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TRANSMITTED BY E-MAIL to comments-bighorn@usda.gov regarding “Invasive and Other 
Select Plant Management Project DEIS” 
 
August 9, 2021 
 
Andrew Johnson, Forest Supervisor 
Bighorn National Forest 
2013 Eastside Second Street 
Sheridan, Wyoming 82801 
 
Dear Mr. Johnson: 
 
 FSEEE offers the following comments regarding the proposed invasive and other select 
plant management project DEIS. 
 
 In our earlier scoping comments, we recommended that you divide the proposed action 
into three separate projects (invasive plant control, plants toxic to certain livestock, and 
sagebrush ecosystem management), each supported by its own appropriate NEPA document. 
We pointed out that aerial application of pesticides requires an EIS only if the environmental 
effects are likely significant. Believing that you want to avoid significant adverse effects in the 
application of pesticides, we recommended that you prepare an environmental assessment for 
the drone-based limited aerial use of pesticides to control invasive plants. 
 
 Thus, we are disappointed that you continue to propose widespread aerial application 
for invasive plants that goes beyond the drone-based use you described originally. This is 
precisely the avoidable problem we pointed out in scoping when you proposed combining 
these disparate vegetation projects into one analysis.1 We encourage you to take a closer look 
at this option. 
 

 
1 You state that “Guidance in 36 CFR Section 220.5 directs that Forest Service projects authorizing use of aerial 
pesticides would ‘normally’ require an EIS. Rather than do multiple EISs for mountain big sagebrush, invasive plant 
species, or other species categories, the Forest Service has decided to do one EIS for aerial application of 
herbicides.” DEIS at 2-27. This misses the point made in our scoping comments. Aerial application “normally” 
requires an EIS because the Forest Service “normally” proposes broadscale, indiscriminate aerial application over 
wide areas, e.g., to control native hardwoods during conifer reforestation, e.g., Citizens Against Toxic Sprays v. 
Bergland, 428 F. Supp. 908 (D. Or. 1977). An environmental assessment of judicious, targeted aerial application 
using drones over small infestation areas would likely show no significant environmental effects and, thus, no need 
for an EIS. 
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 In sum, we ask that you do no harm to the ecosystem as you seek to control invasive 
plants. Targeted drone-based pesticide application offers the best opportunity to avoid drift 
into water and effects on non-target species while keeping costs low. 
 
 II. Plants Toxic to Certain Livestock 
 
 FSEEE continues to oppose your proposal to kill larkspur. That some Wyoming counties 
have declared larkspur a “weed” is irrelevant. Counties have no legal jurisdiction over our 
national forests. Larkspur is not a “weed.” It is a native plant with attractive blooms that appeal 
to national forest visitors. In contrast, livestock are an invasive species on the Bighorn. Livestock 
grazing has reduced larkspur from its natural historic range and population levels. See “Historic 
Range of Variability for Upland Vegetation in the Bighorn National Forest, Wyoming,” USDA-
Forest Service, General Technical Report RMRS-GTR-140 (2005) at 65. Putting livestock before 
the health of the Bighorn’s native plants and ecosystems is a shameful derogation of your 
stewardship responsibilities. 
 
 Simply from a forage productivity perspective, it also makes no sense to kill larkspur, 
which is a high-protein, nutritious, and palatable species for wild herbivores. See “How do Wild 
Herbivores Cope with Plant Toxins.” In sum, FSEEE recommends that you eliminate larkspur 
killing from this project. Livestock management on allotments and pastures with larkspur is 
better addressed in allotment management plans (AMPs) and annual operating instructions 
(AOIs), for example by protecting larkspur from livestock. 
 
III. Sagebrush Ecosystem Management 
 
 According to the Forest Service, “overgrazing is the chief management concern” in the 
Bighorn’s sagebrush/fescue plant communities. See “Current Landscape Condition for The 
Bighorn National Forest Ecosystem,” USDA-Forest Service (2004) at 189. Yet the project does 
not address overgrazing. It makes no sense to treat symptoms of overgrazing without 
addressing the underlying problem of overgrazing. 
 
 Using tebuthiuron to kill sagebrush is a bad idea. See, e.g., “Wyoming Big Sagebrush 
Recovery and Understory Response With Tebuthiuron Control,” Rangeland Ecology & 
Management 58(1):65-76 (2004). Although the DEIS acknowledges that leaching into 
groundwater poses a “potential for water quality implications in Bighorn National Forest and on 
adjacent lands in the four-county area” (DEIS at 3-122), the DEIS fails to disclose that 
tebuthiuron is already present in Wyoming domestic and municipal water wells. The DEIS fails 
to assess the additional effect on human health from adding even more tebuthiuron to the 
area’s water wells. 
 
 Watershed protection was an original basis for reserving the Bighorn as a national 
forest; its water is critical to Wyoming and its citizens. This fundamental purpose should not be 
compromised in the uneconomical pursuit of more grass for livestock. 
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 Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIS. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Executive Director 


