






January 8, 2009

Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) Regulatory Public Docket (7502P)
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington DC 20460-0001

To Whom It May Concern:

 I am a district forester for Roseburg Forest Products.  I have the responsibility for all silvicultural activities on 225,000 acres.  Roseburg Forest Products owns over of 600,000 acres of forest land in Oregon and California.  Vegetation management is an essential component of establishing new plantations.  Sulfometuron Methyl (Oust) is an important tool in our vegetation management strategy.  I would like to respond to several aspects of the Record of Decision (Docket ID EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0129).

1.  The concerns of offsite movement of Oust resulting from application to powdery dry soils or light sandy soils should not be a concern in forest environments due to slash, large organic material and broke terrain.  These type conditions preclude mass soil movement that may occur occasionally on tilled agricultural sites.  I would suggest a more careful phrasing of potential label language to be more specific to conditions that might result in offsite movement of soil and Oust not just a reference to a type of soil.
2. Purposed label language to address concerns for aquatic vegetation is unclear and open to broader and more restrictive interpretations; to include riparian and wet area vegetation.  The purposed buffers are designed for the worst case scenario.  Oregon Department of Forestry have conducted extensive evaluation of Oregon Forest Practice rules regarding riparian buffers and their effectiveness of protecting State Water and have found them effective (see Oregon Department of Forestry Pesticide Monitoring Final Report  2000 by Liz Dent and Josha Robben).  The purposed buffers are impractical and unworkable for forestry operations.  The result of purposed label language requiring the ground and aerial buffers indicated in the RED will result in the elimination of Oust use, as a tool to control vegetation in forestry and roadside applications.  The loss of Oust as a vegetation management tool will result in other herbicides to be substituted with use rates of pounds rather than ounces per acre.  This substitution will result in greater quantities of chemicals being placed into the environment.   I urge you to reconsider the real risks associated with Oust use, versus the alternative substitutes.
3. The purposed label language change of “10 feet above canopy” is unclear and impractical.  In the aerial applications of Oust in a forestry environment there often is no canopy on the treatment areas of young plantations.  The canopy is the ground or vegetation 1-3 feet tall.  Aerial applications are made at speeds of 40-50 MPH over broken, steep and uneven terrain.  Applications at 10 feet from the ground under these conditions are impossible due to equipment and safety considerations.  Also aerial applications that close to target vegetation would result in streaking an uneven treatment requiring retreatment.
4. Finally, under the Environmental Risk Assessment section in the RED it was noted that Sulfomethron Methyl does not absorb strongly to soil and has the potential to leach to ground water and /or reach surface water during run off events.  This is in conflict to actual forestry field experience.  In fact, Oust immobility in soils is the property that is central to it successful use as a fall application to control spring herbaceous weeds after substantial winter precipitation (20-40 inches).  Further, I would like to reference an article in The Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry, Volume 6, Number 6 “Degradation and Mobility of Sulfometuron-methyl (Oust Herbicide) in Field Soil.  To quote the article conclusion “This study shows Sulfometuron-methyl and its soil degradates to be immobile (i.e., generally confined to the upper soil depth, 0-15 cm).  This result is consistent with previously published field soil dissipation studies.  Although laboratory studies suggest the potential for these compounds to be mobile in sandy or loamy soils, when Sulfometuron-methyl is applied to soil under field conditions, these compounds are seen to be quite immobile.  Therefore, one can reasonably conclude that, under actual field –use conditions, Sulfometuron-methyl degrades rapidly and Sulfometuron-methyl and its soil degradates are immobile”.  These conclusions should suggest that concerns of Oust making it to water are overstated.

In conclusion; I encourage the EPA to reconsider the purposed changes to label language intended for risk mitigation.  Sulfometuron-methyl is an effective herbicide that has excellent plant, animal and human toxicological characteristics as well as excellent ecotoxicty characteristics.  The purposed label changes will eliminate Oust use and cause a shift to other chemicals which are used at significant higher application rates.    


Sincerely,

Roseburg Resources Co.



Dave Russel
Umpqua District Forester
