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A. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
1. Decisions To Be Made And Scope Of Analysis

Decisions

The Oregon Department of Agriculture, in cooperation with USDA, Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service (APHIS), proposes to eradicate the gypsy moth infestation in Lane County, Oregon. There is
nothing new that we are proposing that has not been analyzed in the 1995 final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for Gypsy Moth Management in the United States. Therefore, no new EIS programmatic
analysis other than that found in the EIS need be conducted. The proposed action to eradicate isolated
gypsy moth infestations in Oregon conforms to integrated pest management principles required by
Oregon law, ORS 635.655. The need for this proposed action is based on the potential ecological and
economic impacts of gypsy moth infestations on the surrounding areas, the entire state of Oregon, and
indeed, the entire western United States.

Tiering

This Environmental Assessment is tiered to the USDA's 1995 final EIS for Gypsy Moth Management in the
United States. Copies of the EIS are available for inspection at the Oregon Department of Agriculture in
Salem. The preferred alternative in the 1995 EIS is Alternative 6: Suppression, Eradication, and Slow the
Spread. Under this alternative, we propose eradication because of the isolated nature of the infestation in
Oregon. This site-specific Environmental Assessment is designed to examine the environmental
consequences of a range of treatment options under Alternative 6 that may accomplish the program's
goals.

Biology of Gypsy Moth

Gypsy moth, Lymantria dispar L., is one of the worst pests of trees and shrubs in the United States. It was
originally imported into Massachusetts from Europe in 1869 for silk production experiments. Some moths
were accidentally released and became established. This gypsy moth infestation has spread relentlessly
and now covers the entire northeastern part of the United States from Maine south to North Carolina and
west to Michigan and Wisconsin. Gypsy moth caterpillars alter ecosystems and disrupt people's lives
when in high numbers. Heavy infestations cause defoliation and tree mortality. Defoliated trees are also
vulnerable to other insects and diseases that may kill them. Heavy defoliation alters wildlife habitat,
changes water quality, reduces property and esthetic values, and reduces the recreation value of forested
areas. When present in large numbers, gypsy moth caterpillars can be a nuisance, as well as a hazard to
health and safety (USDA 1995, EIS pp. 1-4).

Gypsy moths are notorious hitchhikers. Egg masses and pupae can be attached to nursery stock and
Christmas trees, and vehicles, camping equipment, and outdoor household articles that people bring with
them when they come to Oregon. A wide host range would allow gypsy moth to establish throughout
western Oregon and where hosts occur in eastern Oregon. Gypsy moths were first detected in Oregon in
1979 and have been detected every year since in many different isolated locations, primarily in western
Oregon.

Two strains of gypsy moth and possibly their hybrids now threaten Oregon. Gypsy moths introduced into
Oregon from eastern North America are sometimes referred to as North American gypsy moths. Asian
gypsy moths are a strain of the same species that comes from eastern Russia and Asia. Asian gypsy
moths have arrived in Oregon as egg masses on ships. Containers and products coming from East Asia
pose a consistent risk as trade with these areas expands. Asian gypsy moths could also reach Oregon via
Europe. They have become established in Germany and other European countries where they are
hybridizing with European gypsy moths.

Asian gypsy moths differ from gypsy moths (from North America and Europe) because the females can fly
long distances. Gypsy moth females have fully developed wings but they cannot fly. Asian gypsy moths
also feed on a wider range of host trees, including some such as larch that are not favored by North



American gypsy moths. Asian gypsy moth caterpillars also develop more quickly and grow somewhat
larger.

The two strains of gypsy moths look very similar; they can not be reliably separated by visual examination.
Scientists developed genetic tests to distinguish one strain from the other. There are now several of
these tests available. One challenge has been that Asian gene markers used in these tests are present at
low frequencies in established gypsy moth populations in eastern North America (Prasher and Mastro
1994). Since the two strains are known to interbreed, these results may indicate that hybridization has
occurred.

A sobering example of how easily these pests can be introduced took place in 1993 in North Carolina. A
ship carrying military cargo from Germany was found to be infested with large numbers of gypsy moths,
including flying female moths typical of the Asian strain. The ship was sent back out to sea and the cargo
was fumigated, but not before large numbers of moths were seen headed for shore. Hundreds of male
moths were trapped near the port facilities, along the shore and up to 25 miles inland. Genetic testing
indicated that both European and Asian strain moths were present as well as some which were apparently
hybrids (N.C. Dept. of Agric. 1994).

The Oregon Department of Agriculture and the U.S. Department of Agriculture cooperate to eradicate
gypsy moth infestations whenever they are detected in Oregon. A brief history of the major infestations
and eradication programs follows.

History of Gypsy Moth Infestations in Oregon

The first gypsy moth in Oregon was trapped in 1979 in Lake Oswego. Follow-up trapping indicated that
the infestation did not become established. In the early 1980's, however, detection programs revealed
several established infestations of gypsy moth located in Salem, Corvallis, Portland, and Gresham.
Effective eradication programs were implemented using various insecticides [acephate, carbaryl and
Bacillus thuringiensis (B.t.k.)].

The largest infestation ever found in the western United States was discovered in the mid-1980's in Lane
County. In the summer of 1984, traps in Eugene and Lowell caught large numbers of male moths.
Trapping patterns were then expanded and over 19,000 male gypsy moths were collected from an area of
355 square miles. In the spring of 1985, 226,405 acres of Lane County were sprayed with B.t.k. in the
first phase of an eradication program. In 1986, 189,011 acres were sprayed; 7,135 acres were treated in
1987 and 2,995 in 1988 -- all with B.t.k. applied three times by air per year. Following the 1988 treatment,
delimitation trapping collected only 1 moth. The total cost of detection, eradication and trapping for Lane
County from 1984 to 1989 was estimated to be $18 million.

After the last eradicative sprays in 1988 in Lane County, two moths were caught in the
Eugene/Springfield area in both 1989 and 1990 and one moth was caught in 1991. Follow-up
delimitation trapping indicated these were new introductions that did not become established. No gypsy
moths at all were caught in Lane County in 1992. No eradicative treatments were made in Lane County
from 1989 through 1994. In 1995, however, an 80-acre aerial spray program using B.t.k. was conducted
to eradicate a breeding population of gypsy moths at Veneta, Lane County. The program was a success.
At another site near Dorena Lake/Schwarz Park, Lane Co., three moths were trapped in 1995 and 34 in
1996. This resulted in the smallest gypsy moth aerial spray program ever conducted in Oregon. In the
spring of 1997, 70 acres were sprayed aerially with B.t.k. at the Dorena Lake/Schwarz Park site.
Delimitation trapping afterwards indicated the infestation had been eradicated.

Several eradication programs have been conducted in the Portland metropolitan area. An infestation of
gypsy moths was detected in east Portland in 1985. In 1986 a new eradication technique developed by
USDA-APHIS (Induced Inherited Sterility Technique) was implemented to flood the area with sterile
insects and disrupt normal mating. Results of post-release monitoring indicated that the program was
unsuccessful; a residual gypsy moth population remained. Treatment with B.t.k. eliminated the infestation
in 1988. In both 1989 and 1991 small 4-acre areas in Lake Oswego were treated with ground applications
of B.t.k. No eradication treatments were made in 1990.



The fourth largest eradication program in the state was completed in 1992 on 8,388 acres in North
Portland. B.t.k., applied by helicopter, was used to eradicate an infestation of Asian gypsy moth that
arrived on ships that had previously visited Russian ports. A second Asian gypsy moth infestation was
eradicated in 2001 in Portland’s Forest Park by aerial application of B.t.k. over 910 acres.

Eradication programs were carried out at eight sites in 1993, 1994, 1996, 1998 and 1999 in the Portland
metropolitan area. The 1996 eradication program was conducted on a 10-acre area in Gresham/SE
Portland. In 1998, two eradication programs were conducted in suburbs of Portland, one in Beaverton on
a 22-acre area and the other in Lake Oswego on a 13-acre area. The Beaverton site was retreated in 1999
although the eradication boundary was shifted slightly. This was because 19 gypsy moths were trapped
on both sides of the eastern spray treatment boundary after the eradication effort there in the spring of
1998. All these programs combined use of B.t.k. treatments with mass trapping. Because of the small
eradication blocks and good accessibility, B.t.k. sprays were applied from the ground.

Elsewhere in the state, small infestations in Josephine County were eradicated in 1988 and 1992. B.t.k.
was applied by helicopter to rural residential areas of Philomath (Benton County, 440 acres) in 1993,
Carver (Clackamas County, 270 acres) in 1994 and Fisher (Lincoln County, 706 acres) in 2003 to eradicate
infestations at these three sites. A small infestation was ground sprayed using B.t.k. in Jackson County in
1995. The latest eradication in Jackson County occurred in 2001 when B.t.k. was applied by air over 160
acres in Ashland to control a North American gypsy moth infestation. No gypsy moth eradication program
occurred in Oregon in 2002.

For a review of gypsy moth detection and eradication programs in Oregon through 1988, see Oregon
Dept. of Agriculture (1989) and annual reports for 1989 through 2003. Hitchhiking gypsy moths will
continue to arrive in Oregon and other non-infested states. At some time in the future, gypsy moths may
become permanently established in the West and if that happens, gypsy moths will spread naturally into
Oregon. Until that happens, it is expected that eradication of all isolated infestations that result from
accidental introductions will continue to be the goal of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Oregon
Department of Agriculture and comparable agencies in non-infested states.

2. Proposed Action
Proposed Action: Eradication

The proposed action is eradication, which conforms to the EIS recommendation to eradicate isolated
infestations found in the western United States. Under the EIS, geography determines the proposed
actions from among eradication, slow-the-spread, suppression, and no action.

The following is a description of geography in U.S. with regard to gypsy moth. The area of the United
States where the European strain of the gypsy moth is established is called the generally infested
area. Next to this area is a band 50 to 100 miles wide, called the transition area, where the gypsy moth
is spreading from the generally infested area. The area where the gypsy moth is not established, is called
the uninfested area. Isolated infestations resulting from accidental spread of the gypsy moth by people
are found in this area. Different management strategies apply in these areas: suppression in the generally
infested area, slow the spread in the transition area, and eradication of isolated infestations of the
European strain in the uninfested area. In addition, the Asian strain may be eradicated wherever possible,
including the generally infested area.

Our proposed action for Lane County in 2004 is based on trapping results during 2003. About 16,837
gypsy moth traps were placed statewide in 2003. Traps were concentrated in western Oregon where most
population centers and gypsy moth host plants are located. However, all cities and towns statewide are

considered at risk and are trapped each year. The standard detection trap density is two to four traps/mi2

in cities and one to two traps/mi2 in rural areas. Special high-risk sites such as national parks, public and
private campgrounds and RV parks are trapped each year. Traps were also placed around major ports and
waterways at risk of travel by ships carrying Asian gypsy moth egg masses. Major ports including the ports
of Portland, Astoria and Coos Bay in Oregon, were trapped at a high density for a radius of five miles.
Along the Columbia River in Clatsop and Columbia counties, the trapping density was 16 traps/ mi.2 for
three miles inland, followed by 4 traps/ mi.? for another two miles inland. In the Portland metro area



(Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties), the trapping density was 4-9 traps/ mi.2. Coos Bay
(Coos Co) had a trap density of 9/mi.2. At sites where gypsy moths are caught, delimitation traps are placed
at densities of 16-49 traps for five or more square miles for two years following detection. Delimitation
traps are placed as soon as possible following initial detection to delimit new infestations the same year if
possible. Delimitation traps are also placed to monitor the success of eradication programs. The core of
an eradication area may be mass-trapped at densities of 3-9 traps/acre.

In 2003 no moths were caught in or near the 2003 Fisher eradication area in southeastern Lincoln County
where three gypsy moths were caught in a single trap in 2002. Twenty-eight gypsy moths were detected
in Oregon in 2003 at nine new and one old site. All 28 moths were confirmed as North American gypsy
moths by the USDA Otis Methods Development Lab using DNA tests. Two moths (Riddle, Douglas Co.
and NE Portland, Multhomah Co.) bore a North American FS1 and an A1 mitochondrial DNA haplotype.
The A1 mitochondrial DNA haplotype is common in Europe and central Russia and is also found at a low
percentage in North American gypsy moth populations. Three gypsy moths were caught in a trap placed
near Sandy (Bull Run & Camp Namanu Rds.). Two moths were found in traps in a parking lot of an industrial
site in Gresham, an area where two moths were captured in 2002 and three in 2001. The rest of the moths
caught in 2003 were from single-catch sites except those in Eugene. Seventeen male gypsy moths were
found in 11 traps in the south hills area of Eugene (16 moths at the Crest Drive site and one at the Hawkins
Heights site). The gypsy moths originally detected at the Crest Drive site in 2003 were near the edge of a
delimitation grid placed around the single Eugene (Brookside St.) catch in 2002. Distribution of a Gypsy
Moth Alert flyer, and information gathering regarding move-ins from the generally infested eastern U.S.
were conducted in the vicinity of the Crest Drive site. Searches found old and live egg masses, live
females laying eggs, and larval and pupal skins at the home of a move-in (February 2002) from

Connecticut at the Eugene, Crest Drive site. The information available so far indicates that the Crest Drive
area in south Eugene, Lane County now has a breeding population of gypsy moths.

Alternatives Considered
Six alternatives were considered in detail in the 1995 EIS:

1) No action. The U.S. Department of Agriculture would do nothing to reduce the adverse effects of
the gypsy moth in the United States. No suppression, no eradication and no slow-the-spread
would occur.

2) Suppression. The U.S. Department of Agriculture would reduce the adverse effects of the gypsy
moth only in the generally infested area.

3) Eradication. The U.S. Department of Agriculture would reduce the potential adverse effects of the
gypsy moth only in the uninfested area, and of the Asian strain anywhere in the United States.

4) Suppression and Eradication. This combines alternatives 2 and 3. The U.S. Department of
Agriculture would reduce the potential adverse effects of the gypsy moth in both the generally
infested and uninfested areas, and of the Asian strain anywhere in the United States.

5) Eradication and Slow the Spread. The U.S. Department of Agriculture would reduce the potential
adverse effects of the gypsy moth in both the uninfested and transition areas, and of the Asian
strain anywhere in the United States.

6) Suppression, Eradication, and Slow the Spread. The U.S. Department of Agriculture would fully
pursue its goal of reducing adverse effects of the gypsy moth (including the Asian strain)
anywhere in the United States. A full range of strategies would be available nationwide to manage
affected ecosystems. This is the preferred alternative.

Treatment Options
Treatment options available under the 1995 EIS are:

1) B.t.k. This biological insecticide contains a bacterium, Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki. The
insecticide is specifically effective against caterpillars of many species of moths and butterflies,
and is without significant risk to healthy humans, wildlife and the environment.

2) Diflubenzuron (Dimilin). This insect growth regulator interferes with the growth of some immature
insects.




3) Gypsy moth virus. The nucleopolyhedrosis virus, which occurs naturally, is specific to the gypsy
moth. Gypchek is an insecticide product made from the gypsy moth nucleopolyhedrosis virus.

4) Mass trapping. Large numbers of pheromone traps are used to attract male gypsy moths and
prevent them from mating with females, thereby causing a population reduction. Density of traps
is nine or more traps per acre.

5) Mating disruption. Aerially-applied tiny plastic flakes or beads contain synthetic gypsy moth sex
pheromone. The pheromone may confuse male moths and prevent them from locating and
mating with females.

6) Sterile insect releases. Large numbers of radiation-sterilized gypsy moth eggs or pupae are
released in a treatment area and develop into adults. The sterile adults mate with fertile adults but
viable offspring are not produced. If successful, the effect is population reduction and eventual
elimination of the infestation.

The preferred option proposed for this eradication project is option 1) B.t.k. Option 4) Intensive/ Mass
trapping at a density of up to 3-9 traps/acre will be employed after the eradication to determine the
effectiveness of the B.t.k. treatment. Intensive/Mass trapping can also remove any remnant populations of
gypsy moths that were not killed by the B.t.k. treatment.

3. Need For Action

Goals and Objectives

Goal: Eradicate the gypsy moth infestation from Eugene, Lane County in 2004 in order to avoid the
impacts detailed below.

Objective 1: Apply the biological insecticide B.t.k. to 183 acre eradication area centered near the
intersection of Crest Dr. and Courtney Place in the south hills area of Eugene where sixteen male
gypsy moths were trapped and several egg masses were found (see the enclosed Eugene map
for eradication area). B.t.k. will be applied three times by air at a rate of 24 B.1.U. per acre about 7-
14 days apart in late April and early May; exact timing depends on weather. Ideally, the B.t.k.
application should target early instars of gypsy moth. It is likely that a small buffer area surrounding
the eradication area will receive some B.tk. but in quantities much less than in the eradication
area.

Objective 2: Delimit and intensively trap treated and surrounding areas using gypsy moth pheromone
traps to determine the effectiveness of the B.Lk. treatment and to pinpoint any remnant
populations of gypsy moths. This targets the adult stage of the gypsy moth. Trap densities in the
core area will be 3 to 9 traps per acre. If more moths are caught, additional egg mass searches and
treatments will be considered. Two years of negative trapping results following the B.t.k.
treatments would indicate the infestation has been eradicated.

Need for Action

Gypsy moth has been a non-native destructive insect pest of trees and shrubs in the eastern United
States and its native Eurasia for many years. Overwintering eggs hatch from their egg masses during
spring. Larvae feed on leaves of more than 500 species of trees and shrubs in forest, agriculture and
urban plantings. On average, about four million acres are defoliated in the eastern United States annually
(EIS 1995). In Oregon, larvae in new infestations pupate and emerge as adults, typically from mid July
through August. Detection and delimitation trapping is conducted during these peak flight times. Adults
mate and females lay overwintering egg masses each containing up to 1000 eggs. Host plants in Oregon
include major forestry, agricultural and urban species of trees and shrubs. Oregon's economy, natural
resources, environmental quality and human health would be negatively affected by the establishment of
gypsy moths. Details follow.

Economic Impacts

An established population of any gypsy moth strain in Oregon would have very serious economic impacts
for some residents and industries in the State. Because their females are strong flyers, the Asian strain



would be expected to spread much more quickly than the North American strain. In addition, their ability to
survive well on a broader range of host trees puts additional Oregon natural resources at increased risk.

The potential impacts of Asian gypsy moth on the Pacific Northwest were summarized by USDA Forest
Service (1992). The Forest Service estimated direct resource losses for Asian gypsy moth for the time
period between 1992 and 2040 as follows: commercial timber, (larch only) $0.8 - 1.4 billion, (hardwood)
$0.7-$1.2 billion; recreation, travel, and tourism, $2 billion. Suppression costs were estimated to be:
developed commercial, residential, and recreation properties, $735 million; commercial timber, $77
million; and Christmas tree plantations, $9 million. Full impact of gypsy moth establishment in the West
would be expected to be more delayed than for Asian gypsy moth. However, impacts of quarantines
resulting from a non-suppressed gypsy moth population are expected to be immediate as discussed
below.

Quarantines. Eradication of gypsy moth infestations in Oregon is essential to the health of agricultural,
horticultural and forestry enterprises of the State. These Oregon industries are economically viable only
when their products can be marketed in other states and countries. As an exporter of plant products,
Oregon must comply with plant pest and disease regulations of market states and countries.

In 1984, the first response of Oregon's most important market state, California, to the discovery of the
Lane County gypsy moth infestation was to place an embargo on all forest products and live plant material
originating from all of Lane County. While this embargo was soon replaced with a more reasonable USDA
"high hazard" gypsy moth quarantine, the disruption of normal marketing relationships caused by the
embargo remained. Those Christmas tree growers near the heavier infestation sites were subject to loss
of export markets due to quarantine fumigation requirements for interstate movement of the trees.
Individual growers claimed losses as high as 80 percent to the fumigation process with some loss claims as
high as $200,000. Until 1989, all Christmas tree growers inside the quarantine area were required to apply
chemical insecticides to obtain certification for interstate movement, thus, increasing their production
costs and pesticide usage in the area. Failure to eradicate the current infestation would have had a
progressively greater adverse impact on the Christmas tree industry, which exports 90% of its production
and claimed an annual value of more than $160 million to the state of Oregon during 2002. Similarly, the
$714 million annual sales of production nursery stock grown in Oregon in 2002 are generated almost
entirely from export markets in other states and countries. Our most lucrative markets are those located
closest to Oregon in states not yet infested with gypsy moth, and from which we can expect serious
quarantine restrictions on nursery stock originating from infested areas.

State and federal quarantines imposed on wood products industries during the mid 1980’s Lane County
infestation did not seriously affect these businesses. Nevertheless, their product movements and
handling procedures were subject to limitations imposed by compliance agreements with the Oregon
Department of Agriculture. If the new gypsy moth infestation in Lane County were allowed to spread,
similar embargoes and quarantines would be implemented and would become increasingly restrictive and
expensive to comply with. Greenhouse and nursery products have been Oregon's largest agricultural
industry (with highest cash value) since 1994. The Christmas tree industry has also increased steadily
during the last several years.

The potential impact of gypsy moth quarantines on Oregon would be similar to those outlined in a Risk
Assessment for British Columbia (Carlson et. al. 1994). It concludes: "The commitment by western States
to preserve their export markets by excluding gypsy moth compels B.C. to follow suit. If B.C. were to allow
gypsy moth to become established, trade and quarantine sanctions would be imposed by all the western
States." "...costs [of trade sanctions] would likely exceed the current detection and eradication strategy
costs by a factor of at least ten to one." "The threat of trade barriers through quarantine restrictions in the
western States ... presents a significant incentive for continued detection and eradication. B.C. could
conceivably be denied access to its most important markets. The social and economic impacts resulting
from these barriers to trade would likely be unacceptable for most British Columbians." In fact, both the
USDA and Canadian Food Inspection Agency erected a quarantine in response to a large gypsy moth
infestation in Vancouver Island in B.C. in 1998-1999. Oregonians would also face disruptive and
expensive trade barriers if gypsy moth became established in Oregon.



Reforestation. The immediate threat to forest products industries is quarantine, but the long term
impact of gypsy moth infestations on reforestation of major timber species may be just as important.
Douglas-fir and western hemlock have proven to be good hosts for gypsy moth caterpillars in laboratory
studies. Some defoliation of Douglas-fir was observed in heavily infested areas of Lane County in 1984.
In places where there is a favorable mix of broadleaf and conifer hosts of gypsy moth, defoliation of young
conifers may result in serious growth loss or tree mortality of important timber species. Hardwood hosts of
gypsy moth, not now considered economic timber species, are receiving greater scrutiny from
researchers and foresters. The continued presence of gypsy moth infestations in Oregon would
decrease the economic potential of this undeveloped resource, which presently covers some 2-3 million
acres in western Oregon. In fact, hardwoods are becoming economically valuable in the western US.
There are some companies that deal specifically with hardwoods.

Tourism. While the native hardwood species are not now important economic wood product species,
they are very important components of the watershed species complex and contribute significantly to the
scenic beauty of the Oregon environment. If the gypsy moth defoliates these species as it does similar
hardwood species in the Northeast, Oregon would lose full use of parks, campgrounds and residential
yards during the larval stage of the insect. This, along with the loss of watershed value and scenic beauty,
could have a serious impact on the environment and tourist use of facilities located in gypsy moth-affected
areas. May and June are important tourism months in Oregon. The value of tourism to Oregon in 2002
was $6.2 billion. A significant proportion of the tourists comes from states, which would be expected to
impose serious limitations on the return of recreational vehicles into their states from a gypsy moth-
infested Oregon.

Ecological Impacts

Eradication of gypsy moth infestations in Oregon is also essential to protect Oregon from the adverse
ecological effects of gypsy moth establishment. These ecological effects are expected to be similar to
those of Asian gypsy moth, which were examined by the Forest Service (1992). Oaks, alder, willow,
hazelnut and other deciduous hosts are especially preferred by gypsy moths. About 50,000 acres were
defoliated by gypsy moth in eastern states in 1997, 362,210 acres defoliated in 1998, 475,153 acres
defoliated in 1999, 1.4 million acres in 2000, 1.9 million acres in 2001 and 242,239 acres in 2003
(GMDigest 2003). The reduction of gypsy moth defoliation in mid 1990’s was at least partially due to the
dramatic increase of the pathogenic fungus, Enfomophaga maimaiga in the field (Schneeberger 1996).
The worst year on record was 1981 when over twelve million acres (18,750 square miles) were defoliated.

Gypsy moth feeding can lead to changes in forest stand composition. Oak trees in the East have been
killed by repeated defoliation and are usually replaced by other vegetation. If this occurred in Oregon,
animals feeding on acorns would be directly affected. Nesting sites and cover would be reduced.
Defoliation of riparian areas would cause increased short-term, but reduced long-term water output and
increased air and water temperatures. Salmon, trout, and other aquatic species might leave affected areas
or die. A study of stream water quality in gypsy moth-defoliated watersheds in the East found increased
nitrate levels and decreased acid neutralizing capacity; thus, gypsy moth defoliation of trees and shrubs in
riparian areas could exacerbate the effects of acid rain (Downey 1991). Defoliation of riparian, watershed,
and other critical areas and of specific plant species could jeopardize concerned, threatened or
endangered species (plant, insect, fish or other wildlife species). Sample et al. (1993) found that gypsy
moth defoliation reduced both the abundance and species richness of Lepidoptera (butterflies and
moths) in the affected area. In short, the ecological effects of gypsy moth becoming established in the
West are expected to be substantial.

Specifically, defoliation of riparian, watershed, and other critical areas by gypsy moth in the Eugene area
could expose watershed to direct sunlight and can increase the water temperature, which negatively
impacts the threatened salmon and other fish species in the area. Other concerned, threatened or
endangered species (birds, reptiles, mammals, plant, insect and others) may also be impacted due to
gypsy moth defoliation and its resulting habitat modification.

Environmental quality. While the extent of environmental damage, which the gypsy moth can do by
way of host plant defoliation, is difficult to predict, the increased use of pesticides associated with living
with gypsy moth is not. Even at relatively low levels of infestation, pressure is increased for use of che-



mical sprays to certify certain plant products, including Christmas trees, for interstate marketing. This
would apply to nursery stock and forest products at mill storage areas. These application sites would likely
receive more pesticide treatments, as would residential sites within urban and suburban settings. Natural
areas, such as parks and campgrounds, would also require treatments to make forested areas fully usable.
Every year, thousands of acres of trees are treated to control gypsy moth in the East; over 103,000 acres
were treated in 2003 (GMDigest 2003).

Human health. Some people are allergic to the tiny hairs on gypsy moth caterpillars (Tuthill et al. 1984).
These people could suffer minor allergic reactions, primarily rashes, if gypsy moths were allowed to
become established in Oregon. During outbreaks, gypsy moth caterpillars crawl over sidewalks, patios,
lawn furniture, etc. They may even invade houses. In heavily infested areas, large numbers of caterpillars
limit some people's enjoyment of the outdoors.

4. Authorizing Laws And Policies

The US Department of Agriculture has broad discretionary statutory authority to conduct gypsy moth
management activities. The following is a list of authorizing laws and policies.

Federal

The Plant Protection Act of 2000 (7 CFR 401-442) and Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 as
amended (16 USC 2101-2105). These statutes authorize, among other things, the development of
USDA activities for the regulation of the artificial spread of the gypsy moth from the quarantined area, and
the eradication of isolated gypsy moth infestations outside this area.

7CFR 301.45. This regulation establishes a federal gypsy moth quarantine covering infested areas of the
uUs.

1988 Memorandum of Understanding between the USDA Forest Service and USDA Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service for Management of the Gypsy Moth.

State

ORS 570.305. This statute gives broad enabling authority to eradicate dangerous insect pests and plant
diseases. It states that "the director [State Department of Agriculture], and the chief of the division of plant
industry, are authorized and directed to use such methods as may be necessary to prevent the
introduction into the state of dangerous insect pests and plant diseases, and to apply methods necessary
to prevent the spread, and to establish control and accomplish the eradication of such pests and
diseases, which may seriously endanger agricultural and horticultural interests of the state, which may be
established or may be introduced, whenever in their opinion such control or eradication is possible and
practicable."

ORS 634.655. This law requires that state agencies with pest control responsibilities follow the principles
of integrated pest management (IPM). IPM is defined as "a coordinated decision-making and action
process that uses the most appropriate pest control methods and strategy in an environmentally and
economically sound manner to meet agency pest management objectives."

ORS 634, State Pesticide Control Act. This law regulates the formulation, distribution, storage,
transportation, application and use of pesticides in Oregon.

5. Environmental Laws And Their Relationship To This Analysis

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act of 1947 (7 USC 136). This Act requires that all
insecticides used in suppression or eradication projects be registered with the Environmental Protection
Agency and that application requirements be followed.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P. L. 91-190 42 USC 4321 et. seq.). This Act requires
detailed and documented environmental analysis of proposed federal actions that may affect the quality of



the human environment. The courts regard as federal actions any state actions for which federal funds are
granted.

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et. seq.). This Act prohibits federal actions from
jeopardizing the existence of federally listed threatened or endangered species or adversely affecting
designated critical habitat. Federal agencies must consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to
determine the potential for adverse effects from any federal action. Federal agencies are also responsible
for improving the status of listed species.

B. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND ISSUES

Efforts were made to obtain and address issues and concerns among individuals and organizations that
will be affected by the proposed gypsy moth eradication project. At the invitation of the Crest Drive
Elementary School, ODA provided information and answered questions on the gypsy moth, the local
infestation and the proposed eradication actions for school parents and members of the Crest Drive
Citizens group just prior to their scheduled meetings at the school on January 20, 2004. Parents were
invited to the presentation by the school principal in a newsletter and insert sent home with students. The
neighborhood group president sent an email to his constituency earlier in January 2004. Health officials
from the Oregon Health Services and the Lane County Public Health Department were also present to
answer questions.

A public information meeting was scheduled by ODA for 7 to 9 pm on January 26, 2004 at the Crest Drive
Elementary School, 1155 Crest Drive, Eugene, OR 97405. Notices were prepared and sent by ODA to
property residents and landowners within and adjacent to the proposed eradication area, and to Lane
County and Eugene city government offices in mid-January 2004. Notices of the meeting were also
published in the Eugene Register-Guard newspaper before the meeting (Appendix A). A news release
announcing the public information meeting was also distributed on Friday, January 16, 2004. Copies of
the public information meeting notice were also provided to Crest Drive Elementary School to distribute to
its students and their parents. The public information meeting notice included information on the gypsy
moth situation, ODA’s eradication proposal, and the availability of the draft Environmental Assessment.
Letters indicating ODA’s proposal and enclosing a draft copy of the Environmental Assessment were also
mailed to interested individuals and organizations in late January 2004.

About 60 people from the public and 13 people from various government agencies attended the public
information meeting at the Crest Drive Elementary School on January 26, 2004. ODA presented the
information at the meeting. Lane County Public Health officials presented information on B.t.k. with regard
to its potential health effect. Representatives from other agencies and organizations present at the
meeting included: USDA APHIS, Lane County Public Health, city of Eugene - Parks and Open Space,
Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides and the Eugene Register-Guard newspaper.

The following questions were raised by the audience at the public information meeting. Some of these
questions were related to the environmental assessment, but some were not. All questions were
addressed orally by staff from ODA or from Lane County Public Health at the meeting. In addition, about
three electronic mails were received regarding the proposed eradication project; some were related to the
environmental assessment (Appendix C). All were responded to by ODA staff via emails. All questions
relevant to the environmental assessment were addressed in the 1995 EIS or the environmental
assessment. None of the questions, from the meeting or emails, raised issues that were not addressed in
the 1995 EIS or the environmental assessment. Readers are recommended to consult both documents.

Questions from the public information meeting in Eugene:

What was the density of traps in the Hawkins Heights area in 20037
How long will it take to spray each day?

Will the spray hang in the air? How long?

How far will the spray drift?

Who should | contact if | find gypsy moth life stages on my property?
How will the spray affect my garden?



What outdoor activities will be affected by the spray?

What density of gypsy moths does last summer’s trapping indicate?

Comments from a resident who used to live in a gypsy moth infested area in the northeastern United
States; Five acres of deciduous trees defoliated on her property in one summer. Trees looked like
wooden sticks in the field. She remembered shoveling dead gypsy moth caterpillars and frass from
her driveway and porch. Her son suffered severe allergic reaction to gypsy moth caterpillar hairs.
What if we declared our property a no spray zone?

Did you consider other eradication methods such as mating disruption?

Is it inevitable that the gypsy moth will become established in the western U.S.?

How long is B.t. viable on sprayed outdoor articles?

How long does it take other Lepidopteran species to recover from the B.t. spray?

A resident is concerned because of bad experience with the Mediterranean fly sprays in California.
Can you spot-spray around positive trap sites?

Is the gypsy moth present in Europe?

What effect does B.t. have on the spotted owl and red tailed hawk?

What is the effect of B.t. on goats, sheep, and chickens?

Can you spray during weekends when there is no school?

Broken limbs and branches as a result of ice storm damage have been removed from the area. Could
that be a problem if gypsy moth egg masses were present on the material removed from the area?
Why was the original positive trap on Crest Drive placed in that location?

Comments from a resident of Hawkins Height area about the 1985 B.t. spray that he experienced. Did
not find that the spray residue was a problem.

General concerns that have been brought up in previous gypsy moth eradication programs in Oregon
include:

1. Human Health. Concern has been expressed about direct or indirect human exposure to insecticides

(especially for children, pregnant women, and people with severe immune disorders). Monitoring of
human health during the application process is an additional concern. Concerns have been expressed
regarding the aerial application of biological insecticides (B.t.k.) to urban and rural areas, especially in
relation to direct or indirect contamination of drinking water, watersheds, wells, garden crops and organic
produce certification. That inert ingredients are not disclosed to the public has caused concern. Some of
the inert ingredients are approved for use in foods. Concern has also been expressed about human
allergic reactions to caterpillars if gypsy moth infestations are not eradicated.

2. Public Education. A need for increased public education about the gypsy moth problem and a need for

public education on the possible effects of eradication measures have been expressed.

3. Public Involvement and Notification. Concern has been expressed about adequate public involvement
in the decision-making process concerning eradication procedures and methods, and about adequate
notification of treatment dates, areas, cancellation and reschedule dates and plans to ensure public
safety.

4. Environmental Effects. Concern has been expressed about the possible effects of insecticides,
including biological insecticides, on non-target organisms, such as gypsy moths' natural enemies, wildlife,
honeybees, locally farmed livestock, pets, fish pond on private properties, aquatic insects and other
Lepidoptera (moths and butterflies). Concern has also been expressed about the possible adverse
effects of gypsy moth defoliation on wildlife, water quality, timber value and other forest resources in
affected areas.

5. Alternatives to Eradication Programs. Concern has been expressed about a need for research on the
behavior of the gypsy moth in Oregon to determine which natural enemies might maintain populations at
low levels. Concern has been expressed about the viability of an eradication approach and the need for

long range planning and research for an integrated pest management approach to suppression.

6. Gypsy Moth Quarantine. During the earlier Lane County infestation, a need was expressed for a rapid
reduction in the population of gypsy moths to reduce or eliminate the gypsy moth quarantines imposed
on the infested portions of that county.
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7. Economic Effect. Concern has been expressed about the possible negative impact of the gypsy moth
on the forest and nursery industries if infestations are allowed to expand unchecked. Concern has been
expressed by Christmas tree growers in particular about the negative impact of the gypsy moth on their
markets. Concern has been expressed by land owners about the possible negative effects of a
continued gypsy moth infestation on property values.

8. Compliance with State Law. Concern has been expressed about ODA’s authority in eradicating gypsy
moth. State laws (ORS 570.305 & ORS 634.655) apply to gypsy moth eradication projects (see previous
section A 4).

Similar concerns were documented in the 1995 final EIS Appendix C, page C4-C10, All of these issues
and concerns were considered when reviewing the range of treatment options available to accomplish the
goal of eradication of the current gypsy moth infestation in Oregon. The 1995 EIS addressed three
principal issues in detail:

1) How does the presence of gypsy moth affect people and the environment?
2) How do insecticidal treatments applied affect people and the environment?
3) How do noninsecticidal treatments applied affect people and the environment?

Most of the concerns and issues raised in gypsy moth eradication programs in Oregon falls into one of the
three categories addressed in the 1995 EIS. Readers are encouraged to consult the 1995 final EIS for
details.

Citizens and organizations were urged to write to the Insect Pest Prevention and Management Program
Supervisor of the Plant Division of the Oregon Department of Agriculture, with their concerns about the
gypsy moth problems and the proposal to employ an eradicative IPM program. Postal address, email
address and telephone numbers were provided to the public and concerned parties and individuals in all
mailings. Areas of concern expressed will be summarized and presented to the Director of the Oregon
Department of Agriculture for evaluation prior to her decision regarding implementation of the proposal or
another alternative. Written comments from concerned parties and individuals on the draft EA are included
in Appendix C.

C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

An extensive general description of the physical and biological environment was prepared for the 1986
Oregon Environmental Assessment Gypsy Moth Eradication Spray Program: Lane and Douglas Counties.
Much of the information is applicable to western Oregon and is therefore incorporated by reference in this
environmental assessment.

Location

Eugene, Lane County. The 183 acre eradication area (2004) is the area proposed to receive B.t.k.
treatment sufficient to eradicate the gypsy moth. It is likely that a small buffer area surrounding the
eradication area will receive some B.t.k. but in quantities much less than inside the eradication area.
Movement of B.t.k. beyond the eradication area is likely to be affected by conditions such as temperature,
humidity, wind direction, wind speed and terrain. Standard buffer areas used around control areas in
gypsy moth suppression programs in the eastern U.S. are typically 200 to 500 feet.

The proposed eradication area (183 acres) is in a residential and forested area mostly within the southern
boundary of the city of Eugene. The southwest corner of the eradication area, south of Crest Drive and
west of Blanton Road, is outside the city limits and is under Lane County jurisdiction. The exact location of
the proposed eradication area is centered near the intersection of Crest Drive and Courtney Place within
T18S R4W Sec.12 and T18S R3W Sec. 7. The boundary begins at a point at the northeast corner of the
junction of Crest Drive and Arden Place at N 44.0214, W 123.1014 (GPS readings of latitude and
longitude), then proceeds south for 2920 feet to a point at N 44.0134, W123.1014 located at the
backyard of 3981 Monroe Street. It then turns west and proceeds for 2759 feet to a point at N 44.0135,
W123.1119 located at the backyard of 1238 Crest Drive. From here it turns north and proceeds for 2818
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Proposed 2004 Gypsy Moth Eradication Program
Eugene, Lane County

Proposed 183 acre eradication area (solid line)

It is likely that a small buffer area surrounding the eradication area will
receive some B.t.k. but in quantities much less than inside the eradication area.
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Proposed 183 acre eradication area (solid line)

It is likely that a small buffer area surrounding the eradication area will
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feet to a point at N 44.0212, W123.1121 located on the property of 1200 Fir Lane. It then turns east and
proceeds for 2812 feet to the starting point (see attached map).

This is the south hills area of Eugene. The area is forested and densely covered with trees, shrubs and
weeds. Trees present include a mixture of hardwoods and softwoods, primarily oak, birch, poplar, maple,
apple, cherry, walnut, sycamore, dogwood, filbert, horse chestnut, willow, Douglas fir, pine, spruce and
cedar. These trees are grown mostly in residential front or back yards although some are street trees. A
variety of low level vegetation and shrubs, mostly landscape plants including photinia, English laurel,
rhododendron, lilac, sumac, aucuba, grapes, holly, blackberry and salal grow around different properties.
Some poplar, cedar and Douglas fir trees in the area may be over 100 feet tall. No natural ponds, lakes or
permanent streams are present in the eradication area. One small artificial pond is in a resident’s backyard
within the eradication area. At their closest points, the Willamette and McKenzie rivers are two and five
miles away, respectively, to the north of the eradication area. Amazon Creek is over a mile away east of the
eradication area. Spencer Creek is over a 1/4 mile west of the eradication area . Several storm drainage
systems carry water during period of heavy precipitation. Terrain in the proposed eradication area is
generally hilly with varied aspects. Elevation varies from 650 feet near the northeast corner to 950 feet
near the south central boundary of the block. A large ridge in the southeast quarter of the block trends
northeast between Monroe Street and 38" Avenue. There is a steep forested draw in the northwest
quarter of the block between Storey Blvd. and Van Buren Street that trends north - south. There are no
high power lines or towers in or near the block that would present an unusual flight risk but the hilly nature
of the block with variable aspects and tall trees will require extra caution during application.

Environmental Factors

Ten threatened or endangered species may occur within or around the proposed eradication area in
Eugene, Lane County. These include one bird (bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus), three fish
(Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha, Oregon chub Oregonichthys crameri and steelhead
Oncorhynchus mykiss), one invertebrate (Fender’s blue butterfly Icaricia icarioides fenderi) and five plants
(Golden Indian paintbrush Castilleja levisecta, Willamette valley daisy Erigeron decumbens var.
decumbens, Howellia Howellia aquatilis, Bradshaw's lomatium Lomatium bradshawii and Kincaid's lupine
Lupinus sulphureus ssp. kincaidii). Three candidate species (yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus,
streaked horned lark Eremophila alpestris strigata and Taylor’s checkerspot Euphydryas editha taylori) and
many species of concern may also be present in the area (Appendix D). Species of concern are those taxa
whose conservation status is of concern to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, but for which further
information is needed.

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) can occur in the area surrounding the proposed eradication
area. However, ground inspection did not indicate any nesting sites within or close by the proposed
eradication area in Eugene. Disturbance and noise by a low flying helicopter are the only factors that can
impact the eagle if any is around. Eradication sprays with B.t.k. are unlikely to affect the eagle or its food
sources.

Two candidate bird species and seven species of concern may also occur near the eradication area. The
candidate species include yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus and streaked horned lark
Eremophila alpestris strigata. The species of concern include band-tailed pigeon Columba fasciata, olive-
sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi (=borealis), yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens, acorn woodpecker
Melanerpes formicivorus, Lewis’ woodpecker Melanerpes lewis, Oregon vesper sparrow Pooecetes
gramineus affinis and purple martin Progne subis. The yellow-billed cuckoo and the yellow-breasted chat
are both riparian birds that forage in cottonwood forests. Similarly, flycatchers and purple martins are more
frequently found in riparian habitats as well. All these four birds are insectivorous and can prey on a variety
of insect orders including mosquitoes and Lepidopteran caterpillars. The streaked horned lark and
Oregon vesper sparrow are grassland birds. They forage usually on the ground for both seeds and
insects. The acorn woodpecker and Lewis’ woodpecker are oak woodland species. Both birds forage for
acorns, other plant seeds as well as insects. Band-tailed pigeons usually forage on trees. The food source
for the bird includes plant seeds (such as berries) and other vegetation materials. The bird eats insects
occasionally but insects are not its main food source. The literature indicates that many insectivorous birds
can prey on other insects if a particular diet group is not available (e.g., Gaddis 1987). The eradication area
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(especially the 2004 eradication area) is small. Any local Lepidopteran species affected are likely to re-
invade the area from neighboring habitats.

Three species of fish, Oregon chub Oregonichthys crameri, steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss and
Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha, may be found in the Willamette River or McKenzie River
about two and five miles north respectively of the proposed eradication area. All three fish species are
listed as threatened or endangered. Another two concerned fish species — the Pacific lamprey Lampetra
tridentata and coastal cutthroat trout Oncorhynchus clarki clarki, may also be found in the same rivers
above. The main food sources of these fish include aquatic invertebrates or other fish species. The
proposed eradication treatment using B.t.k. should not have a detectable effect on these fish or their food
sources. Because the rivers where these fish are found occur more than two miles away from the
proposed eradication area, the habitat of these fish is effectively buffered. Even if these fish species were
found in Amazon Creek or Spencer Creek which are closer to the eradication area or if the fish habitat were
inside the proposed eradication area, B.t.k. as used in this program will not affect aquatic invertebrates or
these fish species.

An endangered invertebrate species, Fender's blue butterfly (/caricia icarioides fenderi’), may exist near
the proposed eradication area. Both the butterfly and its host, the Kincaid's lupine Lupinus sulphureus
ssp. kincaidii , a threatened plant species, were documented in a native prairie in the Willow Creek
Preserve, about 2-3 miles northwest of the proposed eradication area. However, no Fender’s blue
butterfly, its host plants or habitat was found within or adjacent to the proposed eradication area. Thus, the
Fender’s blue butterfly is not expected to be adversely affected by the proposed B.t.k. eradication
treatment. A candidate invertebrate species - Taylor’s checkerspot (Euphydryas editha taylori) butterfly
and a concerned invertebrate — Oregon giant earthworm (Driloleirus macelfreshi), may also be present in
the area. However, no records indicate that the checkerspot butterfly occurred inside or adjacent to the
proposed eradication area. The earthworm lives in the soil and should not be affected by the proposed
B.t.k. eradication treatment.

Two sensitive rodents (white-footed vole Arborimus albipes and camas pocket gopher Thomomys
bulbivorus) and seven sensitive species of bats may occur in the proposed eradication area. These bats
include Pacific pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus pacificus), Pacific western big-eared bat (Corynorhinus
(=Plecotus) townsendii townsendlii), silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans), long-eared myotis
(Myotis evotis), fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes), long-legged myotis (Myotis volans) and Yuma myotis
(Myotis yumanensis). All nine are species of concern. The two rodents are omnivorous and eat mostly
plant seeds and other vegetation materials. They also eat invertebrates sometimes. The bats are mostly
insectivorous and will forage for moths, beetles and other insects at night. The Pacific western big-eared
bat is a cave dweller. Its main diet is moths. However, this species is not expected to be present in or near
the proposed eradication area because there are no caves nearby. The remaining six bat species are tree
dwellers, and can possibly be present in or near the proposed eradication area. These bats eat mostly
other species of insects (non-moths) and forage a much larger area. Females won't reach their breeding
stage (peak feeding period) until June or July in Oregon. The eradication area is relatively small and is not
expected to have a significant impact on the food supply of these bats. Furthermore, moths and
butterflies are expected to move back into the treated area from surrounding areas. If the bats are affected
due to the decline in food supply, the effects will be temporary and localized, with no long-term impact to
any bat species.

One rare turtle (northwestern pond turtle Emys marmorata marmorata) and one rare frog (northern red-
legged frog Rana aurora aurora) may also occur in the surrounding area. Both are species of concern. The
turtle and frog require aquatic or semiaquatic habitats and are omnivorous with a preference for
invertebrates. Their main food source is probably aquatic insects and other invertebrates in streams or
ponds. One very small artificial pond, but no natural ponds are present in the proposed eradication area.
The intermittent stream may not have water during the month (May) when the proposed B.t.k. spray
occurs. Even if there is water in the creek or nearby, the proposed action should not affect the turtle and
frog because as used in this program, B.t.k. will not affect aquatic invertebrates.

Rare plants found in the vicinity of the Eugene eradication area include five endangered or threatened

species (Golden Indian paintbrush Castilleja levisecta, Willamette valley daisy Erigeron decumbens var.
decumbens, Howellia Howellia aquatilis, Bradshaw's lomatium Lomatium bradshawii and kincaid's lupine
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Lupinus sulphureus ssp. kincaidii) and five species of concern (white top aster Aster curtus, wayside aster
Aster vialis, Shaggy horkelia Horkelia congesta ssp. congesta, thin-leaved peavine Lathyrus holochlorus,
and Hitchcock’s blue-eyed grass Sisyrinchium hitchcockii). Many of these plants are pollinated by bees,
honeybees, bumblebees, wasps, flies, beetles or butterflies and moths. But none is exclusively
pollinated by Lepidopterans (butterflies and moths). Only one species, wayside aster, actually occurs
adjacent to the north eradication area boundary. The rest occur outside a minimum of one-mile radius of
the proposed eradication block. The proposed action, therefore, should not adversely affect these plants.

The proposed project and no-action alternative are not expected to affect federally listed or sensitive
plants. The no-action alternative may increase the spread of noxious and undesirable weeds as tree
canopies become defoliated.

The proposed action is not expected to have any significant impact on threatened or endangered
species, or on any candidate species or species of concern in Eugene area. The no-action alternative,
however, may adversely affect the Oregon chub, Chinook salmon and steelhead, and other threatened or
sensitive species due to tree defoliation and subsequent modification to the habitat in the area.

Human Factors

No unusual hazards are known in the proposed eradication area. There are about 310 properties within
the proposed 183-acre eradication area; most are single family residences. No churches, hospitals, or day
care centers exist within the proposed eradication area. However, one school — the Crest Drive
Elementary School, lies within the proposed eradication area near the west boundary. Several school bus
routes serving both the Crest Drive Elementary School and Thomas Jefferson Middle School, travel
through the proposed 2004 eradication area. These school buses travel mostly along Blanton Rd., Crest
Drive and Storey Blvd. During the morning school buses start at about 7:50 am and in the afternoon finish
at about 3:00 pm. A Lane Transit District bus route (#22 Crest Drive) serves the Crest Drive area Monday
through Friday. The bus travels and picks up passengers in the block on Crest Drive and Storey Blvd.
between approximately 7:13 am and 7:30 am and between 3:48 pm and 5:36 pm. Property lots in the area
are relatively large with dense vegetation coverage, especially trees. A couple of city parks in the vicinity
are used by the public for walking, playing or family leisure activities.

Tourism, recreation, education, forestry and agriculture are probably among the most important industries
affecting humans around Eugene. Eugene is located in the south end of the Willamette Valley where the
Willamette River runs through the city. This provides good opportunities for recreation and tourism.
Eugene, with the University of Oregon, is also a higher education center for the southern Willamette
valley. Some local residents have home orchards, gardens or small wood lots. Lane County ranked 11",
with a total value of $106 million, in agriculture production in Oregon during 2002. Establishment of gypsy
moth would be expected to affect adversely these industries because trees and shrubs in private wood
lots, university campus, city streets and parks, and other recreation areas can serve as hosts to gypsy
moth. Broadleaf trees are important components of the local flora, especially along the rivers and streams,
and are preferred hosts by gypsy moth. Parks and recreation areas with defoliated trees and shrubs would
be less attractive to tourists and local citizens.

Effects of alternatives on the human environment (including minority and low-income populations) are
expected to be similar for all human populations regardless of nationality, gender, race, or income. No
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority populations and
low-income populations are expected as a result of implementing actions described for the preferred
alternative.

D. ALTERNATIVES

Pesticide application: ground vs. air. If a chosen alternative includes pesticide sprays, the
pesticide can be applied from either ground (i.e., truck or trailer mounted sprayers) or air (i.e., helicopter or
airplane mounted sprayers). Ground sprays are preferred for small eradication areas if the road system is
adequate to allow access to all parts of the block. If access is restricted or if the area is large, then aerial
sprays are usually more practical, less disruptive to residents and wildlife, and more economical.
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1. Treatment Options Under the 1995 EIS

The treatment alternatives for the proposed eradication program at the Eugene site are analyzed in the
1995 gypsy moth programmatic EIS. These alternatives were considered as treatment options for any
gypsy moth eradication programs in the USA. Six alternatives are available to carry out an eradication
program:

1) Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki

2) Diflubenzuron (Dimilin)

3) Gypsy moth virus

4) Mass trapping

5) Mating disruption

6) Sterile insect release.

2. Alternatives Not Considered In Detail
Alternatives not considered for use in the proposed eradication program this year are

2) Diflubenzuron. This insect growth regulator has a broader non-target host range than B.t.k. and can kill
many other insects beside larvae of moths and butterflies. Its use may adversely affect populations of
other insects including beneficial ones.

3) Gypsy moth virus. Gypchek is very host specific but is not widely available in the market and is still
somewhat experimental for eradication programs. Results with gypcheck have been variable.

5) Mating disruption. This method is still experimental and its effect on gypsy moth infestations is variable.
This alternative has been used more frequently in recent years in slow —the-spread programs in
eastern states but has not been used for eradication in western states.

6) Sterile insect releases. This method is also experimental and its effect on gypsy moth infestations is
variable.

These alternatives were not considered in detail because the probability that they would achieve the
program goal of eradication was judged to be too low or could not be determined.

3. Alternatives Considered in Detail
Proposed Action

Options considered for use under the proposed action’s eradication program are B.t.k. and
mass/intensive trapping. The two options meet state and federal gypsy moth program goals and adhere to
USDA's EIS guidelines. In our opinion, B.t.k. is the best option for gypsy moth control because it has
proven effective as an eradication treatment. Application of B.t.k. poses little risk to human health or the
environment. B.t.k.'s host range is limited to caterpillars of Lepidoptera (moth and butterflies). There are
no threatened or endangered species of Lepidoptera in our proposed eradication area in Eugene. Mass
trapping removes male moths from the environment, thus reducing the chance of females attracting
mates. It can be an effective control tool when the gypsy moth infestation is low. However, its
effectiveness as a control tool varies, and largely depends on gypsy moth populations. Mass/intensive
trapping can be an excellent monitoring tool to detect presence of gypsy moth adult males, and is best
used to determine the effectiveness of B.t.k. applications after an eradication program.

B.tL.k. - The biological pesticide, B.t.k., is now commonly the material of choice for gypsy moth eradication
programs in the United States. In the past decade, improved formulations and more concentrated
applications of B.t.k. have increased gypsy moth larval mortality and have provided more consistent foliage
protection where it has been used. Aqueous B.t.k. formulations do not affect aquatic organisms and can
be applied over open water. B.t.k. is relatively expensive because three applications (two in ground
programs) are usually required to ensure eradication.

Oregon has had over 17 years of experience with the use of B.t.k. as an eradicant for the gypsy moth. Two

applications of B.t.k. by ground or three applications by air during late April and May have proven effective
in eradicating many gypsy moth infestations in Oregon. Other western states, including California, Idaho,
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Utah, and Washington, have experienced similar success with the use of B.t.k. in their eradication
programs (USDA APHIS1994). A review of eradication options for British Columbia also supports the use
of B.t.k.; it concludes: "multiple applications of Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki (B.T.K) should be the
primary choice for eradication (Surgeoner 1994).

Trapping - Mass/intensive trapping involves setting gypsy moth pheromone traps at very high densities
(up to 9 traps/acre). These traps attract male gypsy moths and are the same ones used for annual state-
wide detection surveys. Mass trapping has been attempted as an eradication tool, but results have been
unreliable. This technique, however, is very useful when used in combination with other techniques. Any
captured male moths are removed from the breeding population. More importantly, the number and
pattern of catches help evaluate treatments and pin-point any residual populations.

No Action

The no-action alternative is required by Council of Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR
1502.14(d)). The no-action alternative forms the basis for a comparison between meeting the project
needs and not meeting the project needs. This alternative provides baseline information for
understanding changes associated with the action alternative and expected environmental responses to
an introduced species. Selecting this alternative would allow existing environmental conditions, including
those associated with an established gypsy moth population, to continue on a natural course.

4. Preferred Action Alternative

The preferred alternative is to use the biological pesticide B.t.k. in conjunction with mass/intensive
trapping. The Eugene site is suitable for aerial applications because of the large areas and limited
accessibility. Three aerial applications of B.t.k. at a rate of 24 B.l.U.s per acre would be applied to a 183
acre eradication area in 2004. The three treatments will occur in late April or early May, about 7-14 days
apart. Exact timing depends on weather. It is likely that a small buffer area surrounding the eradication area
will receive some B.t.k. but in quantities much less than in the eradication area.

Following B.t.k. treatments, intensive/mass trapping programs will be used to monitor the effectiveness of
the B.t.k. applications and to pinpoint the location of any remaining populations in the area. Trap densities
in the core areas may be up to 3 to 9 traps per acre.

E. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section will address effects of the preferred action alternative on the affected environment for the
proposed eradication site. Two areas of effects, human health and environment, were analyzed in detail in
the 1995 gypsy moth programmatic EIS and are hereby incorporated by reference.

Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki

B.t.k. is a naturally occurring soil bacterium. When sprayed on foliage and ingested, it is toxic to most
caterpillars (larvae of butterflies and moths). Other insects and vertebrates are not affected by this
bacterium. Human health risks from use of B.t.k. in a gypsy moth eradication program are believed to be
extremely low. Modern aqueous formulations of B.t.k. contain no organic solvents. None of the inert
ingredients in these formulations are on EPA list 1 (Inerts of Toxicological Concern) or list 2 (Potentially
Toxic Inerts). In addition, all of the inert ingredients are FDA approved for use in foods or in food
processing. B.t.k. products are designated by EPA as exempt from residue tolerances. This means that
no limitations on the amount of material are allowed on food items. B.t.k. can be used on food crops up to
and including the day these products are harvested, as well as on stored food products. Some genetically
modified crops such as corns now have B.t.k. genes permanently incorporated in them. The World Health
Organization (WHO) reviewed and established environmental health criteria for Bacillus thuringiensis and
published a book on the topic (WHO, 1999). The book concluded “owing to their specific mode of action,
Bt products are unlikely to pose any hazard to humans or other vertebrates or to the great majority of non-
target invertebrates.” Glare & O’Callaghan (2000) did an exhaustive world literature review on Bt and
authored a book — Bacillus thuringiensis: Biology, Ecology and Safety. After examining the literature, they
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concluded “ the wealth of data currently available and experience of many years of broad-scale
applications would suggest that Bt is one of the safest pesticides currently available...... We view Bt
based products used at recommended field rates as safe to use, in terms of minimal non-target impacts,
little residual activity and lack of mammalian toxicity.” A review of the environmental impacts of the Bacillus
thuringiensis by Canadian scientists (Joung & Cote, 2000) produced similar conclusions.

B.t.k. and Human Health

If directly exposed to B.t.k. spray, some individuals (most likely project workers) may develop minor
irritation of the skin, eyes, or respiratory tract. These effects are relatively mild and transient. Pathogenic
effects are not likely, even in individuals with impaired immune systems. Allergic responses to B.Lk. are
conceivable, but have not been documented. The most thorough human health studies of B.t.k.
applications in populated areas have been reported by Green et al. (1990), Noble et. al. (1992), USDA
(1993), Aer’aqua Medicine Limited (2000) and Capital Health Region (1999). All five studies were carried
out during large-scale gypsy moth eradication programs. No significant health effects attributable to the
B.t.k. treatments were found. Table 9-4 and figure 9-1 from appendix F of the 1995 EIS (USDA, 1995)
clearly and concisely show human risks due to gypsy moth and all treatment alternatives including B.1.k..

Green et al. (1990) monitored human health in Lane County, Oregon in 1985 & 86 when B.t.k. was
sprayed by helicopter over areas with a population of approximately 120,000 people. Three applications

of Dipel® 8L were made in 1985. In 1986, three applications of either DipeI® 8L or Dipel® 6AF were
used. Their conclusions were:

1. Telephone complaints to the Lane County Health Department from members of the public did not
reveal any pattern of predominance of any one symptom complex or of involvement of any single organ
system. Symptoms were those common to any community, e.g., nausea, headache/dysphoria, rash,
angioedema.

2. Fifty-five cultures from patients, obtained for routine clinical purposes, were positive for B.t.k. Of these,
52 were assessed to be probable contaminants. The other three patients had preexisting medical
problems, but B.t.k. could neither be ruled in nor out as a pathogen.

3. The level of risk for B.t.k. and other existing or future microbial pesticides in immunocompromised hosts
deserves further study.

Noble et al. (1992) studied the human health effects of a 44,478 acre Asian gypsy moth eradication

program using B.t.k. in Vancouver, British Columbia. Three applications of Foray® 48B were made with
large airplanes, helicopters, and trucks. They found no significant effect of B.t.k. on human health.

USDA (1993) reported on health monitoring programs in Washington and Oregon during large B.t.k.
eradications for Asian gypsy moth in 1992. Combined, these eradications covered approximately
124,000 acres; mostly urban residential neighborhoods of Tacoma, Washington and Portland, Oregon.
Between the two states over 300 complaints of human illness were received mostly via telephone
"hotlines". No cases of infection were confirmed though many people did report symptoms including
allergic rhinitis ("hayfever"), viral gastroenteritis ("intestinal flu"), and skin rashes. The occurrence,
frequency and type of symptoms were indistinguishable from background illnesses, which occurred in
both B.t.k.-treated and non-treated areas.

Aer’aqua Medicine Ltd (2000) reported on methods and results of a health surveillance program during a
two year eradication spray program against the white-spotted tussock moth (Orgyia thyellina) in Auckland,
New Zealand. The eradication program in which B.t.k. was sprayed aerially and by ground, was carried out
in the eastern suburbs of Auckland. The report concluded that there was no evidence of a causal
association between B.t.k. spray and health effects or significant health problems that occurred among
the population of the sprayed area during or following sprays.

In 1999, The Capital Health Region of Victoria, British Columbia, coordinated a human health study of
possible short term health effects of aerial spraying of the biological pesticide, Foray ®48B, on
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southern Vancouver Island. The study was performed as a condition necessary for the spraying to take
place under a provincial order-in-council. The study included a survey of the health of asthmatic children in
the region; a survey of the general health of the population; monitoring and analysis of visits to doctors’
offices and hospital emergency departments; laboratory surveillance of clinical samples which contained
B.t.k.; measurement of environmental levels of B.t.k.; and a review of self-reported complaints of health
symptoms made to telephone information and support hotlines. The study’s conclusions were:

“The results of this project did not show a relationship between aerial spraying of Foray 48B and short-
term human health effects. Although some people self-reported health problems that they attributed to
the spray program, the research and surveillance methods used in this project did not detect any change
in health status that could be linked to the spray program. Our results showed that many of the health
complaints people reported during the spray were as common in people before the spray as they were
shortly after the spray. This conclusion is consistent with those of previous studies of the possible health
effects of B.t.k.—based pesticide spray programs.”

Due to advances in scientific knowledge, the law requires that pesticides registered before November 1,
1984 be reregistered to ensure that they meet current standards. In 1998 the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published Reregistration Eligibility Decision Bacillus
thuringiensis (EPA 1998) in which the agency concluded:

“Based on the reviews of the generic data for the active ingredient Bacillus thuringiensis, the Agency has
sufficient information on the health effects of Bacillus thuringiensis and on its potential for causing
adverse effects in fish and wildlife and the environment. The Agency has determined that Bacillus
thuringiensis products, manufactured, labeled and used as specified in this Reregistration Eligibility
Decision, will not pose unreasonable risks or adverse effects to humans or the environment. Therefore,
the Agency concludes that products containing Bacillus thuringiensis for all uses are eligible for
reregistration”.

The Oregon Health Services (2003) has developed its recommendations for people impacted by the proposed
spray program. These recommendations are:

“Even though the spray is considered safe for humans, we recommend that people stay indoors
during spraying, unless it is essential to be outdoors. You should be advised in advance by the
Department of Agriculture when spraying will occur, so you may plan accordingly. This is general
advice for the public. If you or someone in your home has a medical problem that they believe may
be made worse by the spraying, talk to your health care provider.

If your drinking water source is from open surface water (e.g., creeks, streams, springs)

and you are concerned about potential exposure, you may wish to shut off the intake

during the spray and until you are satisfied that any water exposed to the spray has moved
downstream of your intake. Alternative water sources in the interim might include previously
stored and covered water on site, bottled water, or water from a neighbor outside the sprayed
area.

To avoid exposure, we recommend:

» Staying indoors during and for at least 30 minutes after spraying to allow droplets to settle.

*  Waiting until the spray has dried before touching grass or shrubs. Cover playground
equipment, sandboxes, benches, and lawn chairs before the spray or hose them off

afterward.

* Washing exposed skin with soap and water if direct contact with the spray droplets occurs. If
the material should get into your eyes, flush with water for 15 minutes.

Although we don’t have evidence that B.t.k. will affect any given group of people, individuals with

leukemia, AIDS, or any other physician-diagnosed causes of severe immune disorders, may
consider leaving the spray area during the actual spraying. If you or someone in your home has
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one of these conditions, ask your doctor for advice about avoiding exposure before the spray
project begins.

The B.t.k. product contains residues of grains and other foods used to help the bacteria grow. If
you have serious allergies to foods or food preservatives, your health care provider may consult
with the manufacturer of Foray® 48B, about the exact ingredients (Valent Biosciences: 847-968-
4700, after hours 877-315-9819).

This information will be sent to residents in the proposed eradication area in spray notices. Included in the
spray notices are two Oregon Poison Center phone numbers for residents who are exposed to B.t.k and
have health-related questions. A phone number for Oregon Health Services is also provided for
physicians with questions about specific patients. Oregon State University’s National Pesticide
Information Center website address and toll-free phone numbers are also listed. Oregon Health Services
will be available to consult with physicians about B.t.k., inert ingredients, and any possible health effects.

B.t.k. and Environment

B.t.k. and non-target Lepidoptera. Some non-target Lepidoptera larvae (caterpillars) present in the
proposed spray area would likely be killed by the application of B.t.k. In turn, those animals dependent on
caterpillars for food theoretically may be affected. Sometimes, even nontarget lepidoterans near the
treatment area will be impacted due to drift (Whaley et. al. 1998). However, depressions in caterpillar
populations are expected to be temporary due to recolonization from adjacent areas and the high
reproductive capacity of most insects. There have been several studies conducted to examine these
impacts.

During the 1986-87 gypsy moth program in Oregon, a study assessed the direct impact of B.t.k. on non-
target Lepidoptera larvae in the canopy of Oregon white oak. The study found a significant reduction in
the number of caterpillars collected in B.t.k. treated areas in the spring and early summer following
treatment. By mid-August, no significant differences in numbers of caterpillars could be detected, but
species richness was reduced in the treated blocks. Sampling conducted in the study areas a year after
application (1987) revealed that Lepidoptera populations were continuing to recover. Two years after the
spray (1988), there were no significant differences between the number of caterpillars collected in treated
and untreated plots and the number of species collected in treated blocks was not significantly different
from prespray levels in those blocks. A comparison of treated and untreated plots, however, indicated
that the number of species was still significantly less in treated plots (Miller 1990). Recovery of non-target
Lepidoptera populations begins the same season after B.t.k. application, but some effects may linger for
at least three years. Another study (Severns 2002) on the effects of B.t.k. on non-target butterfly
community in western Oregon showed similar impacts. The species richness and density was negatively
impacted during the first two years following the B.t.k. sprays of a gypsy moth eradication program.
However, in the third year, both indexes rebounded to the pre-spray levels.

Results from a study in West Virginia confirm that B.t.k.'s immediate effects are limited to immature
Lepidoptera. Other insects, including most beneficial types, are not affected by B.t.k. applications
(Sample et al. 1992). While the effects of B.t.k. application are most evident among larval Lepidoptera in
the same year as the treatment, some effects on adults may not be observed until the year following
treatment. Lepidopteran species with early season larvae experience the greatest impacts (Sample et al.
1993).

B.t.k. and aquatic insects. Some aquatic insects are susceptible to other strains of B.t. (e.g., B.t. var.
israelensis is used to control black flies), but B.t. var. kurstaki , the strain used for gypsy moth control, is
harmless to aquatic insects at concentrations that would be expected to result from aerial sprays (Edit
1985, Kreutzweiser et. al. 1992). There are no lakes, natural ponds or rivers in the proposed 2004
eradication area in Eugene but an intermittent,underground creek may be present near the southeast
corner of the eradication area. When B.L.k. is used for gypsy moth suppression in blocks with open water,
fish and other animals dependent on aquatic insects for food should not be affected by the B.t.k.
treatments.
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B.t.k. and birds. A study from Oregon examined the indirect effect of B.t.k. on the reproductive
success of insectivorous birds through a possible reduction in food supply for their nestlings. The study
reported no significant differences between treated and untreated areas in numbers of eggs hatched and
in nestling growth and development. When caterpillars weren't available, the birds switched to other
available prey (Gaddis and Corkran 1986, Gaddis 1987). Preliminary results from a study in Arkansas are
similar: B.t.k. treatments did not have a significant effect on the breeding success of the Hooded Warbler
(Lih et. al. 1994).

B.t.k. and bats. Some bats, including those species of concern listed in the section of Environmental
Factors, feed primarily on moths. These bats might be affected by a decrease in available food in B.t.k.
treated areas. Perkins and Peterson (1994), however, failed to find any significant differences in total bat
activity or species diversity at B.t.k.-treated sites within a small aerial spray block when compared to non-
treated control sites.

B.t.k. and natural enemies. Field studies suggest that the predominant effect of B.t.k. on gypsy
moth parasitoids is indirect, through effects on its host species. At least two parasitoid species, Cotesia
melanoscelus and Rogas lymantriae, have increased rates of parasitism in areas sprayed with B.t.k.
(Wallner et .al. 1983, Webb et. al. 1989). Field studies on insects other than lepidopterans and their
parasitoids and predators have found few other species or groups that are affected.

B.t.k. and water quality, soil condition and microclimate. Water quality and soil condition
should not be directly affected by B.t.k. as B.t.k. is not likely to affect most aquatic organisms and is
naturally present in soils worldwide. B.t.k. reduces the amount of defoliation by leaf-eating caterpillars.
Therefore, changes in microclimate due to defoliation are not expected after B.t.k. application.

B.t.k. and recreation and agriculture. Potential positive effects on tourism, recreation, forestry and
agriculture are expected because B.t.k. as applied in the proposed action will eradicate the gypsy moth
infestation and eliminate the negative effects due to gypsy moth defoliation.

B.t.k. and domestic/farm animals. Domestic animals such as dogs, cats and farm animals such as
cattle and horses, are not expected to be affected by the B.t.k. applications as proposed in this program.
Although there are no known studies of the effect of direct exposure of these animals to B.t.k., other
studies where B.t.k. were injected or ingested by laboratory or wild animals including mice, rabbit, sheep,
rodents and shrew, indicated that B.t.k. did not affect these animals more than the untreated checks
(WHO 1999).

Intensive/mass Trapping Using Disparlure

Disparlure is a chemical sex attractant that attracts male gypsy moths. Intensive/mass trapping involves use
of large numbers of disparlure-baited pheromone traps -- up to nine traps per acre. Section 5 from
appendix G of the 1995 EIS thoroughly discussed the ecological effects of disparlure, B.t.k. and other
treatment options on the environment.

Disparlure and Human Health

Data are not sufficient for a quantitative risk assessment. By analogy to other insect pheromones, risks of
toxic effects, if any, are likely to be slight for the general public and workers. Disparlure is very persistent
on and in the body. Individuals exposed to disparlure may attract adult male moths for prolonged periods
of time (up to 2-3 years). This may be a considerable nuisance in gypsy moth infested areas such as the
eastern United States. In uninfested Oregon, however, no impact is expected. The level of exposure
required to cause the attractant effect cannot be characterized, although the likelihood of this effect would
seem greater for workers than for the general public.

Disparlure and Environment
In acute toxicity tests, disparlure was not toxic to mammals (IBT 1972), birds (USDI Fish & Wildlife Service

1975), or fish (USDI Fish & Wildlife Service 1972). One field study showed no effect of disparlure
applications on the degree the wasp Ooencyrtus kuvanae parasitizes gypsy moth eggs (Brown &
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Cameron 1979). No studies were found in the published literature on the effects, if any, of disparlure on
aquatic ecosystems. Pheromone traps do catch small numbers of non-target organisms. These incidental
catches are unlikely to have significant environmental consequences.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts are defined as "the impact on the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agencies (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of
time" (40 CFR 1508.7, p. 28). Cumulative impacts resulting from an eradication program can be caused by
1) multiple treatments of the same area in the same season (e.g., three applications of B.t.k. in this
program), 2) combining treatment types (e.g., B.t.k. and disparlure in this program) within the same project
area and 3) retreatment of the same project area in the following season. Cumulative impacts may be
additive resulting in a greater effect than the sum of the individual effects. The cumulative impacts in the
proposed program in south Eugene may be the three B.t.k. applications, which extend the time of
potential exposure and risk to a greater number of non-target lepidopterans. However, because the
proposed eradication area is relatively small, the opportunity for recolonization from the surrounding areas
is great. Another possible cumulative impact at the Eugene site will be if the treatment needs to be
conducted again in 2005 due to the spread of gypsy moth to areas larger than expected. For example, if
the gypsy moth infestation spread to areas larger than the 2004 eradication area, i.e., larger than 183
acres, then an enlarged area may be sprayed in 2005. If that happens, the cumulative impacts may be the
B.t.k. applications over two consecutive years which extend the time of potential exposure and risk to a
greater number of non-target lepidopterans.

Mass trapping and delimitation using disparlure pose little or no risk to non-target organisms and do not
produce cumulative effects. The risk of cumulative impacts from using disparlure after B.t.k. treatment is
none to minimal. Little or no effects on water quality, microclimate and soil productivity are likely due to use
of B.t.k. or disparlure, and the risk of cumulative effects is none to minimal.
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Summary

ALTERNATIVE | PREFERRED | HUMAN ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM
EFFECT EFFECT OBJECTIVES
B.t.k Yes Short term minor Short term effects are Yes
effects are likely to nontarget
possible, but no caterpillars. Cumulative
long term effects to nontarget
cumulative effects | species are not
are anticipated. anticipated due to
recolonization. No
effects to water quality or
forest and soil health.
Gypchek® No No effect. No effect. No
Diflubenzuron | No No long or short Effects are anticipated to | No
term effects nontarget insects and
anticipated at low | possibly to aquatic
exposure arthropods. may affect
soil health through
impacts on arthropods
that alter soil composition
and structure
Mass Trapping | Yes No effects. No effects. Yes
Mating No No effects. No effects. No
Disruption
Sterile Insect | No No effects. No effects No
Release
Monitoring

Programmatic monitoring following the eradication program will be conducted until two years of negative

trapping results indicate the gypsy moth infestation has been eradicated. Pheromone traps will be used to
monitor the infestation and to determine the success of the eradication program at the Eugene site. This
type of programmatic monitoring following B.t.k. treatment has been conducted in Oregon during the last
19 years for all the eradication programs.

Mitigation
The following standard operating procedures will be observed to safeguard human health and minimize
effects on the environment. Procedures pertaining to both ground and aerial treatments are listed.

Because we are proposing an aerial eradication project in the Eugene site, the procedures for aerial
treatments are applicable to this year's project.

Ground & Aerial Treatments

-- Oregon Department of Agriculture will work with the Department of Human Services, Health Services, on
measures that may be required to safeguard human health. They will provide the public with accurate
information on potential risks from B.t.k. applications and any recommended personal protection
measures.

-- The B.t.k. insecticide will be applied according to label instructions.

-- The public and other selected groups or organizations will be notified by project officials by letter, radio,
television, newspaper, or other means of spray dates and places, as appropriate.
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-- Special emphasis will be placed on avoiding the spraying of areas outside designated eradication area.

-- Transportation of the B.t.k. insecticide will be supervised by project personnel to, within, and from the
project areas.

-- A safety, spill, and emergency response plan will be prepared.
-- Concerned species and areas may be buffered as needed.
Aerial Treatments

-- No B.t.k. will be applied aerially when:
*  Wind velocity is zero or exceeds 10 miles per hour.

* Air temperature exceeds 800 F or is less than 38° F.

* Rain is predicted (>50% probability) to occur before adequate drying time has elapsed, i.e., within 6
hours of application.

* Foliage is wet such that drops of water are present on needle or leaf ends or can be shaken from

branches. B.t.k. will be applied only when the target foliage has dried sufficiently.

There is fog or poor visibility on the spray block or helispot.

Relative humidity is less that 50%.

The air turbulence (thermal updrafts, etc.) is so great as to affect normal application seriously.

Temperature inversions are present with no air movement sufficient to interrupt the proper settling

and penetration of material through the canopy.

-- Aerial B.t.k. application will be suspended whenever the B.t.k. does not appear to be settling in the
target area.

-- Aerial B.t.k. applications (using a rotary atomizer as a spray device) will be made by helicopter flying at or
in excess of 50 feet above the tree canopy. The project pilots and aircraft will adhere to all FAA
requirements.

-- In order to control aerial B.t.k. application in large blocks, application aircraft may be accompanied by
observation aircraft staffed with a fully qualified observer. Observers and application pilots will fly each
spray block for familiarization prior to spraying. Small aerial projects may not require an observation aircraft.

-- Helispot managers and other contract administrators can exercise shutdown authority when they
observe aircraft safety or application violations.

-- Spray deposition cards will be utilized to monitor droplet size and coverage.

-- To prevent accidental release of insecticide due to faulty emergency release mechanisms, spray
systems will be inspected to ensure that a positive locking mechanism is in place which will not trip
accidentally, but only in response to pilot activation during an emergency. Application equipment will be
monitored for leaks and equipment failures.

-- School bus routes will not be directly sprayed when children are present.

F. RECOMMENDATION OF THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

The Oregon Department of Agriculture, Insect Pest Prevention & Management Section recommends that
the gypsy moth infestation in the Eugene area be eradicated. The recommended strategy is to use the
biological pesticide Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki (B.t.k.) in conjunction with mass/intensive trapping.

The B.t.k. product used would be either Foray® 48B or Dipel® 6AF. Both are aqueous formulations that
have been used in previous gypsy moth eradication and control programs in rural and urban areas of
Oregon and other states. We propose three aerial applications of B.t.k. at a rate of 24 B.I.U.s per acre (183
acre eradication area in 2004). The three treatments will occur in late April or early May, about 7-14 days
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apart. Exact timing depends on weather. Mitigation measures described in the 2004 Environmental
Assessment for aerial applications will be followed. It is likely that a small buffer area surrounding the
eradication will receive some B.t.k. but in quantities much less than inside the eradication area.

Following B.t.k. treatments, an intensive/mass trapping program will be used to monitor the effectiveness
of the B.t.k. applications and to pinpoint the location of any remaining populations in the Eugene area.
Trap densities in the core area may be up to 3 to 9 traps per acre. If more moths are caught, additional egg
mass searches and treatments will be considered for 2005. Two years of negative trapping results
following the treatments would indicate the infestation has been eradicated.

G. CONCLUSION

The environmental analysis conducted by ODA has determined that the proposed gypsy moth eradication
program using the bacterial insecticide, Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki (B.t.k.), followed by
mass/intensive trapping, will have minimal impact on humans and the environment. This finding is based
on the following facts.

1.) B.tk. is a naturally occurring soil bacterium. B.t.k. has been used extensively for gypsy moth
suppression and eradication programs throughout the United States. In Oregon, B.t.k. has been used in
gypsy moth eradication programs since 1984.

2.) B.tk.is not harmful to healthy humans, pets, domestic animals, birds, wildlife, or aquatic organisms.
Beneficial insects including predators, parasites, and honeybees are not harmed by B.t.k. Some non-
target butterfly and moth larvae (caterpillars) will be killed by the proposed eradication, but these species
should recolonize the eradication block from the surrounding untreated areas. No long-term, irreversible
effects to non-target butterflies or moths are expected.

3.) Human health studies during five large eradication programs using B.t.k. in populated areas have
found no significant health problems attributable to the treatments.

4.) Aqueous formulations of B.t.k. contain no organic solvents. None of the inert ingredients of the
formulations being considered are on EPA list 1 (Inerts of Toxicological Concern) or list 2 (Potentially Toxic
Inerts). The inert ingredients in the B.t.k. products being considered have been reviewed by State health
professionals and do not present a health risk as used in this program.

5.) There are ten federally listed threatened or endangered species near the proposed eradication area in
Eugene but none occurs within the proposed eradication area. Only one concerned plant species
—wayside aster, is adjacent to the north boundary of the proposed eradication block. All threatened,
endangered or otherwise concerned species occur outside a minimum of one-mile radius of the proposed
eradication area, and therefore, should not be adversely affected by the proposed actions.

H. AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONSULTED

Audubon Society of Portland For information on sensitive
(Bob Salinger) bird species.

5151 NW Cornell Rd.

Portland, OR 97210

(503) 292-9501 ext 122

National Marine Fisheries Service For information on threatened
(Ben Meyer) and endangered fish species
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 500

Portland, OR 97232

(503) 230-5425

Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center For information on threatened
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Oregon State University
(Sue Vrilakas, Cliff Alton)
1322 SE Morrison Street
Portland, OR 97214

(503) 731-3070 ext 103

Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides

(Caroline Cox)

P.O. Box 1393
Eugene, OR 97440
(541) 344-5044

Oregon Dept. of Agriculture
(Bob Meinke)

635 Capitol St. NE

Salem, OR 97301

(541) 737-2317

Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality
(Ranei Nomura, Mike Kortenhof)

811 SW 6th Ave.

Portland, OR 97204

(503) 229-6035 or 229-5263

Oregon Dept .of Fish and Wildlife
(Holly Michael)

17330 S. E. Evelyn St.
Clackamas, OR 97015

(503) 657-2000 X 230

Oregon Department of Forestry
(Dave Overhulser)

2600 State St.

Salem, OR 97310

(503) 945-7396

Oregon Department of Human Resources, Health Services
(Michael Heumann, Catherine Thomsen)

800 NE Oregon Street, Suite 827
Portland, OR 97232-2162
(503) 731-4025

Lane Co. Public Health

(Sarah Hendrickson, M.D.; Jeff Lang)
125 E. 8" Ave

Eugene, OR 97401

(541) 682-4480

Oregon Environmental Council
(John Charles)

520 SW 6th Ave., Suite 940
Portland, OR 97204

(503) 222-1963

Oregon Health Sciences University/Oregon Poison Center

(Zane Horowitz, M.D.)
Mail Code CB550
3181 SW Sam Jackson Park Rd.

and endangered species.

For review and comment.

For information on concerned
plant species.

For review and comment.

For assistance on threatened and
endangered species. For review and
comment.

For review and comment.

For assistance on measures
to safeguard human health,
and for review and comment.

For assistance on measures
to safeguard human health,
and for review and comment.

For review and comment.

For assistance on measures
to safeguard human health,
and for review and comment.



Portland, OR 97201
(503) 494-8968

Oregon State University For review and comment.
(Paul Jepson)

Integrated Plant Protection Center, Cordley Hall

Corvallis, OR 97331

Paul Hammond For information on threatened
2435 E. Applegate or endangered Lepidoptera.
Philomath, OR 97370

(541) 929-3894

U.S.D.A. Forest Service For review and comment.
(Dave Bridgwater, Iral Ragenovich)

P.O. Box 3623

333 SW First Ave

Portland, OR 97208

(503) 808-2666

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service For information on threatened
2600 S.E. 98th Ave., Suite 100 and endangered species, and
Portland, OR 97266 to ensure compliance with

(503) 231-6179 the Endangered Species Act.

I. LIST OF PREPARERS & REVIEWERS

Preparers: Barry Bai and Kathleen Johnson, Oregon Department of Agriculture, Salem, OR 97301.
Reviewers: Dan Hilburn and Alan Mudge, Oregon Department of Agriculture, Salem, OR 97301.
Charles Divan and Charles Bare, USDA, APHIS, 4700 River Road, Riverdale, MD 20737.
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Appendix A: Public Information Meeting Notice

Published in Eugene Register Guard
Rundate: 1/23, 24, 25/2004

Public Information Meeting

"The Gypsy Moth Problem"
Monday, January 26, 2004

7:00-9:00pm
Crest Drive Elementary School
1155 Crest Drive
Eugene, OR 97405

The Oregon Department of Agriculture is proposing an eradication
program for a gypsy moth infestation detected in the Crest Drive
area in the south hills of Eugene. The department proposes three
applications applied by helicopter of the biological insecticide
Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki in late April - May 2004, to eradicate
gypsy moth from the area. An intensive pheromone trapping
program would follow. The eradication area is about 183 acres
roughly centered on the intersection of Crest Drive and Courtney Place.

You are invited to attend this public information meeting to learn
more about the gypsy moth and the proposed eradication
program. For more information contact the Oregon Department
of Agriculture: Kathleen Johnson 1-800-525-0137, Bruce Pokarney
503-986-4559, TTY (hearing impaired), 503-986-4762; or by
email at gypsymoth@oda.state.or.us.

Individuals with disabilities requiring accommodations at the public

information meeting should contact Kathleen Johnson as soon as
possible at the number above.
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Appendix B. Product Labels

Foray 48B

Biological Insecticide
Flowable Concentrate

ACTIVE INGREDIENT:
Bacillus thuringiensis subsp. kurstaki, Lepidopteran Active

TOXIN. .« ot 2.1%
INERT INGREDIENTS ....... ... . 97.9%
TOTAL o 100.0%

POTENCY: 10,600 International Units (IU)/mg of product
(equivalent to 48 billion 1U/Gal). Potency units should not be
used to adjust use rates.

EPA Reg. No. 73049-46

EPA Est. No. 33762-1A-001 List No. 60178

INDEX:

1.0 Statement of Practical Treatment

2.0 Precautionary Statements
2.1 Hazard to Humans (and Domestic Animals)
2.2 Personal Protective Equipment (PPE)
2.3 User Safety Recommendations
2.4 Environmental Hazards

3.0 Directions for Use

4.0 Storage and Disposal

5.0 Directions for Non-Agricultural Applications

6.0 Mixing

7.0 Application

8.0 Application Rates

9.0 Notice to User

KEEP OUT OF REACH OF CHILDREN
CAUTION
For MEDICAL and TRANSPORT Emergencies
ONLY Call 24 Hours A Day 1-877-315-9819. For All Other
Information Call 1-800-323-9597.

1.0 STATEMENT OF PRACTICAL TREATMENT

If on Skin: Wash with plenty of soap and water. Get
medical attention.

If in Eyes: Flush with plenty of water. Call a

physician if eye irritation persists.

2.0

21

2.2

2.3

2.4

3.0

4.0
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PRECAUTIONARY STATEMENTS

HAZARD TO HUMANS (AND DOMESTIC ANIMALS)
CAUTION

Causes moderate eye irritation.
with skin, eyes, open wounds or clothing.
thoroughly with soap and water after handling.

Avoid contact
Wash

Personal Protective Equipment (PPE)

Applicators and other handlers must wear:
* Long-sleeved shirt and long pants

* Waterproof gloves

* Shoes plus socks

Follow the manufacturer’s instructions for cleaning/
maintaining PPE. If no such instructions for washables,
use detergent and hot water. Keep and wash PPE
separately from other laundry.

User Safety Recommendations
Users should:

* Wash hands before eating, drinking, chewing gum,
using tobacco or using the toilet.

Environmental Hazards

Do not contaminate water
equipment washwaters.

when disposing of

DIRECTIONS FOR USE

It is a violation of Federal law to use this product in a
manner inconsistent with its labeling. For any
requirements specific to your State or Tribe, consult
the agency responsible for pesticide regulation.

STORAGE AND DISPOSAL

Do not contaminate water, food or feed by storage or
disposal of waste.

Storage: Store in a cool, dry place. Keep containers
tightly closed when not in use. Store in temperatures
above freezing and below 32°C (90°F).

Pesticide Disposal: Pesticide waste resulting from
the use of this product may be disposed of on
site or at an approved waste disposal facility in
accordance with federal and local regulations.

Container Disposal: Triple rinse (or equivalent).
Then offer for recycling or reconditioning, or puncture
and dispose of in a sanitary landfill, or by incineration,
or, if allowed by state and local authorities, by
burning. If burned, stay out of smoke.

CONTINUED




5.0

6.0

7.0

DIRECTIONS FOR NON-AGRICULTURAL
APPLICATIONS

Not for use on plants being grown for sale or
other commercial use, or for commercial seed
production, or for research purposes. For use on
plants intended for aesthetic purposes or climatic
modification and being grown in interior plantscapes,
ornamental gardens or parks, or on golf courses or
lawns and grounds.

Not for use on trees being grown for sale or
other commercial use, or for commercial seed
production, or for the production of timber or wood
products, or for research purposes except wide-area
public pest control programs sponsored by
government entities, such as mosquito abatement,
gypsy moth control, and Mediterranean fruit fly
eradication.

MIXING

Foray 48B contains the spores and endotoxin
crystals of Bacillus thuringiensis kurstaki. Foray
48B is a stomach poison and is effective against
lepidopterous larvae. After ingestion, larvae stop
feeding within hours and die 2-5 days Ilater.
Maximum activity is exhibited against early instar
larvae. Foray 48B may be used for both ground and

aerial application. The product should be shaken or

stirred before use. Add some water to the tank mix,
pour the recommended amount of Foray 48B into the
tank and then add the remaining amount of water to
obtain the proper mix ratio. Agitate as necessary to
maintain the suspension. The diluted mix should be
used within 72 hours.

APPLICATION

Ground Application: Use an adequate amount of
tank mix to obtain thorough coverage without
excessive run off. Use the recommended per acre
dosages of Foray 48B in the following amounts of
water:

High volume hydraulic sprayers
Mist blowers

100 gallons
10 gallons

Aerial Application: Foray 48B may be applied
aerially, either alone or diluted with water
at the dosages shown in the application rates
table. Spray volumes of 32-128 ounces per acre
are recommended. Best results are expected when
Foray 48B is applied to dry foliage.

VALENT BIOSCIENCES.

870 TECHNOLOGY WAY
LIBERTYVILLE, IL 60048 - 800-323-9597
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8.0

9.0

APPLICATION RATES

Rate! Dosage!

(pts/acre) (BIU/Acre
1.3-6.7 8-40

Pests

Gypsy Moth,
Asian Gypsy
Moth,

Elm Spanworm
Spruce Budworm,
Browntail Moth,
Douglas Fir
Tussock Moth,
Coneworm

Crop
Forests,
Shade Trees,
Ornamentals,
Shrubs,
Sugar Maple
Trees,
Ornamental
Fruit, Nut
and Citrus
Trees?

1.3-5 8-30

Tussock Moths, 1-2.7 6-16
Pine Butterfly,
Bagworm ,
Leafrollers,
Tortix,
Mimosa
Webworm,
Tent
Caterpillar,
Jackpine Budworm,
Blackheaded
Budworm,
Saddled
Prominent,
Saddleback
Caterpillar,
Eastern and
Western
Hemlock
Looper,
Orange-striped
Oakworm,
Satin Moth
Redhumped
Caterpillars,
Spring and Fall
Cankerworm,
Callifornia
Oakworm,
Fall Webworm

0.7-1.3 4-8

1Use the higher recommended rates on advanced
larval stages or under high density larval populations.

2n treating Gypsy Moth and Asian Gypsy Moth infested
trees and shrubs in urban, rural and semi-rural areas,
exposure of non-target vegetation including, but not
limited to, native and ornamental species and food or feed
crops is permitted.

NOTICE OF WARRANTY

SELLER MAKES NO WARRANTY OF
MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR ANY PURPOSE,
OR OTHERWISE, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED,
CONCERNING THIS PRODUCT OR ITS USES WHICH
EXTEND BEYOND THE USE OF THE PRODUCT
UNDER NORMAL CONDITIONS IN ACCORD WITH
THE STATEMENTS MADE ON THIS LABEL. IN NO
CASE SHALL THE SELLER BE LIABLE FOR
CONSEQUENTIAL, SPECIAL, OR INDIRECT DAMAGES
RESULTING FROM THE USE OR HANDLING OF THIS
PRODUCT. ALL SUCH RISKS SHALL BE ASSUMED BY
THE BUYER.

04-3310/R2 ©Valent BioSciences Corporation October, 2000



Appendix C. Written Comments Received on the Draft EA

Dear Sir,

| have been trying to find an email address for Kathleen Johnson, who spoke to our Crest neighborhood
about upcoming gypsy moth spraying Monday night. Perhaps you could pass my comments on to her.

I would like to express my gratitude for the work Ms. Johnson and her staff have done to protect us from
the moth. | went to the meeting on Monday night apprehensive and afraid about the spraying. But | left
much more afraid of the gypsy moths, feeling reassured about the treatment, and extremely impressed
with the presentation. Most of all, | would like to congratulation and thank you all for the incredible speed
and great sleuthing with which you tracked down the source of this infestation. You are to be commended
for some great science, and for caring for our community with integrity in your work. It was also smart and
helpful to have Dr. Hendrikson there, as she is a figure who has long inspired trust and stood for genuine
commitment to public health in Eugene. | could not let the opportunity pass to thank you all. If my family
can assist in your efforts please call on us.

I would also like you to know that we did lose several trees in our yard during the snow and ice
storm, and that the lose branches were carted away by Leuallan's Tree Service (726-7937). We do not
know where those branches were taken, but Leuallan's is a local, family owned business with a history of
good work in our area, and | am sure they will be happy to help you with that information.

Sincerely,
Amy Isler Gibson

1244 Courtney Place
Eugene, OR 97405
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From: "Charles Quinn" <cquinn@tnc.org>
To: <gypsymoth@oda.state.or.us>
Subject: Treatment timing?

Date: Thu, 29 Jan 2004 14:01:35 -0800

Thank you for your letter regarding your proposed Gypsy Moth treatment of
the Crest Drive area in Lane County this spring.

Sorry | was unable to make the meetings you scheduled, but | was hoping you
could answer some questions:

1. Why spray at first light when B.t.k. is degraded by sunlight and most
larval feeding occurs at night? Why not spray at dusk?

2. Will you postpone treatments if it is going to be very windy or rainy in
order to maximize the time B.t.k. will remain on foliage?

3. Will you be monitoring so that the applications can be made when most
individual larvae are between newly-hatched and third instar?

Thank you for your time, and thank you for helping protect Oregon from alien
invasions! ;)

Charlie Quinn

375 Mary Lane

Eugene, OR 97405
c.quinn@stanfordalumni.org
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FRI FEB 27 2004
Hello Kathleen,

I met you at the first gypsy moth meeting at

Crest Drive Elementary. | am the site manager at

the Morse Ranch Park (a park and event facility)

at 595 Crest Drive Eugene, OR (26 acres). You may
remember, although the park where | live and work

is on the outer NE corner the spray zone, | am
concerned about being here and hosting rental
events during spray times. Please let me know ASAP
the proposed times and dates for the 3 applications.

I am currently fielding many calls to reserve
indoor/outdoor events this spring/summer. So far |
am informing people about the spraying, but placing
them on "hold" until | find out the final spray schedule.

| understand that spray times may change, and that
| am to call the "800" number to check updates.

Thanks,

Nora Hagerty

Morse Ranch Site Manager
(541) 682-5380
nhagerty@efn.org
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Appendix D. Letters Concerning Threatened & Endangered Species
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e
United States Department of the Interior ~—
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE NAMERIGA
Oregon Fish and Wildlife Office
2600 SE 98th Avenue, Suite 100
Portland, Oregon 97266
Phone: (503) 231-6179 FAX: (503) 231-6195

Reply To:  8330.00971(04) FEB 18 2004

File Name: Sp0097.wpd
TS Number: 04-743

Barry Bai

Oregon Department of Agriculture
635 Capitol Street NE

Salem, Oregon 97301-2532

Subject: Gypsy Moth Eradication Project USFWS Refrence # (1-7-04-SP-0097)

Dear Mr. Bai:

This is in response to your letter, dated December 4, 2003, requesting information on listed and
proposed endangered and threatened species that may be present within the area of the Gypsy
Moth Eradication Project in Lane County. The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received your
correspondence on December 4, 2003.

We have attached a list (Enclosure A) of threatened and endangered species that may occur
within the area of the Gypsy Moth Eradication Project. The list fulfills the requirement of the
Service under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.). U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) requirements under the Act are outlined
in Enclosure B.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems on which they depend may be conserved. Under section 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and pursuant to 50 CFR 402 et seq., USDA is required to utilize their authorities to carry out
programs which further species conservation and to determine whether projects may affect
threatened and endangered species, and/or critical habitat. A Biological Assessment is required
for construction projects (or other undertakings having similar physical impacts) which are major
Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment as defined in
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4332 (2)(c)). For projects other than
major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological evaluation similar to the
Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether they may affect listed and proposed
species. Recommended contents of a Biological Assessment are described in Enclosure B, as
well as 50 CFR 402.12.
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Barry Bai

If USDA determines, based on the Biological Assessment or evaluation, that threatened and
endangered species and/or critical habitat may be affected by the project, USDA is required to
consult with the Service following the requirements of 50 CFR 402 which implement the Act.

Enclosure A includes a list of candidate species under review for listing. The list reflects
changes to the candidate species list published June 13, 2002, in the Federal Register (Vol. 67,
No. 114, 40657) and the addition of “species of concern.” Candidate species have no protection
under the Act but are included for consideration as it is possible candidates could be listed prior
to project completion. Species of concern are those taxa whose conservation status is of concern
to the Service (many previously known as Category 2 candidates), but for which further
information is still needed.

If a proposed project may affect only candidate species or species of concern, USDA is not
required to perform a Biological Assessment or evaluation or consult with the Service. However,
the Service recommends addressing potential impacts to these species in order to prevent future
conflicts. Therefore, if early evaluation of the project indicates that it is likely to adversely
impact a candidate species or species of concern, USDA may wish to request technical assistance
from this office.

Your interest in endangered species 1s appreciated. The Service encourages USDA to investigate
opportunities for incorporating conservation of threatened and endangered species into project
planning processes as a means of complying with the Act. If you have questions regarding your
responsibilities under the Act, please contact Kevin Maurice at (503) 231-6179. All
correspondence should include the above referenced file number. For questions regarding
salmon and steelhead trout, please contact NOAA Fisheries, 525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 500,
Portland, Oregon 97232, (503) 230-5400.

Sincerely,

=2 B ZH S

4~ Kemper M. McMaster
State Supervisor

Enclosures
1-7-04-SP-0097

cc: Nongame, Oregon department of Fish and Wildlife, Salem, Oregon
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Enclosure A

FEDERALLY LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES,
CANDIDATE SPECIES AND SPECIES OF CONCERN THAT MAY OCCUR WITHIN THE

AREA OF THE GYPSY MOTH ERADICATION PROJECT
1-7-04-SP-0097

LISTED SPECIES"

Birds

Bald eagle™ Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Fish

Chinook salmon (Upper Willamette River)” Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Oregon chub Oregonichthys crameri
Invertebrates

Fender's blue butterfly'" Icaricia icarioides fenderi
Plants

Golden Indian paintbrush'” Castilleja levisecta
Willamette daisy'" Erigeron decumbens var. decumbens
Howellia Howellia aquatilis
Bradshaw's lomatium Lomatium bradshawii

iy

Kincaid's lupine Lupinus sulphureus var. kincaidii

PROPOSED SPECIES

None

CANDIDATE SPECIES"™

Birds
Yellow-billed cuckoo' Coccyzus americanus
Streaked horned lark Eremophila alpestris strigata

Invertebrates
Taylor’s checkerspot Euphydryas editha taylori

SPECIES OF CONCERN

Mammals
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Pallid bat

White-footed vole

Pacific western big-eared bat
Silver-haired bat

Long-eared myotis (bat)
Fringed myotis (bat)
Long-legged myotis (bat)
Yuma myotis (bat)

Camas pocket gopher

Birds

Band-tailed pigeon
Olive-sided flycatcher
Yellow-breasted chat
Acom woodpecker
Lewis” woodpecker
Oregon vesper sparrow
Purple martin

Amphibians and Reptiles
Northwestern pond turtle
Northern red-legged frog

Fish
Pacific lamprey
Coastal cutthroat trout (Upper Willamette)

Invertebrates
Oregon giant earthworm

Plants

White top aster

Wayside aster

Shaggy horkelia
Thin-leaved peavine
Hitchcock’s blue-eyed grass

(E) - Listed Endangered
(PE) - Proposed Endangered
(S) - Suspected

(T) - Listed Threatened
(PT) - Proposed Threatened
(D) - Documented

Antrozous pallidus pacificus

Arborimus albipes

Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii townsendii
Lasionycteris noctivagans

Mpyotis evotis

Mpyotis thysanodes

Mpyotis volans

Myotis yumanensis

Thomomys bulbivorus

Columba fasciata

Contopus cooperi (=borealis)
Icteria virens
Melanerpes formicivorus
Melanerpes lewis
Pooecetes gramineus affinis
Progne subis

Emys (=Clemmys) marmorata marmorata
Rana aurora aurora

Lampetra tridentata
Oncorhynchus clarki clarki

Driloleirus (=Megascolides) macelfreshi

Aster curtus

Aster vialis

Horkelia congesta ssp. congesta
Lathyrus holochlorus
Sisyrinchium hitchcockii

(CH) - Critical Habitat has been designated for this species
(PCH) - Critical Habitat has been proposed for this species

Species of Concern - Taxa whose conservation status is of concern to the Service (many previously known as Category 2 candidates), but for

which further information is still needed.
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(CF) - Candidate: National Marine Fisheries Service designation for any species being considered by the Secretary for listing for
endangered or threatened species, but not yet the subject of a proposed rule.
**  Consultation with National Marine Fisheries Service may be required.

v U. S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, October 31, 2000, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, 50 CFR
17.11 and 17.12

2 Federal Register Vol. 65, No. 38, Mar 24, 2000, Final Rule-Canada lynx

¥ Federal Register Vol. 57, No. 45328, October 01, 1992, Final Rule - Marbled Murrelet

¥ Federal Register Vol. 64, No. 234, December 7, 1999. Final Rule-Critical Habitat for the Western Snowy Plover

¥ Federal Register Vol. 60, No. 133, July 12, 1995 - Final Rule - Bald Eagle

¢ Federal Register Vol. 57, No. 10, January 15, 1992, Final Rule-Critical Habitat for the Northern Spoited Owl

Y Federal Register Vol. 63, No. 133, August 10, 1998, Final Rule-Oregon Coast Coho Salmon

¥ Federal Register Vol. 64, No. 57, March 25, 1999, Final Rule - Middle Columbia and Upper Willamette River Steelhead

2 Federal Register Vol. 64, No. 56, March 24, 1999, Final Rule - West Coast Chinook Salmon

W Federal Register Vol. 63, No. 111, June 10, 1998, Final Rule-Columbia River and Klamath River Bull Trout

' Federal Register Vol. 65, No. 16, January 25, 2000, Final Rule-Erigeron decumbens var. decumbens, Lupinus sulphureus ssp.
kincaidii and Fender's blue butterfly

' Federal Register Vol. 62, No. 112, June 11, 1997, Final Rule-Castilleja levisecta

1 Federal Register Vol. 67, No. 114, June 13, 2002, Notice of Review - Candidate or Proposed Animals and Plants

I Federal Register Vol. 66, No. 143, July 25, 2001, 12-Month Finding for a Petition To List the Yellow-billed Cuckoo

L Federal Register Vol. 63, No. 53, March 19, 1998, Final Rule-West Coast Steelhead
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ENCLOSURE B
FEDERAL AGENCIES RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER SECTION 7(a) and (c)
OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

SECTION 7(a)-Consultation/Conference

Requires:
1) Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to carry out programs to conserve endangered
and threatened species;
2) Consultation with FWS when a Federal action may affect a listed endangered or
threatened species to insure that any action authorized, funded or carried out by a Federal
agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of Critical Habitat. The process is initiated by the
Federal agency after they have determined if their action may affect (adversely or
beneficially) a listed species; and
3) Conference with FWS when a Federal action is likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of a proposed species or result in destruction or adverse modification of proposed
Critical Habitat.

SECTION 7(c)-Biological Assessment for Major Construction Projects'

Requires Federal agencies or their designees to prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) for
construction projects only. The purpose of the BA is to identify proposed and/or listed species
which aref/is likely to be affected by a construction project. The process is initiated by a Federal
agency in requesting a list of proposed and listed threatened and endangered species (list attached).
The BA should be completed within 180 days after its initiation (or within such a time period as is
mutually agreeable). If the BA is not initiated within 90 days of receipt of the species list, the
accuracy of the species list should be informally verified with our Service. No irreversible
commitment of resources is to be made during the BA process which would foreclose reasonable
and prudent alternatives to protect endangered species. Planning, design, and administrative actions
may be taken; however, no construction may begin.

To complete the BA, your agency or its designee should: (1) conduct an on-site inspection of
the area to be affected by the proposal which may include a detailed survey of the area to determine
if the species is present and whether suitable habitat exists for either expanding the existing
population or for potential reintroduction of the species; (2) review literature and scientific data to
determine species distribution, habitat needs, and other biological requirements; (3) interview
experts including those within FWS, National Marine Fisheries Service, State conservation
departments, universities, and others who may have data not yet published in scientific literature;
(4) review and analyze the effects of the proposal on the species in terms of individuals and
populations, including consideration of cumulative effects of the proposal on the species and its
habitat; (5) analyze alternative actions that may provide conservation measures and (6) prepare a
report documenting the results, including a discussion of study methods used, any problems
encountered, and other relevant information. The BA should conclude whether or not a listed
species will be affected. Upon completion, the report should be forwarded to our Portland Office.

'A construction project (or other undertaking having similar physical impacts) which is a major Federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment as referred to in NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4332. (2)c). On projects
other that construction, it is suggested that a biological evaluation similar to the biological assessment be undertaken to
conserve species influenced by the Endangered Species Act.
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&L o, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

s K National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
i . NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
N & 525 NE Oregon Street
Srares ot ™ PORTLAND, OREGON 97232-2737
Refer to:
OHB2003-0266 February 13, 2004
Dr. Barry Bai

Oregon Department of Agriculture
635 Capitol Street NE
Salem, Oregon 97301-2532

Re:  Request for List of Species Which May Be Affected in a Proposed Gypsy Moth Spray
Area in Eugene, Lane County Oregon

Dear Dr. Bai:

NOAA'’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) received your December 1, 2003,
letter requesting an updated list of threatened and endangered anadromous fish species which
may be affected by the proposed gypsy moth spray area in Eugene, Lane County Oregon. We
have enclosed a list of those anadromous fish species that are listed as endangered or threatened
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in Oregon, those that are proposed for listing, and
those that are candidates for listing (Enclosure 1). This inventory only includes species under
NOAA Fisheries’ jurisdiction that occur in the Pacific Northwest. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service should be contacted regarding the presence of species falling under its jurisdiction.

Available information indicates that the listed anadromous fish species that may be present near
the proposed action area is the Upper Willamette River (UWR) chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha). This letter constitutes the required notification of the presence of a Federally-
listed threatened or endangered species under NOAA Fisheries’ jurisdiction in the permit area
that may be affected by the proposed project (Appendix A to Part 330, Section C.13(5)(I).

Additional information on listed species’ distribution, copies of Federal Register documents
designating listed species status, and links to various ESA consultation policies and tools may be
found on our web site at: www.nwr.noaa.gov. For information on the ESA section 7
consultation process, please refer to the ESA section 7 implementing regulations, 50 CFR Part
402.

In addition, please be aware that consultation under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act, as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-
297), requires Federal agencies to consult with NOAA Fisheries on activities that may adversely
affect designated essential fish habitat (EFH). All habitat in this project area is designated as
EFH for chinook salmon. Additional information addressing EFH may be found on our web
site, above.

(
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Questions regarding this letter should be directed to Jim Turner of my staff in the Oregon State
Habitat Office at 503.231.6894.

Sincerely,
) »(L' m% 7/4./

Michael P. Tehan
Director, Oregon State Habitat Office
Habitat Conservation Division

Enclosure: Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, and Candidate Species Occurring under National Marine
Fisheries Service’s Jurisdiction in Oregon
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Enclosure

Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, and Candidate Species Occurring under National
Marine Fisheries Service’s Jurisdiction in Oregon
(T = Threatened, E = Endangered, CH = Critical Habitat, ESU = Evolutionarily Significant Unit)

Listed Species:
Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch)
-S. Oregon/N. California Coasts ESU (T)(CH)
-Oregon Coast ESU (T)
Chinook Salmon (O. tshawytscha)
-Snake River Fall-run ESU (T)(CH)
-Snake River Spring/Summer-run ESU (T)(CH)
-Lower Columbia River ESU (T)
-Upper Willamette River ESU (T)
-Upper Columbia River Spring-run ESU (E)
Chum Salmon (O. keta)
-Columbia River ESU (T)
Sockeye Salmon (O. nerka)
-Snake River ESU (E)(CH)
Steelhead (O. mykiss)
-Upper Columbia River ESU (E)
-Snake River Basin ESU (T)
-Lower Columbia River ESU (T)
-Upper Willamette River ESU (T)
-Middle Columbia River ESU (T)

Proposed for Listing:
-None

Candidates for Listing:
-Coho Salmon (O. kisutch)

Lower Columbia River/SW Washington ESU
-Steelhead (O. mykiss)

Oregon Coast ESU
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ORrReGON NATURAL HERITAGE INFORMATION CENTER

December 10, 2003 N7

Barry Bai, Ph.D.

Oregon Department of Agriculture
635 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97301-2532

Dear Dr. Bai:

Thank you for requesting information from the Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center (ORNHIC). We
have conducted a data system search for rare, threatened and endangered plant and animal records for your
Lane County Gypsy Moth Spray Project in Township 18 South, Range 4 West, Section 12, and Township 18
South, Range 3 West, Section 7, W.M.

Forty-one (41) records were noted within a two-mile radius of your project area, and are included on the
enclosed computer printout. A key to the fields is also included.

Please remember that the lack of rare element information from a given area does not mean that there are no
significant elements there, only that there is no information known to us from the site. To assure that there
are no important elements present, you should inventory the site, at the appropriate season.

Please note that at this time ORNHIC does not have comprehensive computerized records available for all
anadromous fish in Oregon. I have listed below the species that may be present within the waterways
contained in the project area. I have also included their listing by the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMEFS). For more information on anadromous fish you may wish to contact NMFS at: 525 NE Oregon
Street; Portland, Oregon 97232-2737. Please also note that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service now has
jurisdiction over coastal cutthroat trout.

Chinook salmon (Upper Willamette River) Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Threatened
This data is confidential and for the specific purposes of your project and is not to be distributed.

If you need additional information or have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

O —__

CIliff Alton
Conservation Information Assistant

encl.: invoice (H-121003-CWA2)
computer printout and data key
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13:09:16 10 DEC 2003
PAGE 1

NAME: ANEIDES FERREUS
COMMON NAME: CLOUDED SALAMANDER

EO-CODE: AAAAD01020*054 LAST OBS: 1996-04-28 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1996-04-28 STATE STATUS: SU

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
1-r-s: | QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 555

T-R-S COMMENTS: NE4NE4SW4
EO-RANK/COMM: C

DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: UNDER PLYWOOD ON WET CONCRETE GARAGE FLOOR.
EO-DATA: 1996: 1 SUBADULT.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: OBSERVER: JOHN APPLEGARTH, TOM KEATING.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: APPLEGARTH, JOHN. EUGENE BLM WILDLIFE BIOLOGIST

NAME: PROGNE SUBIS
COMMON NAME: PURPLE MARTIN

EO-CODE: ABPAU01010%007 LAST OBS: 1971-10 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1971 STATE STATUS: SC

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: M
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 500

T-R-S COMMENTS:

EO-RANK/COMM: C

pirecTions: I

DESCRIPTION: DIVERSE AREA OF CONIFER AND OAK FOREST WITH SOME LOGGING AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT.

EO-DATA: AMONG A LIST OF SUMMER RESIDENTS UTILIZING DEAD SNAGS, BREEDING REPORTED IN 1971 PER MCQUEEN.
SPECIES LIST FOR 1985 DID NOT INDICATE NESTING. CURRENT NESTING STATUS NEEDS VERIFICATION.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:
OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: MCQUEEN L. 1971.

NAME: ONCORHYNCHUS TSHAWYTSCHA POP 23
COMMON NAME: CHINOOK SALMON - UPPER WILLAMETTE RIVER SPRING RUN

EO-CODE: AFCHA02052*079 LAST OBS: 1999-PRE FED STATUS: LT
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: STATE STATUS:

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST LAT: ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: LONG: PRECISION: M
T-R-S: QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEYV (Feet):

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM:
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PAGE 2
pirecTions: [N

DESCRIPTION:

EO-DATA: SPRING RUN; ODFW DISTRIBUTION MAPS USED TO CREATE THE 1:24,000 COVERAGE.

EOTYPE: REARING & MIGRATION - fish

COMMENTS: DISTRIBUTION INFORMATION USED IN THIS EOR WAS DERIVED FROM ODFW GEOGRAPHIC RESOURCES DATA
PRODUCED AND DISTRIBUTED IN 2001. UNLESS SPECIFIC DATA EXISTS IN THE DATA FIELD, THE INFORMATION PRESENTED
IN THIS EOR REPRESENTS THE "BEST PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT" BY ODFW'S DISTRICT FISHERIES BIOLOGIST; THE
PRESENCE OF CHINOOK IN DESCRIBED AREAS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED UNDOCUMENTED BUT AS HAVING A POTENTIAL
OF BEING PRESENT.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: 2001 ODFW GEOGRAPHIC RESOURCES DATA; HUNT, WAYNE; GALOVICH, GARY.

NAME: OREGONICHTHYS CRAMERI
COMMON NAME: OREGON CHUB

EO-CODE: AFCJB56010*039 LAST OBS: 1899-09 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1899 STATE STATUS: SC

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: G
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 400

T-R-S COMMENTS:

EO-RANK/COMM: H

pirecTions: [

DESCRIPTION:

EO-DATA: UNSPECIFIED # OF CHUB WERE COLLECTED DURING AUG-SEPT, 1899. OSU COLLECTION #3123. ASSO. SSP: L.
TRIDENTATA, C. MACROCHEILUS, P. OREGONENSIS, R. BALTEATUS.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: LONG & BOND SAMPLED THE MCKENZIE RIVER AT THE 1-5 BRIDGE NEAR EUGENE DURING JUNE-SEPT 1983 &
FOUND NO CHUB.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1899-COLLECTED
OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: OREGON FRESHWATER FISH DATA BASE. OSU. 1984 PRINTOUT. LONG & BOND. 1983. DISTRIBUTION OF OREGON
CHUB

NAME: OREGONICHTHYS CRAMERI
COMMON NAME: OREGON CHUB

EO-CODE: AFCJB56010*045 LAST OBS: 1894-07-03 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1894 STATE STATUS: SC

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: G
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 420

T-R-S COMMENTS:

EO-RANK/COMM:H  :

pirecTions: I

DESCRIPTION:

EO-DATA: UNSPECIFIED # OF FISH COLLECTED 7-3-1894. OSU COLLECTION #OSUT 3119. ASSO. SSP: L. TRIDENTATA, C.
MACROCHEILUS, P. OREGONENSIS, R. BALTEATUS.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: LONG & BOND SAMPLED THE WILLAMETTE AT THE MILL RACE IN EUGENE DURING JUNE-SEPT 1983 & FOUND NO
CHUB.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1894-COLLECTED
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PAGE 3
OWNER:
MANAGED AREA: WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY
MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: OREGON FRESHWATER FISH DATA BASE. OSU. 1984 PRINTOUT LONG & BOND. 1983. DISTRIBUTION OF
OREGON CHUB

NAME: CORYNORHINUS TOWNSENDII TOWNSENDII
COMMON NAME: PACIFIC WESTERN BIG-EARED BAT

EO-CODE: AMACC08015*040 LAST OBS: FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: STATE STATUS: SC

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL LAT: xxxxxxN ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV LONG: xx0000xW PRECISION: G
1-r-s: | QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEYV (Feet): 600

T-R-S COMMENTS: Data Blocked, see "DIRECTIONS"

EO-RANK/COMM: D :

pirecTioNs: [

DESCRIPTION:

EO-DATA:

MUSEUM RECORD: UNSPECIFIED NUMBER OF SPECIMENS HOUSED AT THE U.S. NATIONAL MUSEUM. COLLECTOR AND DATE OF
COLLECTION NOT GIVEN.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: MASER AND CROSS. 1981. NOTES ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF OREGON BATS

NAME: CORYNORHINUS TOWNSENDII TOWNSENDII
COMMON NAME: PACIFIC WESTERN BIG-EARED BAT

EO-CODE: AMACC08015*070 LAST OBS: 1936-PRE FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: STATE STATUS: SC

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: M
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 425

T-R-S COMMENTS:

EO-RANK/COMM: D :

pirecTions: I

DESCRIPTION: CAPTURED INSIDE A CAMPUS BUILDING

EO-DATA: SPECIMEN CAPTURED (PRE-1936) & HOUSED IN THE UNIVERSITY OF OREGON COLLECTION
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: BAILEY, 1936. MAMMALS OF OREGON. MASER & CROSS. 1981. NOTES ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF OREGON BATS

NAME: ANTROZOUS PALLIDUS PACIFICUS
COMMON NAME: PACIFIC PALLID BAT

EO-CODE: AMACC10011*010 LAST OBS: 1914-05-14 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1914 STATE STATUS: SV
QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
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PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: G

T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 420

T-R-S COMMENTS:

EO-RANK/COMM:

DIRECTIONS: EUGENE

DESCRIPTION:

EO-DATA: 1 ADULT MALE COLLECTED MAY 14, 1914 AND HOUSED AT UNIVERSITY OF OREGON COLLECTION
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: BAILEY. 1936. MAMMALS & LIFE ZONES OF OREGON

NAME: CHRYSEMYS PICTA
COMMON NAME: PAINTED TURTLE

EO-CODE: ARAAD01010*066 LAST OBS: 1991-07-03 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1991 STATE STATUS: SC

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: G
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 420

T-R-S COMMENTS: [TRS NOT GIVEN]
EO-RANK/COMM: C  :

pirecTions: I
DESCRIPTION:

EO-DATA: 1991: 1 INDIVIDUAL OBSERVED
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1991-1

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: BRUCE, CHARLIE. ODFW.

NAME: EMYS MARMORATA MARMORATA
COMMON NAME: NORTHWESTERN POND TURTLE

EO-CODE: ARAAD02031+*021 LAST OBS: 1998-07-26 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1997 STATE STATUS: SC

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: M
1-r-s: | QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet):

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM: C  :
pirecTions: I
DESCRIPTION: BEAVER POND
EO-DATA: 1998: ADULT FEMALE CAPTURED. 1997: 2 OBSERVED.
EOTYPE:
COMMENTS:
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1998-1 ADULT FEM
1997-2
OWNER: PRIVATE
MANAGED AREA: WILLOW CREEK PRESERVE
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MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM:
BEST SOURCE: ALVERSON, ED. WILLAMETTE VALLEY STEWARDSHIP ECOLOGIST.

NAME: CONTIA TENUIS
COMMON NAME: SHARPTAIL SNAKE

EO-CODE: ARADB09010*027 LAST OBS: FED STATUS:

COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: STATE STATUS: SV

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: N
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: G
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 400

T-R-S COMMENTS:

EO-RANK/COMM: D

DIRECTIONS: EUGENE

DESCRIPTION:

EO-DATA: SPECIES REPORTED IN THIS VICINITY PER ST. JOHN
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: SPECIFIC LOCALITY DATA NOT AVAILABLE
ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: ST. JOHN, A. 1987. HERPETOLOGY OF THE UPPER WILLAMETTE VALLEY

NAME: ICARICIA ICARIOIDES FENDERI
COMMON NAME: FENDER'S BLUE BUTTERFLY

EO-CODE: IILEPG301C*001 LAST OBS: 2000-06-22 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1990 STATE STATUS:

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 400

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM: A

pirecTioNs: [

DESCRIPTION: NATIVE PRAIRIE, RATHER DISTURBED WITH INTRODUCED WEEDS. ASSOC. W/LUPINUS SULPHUREUS VAR.
KINCAIDII, ALLIUM AMPLECTENS

EO-DATA: SMALL POPULATION FOUND ON TNC PRESERVE, ASSOCIATED W/LUPINUS AND DESCHAMPSIA. POPULATION
ESTIMATE DERIVED FROM COUNTING MALES AND DOUBLING NUMBER. SEE ANNOBS. METHODS FOR ESTIMATING
POPULATION NUMBERS HAVE CHANGED. SEE 1994-1995 REPORTS FOR DETAILS. POPULATION FOUND ON TNC PRESERVE
ASSOCIATED WITH LUPINUS SULPHUREUS, VAR. KINCAIDII. KINCAIDS LUPINE IS CONCENTRATED IN A LARGE 2.3 HECTARE
FIELD WITH ADDITIONAL SMALLER PATCHES A FEW HUNDRED METERS AWAY.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 2000-1439 MEAN ESTIMATED POPULATION
1999-1068-2050 ESTIMATED POPULATION, 1550 MEAN
1998-556-1070 ESTIMATED POPULATION, 810 MEAN
1997-749-1355 ESTIMATED POPULATION, 1087 MEAN
1995-679-1303 ESTIMATED POPULATION, 986 MEAN
1994-361-695 ESTIMATED POPULATION
1993-500-1500 INDIVIDUALS; 576-1105 RECALCULATED USING 1994 METHODS
1992-500+ INDIVIDUALS, 243 MALES
1991-200+ INDIVIDUALS, 96 MALES
1990-100 INDIVIDUALS

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA: WILLOW CREEK PRESERVE
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MANAGE COMM: EXOTIC VEGETATION, ESPECIALLY SCOT'S BROOM AND BLACKBERRY INVADING FENDER'S BLUE HABITAT.
PROT COMM:
BEST SOURCE: SCHULTZ, CHERYL 1., 2000 STATUS OF THE FENDER'S BLUE BUTTERFLY IN LANE COUNTY, OREGON: POPULATION
ESTIMATES AND SITE EVALUATIONS (20PP).

NAME: LOMATIUM BRADSHAWII
COMMON NAME: BRADSHAW'S LOMATIUM

EO-CODE: PDAPI1B030*008 LAST OBS: 2000-04-11 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1940-06-24 STATE STATUS: LE

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 420

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM:
DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: 1995: GRASSLAND URBAN AREA, LAWN MIXTURE, & WEEDS INTRODUCED, BUT SOME NATIVES PERSIST.
ASSOCIATE WITH: RANUNCULUS OCCIDENTALIS, R. ORTHRORHYNCHUS, JUNCUS ENSIFOLIUS OR OXYMERIS. (NEARBY

INUNDATION), PASTURE GRASSES. HERBARIUM COLLECTIONS NOTE: GRASSY DRIED SWALES WITH PERIDERIDIA,
JUNCUS, AND GRINDELIA.
EO-DATA: 2000 (4-11): 38 MATURE (MOST IN FLOWER), 14 SEEDLINGS. 1995 (4-17): 19 SEEN, 10% IN LEAF, 90% IN FLOWER,
10-100 M2. HERBARIUM COLLECTION: CONSTANCE AND BEETLE, #2783, 6-24-40, ORE, WTU, WS, UTC, RM, GH, OSC,
WCW, US. TYPE LOCALE. ASSUMED EXTIRPATED.
EOTYPE:
COMMENTS: 2000 (4-11) SIGHTING REPORT, B. NEWHOUSE REPORTER. 1995 (4-17) SIGHTING REPORT; BRUCE NEWHOUSE.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 2000-52
1995-19
OWNER: LOCAL
MANAGED AREA:
MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM:
BEST SOURCE: NEWHOUSE, BRUCE; CONSTANCE HERBARIUM COLLECTION

NAME: LOMATIUM BRADSHAWII
COMMON NAME: BRADSHAW'S LOMATIUM

EO-CODE: PDAPI1B030*014 LAST OBS: 2000-04 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1982-03-17 STATE STATUS: LE

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
1-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 430

T-R-S COMMENTS: NE4SW4 SEC 8 [SOME OF IT IN SEC 49 ON OUR TOPO MAP]

EO-RANK/COMM: B :

pirecTions: I

DESCRIPTION: WET MEADOW OF MOSTLY INTRODUCED SPECIES. BY JOGGING PATH. AREA CUT FOR HAY ANNUALLY
EO-DATA: 2000: 68 PLANTS, 61 SEEDLINGS & 7 IN FLOWER. 1995: 5 PLANTS SEEN IN SEC 8, NEANW4, IN LEAF AND FRUIT.
1982: APPROX. 50 PLANTS SCATTERED IN PATCHES ALONG CREEK

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 2000 SIGHTING REPORT; BRUCE NEWHOUSE. 1995 SIGHTING REPORT; BRUCE NEWHOUSE REPORTER (IN SEC 8).
SEEN BY KAGAN 3-17-82. GIS POLYGONS FROM CITY OF EUGENE GIS DEPT, JAN 2001.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 2000-68

1995-5

1982-50

OWNER: CITY

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM: AREA IS MOWED YEARLY AFTER PLANT HAS BLOOMED
PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: KAGAN, JIMMY; BRUCE NEWHOUSE
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NAME: LOMATIUM BRADSHAWII
COMMON NAME: BRADSHAW'S LOMATIUM

EO-CODE: PDAPI1B030*034 LAST OBS: 1999-04-23 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1990-04- STATE STATUS: LE

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 403

T-R-S COMMENTS: NE4SW4
EO-RANK/COMM: D

DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: WET ASH WOODLAND THAT HAS INVADED WET PRAIRIES THE PAST 50 YEARS. CARAMINE PENDIFLORA IS
ABUNDANT. NATROY AND DAYTON SOILS. ALSO WITH EUPHORBIA, CAREX FETA, FESTUCA ARUNDINACEA, FRAXINUS
LATIFOLIA, RUMEXCRISPUS, CAMASSIA QUAMASH, RANUNCULUS OCCIDENTALIS.

EO-DATA: 1999: 55 PLANTS IN 250 SQ. FT, 60% IN FLOWER, 40% IN LEAF. 1990: ONLY 3 PLANTS SEEN; MOST OF WOODLAND
ISTOO OVERGROWN TO PROVIDE GOOD HABITAT.

EOTYPE:
COMMENTS: 1999 SIGHTING REPORT FROM MIKEY SHIPPEY AND NANCY HOLZHAUSER. 1990 PC BY ED ALVERSON, TNC.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1999-55
1990-3
OWNER: PRIVATE?; CITY
MANAGED AREA:
MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM:
BEST SOURCE: ALVERSON, ED; TOM PRINGLE; NANCY HOLZHAUSER; MIKE SHIPPEY

NAME: LOMATIUM BRADSHAWII
COMMON NAME: BRADSHAW'S LOMATIUM

EO-CODE: PDAPI1B030*038 LAST OBS: 1992-04-27 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1992 STATE STATUS: LE

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 125

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM:

DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: GOOD CONDITION DESCHAMPSIA CAESPITOSA WETLAND PRAIRIE WITHOUT SHRUB OR TREE INVASION, HAS
BEEN MOWED, NOT WEEDY EXCEPT AROUND EDGES, HAS 3 RARE SPP. WETLAND SOILS. ASSOICATED WITH: DESCHAMPSIA
CESPITOSA, ERIOPHYLLUM LANATUM, RANUNCULUS OCCIDENTALIS, HOLCUS LANATAS, CRINDELIA, LUZULA CAMPESTRIS,
JUNCUS TENUIS, MICROCALA QUADRANGULARIS.

EO-DATA: 65 PLANTS, IN LEAF, FLOWER AND FRUIT. IN 100 SQ M-1 HA.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1992 ONHP SURVEY; PETER ZIKA REPORTER. "IMPORTANT SITE SHOULD BE PRESERVED"
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1992-65

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: ZIKA, PETER

NAME: LOMATIUM BRADSHAWII
COMMON NAME: BRADSHAW'S LOMATIUM

EO-CODE: PDAPI1B030*044 LAST OBS: 1999-05-11 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1999-05-11 STATE STATUS: LE

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
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T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 410

T-R-S COMMENTS: NE4SE4

EO-RANK/COMM:

DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: DOMINATED BY FESTUCA ARUNDINACEA. ALSO RANUNCULUS OCCIDENTALIS, DAUCUS CAROTA, CAREX
UNILATERALIS, HOLCU LANATUS, ROSA NUTKANA, POA COMPRESSA, YOUNG FRAXINUS LATIFOLIUS. BOTTOM SLOPE;
OPEN LIGHT; INUNDATED MOISTURE.

EO-DATA: 23 PLANTS; 30% IN FLOWER, 70% IN LEAF; ~24 SQ FT AREA.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1999 PLANT SIGHTING REPORT; NANCY HOLZHAUSER & MIKE SHIPPEY.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1999-23

OWNER: CITY

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM: TRAMPLING (FOOT TRAFFIC EVIDENT FROM APTS TO SOUTH).

BEST SOURCE: HOLZHAUSER, NANCY; SHIPPEY, MIKE.

NAME: ERIGERON DECUMBENS VAR DECUMBENS
COMMON NAME: WILLAMETTE VALLEY DAISY

EO-CODE: PDAST3M133*018 LAST OBS: 1934-06-23 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1927 STATE STATUS: LE

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: G
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet): 2000

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM:

DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: DRY OR DRIED GROUND (HENDERSON, 1934); EDGE OF MEADOW (BROWN, 1933).

EO-DATA: HERBARIUM COLLECTIONS: HENDERSON, 6-23-34, #16484, ORE; BROWN, 8-6-33, #248,0RE; LEACH, 6-27-27, NO #, WTU;
HENDERSON, 6-23-32, #14543, UC.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: HENDERSON HERBARIUM COLLECTION

NAME: ERIGERON DECUMBENS VAR DECUMBENS
COMMON NAME: WILLAMETTE VALLEY DAISY

EO-CODE: PDAST3M133*021 LAST OBS: 1922-07-05 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1922 STATE STATUS: LE

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: G
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet): 200

T-R-S COMMENTS:

EO-RANK/COMM:

DIRECTIONS: GOSHEN.

DESCRIPTION:

EO-DATA: HERBARIUM COLLECTION: ABRAMS, 7-5-22, #8719, POM.
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:
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OWNER:
MANAGED AREA:
MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM:
BEST SOURCE: ABRAMS HERBARIUM COLLECTION.

NAME: ERIGERON DECUMBENS VAR DECUMBENS
COMMON NAME: WILLAMETTE VALLEY DAISY

EO-CODE: PDAST3M133*043 LAST OBS: 1992-04-28 FED STATUS: LE
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1992-04-08 STATE STATUS: LE

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 410

T-R-S COMMENTS: N4SW4
EO-RANK/COMM:

pirecTioNs: [

DESCRIPTION: GOOD CONDITION DESCHAMPSIA CESPITOSA WET PRARIE REMNANT ON WEST SIDE OF TAX LOT. ASPECT: FLAT.
ASSOC SP., MICROCALA QUADRANGULARUS, LOMATIUM BRADSHAWII, DESCHAMPSIA CESPITOSA.

EO-DATA: 2 PLANTS IN LEAF AND BUD.
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1992 ONHP SIGHTING REPORT; PETER ZIKA, REPORTER. SITE SHOULD BE PROTECTED FOR PLANT COMMUNITY (A
WETLAND) & RARE PLANTS INCLUDING DOMATIUM BRADSHAWIL.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1992-2 PLANTS

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM: LOCG PLANS TO ALLOW FILL AND DEVELOPMENT.
PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: ZIKA, PETER F.

NAME: ASTER VIALIS
COMMON NAME: WAYSIDE ASTER

EO-CODE: PDASTEC0A0*002 LAST OBS: 1989-07-31 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1933 STATE STATUS: LT

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet): 1000

T-R-S COMMENTS: NW4SW4 AND NE4SW4
EO-RANK/COMM:

pirecTioNs: [

DESCRIPTION: DRYISH MIXED CONIFER/HARDWOOD FOEST; PSME AND ARME DOMINANT, ALSO PIPO AND QUGA. SHRUBS:
SYAL, RHDI.

HERBS: PTAQ, LIAP, ARMA, VAHE. UPPER SLOPE POSITION, FILTERED LIGHT, DRY AREA.

EO-DATA: 7 OR 8 PLANTS ON BOTH SIDES OF THE TRAIL, IN LATE FLOWER AND FRUIT, NO VIABLE SEED (1983). 63 PLANTS
COUNTED IN 10-100 SQ M. (1989-GREATER NUMBERS DUE TO INCREASED AREA OF SEARCH).

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: '83, JULY SIGHTING, WAGNER. PROBABLY SAME SITE AS HERB COLLECTIONS: L.F. HENDERSON, #15708, UC-
ISOTYPE; BROWN, #230. 1989 OSDA SIGHTING REPORT, ALVERSON, ED AND KELI KUYKENDALL

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1996-63 PLANTS
1983-7-8 PLANTS
OWNER: COUNTY
MANAGED AREA:
MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM:
BEST SOURCE: WAGNER, DAVE. PROFESSOR OF BOTANY, U OF O. 1983 SIGHTING; ALDVERSON, ED.
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NAME: ASTER VIALIS
COMMON NAME: WAYSIDE ASTER

EO-CODE: PDASTEC0A0*014 LAST OBS: 1998-05-21 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1985 08-17 STATE STATUS: LT

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 560

T-R-S COMMENTS: NW4sw4
EO-RANK/COMM:
DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: 1998: EDGE BTWN COUNTY RD & FOREST. WEST ASPECT, 20-45 DEG SLOPE, LOWER SLOPE, OPEN LIGHT, MOIST.
PLANT COMMUNITY: PSEMEN-QUEGAR/ACECIR-HOLDIS/LUPLAT-FRAVES. ASSOC SPECIES: LATHYRUS HOLOCHLORUS;
LARGE STAND OF LUPINUS LATIFOLIUS EXTENDS TO THE RIGHT. ON TOP OF ROADCUT. ASSO. SPP. INCLUDE: ACCI, HODI,
PTAQ, PSME, SEJA, RHDI

EO-DATA: 1998: ONE PLANT, IN LEAF, MATURE, <1 SQ M AREA. 1985: 10 LARGE, MULTISTEMMED PLANTS IN FLOWER & IN FRUIT. 2
OR 3 ISOLATED PLANTS ON FACE OF ROADCUT

EOTYPE:
COMMENTS: 1998 RARE PLANT SIGHTING REPORT. BRUCE NEWHOUSE REPORTER. 1985: HO, LEIGHTON. ASVI FIELD SURVEY.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1998-1 PLANT
1985-10 PLANTS
OWNER: COUNTY
MANAGED AREA:
MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM: THREATS: ROADSIDE CLEARING & SPRAYING
BEST SOURCE: NEWHOUSE, BRUCE; HO, LEIGHTON

NAME: ASTER VIALIS
COMMON NAME: WAYSIDE ASTER

EO-CODE: PDASTEC0A0*015 LAST OBS: 1998-09-21 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1985-08-17 STATE STATUS: LT

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 620

T-R-S COMMENTS: NW4, NW4NE4
EO-RANK/COMM:
DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: ON TOP OF NW ROADCUT. ASSOC SPECIES: PSEMEN, RUBPAR, RUBURS, BERAQU, SYMALB, PTAQ, ACCI, TOXDIV,
ELYGLA.

EO-DATA: 1998: 3 GENETS & 9 RAMETS, IN LEAF & FLOWER. 1985: 5 MATURE PLANTS IN FLOWER ON A SLIGHT, LOWER SLOPE IN
FILTERED LIGHT CONDITIONS. SITE IS MOIST

EOTYPE:
COMMENTS: 1985 ASVI FIELD SURVEY, LEIGHTON HO REPORTER. 1998 PLANT SIGHTING REPORT, BRUCE NEWHOUSE REPORTER.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1998-3 GENETS, 9 RAMETS
1985-5 PLANTS
OWNER: COUNTY
MANAGED AREA:
MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM: THREATS: ROADSIDE CLEARING & SPRAYING
BEST SOURCE: HO, LEIGHTON; NEWHOUSE, BRUCE
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NAME: ASTER VIALIS
COMMON NAME: WAYSIDE ASTER

EO-CODE: PDASTEC0A0*016 LAST OBS: 1985-08-17 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1985 STATE STATUS: LT

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEV (Feet): 700

T-R-S COMMENTS: NE4
EO-RANK/COMM:

DiRECTI0N:S: |

DESCRIPTION: GROWING IN W-FACING ROADCUT. ASSO. SPP. INCLUDE: QUERCUS GARRYANA, RHUS DIVERSILOBA &
PSEUDOTSUGA MENZIESII

EO-DATA: 2 LARGE, MATURE, SINGLE STEMMED PLANTS FLOWERING & FRUITING. ON A MID-SLOPE POSITION UNDER
FILTERED

LIGHT CONDITIONS. SITE IS MOIST

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: HO, LEIGHTON, ASVI FIELD SURVEY, 1985
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1985-2 PLANTS

OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM: THREATS: ROADSIDE CLEARING & SPRAYING
BEST SOURCE: HO, LEIGHTON

NAME: ASTER VIALIS
COMMON NAME: WAYSIDE ASTER

EO-CODE: PDASTEC0A0*033 LAST OBS: 1991-06-16 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1991 STATE STATUS: LT

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet): 1100

T-R-S COMMENTS: SE4ANW4
EO-RANK/COMM:
DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: RATHER DRY FOREST ON RIDGE CREST; PSME DOMINANT WITH QUKE, ACMA, SYAL, RUUR, POMU, RHDI,
LIGUSTICUM, ADENOCAULON. SOILS MAPPED AS DIXONVILLE-PHILOMATH-HAZELAIR COMPLEX.

EO-DATA: PLANTS VEGETATIVE ONLY; 13 RAMETS ON EAST SIDE OF TRAIL #5, RAMETS ON WEST SIDE, ALSO RAMET ON EAST SIDE
AT THE LARGE PSME WOLF TREE. <1 ACRE.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1991-18 RAMETS

OWNER: CITY OF EUGENE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM: THREATS: HIKERS FEET, DEER BROWSING.
BEST SOURCE: ALVERSON, ED

NAME: ASTER VIALIS
COMMON NAME: WAYSIDE ASTER

EO-CODE: PDASTEC0A0*070 LAST OBS: 1999-06-30 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1999-06-30 STATE STATUS: LT

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet): 620
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T-R-S COMMENTS: NW4NW4
EO-RANK/COMM:
DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: UPPER SLOPE OF INTERMITENT STREAM BANK UNDER MOD CANOPY OF PSEUDOTSUGA MENZIESII & SCATTERED
QUERCUS GARRYANA. S TO SE ASPECT, MOD SLOPE. FILTERED LIGHT, DRY. ASSOC SPECIES: PSEUDOTSUGA MENZIESII,
QUERCUS GARRYANA, CORYLUS CORNUTA, AMELANCHIER ALNIFOLIA, POLYSTICHUM MUNITUM, SANICULA
CRASSICAULIS, OSMORHIZA CHILENSIS, PTERIDIUM AQUILINUM, SYNTHYRIS RENIFORMIS & TOXICODENDRON
DIVERSILOBA.

EO-DATA: ONE PLANT, IMMATURE & IN LEAF.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1999 PLANT SIGHTING REPORT, JOHN KOENIG REPORTER.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1999-1 PLANT

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: KOENIG, JOHN

NAME: ASTER VIALIS
COMMON NAME: WAYSIDE ASTER

EO-CODE: PDASTEC0A0*071 LAST OBS: 1999-06-30 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1999-06-30 STATE STATUS: LT

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet): 750

T-R-S COMMENTS: NE4SW4
EO-RANK/COMM:

pirecTioNs: [N

DESCRIPTION: SMALL OPENING IN DOUG FIR, OAK FOREST AT TOP OF SMALL ROCKY KNOB. FLAT ASPECT, SLIGHT SLOPE. CREST
POSITION, FILTERED LIGHT, DRY, ROCKY SOIL. ASSOC SPECIES: PSEUDOTSUGA MENZIESII, QUERCUS KELLOGGII, QUERCUS
GARRYANA, ABIES GRANDIS (REGEN), TOXICODENDRON DIVERSILOBA, RUBUS URSINUS, FESTUCA CALIFORNICA,
SYNTHYRIS RENIFORMIS, ELYMUS GLAUCUS

EO-DATA: 3 CLUMPS/12 STEMS. 100% IN LEAF. 100% IMMATURE. ALL BROWSED TO 12" OR LESS. 5 SQ M AREA.
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1999 PLANT SIGHTING REPORT, DICK BRAINERD REPORTER.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1999-3 CLUMPS

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM: CONIFER SHADING.

BEST SOURCE: BRAINERD, DICK

NAME: ASTER CURTUS
COMMON NAME: WHITE-TOPPED ASTER

EO-CODE: PDASTEF010*030 LAST OBS: 1991-04-28 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1991-04-28 STATE STATUS: LT

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 410

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM:

pirecTioNs: [

DESCRIPTION: GOOD CONDITION DESCHAMPSIA CESPITOSA PRAIRIE, WETLAND SOILS, WITH 2 OTHER RARE SPECIES. ASSOC
SPECIES: DESCHAMPSIA CESPITOSA, LUZULA CAMPESTRIS, VICIA SATIVA, RANNUCULUS OCCIDENTALIS, CAMASSIA
QUAMASH, AGOSERIS SP, HYPOCHAERIS RADICATA.

EO-DATA: ABOUT 1500 STEMS, ABOUT 15 GENETS, 1 HA+ AREA. TOO EARLY IN SEASON TO DETERINE % OF FERTILE SHOOTS.
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EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1991 ONHP SIGHTING REPORT, PETER ZIKA REPORTER. SHOULD BE PROTECTED, AS SHOULD DECE PRAIRIE IN TAX
LOTS TO E, W AND N.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1991-1500 STEMS

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM: L-COG INTENDS TO ALLOW FILL AND DEVELOPMENT OF THIS WETLAND (I2A)
BEST SOURCE: ZIKA, PETER

NAME: LATHYRUS HOLOCHLORUS
COMMON NAME: THIN-LEAVED PEAVINE

EO-CODE: PDFAB250B0*057 LAST OBS: 1998-05-21 FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1998-05-21 STATE STATUS:

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet):

T-R-S COMMENTS: NW4SW4 & SW4NW4
EO-RANK/COMM:
DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: #1) ZONE OF SHORT VEGETATION (PERIODICALLY MOWED) BTWN RD & FOREST EDGE. AD) FOREST IS
PSEMEN-FRALAT/CORCOR-SYMALB/BROVUL. WEST ASPECT, 0-20 DEG SLOPE, LOWER SLOPE, OPEN/FILTERED LIGHT,
MOIST/DRY. ASSOC SPECIES: RUBDIS, BROVUL. #2) STEEP SLOPE ABOVE RD, ABOVE PSEMEN-QUEGAR/ACECIR-
HOLDIS, W/LUPLAT, FRAVES & ONE STEM ASTVIA. WEST ASPECT, 20-45 DEG SLOPE, LOWER SLOPE, OPEN LIGHT,
MOIST/DRY.

EO-DATA: #1) 22 PLANTS, IN LEAF, BUD, FLOWER & FRUIT; 1ST YR & MATURE, 10-100 SQ M AREA. #2) 21 PLANTS, IN BUD &
FLOWER, MATURE, 5-10 SQ M AREA.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1998 PLANT SIGHTING REPORT. BRUCE NEWHOUSE REPORTER.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER: COUNTY

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM: THREATS: DITCH SCRAPING, MOWING

BEST SOURCE: NEWHOUSE, BRUCE

NAME: LUPINUS SULPHUREUS SSP KINCAIDII
COMMON NAME: KINCAID'S LUPINE

EO-CODE: PDFAB2B2W1*011 LAST OBS: 1989 FED STATUS: LT
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1983-05-18 STATE STATUS: LT

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: M
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 400

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM:

pirecTioNs: [

DESCRIPTION: WET, DISTRUBED GRASSLAND, NO SHRUB COMPETITION. HYDRIC SOILS. ASSOCIATED WITH CAMASSIA,
MICROCALA, DESCHAMPSIA CESPITOSA.

EO-DATA: CA. 200 PLANTS, IN LEAF, MOSTLY BUD, AND FLOWER. IN 1 HA+. 40-50% IMMATURE, 50-60% MATURE.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: PERSONAL COMMUNICATION FROM CATHY MACDONALD. 1988 ONHP FIELD SITING FORM, PETER ZIKA REPORTER.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1989-200

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA: WILLOW CREEK PRESERVE
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MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM:
BEST SOURCE: MACDONALD, CATHY; PETER ZIKA

NAME: CICENDIA QUADRANGULARIS
COMMON NAME: MICROCALA

EO-CODE: PDGENOR010*012 LAST OBS: 1991-05-25 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1983-05-18 STATE STATUS:

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: M
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 400

T-R-S COMMENTS: S2NE4
EO-RANK/COMM:
DIRECTIONS:

EO-DATA: 500-1000 SEEN IN 1988, IN LEAF, BUD AND FLOWER; WEHRE BURNED IN 1986 OR 1987. ONLY 2 PLANTS SEEN IN 1991,
BUT SITE WAS NOT INTENSIVELY SEARCHED - MORE PLS ARE LIKELY TO BE PRESENT.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1988 ONHP SIGHTING REPORT, PETER ZIKA REPORTER. ALVERSON TNC FIELD NOTES, 1991.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1991-2 PLANTS

1988-500-1000 PLANTS

OWNER: TNC & PVT

MANAGED AREA: WILLOW CREEK PRESERVE

MANAGE COMM: WEST EUGENE WETLANDS SPECIAL STUDY AREA.

PROT COMM: THE NEEDS OF THIS SPECIES ARE NOT CLEAR.

BEST SOURCE: ALVERSON, EDWARD R.; PETER ZIKA

NAME: CICENDIA QUADRANGULARIS
COMMON NAME: MICROCALA

EO-CODE: PDGENOR010*015 LAST OBS: 1992-04-27 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1992 STATE STATUS:

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 125

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM:

DiReCTION:S: |

DESCRIPTION: HABITAT RANGES FROM DISTURBED AREAS TO DECA PRAIRIE REMNANTS TO GOOD DECA PRAIRIE. ASSOC.
SPECIES FOR ALL THREE PATCHES INCLUDE:

1) AGROSTIS TENUIS, FESTUCA ARUNDINACEA, LUPINUS MICRANTHUS, TRIFOLUIM SUBTERRANEUM, T DUBIUM,
PARENTUCELLIA VISCOSA, MOENCHIA, JUNCUS BUFONIUS

2) DESCHAMPSIA CESPITOSA, MONTIA LINEARIS, LOMATIUM BRADSHAWII, RANNUNCULUS OCCIDENTALIS, CAMASSIA
QUAMASH, BRIZA MINOR, MOENCHIA ERECTA

3) DESCHAMPSIA CESPITOSA, MOENCHIA ERECTA, RANNUNCULUS OCCIDENTALIS, JUNCUS TENUIS, TRIFALIUM DUBIUM, T.
SUBTER., PARENTUCELLIA VISCOSA, LUZULA CAMPESTRIS, PANICUM OCCIDENT, SISYRIMCHIUM, AIRA C. JUNCUS
BUFONOUS, ASTER CURTUS, LOMATUIM BRADSHAWILI.

EO-DATA: 3 PATCHES: 1) 30 IN LEAF, BUD & FLOWER, 2) 125+ IN BUD, 3) ABOUT 1,000+ IN 1HA+.
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1992 LCOG WETLAND SURVEY; ZIKA, REPORTER.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1992-1155 PLANTS

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:
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PROT COMM:
BEST SOURCE: ZIKA, PETER

NAME: CICENDIA QUADRANGULARIS
COMMON NAME: MICROCALA

EO-CODE: PDGENOR010*019 LAST OBS: 1995-05-18 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1995-05-18 STATE STATUS:

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: M
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet): 1100

T-R-S COMMENTS: NW4SE4
EO-RANK/COMM:
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DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: MOIST MEADOW, VERNALLY MOIST WITH GRASSES/FORBS AS DOMINANTS. MID-SLOPE, OPEN AREA,
SATURATED/MOIST.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1995 ONHP SIGHTING REPORT. JOHN KOENIG, REPORTER.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1995-8 PLANTS

OWNER: CITY

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: KOENIG, JOHN

NAME: ROMANZOFFIA THOMPSONII
COMMON NAME: THOMPSON MISTMAIDEN

EO-CODE: PDHYDOE050*008 LAST OBS: 1935-05-08 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1935-05-08 STATE STATUS:

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet): -1111

T-R-S COMMENTS: SW4

EO-RANK/COMM:  :

pirecTions: I
DESCRIPTION: NEAR TOP OF GRADE

EO-DATA: HERBARIUM COLLECTION: WHITE, NO #, 5-8-35, ORE
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: WHITE COLLECTION

NAME: CIMICIFUGA ELATA
COMMON NAME: TALL BUGBANE

EO-CODE: PDRAN07030%025 LAST OBS: 1989-07-31 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1989 STATE STATUS: C

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet): 980

T-R-S COMMENTS: NE4SW4
EO-RANK/COMM:

DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: IN SMALL PATCH OF "VIRGIN" CONIFEROUS FOREST. PSEUDOTUGA TREES 4-5 FT. ACMA COMMON. ASSOC.

SPECIES:
EO-DATA: 11 PLANTS ON LESS THAN 1 ACRE, IN LATE FLOWER.
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EOTYPE:
COMMENTS: 1989 BLM SIGHTING REPORT. ALVERSON, ED; KUYKENDALL, KELI.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1989-11 PLANTS
OWNER:
MANAGED AREA:
MANAGE COMM:
PROT COMM:
BEST SOURCE: ALVERSON, ED; KUYKENDALL, KELI.

NAME: CIMICIFUGA ELATA
COMMON NAME: TALL BUGBANE

EO-CODE: PDRAN07030%049 LAST OBS: 1991-07-09 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1991 STATE STATUS: C

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet):

T-R-S COMMENTS: NW4SE4
EO-RANK/COMM:

DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: MATURE PSME-ACMA FOREST, APPARENTLY NEVER LOGGED, WITH ACCI, COCO, POMU, VANCOUVERIA,
CLAYTONIA SIBIRICA, GALIUM APARINE, AND MANY OTHER FORBS. SOILS MAPPED AS RITNER COBBY SILTY CLAY LOAM.

EO-DATA: 70 PLANTS TOTAL, BUT ONLY 2 IN FLOWER, 68 VEGETATIVE ONLY. MANY ARE SMALL VEGETATIVE PLANTS GROWING
ON OR NEAR THE UPHILL TRAIL BANK.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS:

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1991-70 PLANTS

OWNER: CITY OF EUGENE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM: THREATS: TRAMPLING, TRAIL MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES
BEST SOURCE: ED ALVERSON, TNC

NAME: CIMICIFUGA ELATA
COMMON NAME: TALL BUGBANE

EO-CODE: PDRAN07030%115 LAST OBS: 1994-05-07 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1994-05-07 STATE STATUS: C

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 900

T-R-S COMMENTS: SE4ANW4
EO-RANK/COMM:
DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: SECOND-GROWTH DOUG FIR; PSEUDOTSUGA MENZIESII/CORYLUS CORNUTA VAR. CALIFORNICA/POLYSTICHUM
MUNITUM-OSMORHIZA CHILENSIS. (THALICTRUM POLYCARPUM-FESTUCA SUBULATA-GALIUM TRIFLORUM PRESENT.) MID-
SLOPE, FILTERED LIGHT, DRY. HAZELAIR SILTY CLAY LOAM (POSSIBLY ON WILLAKENZIE &/OR RITNER, ALSO). A FEW
ACTAEA RUBRA PRESNT. NO ACMA IN OVERSTORY ABOVE CIEL, BUT A FEW NEARBY.

EO-DATA: EST. 51-100 PLANTS, MOSTLY IN LEAF, A FEW IN BUD. AGES RANGE FROM SEEDLINGS TO MATURE. 2-1/2 ACRE+ AREA.
BRIEF (30 MIN) SURVEY, NOT EXHAUSTIVE.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1994 SIGHTING REPORT; BRUCE NEWHOUSE (SALIX ASSOCIATES)
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1994-51-100 PLANTS

OWNER: PRIVATE

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM: PARTIAL THIN FALL 1993; ADD'L SCHEDULED 1994

PROT COMM: THREATS: TIMBER HARVEST

BEST SOURCE: NEWHOUSE, BRUCE (SALIX ASSOCIATES)
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NAME: CIMICIFUGA ELATA
COMMON NAME: TALL BUGBANE

EO-CODE: PDRAN07030%199 LAST OBS: 1999-06-18 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1999-06-18 STATE STATUS: C

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE EAST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: S
1-r-s: | QUADCODE: 4412311 MINELEYV (Feet): 730

T-R-S COMMENTS: NE4SE4
EO-RANK/COMM:

DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: PSEMEN-ACEMAC/AEMCER/POLMUN. MANY HERBS VERY VIGOROUS ESP SMILACINA RACEMOSA, ADENCAULON
BICOLOR. TREE

COVER: GAP BELOW, 80% ABOVE, SHRUB 60%, HERB 100%. ASPECT: 84 DEG AZ, SLOPE: 20-45%. MID SLOPE, OPEN/FILTERED
LIGHT, MOIST. ASSOC SPECIES: SHRUBS: SAMBUCUS CALLICARPA, RUBUS DISCOLOR, CORYLUS CORNUTA VAR CAL,
ADENOCAULON BICOLOR, SMILACINA RACEMOSA, DRYOPTERIS SP, HEDERA HELIX, OSMORHIZA CHILENSIS, GERANIUM
ROBERTIANUM, ACTAEA RUBRA, RUBUS URSINUS, PROSARTES HOOKERII.

EO-DATA: 250-300 PLANTS, 75% IN FLOWER (50% IN FLOWER BUD), 25% IN LEAF.10% 1ST YEAR, 90% MATURE. <1 HA AREA.
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1999 PLANT SIGHTING REPORT, BRUCE NEWHOUSE REPORTER.

ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1999-250-300 PLANTS

OWNER: CITY

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM: THREATS BY HEDERA HELIS, RUBUS DISCOLOR, GERANIUM ROBERTIANUM.

BEST SOURCE: NEWHOUSE, BRUCE

NAME: CIMICIFUGA ELATA
COMMON NAME: TALL BUGBANE

EO-CODE: PDRAN07030*217 LAST OBS: 1998-09-21 FED STATUS:
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: 1998-09-21 STATE STATUS: C

QUAD NAMES: EUGENE WEST aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: M
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4412312 MINELEV (Feet): 720

T-R-S COMMENTS: NW4NE4
EO-RANK/COMM:

DIRECTIONS:

DESCRIPTION: ON EDGE OF DENSE ACECIR-RHAPUR-CORCOR. PSEMEN NEARBY ABOVE, W/SYMALB, HOLDIS, EPICIL, POLMUN &
TELGRA. N ASPECT, 20-45 DEG SLOPE, MOIST.

EO-DATA: 10 PLANTS, IN LEAF & FRUIT, MATURE.

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: 1998 PLANT SIGHTING REPORT. BRUCE NEWHOUSE REPORTER.
ANNUAL OBSERVATION: 1998-10 PLANTS

OWNER: COUNTY

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM: THREATS: ROAD MAINTENANCE

BEST SOURCE: NEWHOUSE, BRUCE

NAME: HORKELIA CONGESTA SSP CONGESTA
COMMON NAME: SHAGGY HORKELIA

EO-CODE: PDROSOW031*032 LAST OBS: FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: STATE STATUS: C

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: G
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet):

T-R-S COMMENTS:
EO-RANK/COMM:

pirecTioNs: [ 65
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EO-DATA:
EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: KECK, D. 1938. REVISION OF HORKELIA AND IVESIA. LLOYDIA I(1-4): 75-109. HERBARIUM COLLECTION: ANDREWS
179 (ORE)

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: ANDREWS COLLECTION

NAME: HORKELIA CONGESTA SSP CONGESTA
COMMON NAME: SHAGGY HORKELIA

EO-CODE: PDROS0W031*033 LAST OBS: FED STATUS: SOC
COUNTY(s): LANE FIRST OBS: STATE STATUS: C

QUAD NAMES: CRESWELL aT: I ORNHP TRACK: Y
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROV: WV onG: I PRECISION: G
T-r-s: I QUADCODE: 4312381 MINELEV (Feet):

T-R-S COMMENTS:

EO-RANK/COMM: :

pirecTions: I
DESCRIPTION:

EO-DATA:

EOTYPE:

COMMENTS: KECK, D. 1938. REVISION OF HORKELIA AND IVESIA. LLOYDIA I(1-4): 75-109. HERBARIUM COLLECTION: ABRAMS
8724 (PO,SU)

ANNUAL OBSERVATION:

OWNER:

MANAGED AREA:

MANAGE COMM:

PROT COMM:

BEST SOURCE: ABRAMS COLLECTION

41 Records listed.
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KEY TO PRINTOUT

NAME AND COMMON NAME: The scientific and common name of the species.

EO-CODE (element occurrence code): Unique Heritage Program code for this occurrence. The first 10 characters are
the code for the species, and the last 3 are the occurrence number.

COUNTY(S): County name(s)
QUAD NAMES: Name of the USGS 7.5’ topographic quadrangle map(s) where the record is mapped.
PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROVINCE: Code for physiographic province.

BM = Ochoco, Blue and Wallowa Mts. BR =Basin and Range CR = Coast Range
CB = Columbia Basin EC = East slope of the Cascades KM = Klamath Mountains
SP = Snake River Plains WC = West slope and crest of the Cascades WV = Willamette Valley

T-R-S: Township, Range and Section, with township first, range second and section third (a space appears between
range and section). 004S029E 32 = Township 4S, Range 29E, Section 32. Fractional townships and ranges are
further defined in the T-R COMMENTS field.

T-R-S COMMENTS: Comments relating to township, range or section(s), e.g. SE4ANE4 or SENE=SE _ of the NE _.
LASTOBS: Last reported sighting date, in the form YYYY-MM-DD
FIRSTOBS: First reported sighting date for this occurrence in the form YYYY-MM-DD
LAT: latitude, North - in the form DDMMSS LONG: longitude, West - in the form DDDMMSS
QUADCODE: Heritage Program code for the USGS 7.5’ topo map.
FEDERAL STATUS:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service status:
LE = listed endangered LT = listed threatened SOC = species of concern
PE = proposed endangered PT = proposed threatened C = candidate for listing with enough data available for listing

STATE STATUS:
For animals, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife status:
LE=listed endangered PE=proposed endangered PT=proposed threatened
SC or C=sensitive-critical SV or V=sensitive-vulnerable SP or P=sensitive peripheral or naturally rare
SU or U=sensitive-undetermined
For plants, Oregon Department of Agriculture status:
LE=listed endangered LT=listed threatened C=candidate

ORNHP EOTRACK: We currently obtain locational information for only those elements marked with Y(es). Those
species marked with N(o) or W(atch) have incomplete data since we do not currently actively track them.

PRECISION: Second (S) = exact location; Minute (M) = location known to nearest 1.5 miles; General (G) = location
known to nearest 5 miles.

MINELEV: Minimum elevation, in feet (-1111=not determined).

EO-RANK/COMM: Relative quality of this occurrence (A=best site, B=good population or site, C=fair or small
population, D=marginal or destroyed occurrence)

DIRECTIONS: Site name and direction to site

DESCRIPTION: Habitat information, e.g. aspect, slope, soils, associated species, community type, etc.
EO-DATA: Species and population biology - numbers, age, nesting success, vigor, phenology, disease, etc.
EOTYPE: For animals, type of occurrence (e.g. roost, nest, etc.)

COMMENTS: Miscellaneous comments

ANNUAL OBSERVATIONS: Summary of yearly observations

OWNER: federal, state, private, etc.

MANAGED AREA: BLM district, USFS Forest, Private Preserve, etc.

MANAGE COMM: Comments on how the site is managed.

PROT COMM (Protection Comments): Comments regarding protectibility and threats.

BEST SOURCE: Best source of information for this occurrence.
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