with the harvest document(s) should be reviewed
and modified when appropriate to address unforeseen resource issues associated with the
harvesting activities.

e All project personnel will be trained on the use of Personal Protection Equipment (PPE),
equipment handling, and safety protocols. Personnel will be required to use PPEs during
herbicide and mechanical (chainsaw, control burn, etc.) applications.

Prior to Project Implementation

e Designate staging areas and/or equipment wash stations for cleaning and prep work before
and after treatments. These sites will be used to mix herbicides, refuel equipment and
vehicles, and store materials for the duration of the treatment. Equipment wash stations may
be temporary and will have a filter system, for example at least 6 inches of large cinder or
gravel spread over an area 10 feet x 30 feet. Filter cloth may be used for temporary stations.
The area will be a perched drainage to allow excess moisture to drain after being filtered and
will be located at least 300 feet away from surface water, natural drainages or wellheads.

e Notify adjacent landowners, authorized land users, local authorities, and/or the public of
treatments, treatment duration, and post-treatment measures before implementation to
prevent exposure and limit re-infestations through education and outreach with the local
grazing official, posting public notices, radio announcements, and/or chapter meeting
announcements. Weed treatment flyer and/or forest harvest sales permits should be posted
locally before projects start.

e To reduce the risk of weed spread, access routes will avoid heavy infestation areas. Access
routes will be closed when the project is completed.

e C(learly mark boundaries of treatment sites (such as posting visible flags or signs) before and
during treatments.
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e Sites will be inspected, and potential hazards will be removed to ensure safety prior to
treatments.

During Project Implementation

e Vehicles will use only established roads for accessing project sites. Vehicles will be parked
at designated parking spots near established roadways during treatments.

e If camping, project personnel will use designated and established campsites, with approval
from NNHPD or a qualified archeologist.

e On-site safety briefings will be given prior to any treatments to review required PPE, safety
and emergency response measures, and what to do in the case of an injury or emergency.

e Inspect and clean equipment, heavy machinery, and clothing after treatments for mud, dirt,
and plant parts to prevent spread to other project sites by the field crew.

e Minimize soil disturbance to the extent practical.

e No mechanical treatments or use of heavy mechanized equipment will be used in
archeological sites or traditional cultural property boundaries.

e I[fpotential habitat for an endangered or threatened species is present a qualified biological
monitor will be on site during all phases of project implementation.

e Vehicles and equipment should be turned off if periods between use are longer than 15
minutes.

Post Project Implementation

e Post-treatment monitoring will evaluate treatment effectiveness, potential re-infestations or
new introductions, and impacts to resources (Appendix D of the IWMP)

e Limit the number of people and trips to sensitive areas for follow-up treatments and/or
monitoring.

2. Chemical Treatments
Project Planning

e The on-site Pesticide Applicator will develop a Spill Contingency Plan that meets the
minimum requirements specified by the BIA to eliminate contamination of water or soil
resources in the case of accidental spills.

e I[fusing herbicide, notify NNEPA Pesticide Enforcement of project, including location,
herbicides used, and treatment dates. Submit a Pesticide Use Proposal (PUP) for approval.
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If wellheads or source water areas are identified within the project area, notify NNEPA
Public Water System Safety Program to determine protection zones for herbicide
applications and alternative treatment methods to be used in the protection area.

For aerial herbicide treatments, native vegetation communities in or near treatment sites
should be documented with GPS, especially cottonwood-willow woodlands and native
sagebrush communities.

Prior to Project Implementation

All herbicides must be USEPA approved and mixed and applied according to label
instructions.

Treatment sites will be closed according to label specifications when limiting exposure to
humans, livestock, and pets is recommended.

During Project Implementation

All herbicides must be used according to the USEPA approved label.

Certified Pesticide Applicators must be on site to supervise projects during herbicide
treatments. Pesticide Applicators must be certified by the U.S. EPA for the Navajo Nation.

Use dye markers with herbicides to identify the physical spray location on weeds.

An emergency spill kit must be present when herbicides are used to contain, absorb, and
dispose of spill materials.

Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for herbicides and adjuvants must be accessible in the
event of accidental exposure or spill.

Avoid applying chemicals during times of high wind speeds, high temperature, and low
humidity to prevent chemical drift to areas off site. Read the herbicide label for specific
conditions.

Use Water Quality Protection Zones (WQPZ) set by the NNEPA for mechanical treatments
and broadcast herbicide treatments when using a vehicle in or near riparian and wetland
areas. The WQPZ is at least 200 feet unless a greater buffer is needed for a listed species or if
indicated on the herbicide label. Refer to the Water Quality Protection Guidelines for the
Navajo Nation Forest (2000) and the Navajo Nation Aquatic Resource Protection Program
Guidance (1994) on distance guidelines. Wells and wellheads will also require a 100 feet buffer
based on the NNEPA PWSSP’s Source Water-Wellhead Protection Guidance.

Near riparian areas, only aquatic formulations of 2,4-D, glyphosate, triclopyr, and imazapyr
will used within 25 ft of the daily high-water mark.

Herbicides that are practically non-toxic to fish and mollusks (White 2007) require a 25 ft
(7.6 m) buffer from the daily high-water mark, including: aminopyralid, chlorsulfuron
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methyl, clopyralid, imazapic, and thifensulfuron-methyl. They must be applied using spot
treatment methods in this zone.

e Native plant communities, such as cottonwood-willow woodlands and native sagebrush,
require a 300-foot buffer during aerial herbicide treatments.

e Aecrial herbicide treatments should use GPS monitoring to track the aircraft’s position,
provide a record of where herbicide was applied, and ensure all applicable avoidance buffers
were enforced.

e Non-aquatic approved and moderate to high aquatic toxicity herbicides (White 2007) require
a 300-foot (91 m) buffer from the daily high-water mark.

e Only aquatic approved herbicides will be used for aerial applications by either fixed wing or
rotary aircraft applications.

e Water for mixing herbicide and cleaning herbicide equipment will be potable water obtained
off-site or through a Water Use Permit. For remote sites, there is a possibility of a Water Use
Permit with the local water code. An anti-siphon and back flow preventer device are required
to prevent contamination of the water source.

e Store equipment and materials away from riparian areas in safe and secure upland sites in
close proximity of the project site. Herbicide containers and equipment must be stabilized
with straw bales, filter cloth, or other appropriate means to prevent release into waterways or
wetlands.

e Herbicides will be stored in a secondary containment storage unit with impermeable
materials such as concrete or metal so leaks, and spills do not reach soils. Storage containers
will be coordinated with BIA Safety Officer and Environmental Services.

Post Project Implementation

e Herbicide containers and application equipment will be triple rinsed at designated washing
stations to minimize chemical residues left as per the MSDS and herbicide labels. Do not
pour rinse water from empty containers or sprayer cleaning onto ground or any drainage
system. Dispose as hazardous waste.

e Properly dispose of pesticide waste and containers according to federal, state, and tribal
regulations.

3. Mechanical
Prior to Project Implementation

e Ifmechanical treatments increase the risk of erosion near waterways, erosion control
measures will be implemented to stabilize and limit erosion.

e Establish and implement a burn plan if prescribed burning is used as a control method.
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e Prescribed burning will not be conducted during migratory bird breeding season.

During Project Implementation

e Keep areas without vegetation wet to prevent fugitive dust. This can be accomplished with a
sprayer mounted to a water truck.

e Use lightest/smallest off-road vehicle, utility vehicle, or tractors will be a priority for
treatments. No such equipment will be used on wet soils or cryptobiotic soil crusts.

e No mechanical treatments within 200 feet of open water sources.

4.  Cultural
During Project Implementation

e Projects using targeted grazing treatments will develop a grazing treatment plan for review
by NNHP.

e Targeted grazing must use fencing around the perimeter of the treatment area to contain
livestock.

e Use targeted grazing only in sites where weeds are palatable and non-toxic and where desired
native species will not be damaged.

e After targeted grazing is implemented, livestock will be placed in a separate fenced location
for 48 hours to collect animal waste. Animal waste will be burned to destroy plant parts and
seeds.

e Targeted grazing will not exceed more than 10 days on a range and/or wildland project site or
365 days on a cropland site.

e Targeted grazing shall not be used in areas where weed comprise less than 50% of total
vegetative cover.

e Passive restoration is preferred when native vegetation comprises >75% of the treated area. If
natural re-vegetation fails, then active restoration is necessary. Active restoration includes
planting of native species poles, root stocks, and seeds.

e Reseeding will be timed with precipitation events and at least 7 days after herbicide
treatments are completed. Reseed disturbed areas with native vegetation to minimize
opportunities for weed establishment and soil erosion.

¢ Only native vegetation, certified weed-free and preferably locally sourced, will be used for
restoration activities.

Post Project Implementation

e Livestock grazing will be deferred during the growing season or until seeding has
established.
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Species Conservation Measures

The species conservation measures below are intended for the proposed action and serve as a
guide for mitigating impacts to Navajo Endangered species (NESL) and Federally Threatened
and Endangered species when conducting weed treatments on Navajo Nation. However, the
Navajo Natural Heritage Program (NNHP) encourages treatment of noxious weeds within
sensitive species populations as a tool to improve habitat for NESL species, with proper
consultation with NNHP and USFWS, as applicable. Therefore, if the goal of the weed treatment
project is to improve habitat for threatened and sensitive species, the conservation measures
below can be modified for individual species through consultation with NNHP and USFWS on a
project-specific basis. Buffers for mechanical, cultural, manual (low impact), and non-aerial
herbicide use can be modified on a project-by-project basis with approval from NNHP but will
require the presence of a qualified Biologist on-site during all stages of project implementation.
Flagging and fencing around listed plant species will also be required.

Species Conservation Measures (Project Design Features)

The Recommended Protection Measures for Pesticide Applications (RPR) in USFWS Region 2
(White 2007) and the Avoidance Measures listed in the Navajo Nation Endangered Species List,
Species Accounts (NNDFW 2020) were used as a starting point for the conservation measures.
The BIA requires the most conservative avoidance measures of the two documents be
implemented for IWMP projects. BIA conducted nine informal discussions with the USFWS and
the NNHP, NNDFW to help refine the conservation measures.

Federally Listed Species
General Project BMPs

1. Submit a Biological Consultant Data Request Form to the NNHP NNDFW to initiate the
BRCF process prior to project implementation for background information on species
habitat and occupancy (the form and instructions can be accessed here:
https://www.nndfw.org/nnhp/drs.htm).

2. If preliminary analysis based on maps, aerial photos, and other knowledge of the project
site indicates that potential habitat for listed species is present, a qualified biologist will
conduct a habitat assessment and a qualified Biologist may be required on site during all
stages of project implementation as determined by the BRCF process.

3. If suitable habitat is present, the project will apply the conservation measures, including
buffers established for that species or a qualified biologist will conduct additional surveys
for species’ presence.

4. Obtain federally listed species permits from USFWS and Biological Investigations
Permits from NNDFW prior to conducting species surveys on Navajo Nation land.
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5. If'the species is present at the site, the species-based protection measures will be
employed. If protocol surveys do not detect the species, there will be no buffers.

6. Where specified, species breeding season timing restrictions and buffers apply to all
treatment methods.

7. Where two or more species’ habitats overlap, the more restrictive measures will take
priority.

Navajo Nation Endangered Species List

General Project Best Management Practices (BMPs)
1. Include General Project BMPs species conservation measures listed above (2, 4-7).
2. If preliminary analysis based on maps, aerial photos, and other knowledge of the project

site indicates that potential for habitat for Group 2 and 3 species is present, a qualified
biologist will conduct species surveys.

3. Species surveys are preferred for Group 4 species but not required. A qualified biologist
will conduct Group 4 species surveys concurrently with Group 2 and 3 species surveys.

4. Obtain Biological Investigation Permits from NNDFW prior to conducting species
surveys.
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Table 1. Required species conservation measures for federally listed endangered and threatened and Group 2 and 3 Navajo Nation listed plant species.

Plants (Federally Listed and NNHP G3) — Species Conservation Measures
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previously disturbed parking
areas located at least 20 ft (6
m) from known populations
when treating. Parking areas X X X X X X X X
will be near established
Navajo-BIA, tribal, State, or
County roads that receive
moderate to heavy use.

Treatments occurring in the
Mesa Verde Biological
Preserves require additional
consultation with USFWS and
the NNHP botanist. A qualified
biological is required on-site to
monitor all phases of
implementation.

Manual treatments (low impact
treatments) require a 50 ft (15
m) buffer from identified listed
species locations.
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Table 2. Recommended species conservation measures for NNHP Group 4 plants.

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Navajo Region

NNHP Group 4 Plants — Recommended Species Conservation Measures

m
c
Q
3 2
8] —~
€ 2 = S
@ 7| 2 B g a
© ‘B @2 S ] o
oy c I ] @ ©
S o 5 S 5 >
2 T | 2 o o > 2
Y = © "= ® 1S o 3 2
] — 0= : [} o5 o9 7}
o c c T % & m c 32 =3 o
g |9 ce| 4|2 |3 |8 |£5 | 85|
2 S 5> n 8 2l g8 | @ = 35 c= | = =] ) Lg c2 | =%
= 2| 35 | E cE 22| £EB| TS | X | $= @S| $o| 6% | 8G
Bl 32/ 8% | § | g2 8| e 85| SE| 38 |S8|83 285
Evl 2| =2c | 8 Eg| 32 Slso|es |2t | 88| 28/ §2| °2
€2 =23 §o| » <5 28 | o BE | % | wE |85 | ER SE| 2
SE|Eg o8 | 85| 22 25| 85|25 | w5 |5 [5G | 28l eg |8
2Sl ws T2 | 98|62/ e8| L3 2|8 |62 |£S| o2 eS| 8%
Conservation Measure fc| o8| sz | 22|85 2 | SE 85322 52 | 3 2|l 3El 83| 58S
w3 T =z | <8 |22 <2 | L 52 | vl | vl | DL | 0L =2 | al
Low and high aerial spraying of herbicides require a 1-mile (1.6
km) buffer from identified listed species locations. X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Mechanical, cultural, chemical, and prescribed fire treatments
require a 200 ft (60 m) buffer from identified listed plant species
locations. A burn plan must be developed for each project using X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
this technique, which will include specific treatment buffers.
Manual treatments (low impact treatments) require a 20 ft (6 m)
buffer from identified listed species locations. X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
When doing treatments, workers will place flagging, and/or
fencing around listed or sensitive plant populations. X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
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Table 3. Required species conservation measures for Federally listed endangered, threated, and experimental population and NNHP Group 2 and 3 bird species.

Birds (NNHP G2, G3, and G4 Exp Pop) — Species Conservation Measures

E,
T Exp. E T
USFWS Status Pop.*
NNDFW Group G3 G4 G2 G2 G2 G3 | G3 G3
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Breeding season is March 1 through August 31. X

All treatments require a 4 mile (0.4 km) buffer from protected activity centers (PACs) and suitable nesting

habitat during the breeding season. A PAC is approximately 600 acres (240 ha) around an owl activity X

center (nest, roost, or best roost habitat).

Specified herbicides may be applied along road and utility rights-of-way in MSO PACS during the breeding

season, but applicators should make sure that pesticide spray drift does not occur beyond rights-of-way. X

Contact NNDFW for background information on known nesting sites, suitable nesting sites, or known

communal roosting sites in species habitat. X

Mechanical, prescribed fire, and ground application of herbicide treatments require a one-mile (1.6 km)

buffer from known nesting sites, suitable nesting sites, or known communal roosting sites in species habitat X

of canyon lands and mountain ridges.

iAerial applications of herbicides require a 1.5-mile (2.4 km) buffer from release sites, suitable nesting sites,

or known communal roosting sites in species habitat of canyon lands and mountain ridges. X

If a condor is present all weed treatment activities will cease and NNDFW will be contacted. Field crews will

avoid interacting with condors if present on site. X

All trash and debris will be disposed of properly off site. X

No new populations biological control for saltcedar on the Navajo Nation. X

A permitted biologist will confirm occupancy during the breeding season (May 15 through July 17, “SWFL

Recovery Plan”) within a year prior to conducting treatments to determine suitable habitat, breeding habitat, X

important migration corridors, or potential territory for occupied habitat.

A qualified SWFL biologist in coordination with NNDFW will determine breeding patch size for nesting areas

per the “SWFL Recovery Plan” and identify sites on the ground prior to treatments. X
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In occupied breeding areas, mechanical and mechanized and low and high aerial chemical treatments
require a ¥ mile (0.4 km) buffer from the breeding patch boundary or suitable habitat. X X
Prescribed fires outside of a breeding patch will be conducted outside of the migrating and breeding season.
Small pile burns will be conducted outside of the floodplain or 300 ft (90 m) buffer from edge of waterway. X X
Manual treatments will be used up to the breeding patch boundary or suitable habitat. X
Important migratory corridors for SWFL will be buffered as listed above from May 15 to July 17. X
All projects within the riparian zone near occupied habitat will require restoration with native riparian/wetland
\vegetation following noxious weed removal. X X
A permitted biologist will confirm occupancy during the breeding season (June 15 through August 15) within
a year prior to conducting treatments. No activity will occur within %2 mi (0.4 km) of potential habitat no X
survey information exists.
A qualified yellow-billed cuckoo (YBCU) biologist, in coordination with NNDFW, will determine breeding
patch size for nesting areas and identify sites on the ground prior to treatments. X
IThe breeding season for bald and golden eagles is January 15 — July 15 (‘Navajo Nation Golden and Bald
Eagle Nest Protection Regulations’). X X
Brief activities that occur for up to one hour per day and involve only personnel and passenger or
maintenance vehicles (one hour of spot spraying, mechanical, or manual treatments) require a 0.4 mi (600 X X
m) buffer from an active nest.
Breeding season occurs March 1 — July 31 (Navajo Nation Endangered Species List: species accounts).
Light activities that occur for up to one day in the same general area and involve up to five vehicles and up
to ten personnel (mechanical treatments and mechanized ground chemical treatments) require a 0.5 mi X X
(800 m) buffer from an active nest.
Heavy activities that exceed at least one of the criteria for Light Activities that involve human activity of up to
one visit per week (prescribed fire, low and high aerial chemical treatments) will be conducted outside of the X X
breeding season and % mi (1 km) from a nesting site.
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Brief activities that occur for up to one hour per day and involve only personnel and passenger or
maintenance vehicles (one hour of spot spraying, mechanical, or manual treatments) require a %2 mile (0.8 X
km) buffer from an occupied nest.
Mechanical treatments require a 50—200 ft (15-60 m) buffer from occupied nesting habitat outside of
breeding season. X
No mechanical, mechanized ground, low or high aerial chemical treatments within 1/8 mile (0.2 km) from the
active nest during March 15- August 15. X
Spot chemical spraying or manual treatments require a buffer of 330 ft (0.1 km) from the active nest during
March 15- August 15. X
Small migratory birds- Class 2 or Class 3 herbicides require 30 ft (9 m) buffer for spot and mechanized
ground application of herbicide, 150 ft (50 m) with low aerial chemical treatments, and 1/8 mi (200 m) for X
high aerial chemical treatments near the species habitat.

*Exp. Pop = Experimental Population

**Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus)

Definitions (from “Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Recover Plan (*SWFL Recovery Plan)

Currently suitable habitat is defined as a riparian area with all the components needed to provide conditions suitable for breeding flycatchers. These conditions are generally
dense, mesic riparian shrub and tree communities 0.25 acre (0.1 ha) or greater in size within floodplains large enough to accommodate riparian patches at least 33 ft (10 m) wide.
Suitable habitat may be occupied or unoccupied.

Potentially suitable habitat is defined as a riparian system that does not currently have all the components needed to provide conditions suitable for nesting flycatchers, but
which could — if managed appropriately — develop these components over time. Potential habitat occurs where the flood plain conditions, sediment characteristics, and hydrological
setting provide potential for development of dense riparian vegetation.

Breeding Patch is the area used by breeding flycatchers. Breeding patches include all flycatcher territories, and most flycatcher breeding patches are larger than the sum total of
the flycatcher territory sizes at that site.
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Table 4. Recommended species conservation measures for NNHP Group 4 bird species and bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

NNHP Group 4 Bird — Species Conservation Measures
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All treatments require a 2 mi (0.4 km) buffer from
nest site during March 1- August 15 and within X X
0.20 mi (0.2 km) of nest site year-round.
Mechanical treatments require 200 ft (60 m) buffer
from lake-side vegetation or within the 100-yr X
floodplain, whichever is greater.
Prescribed fire, target livestock grazing, and
mechanized ground, low and high aerial chemical . . .
X X X X X#*

spraying require a 1/8-mile (0.2km) buffer from the
active nest.

Chemical spot and manual treatments require a . . .
330 ft (0.1 km) buffer from active nest. X X X X X X# Xt Xt | X* X

All treatments require a 1/8- mile (0.2 km) buffer
from the nest site year-round or during nesting.

Pesticides that rate as Class 2 or Class 3 in the
Predatory Avian, Small Mammal, or Terrestrial
Arthropod toxicity groups should have a %2 mile
(0.8 km) buffer from occupied nests.

No treatments within nesting habitats year-round. X X

Mechanical treatments require 1/8-mile (0.2 km)
buffer from nest site year-round. X X

Mechanical, mechanized ground and low and high
aerial chemical treatments require a 1/8-mile (0.2

km) buffer from habitat patches used for breeding X X X X X X X
or potential habitat year-round.
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Chemical spot and manual treatments require a . "
1/8-mile (0.2 km) buffer from the nest site. X X
Mechanical treatments require 200 ft (60 m) buffer
from lakes and Category | wetlands and 150 ft (45 X
m) of Category Il wetlands, per Navajo Natural
Heritage Program 1994.
*- nesting period May 1- July 31, **_ nesting period May 1 — August 31 ¢ - nesting period May 15 — August 15 # - nesting period May 1 — August 15
- nesting period April 15 — July 31 - nesting period April 1- July 15 I - nesting period May 1 — August 1

Migratory Birds — Species Conservation Measures

Mechanical treatments within the buffer zone will be conducted outside of the breeding season (March through August).

Non-endangered raptors - All treatments require a 490 ft (0.15 km) buffer from the active nest from March-August or until juveniles have left the nest.

Predatory birds - Spot and mechanized ground herbicide treatments with Class 2 or Class 3 liquid formulation herbicides require a 300 ft (90 m) buffer from the active nest from
March- August or until juveniles have left the nest. Low and high aerial treatments require a 1/8 mi (200 m) buffer from the active nest.

Small migratory birds - Class 2 or Class 3 herbicides require 30 ft (9 m) buffer for spot and mechanized ground application of herbicide, 150 ft (50 m) with low aerial chemical
treatments, and 1/8 mi (200 m) for high aerial chemical treatments near the species habitat.

Waterfowl - avoid using Class 2 or 3 herbicides in areas where waterfowl are concentrated and wait until birds have migrated for the season. Applications of liquid formulations of
Class 2 and 3 herbicides require a 30 ft (9m) buffer for spot applications, 60 ft (20 m) for mechanized ground, 200 ft (60 m) for low aerial spraying, and 1/8 mi (200 m) for high
aerial spraying.

Prescribed fires outside of a breeding patch will be conducted outside of the migrating and breeding season.
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Table 5. Required species conservation measures for federally listed candidate and endangered and NNHP Group 2 fish species and recommended species conservation

measures for NNHP Group 4 fish species.

Fish — Species Conservation Measures

USFWS Status E E C E E
NNDFW Group G2 G2 G2 G2 G2 G4
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Weed removal projects will require restoration of native vegetation to prevent erosion. Weed removal activities in the X X X X X X
riparian zone will be conducted in patches to prevent erosion. Patch size will be determined in consultation with NNDFW.
Best Management Practices (see NNIWMP, BIA 2020) will be used to reduce sedimentation and chemical run-off from
. . - g . X X X X X X
mechanical and chemical weed treatments along bank lines within the 100-year floodplain.
Pile burning and prescribed burning will be conducted 300 ft (90 m) outside of the floodplain. X X X X X X
Approved herbicides (aquatic formulations only): 2,4-D, glyphosate, triclopyr and imazapyr will exclusively be used within X X X X X X
25 ft (7.6 m) of the daily high-water mark.
Herbicides with relatively low aquatic toxicity to fish require a 25 ft (7.6 m) buffer from the daily high-water mark in the
A . e . S ; ) X X X X X X
riparian zone, including: aminopyralid, chlorsulfuron methyl, clopyralid, imazapic, and thifensulfuron-methyl.
Non-aquatic approved and moderate to high aquatic toxicity herbicides require a 300 ft (90 m) buffer from the daily high- X X X X
water mark (see NNIWMP, EPP 2020).
No surface disturbance year-round within 98 — 200 ft (30 — 60 m) from the top of the stream bank. NNDFW fish biologist X X

will determine exact distance on a case-by-case basis.

Only the cut-stump method will be used to remove large trees or shrubs in the floodplain. Debris will be piled outside of the
floodplain.

Heavy machinery (bulldozers/root plows) mechanical treatments require a 300 ft (90 m) buffer from edge of the waterway.
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Table 6. Required species conservation measures for federally listed endangered and NNHP Group 3 invertebrate species and recommended species conservation
measures for NNHP Group 4 invertebrate species.

Invertebrates — Species Conservation Measures

USFWS Status
NNDFW Group G4 G3 G4 G4
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Mechanized, manual and chemical spot treatments require a 200 ft (60 m) buffer from suitable habitat.
Low aerial spraying requires a 150 ft (50 m) buffer and high aerial spraying requires a 1/8 mile (200 m) buffer from suitable
habitat.
Surveys will be conducted from August 1 - September 1. X
Avoidance measures will be applied to the host plant, violet. X
No chemical or mechanical treatments permitted within 200 ft (60 m) of occupied habitat year-round. X
No target livestock grazing in wet areas containing host plants during the mating season. X
No broadcast or aerial herbicide applications will be permitted within western seep fritillary habitat or in areas containing host X
plants.
Mechanical and manual treatments require a 200 ft (60 m) buffer from occupied habitat year-round. X
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Table 7. Required species conservation measures for NNHP Group 2 amphibian and reptile species and recommended species conservation measures for NNHP

Group 4 amphibian and reptile species.

Amphibians and Reptiles — Species Conservation Measures

NNDFW Group

Q@
N

@
B

G4

Mitigation Measure

Northern leopard frog

(Lithobates pipiens)

(Lampropeltis triangulum)

Milk snake

Chuckwalla
(Sauromalus ater)

Mechanized and manual treatments require a 200 ft (60 m) buffer from open water habitats.

Prescribed fire requires a 200 ft (60 m) buffer zone from the edge of the wetland vegetation.

No applications of herbicides will be used inside occupied or potentially occupied aquatic habitat.

Mitigation measures will be applied in dispersal and migration corridors after rain events.

All projects in riparian/wetland habitats near occupied habitat will require native riparian/wetland vegetation restoration following invasive species
removal.

Only herbicides labeled for aquatic use and the cut-stump method on tree species will be used in potential habitat.

No target grazing will be used in the habitat.

All equipment and boots will be cleaned with bleach before and after treatments within 200 ft (60 m) of occupied habitat to prevent the spread of
chytrid fungus.

XXX X [ X|X|X[|X

No mechanical treatments (surface disturbance) within occupied habitats.
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Table 8. Required species conservation measures for NNHP Group 3 mammal species and recommended species conservation measures for NNHP Group 4 mammal

species.
NNDFW Group G3 G4 G4 G4 G4 G4 G4
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All treatments require a 1-mile (1.6 km) buffer from potential lambing areas from May 1 through June 15. X
All treatments require a 200 ft (60 m) buffer from occupied roost site during April 15- August 31. X
Mechanical and target grazing treatments require a 200 ft (60 m) buffer from occupied habitats year- X X X X X
round.
All treatments require a 1/8 mi (0.2 km) buffer from active den during December 1- August 31 X

Black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) and Northern river otter were extirpated from the Navajo Nation. Both species have been reintroduced in areas
adjacent to the Navajo Nation. For black-footed ferret, reintroduction efforts have occurred at Babbitt Ranches, adjacent to the Navajo Nation, and
may be considered for other areas within or around the Navajo Nation. Northern river otters were detected in southern Colorado, but no sightings
have occurred on the Navajo Nation. If black-footed ferrets and Northern river otters are reintroduced or expand into the Navajo Nation the
conservation measures, listed below, for this species would be initiated in addition to the regulations outlined in the reintroduction guidelines.
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Table 9. Recommended species conservation measures for NNHP Group 1 mammal species.

Northern river otter
(Lontra canadensis)

Mitigation Measure

Black-footed ferret
(Mustela nigripes)

No activity year-round within 300 ft (100 m) of occupied habitat that could result in destruction of burrows/runways and take of individuals or prevent
changes to water chemistry.

x

Breeding season for black-footed ferret is from mid-March to August, with most sensitive period from mid-March to June. Only occur in medium to large
active prairie dog towns (>198 acres (80 hectare (ha), and =220 burrows/ha).

Notify USFWS and NNDFW of any project that will impact prairie dog towns greater than 200 acres (80 ha).

Weed treatments will be scheduled outside of breeding season.

No disking, plowing or prescribed burns around habitat during the breeding season (March to September).

XX | X|[X| X

No herbicide limitations for this project per the RPMPA, pg. 109.
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

ground treatments- 1/4 mile
from suitable nests, roosts,
and release sites.

mile from suitable nests, roosts, and
release sites. Low and high aerial
spraying- 1 1/2 mile from suitable nests,
roosts, and release sites. Aerial spraying
made in swaths parallel to nest site and
aerial buffer zone.

Herbicides
. . . 2,4-D (non- 2,4-D (non-
Species . 2,4-D (aquatic | 2,4-D (aquatic . ( . ( . . . .
2,4-D (acid) ! aquatic amine aquatic Aminopyralid Atrazine
amine salt) ester)
salt) ester)
Federally Listed Species
California condor No buffer zone in ROW. No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and mechanized ground treatments- 1/4 mile from suitable
Spot and hanized mect d ground treatments- 1/4 nests, roosts, and release sites.

Southwestern willow flycatcher
and Yellow-billed cuckoo

All treatments require 1/4 mile buffer from habitat patches or potential

habitat until surveyed. No activity within migratory habitat from May 1- June 15.

Mexican spotted owl

All formulations: Spot- 80ft
from the PAC during
breeding season.
Mechanized ground - 1/4
mile from PAC during
breeding season. May be
sprayed along road or utility
ROW during breeding
season. May be sprayed in
PAC outside the breeding
season. No aerial
applications.

All formulations: Spot- 80ft from the
PAC during breeding season.
Mechanized ground, Low aerial and
High Aerial- 1/4 mile from PAC during
breeding season. May be sprayed along
road or utility ROW during breeding
season. May be sprayed in PAC outside
the breeding season.

All formulations: Spot- 80ft from the PAC during breeding season. Mechanized ground -
1/4 mile from PAC during breeding season. May be sprayed along road or utility ROW
during breeding season. May be sprayed in PAC outside the breeding season. No aerial

applications.

Colorado pikeminnow, Humpback
chub, Razorback sucker, Roundtail
chub, Zuni bluehead sucker

No buffer

Spot applications in following
areas: one-half mile upstream
(including tributaries), all species
habitat, and 300ft downstream of
habitat. Spot applications- 300ft
buffer from waterway.

No buffer Spot applications in following
areas: one-half mile upstream
(including tributaries), all
species habitat, and 300ft
downstream of habitat.
Liquid- 10ft

Mechanized ground-80ft

No aerial applications.

Welsh's milkweed, Brady
pincushion cactus , Fickeisen
plains cactus, Zuni/Rhizome
fleabane, Navajo sedge, Mesa
Verde cactus

Spot and mechanized
spraying - 200ft from
identified species locations.
No aerial applications.

Spot applications from edge of
occupied sites: 1/8 mile

Mechanized ground: 2 miles, in non-
habitat areas can have buffer of 80ft
from occupied habitat during flower
period if application is made no later
than one hour after sunrise or early
evening (6pm or later).

Low and high aerial: 2 miles; in non-
habitat areas can have buffer of 1/4 mile
from occupied habitat during flower
period if application is made no later
than one hour after sunrise or early
evening (6pm or later).

Spot applications from edge of
occupied sites: 1/8 mile.
Mechanized ground: 2 miles, in
non-habitat areas can have buffer
of 80ft from occupied habitat
during flower period if application
is made no later than one hour
after sunrise or early evening
(6pm or later). No aerial
applications.

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft from identified
species locations. No aerial applications.

Mancos milk-vetch

Spot and mechanized
spraying - 200ft from
suitable habitat. No aerial
applications.

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft
from suitable habitat. Low and high
aerial applications- 1 mile from suitable
habitat.

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft from suitable habitat. No aerial applications.

Migratory birds

Spot and mechanized
ground applications- 1/4
mile buffer from active
nests. No aerial applications.

Spot and mechanized ground
applications- 1/4 mile buffer from
active nests. No low or high aerial or
prescribed burn during breeding season
(March-August).

Spot and mechanized ground applications- 1/4 mile buffer from active nests. No aerial

applications.
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

Herbicides

Species Chlorsulfuron methyl Clopyralid Dichlobenil Fluroxpyr

Federally Listed Species

California condor No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and mechanized ground treatments- 1/4 mile from suitable nests, roosts, and release sites.
No aerial applications.

Southwestern willow flycatcher and All treatments require 1/4 mile buffer from habitat patches or potential habitat until surveyed. No activity within
Yellow-billed cuckoo migratory habitat from May 1- June 15.
Mexican spotted owl All formulations: Spot- 80ft from the PAC during breeding season. Mechanized ground - 1/4 mile from PAC during

breeding season. May be sprayed along road or utility ROW during breeding season. May be sprayed in PAC outside the
breeding season. No aerial applications.

Colorado pikeminnow, Humpback chub, |No buffer Spot applications in following |Spot applications in following
Razorback sucker, Roundtail chub, Zuni areas: one-half mile upstream | areas: one-half mile upstream
bluehead sucker (including tributaries), all (including tributaries), all
species habitat, and 300ft species habitat, and 300ft
downstream of habitat. downstream of habitat.
Liquid- 10ft Liquid- 10ft
Mechanized ground-80ft Mechanized ground-80ft  No
No aerial applications. aerial applications.
Welsh's milkweed, Brady pincushion Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft from identified species locations. No aerial applications.

cactus , Fickeisen plains cactus,
Zuni/Rhizome fleabane, Navajo sedge,
Mesa Verde cactus

Mancos milk-vetch Spot and mechanized spraying - 2001t from suitable habitat. Low and high aerial applications- 1 mile from suitable
habitat.
Migratory birds Spot and mechanized ground applications- 1/4 mile buffer from active nests. No aerial applications.
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

Species

Herbicides

Fluazifop-P-butyl

Glyphosate (aquatic)

Glyphosate (non-aquatic)

Imazapic

Imazapyr (aquatic)

Federally Listed Species

California condor

No buffer zone in ROW. Spot
and mechanized ground
treatments- 1/4 mile from suitable
nests, roosts, and release sites. No
aerial applications.

No buffer zone in ROW. Spot
and mechanized ground
treatments- 1/4 mile from
suitable nests, roosts, and release
sites. Low and high aerial
spraying- 1 1/2 mile from
suitable nests, roosts, and release
sites. Aerial spraying made in
swaths parallel to nest site and
aerial buffer zone.

No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and mechanized ground treatments- 1/4
mile from suitable nests, roosts, and release sites. No aerial

applications.

No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and
mechanized ground treatments-
1/4 mile from suitable nests,
roosts, and release sites. Low and
high aerial spraying- 1 1/2 mile
from suitable nests, roosts, and
release sites. Aerial spraying made
in swaths parallel to nest site and
aerial buffer zone.

Southwestern willow flycatcher
and Yellow-billed cuckoo

All treatments require 1/4 mile buffer from habitat patches or potential habitat until surveyed. No activity within migratory habitat from May

1- June 15.

Mexican spotted owl

All formulations: Spot- 80ft
from the PAC during breeding
season. Mechanized ground - 1/4
mile from PAC during breeding
season. May be sprayed along
road or utility ROW during
breeding season. May be sprayed
in PAC outside the breeding
season. No aerial applications.

All formulations: Spot- 80ft
from the PAC during breeding
season. Mechanized ground,
Low aerial and High Aerial- 1/4
mile from PAC during breeding
season. May be sprayed along
road or utility ROW during
breeding season. May be sprayed
in PAC outside the breeding

season.

All formulations: Spot- 80ft from the PAC during breeding season.

Mechanized ground - 1/4 mile from PAC during breeding season. May

be sprayed along road or utility ROW during breeding season. May be
sprayed in PAC outside the breeding season. No aerial applications.

All formulations: Spot- 80ft from
the PAC during breeding season.
Mechanized ground, Low aerial
and High Aerial- 1/4 mile from
PAC during breeding season.

May be sprayed along road or
utility ROW during breeding
season. May be sprayed in PAC
outside the breeding season.

Colorado pikeminnow, Humpback
chub, Razorback sucker,
Roundtail chub, Zuni bluehead
sucker

Spot applications in following
areas: one-half mile upstream
(including tributaries), all species
habitat, and 300ft downstream of
habitat. Spot applications- 300ft
buffer from waterway. No aerial
applications.

No buffer

Spot applications in following areas:

one-half mile upstream (including
tributaries), all species habitat, and
300ft downstream of habitat.
Liquid- 10ft

Mechanized ground-80ft

No aerial applications

No buffer

Welsh's milkweed, Brady
pincushion cactus , Fickeisen
plains cactus, Zuni/Rhizome
fleabane, Navajo sedge, Mesa
Verde cactus

Spot and mechanized spraying -
200ft from identified species
locations. No aerial applications.

Spot and mechanized spraying -
200ft from identified species
locations. Low and high aerial
applications- 1 mile from
identified species locations.

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft from identified species locations.

No aerial applications.

Spot and mechanized spraying -
200ft from identified species
locations. Low and high aerial
applications- 1 mile from
identified species locations.

Mancos milk-vetch

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft from suitable habitat. Low and high aerial applications- 1 mile from suitable habitat.

Migratory birds

Spot and mechanized ground
applications- 1/4 mile buffer from
active nests. No aerial
applications.

Spot and mechanized ground
applications- 1/4 mile buffer
from active nests. No low or high
aerial or prescribed burn during
breeding season (March-August).

Spot and mechanized ground applications- 1/4 mile buffer from active

nests. No aerial applications.

Spot and mechanized ground
applications- 1/4 mile buffer from
active nests. No low or high aerial
or prescribed burn during
breeding season (March-August).
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

Species

Herbicides

Imazapyr (non-aquatic) Indaziflam Isoxaben Metsulfuron methyl Metribuzin

Federally Listed Species

California condor

No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and mechanized ground treatments- 1/4 mile from suitable nests, roosts, and release sites. No aerial
applications.

Southwestern willow flycatcher
and Yellow-billed cuckoo

All treatments require 1/4 mile buffer from habitat patches or potential habitat until surveyed. No activity within migratory habitat from
May 1- June 15. No aerial applications

Mexican spotted owl

All formulations: Spot- 80ft from the PAC during breeding season. Mechanized ground - 1/4 mile from PAC during breeding season. May
be sprayed along road or utility ROW during breeding season. May be sprayed in PAC outside the breeding season. No aerial applications.

Colorado pikeminnow,
Humpback chub, Razorback
sucker, Roundtail chub, Zuni
bluehead sucker

Spot applications in following areas: one-half mile upstream (including tributaries), all species habitat, and 300ft downstream of habitat.
Liquid- 10ft

Mechanized ground-80ft

No aerial applications

Welsh's milkweed, Brady
pincushion cactus , Fickeisen
plains cactus, Zuni/Rhizome
fleabane, Navajo sedge, Mesa
Verde cactus

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft from identified species locations. No aerial applications.

Mancos milk-vetch

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft from suitable habitat. Low and high aerial applications- 1 mile from suitable habitat.

Migratory birds

Spot and mechanized ground applications- 1/4 mile buffer from active nests. No aerial applications.
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

Species

Herbicides

Paraquat Pendimethalin

Picloram

Prodiamine

Federally Listed Species

California condor

No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and mechanized ground treatments- 1/4 mile from suitable nests, roosts, and release sites. No aerial

applications

Southwestern willow flycatcher
and Yellow-billed cuckoo

All treatments require 1/4 mile buffer from habitat patches or potential habitat until surveyed. No activity within migratory habitat from May 1-|

June 15.

Mexican spotted owl

All formulations: Spot- 80ft from the PAC during breeding season. Mechanized ground - 1/4 mile from PAC during breeding season. May be
sprayed along road or utility ROW during breeding season. May be sprayed in PAC outside the breeding season. No aerial applications.

Colorado pikeminnow,
Humpback chub, Razorback
sucker, Roundtail chub, Zuni
bluehead sucker

Spot applications in following areas: one-half mile upstream (including tributaries), all species habitat, and 300ft downstream of habitat. Spot
Mechanized ground - 80 ft. No aerial applications.

applications- 300ft buffer from waterway.

Welsh's milkweed, Brady
pincushion cactus , Fickeisen
plains cactus, Zuni/Rhizome
fleabane, Navajo sedge, Mesa
Verde cactus

Spot applications from edge of occupied sites: 1/8 mile

Mechanized ground: 2 miles, in non-habitat areas can have buffer of 80ft
from occupied habitat during flower period if application is made no
later than one hour after sunrise or early evening (6pm or later).

No aerial applications.

Spot and mechanized spraying -
200ft from identified species
locations. No aerial
applications.

Spot applications from edge of
occupied sites: 1/8 mile

Mechanized ground: 2 miles, in non-
habitat areas can have buffer of 80ft
from occupied habitat during flower
period if application is made no
later than one hour after sunrise or
early evening (6pm or later).

No aerial applications.

Mancos milk-vetch

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft from suitable habitat. Low and high aerial applications- 1 mile from suitable habitat.

Migratory birds

Spot and mechanized ground applications- 1/4 mile buffer from active nests. No aerial applications.
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

Species

Herbicides

Thifensulfuron-methyl

Triclopyr (amine salt)

Triclopyr (ester)

Federally Listed Species

California condor

No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and
mechanized ground treatments- 1/4
mile from suitable nests, roosts, and
release sites. No aerial applications

No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and
mechanized ground treatments- 1/4 mile
from suitable nests, roosts, and release
sites. Low and high aerial spraying- 1 1/2
mile from suitable nests, roosts, and
release sites. Aerial spraying made in
swaths parallel to nest site and aerial
buffer zone.

No buffer zone in ROW. Spot and
mechanized ground treatments- 1/4 mile
from suitable nests, roosts, and release
sites. No aerial applications.

billed cuckoo

Southwestern willow flycatcher and Yellow-

All treatments require 1/4 mile buffer fro
habitat from May 1- June 15.

m habitat patches or potential habitat until

surveyed. No activity within migratory

Mexican spotted owl

All formulations: Spot- 80ft from the
PAC during breeding season.
Mechanized ground - 1/4 mile from
PAC during breeding season. May be
sprayed along road or utility ROW
during breeding season. May be sprayed
in PAC outside the breeding season. No
aerial applications.

All formulations: Spot- 80ft from the
PAC during breeding season.
Mechanized ground, Low aerial and High
Aerial- 1/4 mile from PAC during
breeding season. May be sprayed along
road or utility ROW during breeding
season. May be sprayed in PAC outside
the breeding season.

All formulations: Spot- 80ft from the
PAC during breeding season.
Mechanized ground - 1/4 mile from PAC
during breeding season. May be sprayed
along road or utility ROW during
breeding season. May be sprayed in PAC
outside the breeding season. No aerial
applications

Colorado pikeminnow, Humpback chub,
Razorback sucker, Roundtail chub, Zuni
bluehead sucker

No buffer

Spot applications in following areas: one-|
half mile upstream (including
tributaries), all species habitat, and 300ft
downstream of habitat. Spot applications-|
300ft buffer from waterway. No aerial
applications.

Fickeisen plains cactus, Zuni/Rhizome
fleabane, Navajo sedge, Mesa Verde cactus

Welsh's milkweed, Brady pincushion cactus ,

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft
from identified species locations. No
aerial applications.

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft
from identified species locations. Low
and high aerial applications- 1 mile from
identified species locations.

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft
from identified species locations. No
aerial applications.

Mancos milk-vetch

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft
from suitable habitat.

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft
from suitable habitat. Low and high aerial
applications- 1 mile from suitable habitat.

Spot and mechanized spraying - 200ft
from suitable habitat.

Migratory birds

Spot and mechanized ground
applications- 1/4 mile buffer from
active nests. No aerial applications.

Spot and mechanized ground applications/
1/4 mile buffer from active nests. No low
or high aerial or prescribed burn during
breeding season (March-August).

Spot and mechanized ground
applications- 1/4 mile buffer from active
nests. No aerial applications.
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

Species

Herbicides
. . 2,4-D (non- 2,4-D (non-
2,4-D (acid) 2?;12;1(:2;%'0 24 Zs(tiﬁ)u atic aquatic amine aquatic Aminopyralid Atrazine
salt) ester)

Navajo Listed Species

Pronghorn

All formulations- 1 mile buffer from potential lambing areas from May 1- June 15

Townsend's big eared bat

All formulations require a 19

71t buffer from occupied roost site.

Chisel-toothed kangaroo rat,

pocket mouse

Banner-tailed kangaroo rat, Navajo
Mountain vole, Arizona (Wupatki)

No restrictions

Kit fox

All formulations require a 1/8 mile buffer from active den from December 1- August 31.

Bald and golden eagles

All formulations: 1/4 mile
buffer from active nest
during the breeding season
January 15- July 15. Buffer
zone is unnecessary outside
of breeding season for spot
and mechanized ground
treatments. No aerial
applications. If aerial flight
over a nest site is necessary,
an elevation of 500ft should
be maintained over the nest.

All formulations: 1/4 mile buffer from
active nest during the breeding season
January 15- July 15. Buffer zone is
unnecessary outside of breeding season
for spot and mechanized ground
treatments. Aerial applications should
be made in swaths parallels to a nest
and 3/4 mile buffer zone. If aerial flight
over a nest site is necessary, an
elevation of 500ft should be maintained
over the nest.

All formulations: 1/4 mile buffer from active nest during the breeding season January 15-
July 15. Buffer zone is unnecessary outside of breeding season for spot and mechanized
ground treatments. No aerial applications. If aerial flight over a nest site is necessary, an
elevation of 500ft should be maintained over the nest.

Ferruginous hawk

Brief (1hr) spot- 1/2 mile
buffer. Mechanized ground-
5/8 mile buffer. No aerial
applications.

Brief (1hr) spot- 1/2 mile buffer.
Mechanized ground- 5/8 mile buffer.
Low and high aerial- 3/4 mile.

Brief (1hr) spot- 1/2 mile buffer. Mechanized ground- 5/8 mile buffer. No aerial
applications.

328ft buffer from active nest
during May 1-July 31.
Mechanized ground - 1/8
mile buffer from active nest
during May 1- July 31. No

American dipper All formulations- spot- 3501t | All formulations- spot- 350ft buffer. All formulations- spot- 350ft buffer. Mechanized ground - 1/8 mile buffer from active nest
buffer. Mect d ground -|Mect d ground, low or high aerial |during March 15- August 15. No aerial applications.
1/8 mile buffer from active |within 1/8 mile from active nest during
nest during March 15- March 15- August 15.
August 15. No aerial
applications.
Northern goshawk All formulations require 1/4 mile buffer from nest site during March 1- August 15. All formulations require 0.21 mile buffer from the nest site year-round.
Clark's grebe All formulations: Spot- All formulations: Spot- 328ft buffer All formulations: Spot- 3281t buffer from active nest during May 1-July 31. Mechanized

from active nest during May 1-July 31.
Mechanized ground and low and high

aerial- 1/8 mile buffer from active nest
during May 1- July 31.

aerial applications.

ground - 1/8 mile buffer from active nest during May 1- July 31. No aerial applications.

Northern saw-whet owl

All formulations require 1/8 mile buffer from the nest site year-round.

Burrowing owl

All formulations require 1/4 mile buffer from the active nest burrow during March 1- August 15.

Dusky grouse

All formulations: Spot-
328ft buffer from active nest
during April 1-July 15.
Mechanized ground - 1/8
mile buffer from active nest
during April 1-July 15. No
aerial applications.

All formulations: Spot- 328ft buffer
from active nest during April 1-July 15.
Mechanized ground and low and high
aerial- 1/8 mile buffer from active nest
during April 1-July 15.

All formulations: Spot- 328ft buffer from active nest during April 1-July 15. Mechanized
ground - 1/8 mile buffer from active nest during April 1-July 15. No aerial applications.

Yellow warbler

All formulations: Spot- 1/8
mile buffer from active nest
from April 15- July 31.
Mechanized ground - 1/8
mile buffer year-round. No
aerial applications.

All formulations: Spot- 1/8 mile buffer
from active nest from April 15- July 31.
Mechanized ground and low and high
aerial- 1/8 mile buffer year-round

All formulations: Spot- 1/8 mile buffer from active nest from April 15- July 31.
Mechanized ground - 1/8 mile buffer year-round. No aerial applications.
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

Species

Herbicides

Chlorsulfuron methyl Clopyralid Dichlobenil Fluroxpyr

Townsend's big eared bat All formulations require a 197ft buffer from occupied roost site.

All formulations require a 1/8 mile buffer from active den from December 1- August 31.

Ferruginous hawk

Northern saw-whet owl

Dusky grouse

Brief (1hr) spot- 1/2 mile buffer. Mechanized ground- 5/8 mile buffer. No aerial applications.

All formulations require 1/4 mile buffer from nest site during March 1- August 15. All formulations require 0.21 mile
buffer from the nest site year-round.

All formulations require 1/8 mile buffer from the nest site year-round.

All formulations: Spot- 328ft buffer from active nest during April 1-July 15. Mechanized ground - 1/8 mile buffer from
active nest during April 1-July 15. No aerial applications.
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

Species

Herbicides

Fluazifop-P-butyl

Glyphosate (aquatic)

Glyphosate (non-aquatic) Imazapic

Imazapyr (aquatic)

Navajo Listed Species

Pronghorn

All formulations- 1 mile buffer from potential lambing areas from May 1- June 15

Townsend's big eared bat

All formulations require a 1971t buffer from occupied roost site.

Chisel-toothed kangaroo rat,
Banner-tailed kangaroo rat, Navajo
Mountain vole, Arizona (Wupatki)
pocket mouse

No restrictions

Kit fox

All formulations require a 1/8 mile buffer from active den from December 1- August 31.

Bald and golden eagles

All formulations: 1/4 mile buffer
from active nest during the
breeding season January 15- July
15. Buffer zone is unnecessary
outside of breeding season for
spot and mechanized ground
treatments. No aerial
applications. If aerial flight over a
nest site is necessary, an elevation
of 5001t should be maintained
over the nest.

All formulations: 1/4 mile buffer
from active nest during the
breeding season January 15- July
15. Buffer zone is unnecessary
outside of breeding season for
spot and mechanized ground
treatments. Aerial applications
should be made in swaths
parallels to a nest and 3/4 mile
buffer zone. If aerial flight over a
nest site is necessary, an
elevation of 500ft should be

i d over the nest.

All formulations: 1/4 mile buffer from active nest during the breeding
season January 15- July 15. Buffer zone is unnecessary outside of
breeding season for spot and mechanized ground treatments. No aerial
applications. If aerial flight over a nest site is necessary, an elevation of
500ft should be maintained over the nest.

All formulations: 1/4 mile buffer
from active nest during the
breeding season January 15- July
15. Buffer zone is unnecessary
outside of breeding season for
spot and mechanized ground
treatments. Aerial applications
should be made in swaths parallels
to a nest and 3/4 mile buffer zone.
If aerial flight over a nest site is
necessary, an elevation of 500ft
should be maintained over the
nest.

Ferruginous hawk

Brief (1hr) spot- 1/2 mile buffer.
Mechanized ground- 5/8 mile
buffer. No aerial applications.

Brief (1hr) spot- 1/2 mile buffer.
Mechanized ground- 5/8 mile
buffer. Low and high aerial- 3/4
mile.

Brief (1hr) spot- 1/2 mile buffer. Mechanized ground- 5/8 mile buffer.
No aerial applications.

Brief (1hr) spot- 1/2 mile buffer.
Mechanized ground- 5/8 mile
buffer. Low and high aerial- 3/4
mile.

buffer from active nest during
May 1-July 31. Mechanized
ground - 1/8 mile buffer from
active nest during May 1- July 31.
No aerial applications.

buffer from active nest during
May 1-July 31. Mechanized
ground and low and high aerial-
1/8 mile buffer from active nest
during May 1- July 31.

31. Mechanized ground - 1/8 mile buffer from active nest during May 1
July 31. No aerial applications.

American dipper All formulations- spot- 350ft All formulations- spot- 3501t All formulations- spot- 350ft buffer. Mechanized ground - 1/8 mile All formulations- spot- 3501t
buffer. Mechanized ground - 1/8 [buffer. Mechanized ground, low |buffer from active nest during March 15- August 15. No aerial buffer. Mechanized ground, low
mile buffer from active nest or high aerial within 1/8 mile applications or high aerial within 1/8 mile from
during March 15- August 15. No |[from active nest during March 154 active nest during March 15-
aerial applications August 15. August 15.

Northern goshawk All formulations require 1/4 mile buffer from nest site during March 1- August 15. All formulations require 0.21 mile buffer from the nest site year-round.

Clark's grebe All formulations: Spot- 328ft All formulations: Spot- 328ft All formulations: Spot- 328ft buffer from active nest during May 1-July [ All formulations: Spot- 328ft

buffer from active nest during
May 1-July 31. Mechanized
ground and low and high aerial-
1/8 mile buffer from active nest
during May 1- July 31.

Northern saw-whet owl

All formulations require 1/8 mile buffer from the nest site year-round.

Burrowing owl

All formulations require 1/4 mile buffer from the active nest burrow during March 1- August 15.

Dusky grouse

All formulations: Spot- 328ft
buffer from active nest during
April 1-July 15. Mechanized
ground - 1/8 mile buffer from
active nest during April 1-July
15. No aerial applications.

All formulations: Spot- 328ft
buffer from active nest during
April 1-July 15. Mechanized
ground and low and high aerial-
1/8 mile buffer from active nest
during April 1-July 15.

All formulations: Spot- 328ft buffer from active nest during April 1-
July 15. Mechanized ground - 1/8 mile buffer from active nest during
April 1-July 15. No aerial applications.

All formulations: Spot- 328ft
buffer from active nest during
April 1-July 15. Mechanized
ground and low and high aerial-
1/8 mile buffer from active nest
during April 1-July 15.

Yellow warbler

All formulations: Spot- 1/8 mile
buffer from active nest from April
15- July 31. Mechanized ground -
1/8 mile buffer year-round. No
aerial applications.

All formulations: Spot- 1/8 mile
buffer from active nest from
April 15- July 31. Mechanized
ground and low and high aerial-
1/8 mile buffer year-round

All formulations: Spot- 1/8 mile buffer from active nest from April 15-
July 31. Mechanized ground - 1/8 mile buffer year-round. No aerial
applications.

All formulations: Spot- 1/8 mile
buffer from active nest from April
15- July 31. Mechanized ground
and low and high aerial- 1/8 mile
buffer year-round
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Figure 1. Required protection measures for herbicide application in Federally and Navajo Nation listed species habitats.

Species

Herbicides

Imazapyr (non-aquatic) Indaziflam

Isoxaben Metsulfuron methyl Metribuzon

Townsend's big eared bat All formulations require a 197t buffer from occupied roost site.

All formulations require a 1/8 mile buffer from active den from December 1- August 31.

Ferruginous hawk

Northern goshawk

Northern saw-whet owl

Dusky grouse

Brief (1hr) spot- 1/2 mile buffer. Mechanized ground- 5/8 mile buffer. No aerial applications.

All formulations require 1/4 mile buffer from nest site during March 1- August 15. All formulations require 0.21 mile buffer from the nest

site year-round.

All formulations require 1/8 mile buffer from the nest site year-round.

All formulations: Spot- 328ft buffer from active nest during April 1-July 15. Mechanized ground - 1/8 mile buffer from active nest during

April 1-July 15. No aerial applications.
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