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Background 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is proposing to augment populations of threatened or 
endangered plant species in the West Eugene Wetlands.  The BLM-administered lands in the West 
Eugene Wetlands contain populations of three federally threatened or endangered plants: Willamette 
daisy (Erigeron decumbens var. decumbens), Bradshaw’s lomatium (Lomatium bradshawii), and 
Kincaid’s lupine (Lupinus oreganus  var. kincaidii).  The BLM-administered lands in the West Eugene 
Wetlands also contain populations of Fender’s blue butterfly (Icaricia icarioides fenderi), which is 
federally endangered. Fender’s blue butterfly is strongly associated with and dependent upon Kincaid’s 
lupine. In 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) completed the Recovery Plan for the Prairie 
Species of Western Oregon and Southwestern Washington for these and other species (Recovery Plan, 
USFWS 2010). The Recovery Plan establishes recovery objectives and recommends specific recovery 
actions, including planting and seeding to increase populations of the listed plants. 
 
The West Eugene Wetlands Project is a cooperative venture by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
Eugene District, to protect and restore rare ecosystems in the southern Willamette Valley of Oregon. This 
unique program involves a partnership of federal, state, and local agencies and organizations to manage 
lands and resources in an urban area for multiple public benefits. The nine partners in the West Eugene 
Wetlands Project are the BLM, City of Eugene, The Nature Conservancy, Oregon Youth Conservation 
Corps, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, USFWS, McKenzie River Trust, the Long Tom Watershed 
Council and Willamette Resources and Educational Network. The BLM became an active partner in 1993 
when it adopted the West Eugene Wetlands Plan that had been developed by the City of Eugene and Lane 
Council of Governments. The West Eugene Wetlands Plan has since been updated (City of Eugene, 
2004).  
 
Since the BLM became an active partner in the West Eugene Wetlands Project, the BLM has taken many 
actions to manage populations of these three listed species and their habitat.  In 2004, the BLM 
transplanted plants of Willamette Daisy to save 20-25 plants threatened by erosion in the West Eugene 
Wetlands. That action was implemented following a categorical exclusion review (BLM 2004). In 2005, 
the BLM developed the 10-year West Eugene Wetlands Schedule Environmental Assessment (Schedule 
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EA, BLM 2005), which addresses many specific management activities at the West Eugene Wetlands. 
That schedule of management activities did not include augmentation of threatened and endangered plant 
populations. Because the Schedule EA did not consider alternative approaches to augmentation or analyze 
their effects, this separate EA is being prepared. 
 
The project area for this proposed action is defined as BLM-administered lands within the West Eugene 
Wetlands Project; the North and South Taylor parcels; and the Long Tom Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC). The majority of the planning area lies within the Urban Growth Boundary of the City 
of Eugene; the Oak Hill, Fir Butte, Hansen, and North and South Taylor parcels and the Long Tom ACEC 
lie outside the Urban Growth Boundary. The planning area lies in the Long Tom River Basin.  
 
This proposed action is termed “augmentation” because it would add to the existing populations of each 
species within the project area.  As described below under Analytical Assumptions, individual sites 
within the project area do not constitute individual populations.  Most sites within the project area are 
within the 2-mile pollinator distance of each other and thus are part of the same population (USFWS 
2010, pp. IV-20, IV-26, IV-57). 
 
Purpose and Need for the Action 
The purpose of the action is to establish new plants of threatened and endangered plant species -- 
Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s lomatium, and Kincaid’s lupine -- on suitable sites on BLM-administered 
lands in the West Eugene Wetlands. The need for the action is established in the Recovery Plan, which 
advises BLM to increase populations of these three species by planting seeds or propagules to assist in 
recovery (USFWS 2010, pp. IV-57 - IV-59; V-7 – V-11).    
 
Conformance 
The proposed action is in conformance with the Eugene District Resource Management Plan, which 
directs that the West Eugene Wetlands be managed according to the West Eugene Wetlands Plan (City of 
Eugene and Lane County, 2004). The West Eugene Wetlands Plan sets goals and makes specific 
recommendations to increase populations of rare plants in the West Eugene Wetlands (pp. 11, 16). The 
BLM designed this project to conform to both the 2008 Eugene District ROD and RMP and 1995 RMP.   
As a result, the project includes some design features not mentioned specifically in, but wholly consistent 
with the 2008 ROD and RMP.  Consequently, this project will be consistent with the goals and objectives 
in both the 1995 RMP and 2008 ROD and RMP. 
 
Issues 
The following issues are analyzed in detail in this environmental assessment:  
 
How would augmenting populations of Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s lomatium, and Kincaid’s 
lupine on BLM-administered lands contribute to recovery of these species within the Eugene West 
Recovery Zone?  
Analysis of this issue addresses the abundance and distribution of the three listed species, which are 
criteria for recovery of the species (USFWS 2010, p. IV-26 – IV-37). The proposed action would not 
affect other recovery criteria, such as habitat quality and management. 
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Geographic scope: the analysis of this issue will consider effects within the Eugene West 
Recovery Zone defined in the Recovery Plan, because recovery objectives are established for 
recovery zones. 
Temporal scope: the analysis of this issue will consider effects for four years after augmentation. 
The BLM has estimates of planting survival and seedling establishment after four years; 
forecasting effects beyond four years would be speculative because of insufficient data on 
planting survival beyond four years.  
 
Analytical assumptions:  
The following assumptions are made for the purpose of constructing the analysis and are not 
design features of or restrictions on the alternatives. 

• The existing populations of each of the plant species are assumed to remain static during 
the four-year analysis period. There is insufficient information on natural recruitment for 
the plant species to reasonably foresee natural changes in populations over the analysis 
period (T. Kaye, Institute for Applied Ecology, personal communication, July 8, 2011). 

• All suitable sites under each alternative would be planted. 
• Individual plant sites do not constitute “populations.” Most sites within the planning area 

are within the 2-mile pollinator distance of each other and are likely sharing genetic 
material (USFWS 2010, pp. IV-20, IV-26, IV-57). Thus, many “sites” together constitute 
a “population.”   

• A 100-foot buffer was mapped around all known plant points to differentiate between 
potential augmentation “within plant habitat” versus what is considered “outside plant 
habitat”.  

• A five-foot buffer around each plant would not be available for any augmentation.  
• Sites with multiple species were considered separately to determine available “within 

plant habitat” and “outside plant habitat.” 
• All plants/seeds are assumed to be planted in one year to estimate plug survival and 

seedling establishment.   
• Seed and plugs are assumed to be planted in available habitat at the recommended 

densities shown in Table 1. 
• For Willamette daisy, only plugs would be used because seedling establishment has not 

been sufficiently successful. 
• Planted seed and plugs would survive at rates shown in Table 1. 

 
Table 1.  Suggested planting method and densities for establishing reintroduced 
populations of three sensitive or T&E species of the Willamette Valley.  

Species  

Recommended 
planting method 
and density 

Plug survival  
(after 4 years) 

Seedling 
establishment  
(after 4 years)  

Willamette daisy Plugs: 5/m2 20% NA 

Bradshaw’s lomatium Seeds: 50/m2 
Plugs: 5/m2 35% 25% 

Kincaid’s lupine Seeds: 50/m2 
Plugs: 2/m2 20% 5% 
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Source: T. Kaye, Institute for Applied Ecology, personal communication, December 2, 
2010. 

  
Abundance - The analysis measures the abundance of the three listed plants four years after 
augmentation.  

Methodology: abundance is analyzed by  
• simulating all potential habitat which could be occupied by the target species at a 

given site; 
• applying the species-specific survival rates for plugs and seedlings to the number 

of plugs and seedlings, respectively, that could be planted at each site. 
Units of measure: number of plants for Willamette daisy and Bradshaw’s lomatium; 
meters2 of foliar cover for Kincaid’s lupine (meters2 are used as the unit of measure, 
rather than acres or feet2, because meters2 is the unit of measure used in the Recovery 
Plan). 

 
Distribution – The analysis measures the connectivity of patches of the listed plants after 
augmentation.  Sufficient connectivity must be achieved among the constituent subpopulations to 
ensure adequate gene flow and prevent the problems associated with the isolation of small 
populations (USFWS 2010, p. IV-28). The Recovery Plan explains that gene flow for these 
species is provided by pollinator movement and additional research is needed to identify the main 
pollinators for the three listed species, but recommends a maximum separation of 2 miles for sub-
populations to be considered connected (USFWS 2010, pp. IV-20, IV-26, IV-57). At a threshold 
distance of 2 miles, connectivity among sub-populations would not be affected either positively 
or negatively by any of the alternatives, given the close proximity of existing sub-populations on 
BLM-administered lands in the West Eugene Wetlands. Based on conversations with USFWS 
and other experts, connectivity among patches of plants within a sub-population with a threshold 
distance of 200 feet would be a more useful measure of the effect of the proposed augmentation 
on these plant species (T. Kaye, Institute for Applied Ecology, personal communication, February 
14, 2011; S. Friedman, USFWS, personal communication, February 15, 2011). This finer-scale 
connectivity would reflect a distance that supports frequent and consistent pollinator movement 
among plant patches and would present a lower risk of loss of a sub-population from stochastic 
disturbance (either natural or human-caused).   
 Methodology: connectivity of each species under each alternative is generated by:  

• simulating all potential habitat which could be occupied by the target species at a 
given site; 

• connecting all sites that merge into one another based on the newly occupied habitat 
of the target species, and any existing plants known to occupy the habitat as well 
(including BLM and non-BLM sites) that would be within 200 feet of each other; 

• categorizing each alternative as high, medium, or low connectivity relative to the 
current condition, based on the total acres and average acres occupied by 
interconnected patches for each species. 

Units of measure: high, medium, or low connectivity. 
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How would augmenting populations of Kincaid’s lupine on BLM-administered lands contribute to 
the recovery of Fender’s blue butterfly within the Eugene West Recovery Zone? 
Habitat requirements for Fender’s blue butterfly include lupine host plants for larval food and native forbs 
for adult nectar food sources (USFWS 2010, p. II-6). The proposed action would not have any effect on 
native wildflowers for adult nectar food sources, but would affect lupine host plants for larval food.  
Fender’s blue butterfly is dependent on Kincaid’s lupine, which is its preferred larval host. Greater 
abundance of lupine appears to produce larger Fender’s blue butterfly populations (USFWS 2010, pp. II-
6, II-8). However, there is no model or scientific analytical approach available at this time to predict the 
size of a Fender's blue butterfly population based on the size of a Kincaid's lupine population (C. Schultz, 
personal communication, March 3, 2011). In the absence of such a model, this analysis uses cover of 
Kincaid’s lupine to analyze the effect of the proposed action on Fender’s blue butterfly. This analysis of 
this issue will use the same geographic and temporal scope as the above issue, because the effects on 
Fender’s blue butterfly are tied to the effects on Kincaid’s lupine. 

Analytical assumptions: the foliar cover of Kincaid’s lupine directly represents effects to Fender’s 
blue butterfly. Fender’s blue butterfly habitat is defined for the purposes of this analysis as the 
presence of Kincaid’s lupine.    
Methodology: effects to Fender’s blue butterfly are measured by meters2 of habitat four years 
after augmentation, which is generated by the above described analysis determining the foliar 
cover of Kincaid’s lupine. 

 Units of measure: meters2 of habitat. 
 

Issues considered by not analyzed in detail 
In internal scoping, the interdisciplinary team considered whether ground-disturbing activities of seeding 
or planting would harm existing plants of Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s lomatium, or Kincaid’s lupine or 
harm existing populations of Fender’s blue butterfly. This issue is not analyzed in detail because there 
would be no potential for significant effects to existing plants and butterflies under any of the alternatives. 
Augmentation activities would require some surface disturbance to prepare soil for planting or seeding. 
However, disturbance from augmentation activities on existing plants of Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s 
lomatium, or Kincaid’s lupine is expected to be immeasurably small, as soil preparation methods are 
restricted to shallow soil disturbance and buffers would be employed around existing plants to avoid 
direct disturbance. Buffers to protect Fender’s blue butterfly and the timing of augmentation activities 
would ensure that the level of potential injury and mortality to larvae from soil disturbing and compacting 
activities would be very low, with no potential for significant impact (USFWS 2008, p. 32; USFWS 2005, 
p. 30).  
 
In internal scoping, the interdisciplinary team considered whether the proposed action would adversely 
affect critical habitat, which has been designated within the project area for Fender’s blue butterfly, 
Kincaid’s lupine, and Willamette daisy. The USFWS concluded that the effect of planting and seeding for 
population augmentation on designated critical habitat for Fender’s blue butterfly, Kincaid’s lupine, and 
Willamette daisy would be entirely beneficial (USFWS 2008, p. 32). Therefore, the interdisciplinary team 
determined that there would be no potential for significant effects to critical habitat.    
 
In external scoping, a concern was raised about how augmentation would affect the genetic diversity of 
the augmented populations. This issue is not analyzed in detail because there would be no potential for 
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significant effects to genetic diversity under any of the alternatives. Because the plants or seeds for 
augmentation would be derived from within the population in the Eugene West Recovery Zone, the 
USFWS concluded that the augmentation would be unlikely to pose a risk to the genetic diversity of the 
population (S. Friedman, USFWS, personal communication, November 22, 2010; K. Norman, USFWS, 
personal communication, December 14, 2010).  
 
Alternatives 
Six alternatives are analyzed in detail, including the No Action alternative.  The action alternatives vary in 
where within the project area the BLM would plant plugs or seeds of Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s 
lomatium, and Kincaid’s lupine.  Appendix A provides maps showing the location of plant augmentation 
under each action alternative. 
 
Alternative 1: No action: no population augmentation 
 
Alternative 2: Population augmentation only in sites (i.e., named portions of the West Eugene 

Wetlands) without existing populations of any of the target species 
 
Alternative 3: Population augmentation within unoccupied habitat (>100 feet from existing plants) for 

target species in sites that have existing populations of any of the target species 
 
Alternative 4: Population augmentation in currently small populations (<200 individuals for Willamette 

daisy or Bradshaw’s lomatium, or <100 meter2 cover of Kincaid’s lupine) 
 
Alternative 5: Population augmentation in currently large populations (≥200 individuals for Willamette 

daisy or Bradshaw’s lomatium, or ≥100 meter2 cover of Kincaid’s lupine) 
 
Alternative 6: Population augmentation based on site-by-site evaluation in both occupied and 

unoccupied habitat. 
 
Features common to all action alternatives 

• “Suitable sites” for augmentation are defined as sites in the appropriate plant community in 
addition to either of the following:  

o designated critical habitat for Kincaid’s lupine, Fender’s Blue Butterfly, or 
Willamette daisy; or 

o  high quality (red) and medium quality (blue) habitat as described in the West 
Eugene Wetlands Schedule Environmental Assessment (BLM 2005, pp. 10-11; 
map 5). 

The “appropriate plant community” for each species is defined as follows: 
Willamette daisy: Wetland Prairie/Vernal Pool and Emergent1 
Bradshaw’s lomatium: Wetland Prairie/Vernal Pool and Emergent 

                                                           
1 Willamette daisy grows in Upland Prairie within its range (USFWS 2010, p. II-12). Nevertheless, the existing sites 
of Willamette daisy within the project area are limited to Wetland Prairie/Vernal Pool and Emergent habitats.  
Therefore, the proposed action is limited to augmentation in these habitats within the project area. 
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Kincaid’s lupine: Upland Prairie, Oak Savanna/Oak Community. 
• Population augmentation activities would be guided by the Recovery Plan (USFWS 2010) and 

the USFWS Programmatic Formal Consultation on Western Oregon Prairie Restoration Activities 
(USFWS 2008). Specific design features provided for “Outplanting Augmentation of Restoration 
Sites” in the USFWS Programmatic Formal Consultation on Western Oregon Prairie Restoration 
Activities (USFWS 2008, pp. 17-18) would be included in all action alternatives and are 
incorporated here by reference. 

 
Alternatives considered by not analyzed in detail 
An alternative was considered that would have included reintroducing golden paintbrush (Castilleja 
levisecta) in the planning area. This species is listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. Its 
historical range is within the Willamette Valley, but there are no known historical or current sites within 
the project area (USFWS 2010, pp. II-32 – II-34).  Habitat characteristics for this species are not as well-
known as for Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s lomatium, and Kincaid’s lupine.  Such an alternative would 
be beyond the scope of the action and would not respond to the purpose and need.  
 
An alternative was considered that would have included reintroducing and/or augmenting populations of 
Horkelia congesta ssp. congesta, Sericocarpus rigidus, Lathyrus holochlorus, Sisyrinchium hitchcockii, 
and Delphinium oreganum. These species are discussed in the Recovery Plan (USFWS 2010, pp. II-41 – 
II-53) but are not listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act.  Such an 
alternative would be beyond the scope of the action and would not respond to the purpose and need.  
 
An alternative was considered that would have included salvaging and transplanting existing plants of 
Bradshaw’s lomatium, Willamette daisy, and Kincaid’s lupine that would otherwise be destroyed (e.g., 
plants threatened by natural erosion).  When this situation arose in the past, it was addressed in a project-
specific NEPA compliance document (BLM 2004). Additional salvage and transplantation is speculative 
at this time.   
 
Affected Environment 
The planning area for this proposed action is the same as the planning area for the Schedule EA, which 
described the geology, soils, hydrology, and ecology in the West Eugene Wetlands (BLM 2005, pp. 13-
22, 68-69). Those descriptions explain how the geologic history and soils conditions create saturated 
growing conditions in lowland areas in winter that dry completely in summer. The unique soils and 
hydrologic conditions in the project area, together with management history, have created habitat 
conditions for Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s lomatium, Kincaid’s lupine, and Fender’s blue butterfly. 
That analysis is incorporated here by reference. 
 
The project area lies with the Eugene West Recovery Zone described in the Recovery Plan. Willamette 
daisy, Bradshaw’s lomatium, Kincaid’s lupine, and Fender’s blue butterfly are prairie species that are 
listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act. The Recovery Plan describes in 
detail the listing status and critical habitat, population trends and distribution, life history and ecology, 
habitat characteristics, threats/reasons for listing, and conservation measures for each species (USFWS 
2010, pp. II-1 – II-26). The recovery plan concludes that the West Eugene Wetlands have some of the best 
remaining populations of rare vascular plant species found in wetland prairies within the Willamette 



West Eugene Wetlands Threatened and Endangered Plant Augmentation Page 8 
 

Valley physiographic province of western Oregon, and that populations of Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s 
lomatium, and Kincaid’s lupine on BLM-administered lands within the West Eugene Wetlands are 
essential to recovery efforts. The Recovery Plan identifies the recovery targets for a variety of conditions, 
including habitat quality and management, population trend, and the following recovery targets for 
abundance in the Eugene West Recovery Zone (USFWS 2010, pp. IV-29 – IV-37): 

• 15,000 plants of Willamette daisy in at least three populations; 
• 15,000 plants of Bradshaw’s lomatium in at least three populations; 
• 7,500 meters2 of foliar cover of Kincaid’s lupine in at least three populations.  

Those discussions are incorporated here by reference. 
 
There are currently 8,991 plants of Willamette daisy, 4,085 plants of Bradshaw’s lomatium, and 2,810 
meters2 of cover of Kincaid’s lupine in the project area.  The current abundance by site on BLM-
administered lands in the project area is shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Current populations of Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s lomatium, and Kincaid’s 
lupine in the project area. 

Site 
Willamette daisy Bradshaw’s lomatium Kincaid’s lupine 

# of plants meter2 
North Greenhill 243 175  
Balboa 102 96  
Oxbow West 4,446  83 
Oxbow East    
Speedway 3,193 488  
Vinci 1,007   
Long Tom ACEC  1,907  
Spectra Physics  1  
North Taylor  964  
South Taylor    
Willow Corner Annex  3  
Rosy  451  
Fir Butte   2,667 
Turtle Swale   34 
Hansen   21 
Isabelle   5 
Larson    
Oak Hill    
Stewart Pond    
Neilson    
Summer Oaks    
Danebo    
total 8,991 4,085 2,810 

 
The BLM has monitoring data on population size over time of Fender’s blue butterfly, Willamette daisy, 
Bradshaw’s lomatium, and Kincaid’s lupine in the project area. See Appendix B, which lists the 
abundance of the listed species by site. It is important to note that butterflies or plants that occupy a site in 
the tables above and in Appendix B do not necessarily represent a distinct “population”.    
 
There are currently approximately 12,000 plants of Willamette daisy within the Eugene West Recovery 
Zone on all ownerships, including the approximately 9,000 plants on BLM-administered lands (City of 
Eugene, et al., 2010, p. 47).  The current abundance of Willamette daisy is slightly below the recovery 
target for the Eugene West recovery zone of 15,000 plants.   
 
There are currently approximately 54,000 plants of Bradshaw’s lomatium within the Eugene West 
Recovery Zone on all ownerships, including the approximately 4,000 plants on BLM-administered lands 
(City of Eugene, et al., 2010, p. 30).  Note that the abundance of Bradshaw’s lomatium currently 
substantially exceeds the recovery target for the Eugene West recovery zone of 15,000 plants.  
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Although there are plants of Kincaid’s lupine on other ownerships in the Eugene West Recovery Zone, 
there is no available data on the abundance of Kincaid’s lupine on ownerships other than the BLM (City 
of Eugene, et al., 2010, p. 20).  The approximately 2,800 meters2 of cover of Kincaid’s lupine on BLM-
administered lands in the Eugene West Recovery Zone is substantially below the recovery target of 7,500 
meters2 of cover of Kincaid’s lupine.   
 
Environmental Effects 
 
How would augmenting populations of Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s lomatium, and Kincaid’s 
lupine on BLM-administered lands contribute to recovery of these species within the Eugene West 
Recovery Zone?  
 
Willamette daisy 
Under the No Action alternative, the population in the project area of Willamette daisy would be the same 
as the current levels described in “Affected Environment”: approximately 9,000 plants.  Among the action 
alternatives, Alternative 4 would result in the least increase: approximately 68,000 plants in four years.  
Alternative 5 would result in the most increase: approximately 2,575,000 plants in four years.  Figure 1 
shows the total abundance after four years for each alternative.  Appendix C contains site-by-site 
information on abundance after four years. 
  
Figure 1. Total abundance of Willamette daisy on BLM-administered lands, four years after 
augmentation, by alternative. 

 
 
Other land owners within the Eugene West Recovery Zone may augment populations of Willamette daisy 
in the future (City of Eugene, et al., 2010, pp. 52-53). However, there is no specific information available 
on future augmentation of Willamette daisy other than the proposed action.  Other future actions that 
might contribute to the augmentation of Willamette daisy populations in the Eugene West Recovery Zone 
within the next four years include the development of a resource management plan by the BLM for the 
West Eugene Wetlands. This planning effort has begun and might address population augmentation of 
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Willamette daisy; however, it is speculative to forecast what augmentation management actions, if any, 
the eventual plan will direct.  
 
The incremental effect of any of the action alternatives, together with existing plants, would result in 
abundances of Willamette daisy substantially exceeding the abundance recovery target of 15,000 plants 
for the Eugene West Recovery Zone in four years, as shown in Table 3. 
 

Table 3. Cumulative effect of Willamette daisy augmentation in Eugene West Recovery 
Zone relative to recovery target (# of plants, rounded to the nearest thousand). 
 

Existing 
plants 

BLM 

Existing 
plants 

non-BLM 
lands 

New  
plants  
BLM* 

New 
plants 

non-BLM 
lands* Total 

Recovery 
target 

No Action 

9,000 3,000 

0 

No data 
available 

12,000 

15,000 

Alternative 2 863,000 875,000 
Alternative 3 779,000 791,000 
Alternative 4 68,000 80,000 
Alternative 5 2,575,000 2,587,000 
Alternative 6 1,689,000 1,701,000 
* new plants are calculated by determining the available habitat by alternative, simulating planting at the density 
recommended in Table 1, and applying the survival rates in Table 1.  

 
The connectivity of patches of Willamette daisy in the project area four years after augmentation would 
be low for the No Action alternative and Alternative 4; medium for Alternatives 2 and 5, and high for 
Alternatives 3 and 6.  Appendix D contains maps of interconnected patches of Willamette daisy by 
alternative. 
 
Bradshaw’s lomatium 
Under the No Action alternative, the population in the project area of Bradshaw’s lomatium would be the 
same as the current levels described in “Affected Environment”: approximately 4,000 plants.  Among the 
action alternatives, Alternative 5 would result in the least increase: approximately 500,000 plants in four 
years.  Alternative 6 would result in the most increase: approximately 30,219,000 plants in four years.  
Figure 2 shows the total abundance after four years for each alternative.  Appendix C contains site-by-site 
information on abundance after four years. 
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Figure 2. Total abundance of Bradshaw’s lomatium on BLM-administered lands, four years 
after augmentation, by alternative. 

 
 
Other land owners within the Eugene West Recovery Zone may augment populations of Bradshaw’s 
lomatium in the future (City of Eugene, et al., 2010, pp. 41-42). However, there is no specific information 
available on future augmentation of Bradshaw’s lomatium other than the proposed action.  Other future 
actions that might contribute to the augmentation of Bradshaw’s lomatium populations in the Eugene 
West Recovery Zone within the next four years include the development of a resource management plan 
by the BLM for the West Eugene Wetlands. This planning effort has begun and might address population 
augmentation of Bradshaw’s lomatium; however, it is speculative to forecast what augmentation 
management actions, if any, the eventual plan will direct.  
 
Because the existing abundance of Bradshaw’s lomatium in the Eugene West Recovery Zone already 
substantially exceeds the recovery target, the incremental effect of any of the alternatives (including No 
Action), together with existing plants, would result in abundances of Bradshaw’s lomatium continuing to 
substantially exceeding the abundance recovery target of 15,000 plants in four years, as shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Cumulative effect of Bradshaw’s lomatium augmentation in Eugene West 
Recovery Zone relative to recovery target (# of plants, rounded to nearest thousand). 
 

Existing 
plants 

BLM 

Existing 
plants 

non-BLM 
lands 

New  
plants  
BLM* 

New 
plants 

non-BLM 
lands* Total 

Recovery 
target 

No Action 

4,000 82,000 

0 

No data 
available 

86,000 

15,000 

Alternative 2 5,842,000 5,928,000 
Alternative 3 11,476,000 11,563,000 
Alternative 4 813,000 899,000 
Alternative 5 500,000 587,000 
Alternative 6 30,219,000 30,305,000 
* new plants are calculated by determining the available habitat by alternative, simulating planting at the density 
recommended in Table 1, and applying the survival rates in Table 1.  

 
The connectivity of patches of Bradshaw’s lomatium in the project area four years after augmentation 
would be low for the No Action alternative and Alternatives 4 and 5; medium for Alternatives 2 and 3, 
and high for Alternative 6. Appendix E contains maps of interconnected patches of Bradshaw’s lomatium 
by alternative. 
 
Kincaid’s lupine 
Under the No Action alternative, the population in the project area of Kincaid’s lupine would be the same 
as the current levels described in “Affected Environment”: approximately 2,800 meter2 of cover.  Among 
the action alternatives, Alternative 2 would result in the least increase: approximately 109,800 meter2 of 
cover in four years.  Alternative 4 would result in the most increase: approximately 705,600 meter2 of 
cover in four years. Figure 3 shows the total abundance after four years for each alternative.  Appendix C 
contains site-by-site information on abundance after four years. 
 

Figure 3. Total abundance of Kincaid’s lupine on BLM-administered lands, four years after 
augmentation, by alternative. 

 

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

800,000

N
o 

Ac
tio

n

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

2

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

3

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

4

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

5

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

6

sq
ua

re
 m

et
er

s 



West Eugene Wetlands Threatened and Endangered Plant Augmentation Page 14 
 

 
Other land owners within the Eugene West Recovery Zone may augment populations of Kincaid’s lupine 
in the future (City of Eugene, et al., 2010, pp. 26-27). The Nature Conservancy forecasts that it will plant 
Kincaid’s lupine at Willow Creek over the next several years (J. Nuckols, The Nature Conservancy, 
personal communication, July 12, 2011) in amounts which would result in a total of approximately 
30,000 meter2 of cover in four years, using the analytical assumptions of this analysis. There is no specific 
information available on future augmentation of Kincaid’s lupine on other lands. Other future actions that 
might contribute to the augmentation of Kincaid’s lupine populations in the Eugene West Recovery Zone 
within the next four years include the development of a resource management plan by the BLM for the 
West Eugene Wetlands. This planning effort has begun and might address population augmentation of 
Kincaid’s lupine; however, it is speculative to forecast what augmentation management actions, if any, 
the eventual plan will direct.  
 
The incremental effect of any of the alternatives (including No Action), together with existing plants and 
the reasonably foreseeable augmentation actions of The Nature Conservancy, would result in abundances 
of Kincaid’s lupine substantially exceeding the abundance recovery target of 7,500 meter2 for the Eugene 
West Recovery Zone in four years, as shown in Table 5. 
 

Table 5. Cumulative effect of Kincaid’s lupine augmentation in Eugene West Recovery 
Zone relative to recovery target (meter2, rounded to the nearest hundred). 
 

Existing 
plants 

BLM 

Existing 
plants 

non-BLM 
lands 

New  
plants  
BLM* 

New 
plants 

non-BLM 
lands* Total 

Recovery 
target 

No Action 

2,800 No data 
available 

0 

30,000 

32,800 

7,500 

Alternative 2 109,800 142,600 
Alternative 3 278,300  311,100 
Alternative 4 705,600  738,400   
Alternative 5 298,700 331,500 
Alternative 6 526,300 559,100 
* new plants are calculated by determining the available habitat by alternative, simulating planting at the density 
recommended in Table 1, and applying the survival rates in Table 1.  

 
The connectivity of patches of Kincaid’s lupine in the project area four years after augmentation would be 
low for the No Action alternative and Alternatives 4 and 5; medium for Alternatives 2 and 3, and high for 
Alternative 6. Appendix F contains maps of interconnected patches of Kincaid’s lupine by alternative. 
 
In summary, the action alternatives would all result in abundances of Willamette daisy, Bradshaw’s 
lomatium, and Kincaid’s lupine exceeding the abundance recovery targets for the Eugene West Recovery 
Zone and would vary in their effect on connectivity, as shown in Table 6.  Alternative 4 would result in 
relatively low connectivity for all three species, and Alternative 6 would result in high connectivity for all 
three species. 
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Table 6. Abundance of new plants and connectivity, four years after augmentation, by alternative. 

 Willamette daisy Bradshaw’s lomatium Kincaid’s lupine 
# of plants connectivity # of plants connectivity meter2 connectivity 

No Action 0 Low 0 Low 0 Low 
Alternative 2 863,000 Medium 5,842,000 Medium 109,800 Medium 
Alternative 3 779,000 High 11,476,000 Medium 278,300 Medium 
Alternative 4 68,000 Low 813,000 Low 705,600 Low 
Alternative 5 2,575,000 Medium 500,000 Low 298,700 Low 
Alternative 6 1,689,000 High 30,219,000 High 526,300 High 

 
 
How would augmenting populations of Kincaid’s lupine on BLM-administered lands contribute to 
the recovery of Fender’s blue butterfly within the Eugene West Recovery Zone? 
The abundance of Kincaid’s lupine, as analyzed above, reflects the effects of the alternatives on Fender’s 
blue butterfly. Under the No Action alternative, the amount of Fender’s blue butterfly habitat in the 
project area would be the same as the current levels described in “Affected Environment”: approximately 
2,800 meter2 of cover.  Among the action alternatives, Alternative 2 would result in the least increase: 
approximately 109,800 meter2 of cover in four years.  Alternative 4 would result in the most increase: 
approximately 705,600 meter2 of cover in four years. Table 5 shows the total amount of habitat after four 
years for each alternative.  Appendix C contains site-by-site information on abundance of Kincaid’s 
lupine (and consequently, Fender’s blue butterfly habitat) after four years. 
 
Tribes, Individuals, Organizations, or Agencies Consulted 
External scoping for this project was initiated in January 2010, with a project-specific scoping letter sent 
out to an extensive mailing list. Scoping responses provided input about potential issues and design of the 
proposed action.  Additional external scoping has subsequently occurred, including correspondence with 
individual scientists and several meeting with the USFWS to identify issues and develop analytical 
methodology for this environmental assessment. 
 
The BLM met repeatedly with the USFWS in the development of this EA. Those discussions included a 
meeting with several representatives of the USFWS on November 20, 2009 to discuss the scope of the 
proposed action and consultation needs. The BLM also met with Kate Norman, USFWS, Portland, 
Oregon, and Sam Friedman, USFWS, Roseburg, Oregon, on December 14, 2010, to discuss the scope of 
the proposed action, potential alternatives, and analytical methodology. The BLM also met with Sam 
Friedman, USFWS, Roseburg, Oregon, on February 11, 2011, to discuss an initial range of alternatives 
and further discuss analytical methodology.  
 
A description of the proposed action and an invitation to provide issues, concerns, or opportunities 
relative to the proposed action was included in the January 2011 Eugene District Planning Update, which 
is posted on the Eugene District website at 
http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/index.php 
 
This EA and a FONSI will be posted on the Eugene District website at 

http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/index.php
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http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/index.php 
In addition, this EA and a preliminary FONSI were sent to local landowners, interest groups, tribes, state 
and government agencies, and other members of the public who have expressed interest in management 
of the West Eugene Wetlands.  The comments received and the BLM responses are summarized in 
Appendix G. Based on the comments received, some minor additions have been made to the EA text, as 
identified in Appendix G. 
 
Pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, informal consultation will be completed with the USFWS on the 
effect of this proposed action on listed species and designated critical habitat prior to a decision on this 
proposed action  
 
List of Preparers 
Richard Hardt  Team leader 
Sally Villegas-Moore Natural Resource Specialist (Wetlands) 
Nancy Sawtelle  Botanist 
Jay Ruegger  GIS Specialist 
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Appendices 
 
Appendix A – Action Alternative Maps 
Appendix B – Monitoring Summaries 
Appendix C – Plant Abundance by Alternative 
Appendix D – Willamette Daisy Connectivity 
Appendix E – Bradshaw’s Lomatium Connectivity 
Appendix F – Kincaid’s Lupine Connectivity 
Appendix G – Comments and Responses 
 
Appendices A – F have not changed from the July 2011 Environmental Assessment and are 
available online at  
http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/index.php 

http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/index.php
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Appendix G – Comments and Responses 
 
This EA and a preliminary FONSI were sent to local landowners, interest groups, tribes, state and 
government agencies, and other members of the public who have expressed interest in management of the 
West Eugene Wetlands.  The thirty-day comment period lasted from July 25, 2011 to August 24, 2011.  
The BLM received comment letters during the comment period from: 

Ethen Perkins 
Cheryl Schultz 
Thomas Kaye, Institute for Applied Ecology  
Trevor Taylor, City of Eugene, Parks and Open Space. 

The BLM receive one comment letter after the comment period from: 
 Sam Friedman, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
All comment letters were submitted as email. 
 
This appendix summarizes the substantive comments and the BLM response.  Comments are grouped by 
general topic. 
 
Purpose and Need for Action 
 
Comment: Expand or broaden the purpose and need for action, especially to capture the long-term goals 
of species recovery.   
Response: This action is a short-term implementation action that is narrow in scope.  Broader goals of 
species recovery may be addressed by future implementation actions and will be addressed by the 
resource management plan currently under development. 
 
Comment: The purpose of the action should be expanded to include site preparation prior to species 
augmentation. 
Response: We agree about the importance of site preparation prior to augmentation.  However, site 
preparation actions are already covered under the 10-year West Eugene Wetlands Schedule 
Environmental Assessment (Schedule EA, BLM 2005), and do not need to be addressed by this proposed 
action.   
 
 
Scope and Design of the Proposed Action 
 
Comment: The scope of the proposed action should be expanded to include introduction of golden 
paintbrush.   
Response: As detailed in the EA (p. 6), an alternative including reintroduction of golden paintbrush is 
beyond the scope of this action and would not respond to the purpose and need.  The purpose and need 
was not expanded to include golden paintbrush because there are no known historical or current sites for 
this species in the project area and there is less information available at this time about what constitutes 
suitable habitat within the project area. Reintroduction of golden paintbrush may be addressed by future 
implementation actions and may be addressed by the resource management plan currently under 
development. 



West Eugene Wetlands Threatened and Endangered Plant Augmentation Page 20 
 

 
 
Comment: Consider retaining the option to seed Willamette daisy.   
Response: As noted in the EA, seeding of Willamette daisy has not been sufficiently successful thus far 
and was therefore not included in the analysis (EA, p. 3).  However, this does not preclude the BLM 
seeding Willamette daisy as part of some future proposed action. 
 
Comment: Dragonfly Bend should be included in the proposed action. 
Response:  Dragonfly Bend is not BLM-administered land and is thus not included in the project area. 
 
Comment: The action should include the removal of propagules from existing populations. 
Response: The removal of propagules from existing populations has already been covered as part of 
separate actions, including T&E Seed Collection and Bureau Sensitive Plant Seed and Propagule 
Collection and Augmentation; January, 2011 – January, 2012 (DOI-BLM-ORE000-2011-0010-CX), 
which is available online at http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/files/T_E_Seed.pdf. 
 
Comment: The analysis assumed that plants would not be planted with five feet of existing plants.  Three 
feet would be sufficient.  
Response: The distance from existing plants was used as an analytical assumption intended to capture the 
distance needed to ensure no direct adverse effects on existing plants resulting from planting or seeding.  
The on-the-ground implementation would be informed by consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and site evaluation. 
 
Comment: Augmentation of Kincaid’s lupine at the Hansen site would provide connectivity to nearby 
Fern Ridge sites.  Augmentation of Kincaid’s lupine at Fir Butte would build up this core site, which is a 
key source of dispersers into the West Eugene Wetlands area.  Augmentation of Kincaid’s lupine at Oak 
Hill should be a lower priority than Hansen or Fir Butte.  Augmentation of Kincaid’s lupine in the central 
part of the project area would improve connectivity.  Augmentation of Kincaid’s lupine at Stewart 
Pond/Eastern Gateway would provide little improvement to connectivity. 
Response: These specific suggestions for augmentation of Kincaid’s lupine will be considered in the 
decision record for this proposed action. 
 
Comment: Augmentation of Kincaid’s lupine at the Speedway site would provide an important stepping 
stone for connectivity. 
Response: The Speedway site does not have appropriate soil and plant community conditions for 
Kincaid’s lupine augmentation. 
 
 
Preferred Alternative 
 
Comment: The EA should identify a preferred alternative.   
Response:  While the identification of a preferred alternative is required for a draft environmental impact 
statement, there is no such requirement for an environmental assessment. The BLM did not identify any 
preference among the alternatives in the preparation of the EA, because the agency did not have a 

http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/files/T_E_Seed.pdf
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preference at the time the EA was provided for public comment.  The evaluation of the effects analysis, 
together with the review of comments provided, will form the basis for a decision on the proposed action.  
 
Comment: Alternative 6 provides the most flexibility for implementation because it would allow species 
experts to consider the potential for successful augmentation on a site-by-site basis.   
Response: Although each action alternative identified potential locations for augmentation, 
implementation of any of the action alternatives would be guided by site-specific evaluation of potential 
augmentation locations.  Implementation of the selected alternative will be described in the decision 
record for this proposed action. 
 
Comment: A hybrid alternative that would combine aspects of several alternatives to provide the most 
potential improvement in species connectivity might be best.  Include elements of Alternatives 2 and 3 in 
a hybrid alternative as an effective means of identifying currently unoccupied habitat that could 
successfully support new plants.   
Response: The effects analysis reveals differing advantages of several of the action alternatives. 
Combining elements of several alternatives will be considered in the decision record for this proposed 
action. 
 
Terminology and Format 
 
Comment: The terminology of “suitable sites” and “potential habitat” should be consistent. 
Response: The alternatives refer to augmentation in “suitable sites” because implementation would take 
into account site-specific evaluation of site suitability.  The analytical methods refer to “potential habitat” 
because the analysis is calculating the acres of habitat that are considered to meet the analytical criteria, 
but does not include the site-specific evaluation that would be used for implementation.  
 
Comment: Clarify the use of the term “augment”. 
Response: Text has been added to the EA to clarify the meaning of the term “augment” for this proposed 
action. 
 
Comment: Provide a single map that delineates the West Eugene Wetlands project area. 
Response: The maps provided delineate all of the BLM-administered lands in the West Eugene Wetlands 
project area.  Given that the proposed action applies only to BLM-administered lands, including a 
boundary of the lands of all partners in the West Eugene Wetlands would complicate the map presentation 
without adding information necessary to evaluate this proposed action. 
 
Comment: The appendix maps showing connectivity should show the existing populations. 
Response: Adding the existing populations would improve the comparison of the outcome under each 
alternative to the existing condition, but would make the maps less clear in comparing the outcome under 
each alternative.  
 
Comment:  Expand the connectivity map to the south to encompass restoration to the south of the project 
area.  
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Response:  While there are important plant sites to the south of the project area, expanding the map area 
would not assist in comparing the effects of the action alternatives on connectivity.  Because there are 
existing sites to the south of the map area as currently presented, expanding to the south to encompass 
additional existing sites would not alter the analysis of effects on connectivity.  
 
Comment: The maps attached to the EA are hard to read; it would be helpful if they were available 
electronically. 
Response: As noted in the EA on pages 14 and 17, the maps are available online at  
http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/index.php. 
 
Comment: Why does the No Action map exclude the Oxbow West site of Kincaid’s lupine?   
Response: The map does include this site; this small site may be hard to discern on the printed black and 
white maps, but shows more clearly on the color maps available electronically. 
 
Comment:  Several specific additions or omissions of sites from the maps of particular alternatives need 
explanation. 
Response:  The commentor has apparently confused the connectivity maps in Appendices D, E, and F, 
with the maps of action alternatives, which are contained in Appendix A.  The species-specific maps of 
connectivity in Appendices D, E, and F show where patches result from both existing and new plants. 
 
Comment: An online link to the recovery plan would be helpful. 
Response: The references section of the EA on page 16 provides the following link to the 2010 Recovery 
Plan for the Prairie Species of Western Oregon and Southwestern Washington: 
http://www.fws.gov/pacific/ecoservices/endangered/recovery/plans.html. 
 
 
Effects Analysis 
 
Comment: The survival rates used in the analysis are likely too high, which overstates the future number 
of plants.   
Response: The survival rates used in the analysis represent the best information available.  They are 
based on empirical observations of augmentation efforts for the species at issue in similar geography.  
The comment raises a valid point that these survival rates may be too optimistic for the likely amount of 
site preparation and habitat quality for the proposed action.  However, even if the survival rates lead to 
absolute species numbers that are too high, the analysis using these survival rates provides an estimate of 
the magnitude of effect augmentation would have on plant numbers.  The analysis in the EA demonstrates 
that all action alternatives would result in plant numbers far beyond the recovery target for this recovery 
zone (EA, pp. 10, 12, 13), and would still do so even if much lower survival rates were used in the 
analysis.  Further refining this analysis would not improve the basis for a decision on this proposed 
action, because the available acres within the project are not likely to limit augmentation as much as the 
availability of plant material for augmentation (see below). 
 
Comment: The availability of plant materials is likely to be more limiting on the proposed plant 
augmentation than potential sites.  Limiting the amount of assumed planted material based on availability 

http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/index.php
http://www.fws.gov/pacific/ecoservices/endangered/recovery/plans.html
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would likely result in the same number of plants under each action alternative, and the primary difference 
among action alternatives would be the effect on connectivity.  
Response: We agree that the amount of available plant material is more likely to limit the amount of 
augmentation than the availability of suitable sites during the duration of this proposed action.  We agree 
with the comment that, based on this analysis, species connectivity is a more important factor in planning 
plant augmentation than plant numbers.  
 
Comment: The EA should note that Willamette daisy grows in Upland Prairie as well as Wetland 
Prairie/Vernal pool and Emergent habitats.  
Response: Additional text has been added to the EA to note that Willamette daisy grows in Upland 
Prairie within its range.  
 
Comment: Acknowledge that habitat for Fender’s blue butterfly is limited not only by the abundance of 
Kincaid’s lupine, but by nectar plants as well.  Increasing lupine abundance without also establishing 
nectar plants would be unlikely to create sufficient habitat quality for Fender’s blue butterfly to establish 
or increase. 
Response: Additional text has been added to the EA to acknowledge importance of nectar plants to 
Fender’s blue butterfly habitat. 
 
Comments: There seems to be some errors the analysis of Alternative 4 in the number of new plants of 
Kincaid’s lupine. 
Response: There is an error in the calculations of the number of new plants for both Alternative 4 and 
Alternative 5.  However, the analysis will not be redone, because the amount of available plant material is 
more likely to limit the amount of augmentation than the availability of suitable sites during the duration 
of this proposed action (T. Kaye, Institute for Applied Ecology, personal communication, August 24, 
2011).  All action alternatives would result in plant numbers far exceeding the recovery target for this 
recovery zone (EA, pp. 10-13), even if this calculation error were corrected.  Therefore, the analysis 
shows that plant numbers calculated based on available habitat provide a poor discriminator among action 
alternatives.  Instead, species connectivity is a more important factor in planning plant augmentation that 
plant numbers.  
 
Comment: The discussion of the effect of augmentation on genetic diversity of Kincaid’s lupine should 
acknowledge the research of Paul Severns suggesting that different plants in the West Eugene Wetlands 
may have different ploidy.  
Response: We are familiar with the research of Paul Severns, who provided scoping comments prior to 
the preparation of the EA. As noted in the EA, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service concluded that 
augmentation would be unlikely to pose a risk to the genetic diversity of any of the species’ populations 
because propagules would only be derived from within the existing populations in the Eugene West 
Recovery Zone (EA, p. 5).    
 
Comment: How would augmenting populations of Kincaid’s lupine on BLM-administered lands 
contribute to the recovery of Fender’s blue butterfly within the Eugene West Recovery Zone? 
Response: As discussed in the EA, the effects of the proposed action and alternatives on Fender’s blue 
butterfly are addressed by analyzing the effects on Kincaid’s lupine (EA, pp. 4-5; 14).  The abundance 



West Eugene Wetlands Threatened and Endangered Plant Augmentation Page 24 
 

and distribution of Kincaid’s lupine is the only feature of Fender’s blue butterfly habitat that would be 
affected by the proposed action and alternatives.  
 
Comment: While there is no evidence that butterflies move 2 miles as assumed for pollinators of the 
target plants, wouldn’t it be prudent to provide adequate patches of lupines at least at that assumed 
minimal level of connectivity? 
Response: As discussed in the EA, the recovery plan uses 2 miles as a threshold distance for connectivity 
among sub-populations of the target plant species.  However, the EA analysis uses a threshold distance of 
200 feet for connectivity among sub-populations (EA, p. 4). 
 
Comment: The analysis of Alternative 2 shows increase of both Willamette daisy and Kincaid’s lupine at 
Oxbow East and Summer Oaks.  I doubt that the habitat requirements of both species can overlap. 
Response:  The analysis only identifies augmentation sites based on designated critical habitat, habitat 
quality, and appropriate plant community.  The appropriate plant communities mapped on those sites do 
not overlap, and include appropriate plant communities for both Willamette daisy and Kincaid’s lupine, 
which are treated as mutually exclusive in this analysis (EA, p. 6). The augmentation of the two species at 
these sites would not be overlapping.  The on-the-ground implementation of the selected alternative 
would include a site-specific evaluation of habitat prior to augmentation. 
 
Comment: The EA should analyze the relative projected cost of implementing each alternative.    
Response: Cost analysis would not be relevant to providing a reasoned choice among the alternatives or 
determining whether the action would have significant impacts.  Cost of implementation is not part of the 
purpose and need for action, and thus does not need to be addressed to provide a basis for a reasoned 
choice among alternatives. None of the alternatives analyzed in detail would be economically infeasible 
to implement.  Furthermore, the likely limitation on augmentation will be the availability of plant 
material, as explained above, not cost of implementation. 
 
 
Finding of No Significant Impact 
 
Comment: The Finding of No Significant Impact should include discussions of beneficial impacts to 
Fender’s blue butterfly.   
Response: Discussion of beneficial effects is relevant in a Finding of No Significant Impact when an 
action would have both beneficial and adverse effects on a resource. This is because significant adverse 
effects may exist even if the effect of an action will be beneficial on balance (BLM NEPA Handbook, H-
1790-1, p. 71).  However, this proposed action and alternatives would have only beneficial effects on 
Fender’s blue butterfly and no meaningful or measureable adverse effects (EA, p. 5).  Therefore, there is 
no need to address the beneficial impacts on Fender’s blue butterfly in determining whether the action 
would have significant impacts. 
 
 
 


