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The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex,

religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, or marital or family
status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with

disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program
information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA'S
TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights,
Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington,
DC 202509410 or call (202) 720-5964 (voice and TDD). USDA is an equal
opportunity provider and employer.

Mention of companies or commercial products in this report does not imply
recommendation or endorsement by USDA over others not mentioned. USDA
neither guarantees nor warrants the standard of any product mentioned.
Product names are mentioned solely to report factually on available data and
to provide specific information.

This publication reports research involving pesticides. All uses of pesticides
must be registered by appropriate State and/or Federal agencies before they
can be recommended.

CAUTION: Pesticides can be injurious to humans, domestic animals,
desirable plants, and fish or other wildlife—if they are not handled or applied
properly. Use all pesticides selectively and carefully. Follow recommended
practices for the disposal of surplus pesticides and pesticide containers.
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 Proposed Action

The WSDA, in cooperation with USDA-APHIS and other appropriate Federal, State and
local agencies, proposes to take action to eradicate an isolated infestation of European
gypsy moth in Clark County, Washington. The action will be designed to give the project
the best chance for achieving the goal of eradicating the gypsy moth infestation while
minimizing risks to human health as well as minimizing detrimental environmental
consequences. This action will be taken in order to prevent the establishment and spread
of this pest insect and thereby avoid the adverse economic, social, and ecological effects
associated with large-scale gypsy moth infestations. The proposed treatment area is in an
area (approximately) 1 mile northeast of Yacolt.

16 adult male gypsy moths were caught in the Yacolt area during WSDA’s summer
trapping program in 2014. Follow-up inspections in the area of the catches revealed
alternate gypsy moth life stages (1 egg mass, 1 spent egg mass and several pupal cases)
indicating the existence of a reproducing population.

After evaluating treatment options available in the USDA 1995 FEIS and 2012 FSEIS,
WSDA proposes three to five aerial applications of the insecticide Btk to 220.3 acres of
vegetation at the core of the infestation. The Btk applications will target early instar larvae
shortly after egg hatch in late April and early May.

1.1.1 Need for Action

Since its accidental release in the United States in 1869, the European strain of gypsy
moth has spread throughout New England and areas to the north, south and west. It
has become established in all or parts of 19 states, the District of Columbia, and parts
of Canada. It continues to spread to uninfested areas. The gypsy moth has caused
dramatic economic, social, and ecological impacts throughout the infested area
(USDA, 2012, vol. Il, chapter 1, p. 2-3).

Strategies described in the FEIS and FSEIS (see section 1.2 for explanation of FEIS
and FSEIS) depend upon the infestation status of the area: generally infested,
transition, or uninfested. The three strategies of suppression, eradication, and slow
the spread -- or their absence — are included in the six alternatives described in the
FEIS. The sixth alternative is the preferred alternative presented in the FEIS. The
sixth alternative is comprised of all three strategies.



Based on the infestation status of “no established population”, Washington State’s
strategy in 2015 will be eradication.

Treatments available for eradication projects include: (the biological insecticides)
Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki (Btk) and the gypsy moth nucleopolyhedrosis virus
(Gypchek); a chemical insecticide (diflubenzuron); and treatments employing mass
trapping, mating disruption, and sterile insect release techniques. A detailed
description of these treatment options and the decision making process can be found
in Section 2 of this EA.

The European strain of the gypsy moth has been found every year in Washington
State since 1974 with the exceptions of 1976 and 1977. The European gypsy moth is
usually introduced to Washington State by people visiting or relocating from the
infested area of eastern North America. For more than 30 years, WSDA has
successfully detected new introductions of the European strain of gypsy moth and
successfully eradicated all reproducing populations.

1.2 Related Documents

In 1995, the USDA Forest Service and APHIS issued a final environmental impact
statement, "Gypsy Moth Management in the United States: a cooperative approach”,
(hereinafter referred to as FEIS), which describes and analyzes methods of gypsy moth
control available for use in USDA cooperative programs. In 2012 the USDA Forest Service
and APHIS issued a supplement to the 1995 FEIS (hereinafter referred to as FSEIS)

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is tiered to the FEIS and the FSEIS in accordance
with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (40 CFR 1502.20 and 40 CFR 1508.28). This
EA provides the basic background information necessary for the site-specific analysis of
the potential environmental effects of WSDA's proposed 2015 Cooperative Gypsy Moth
Eradication Project. The FEIS, FSEIS, and this site-specific EA jointly constitute the
environmental analysis and documentation required under NEPA.

Copies of the FEIS, FSEIS, and the EA are available for review at:

Washington State Library
6880 Capitol Blvd. S
Tumwater, WA 98501

and

USDA, APHIS, PPQ
APHIS Library, 1st floor
4700 River Road
Riverdale, MD 20737



and

USDA-APHIS-PPQ
33400 9™ Ave. S., Suite 200
Federal Way, WA 98003

Additional environmental analysis and documentation has been prepared to satisfy
Washington State requirements under Chapter 43.21 (c) of the Revised Code of
Washington (State Environmental Policy Act or SEPA), and Chapter 197-11 of the
Washington Administrative Code (SEPA rules).
Copies of the SEPA documentation are available for review at:

Washington State Library

6880 Capitol Blvd. S

Tumwater, WA 98501

and

Washington State Department of Agriculture
www.agr.wa.gov

1.3 Decisions to be Made

There are three significant decisions which must be made as a part of evaluating a gypsy
moth control action.

The first decision to be made is whether to propose a gypsy moth control project (the
absence of a control project is a no-action alternative). The second decision to be made is
whether or not tiering this environmental assessment to the USDA 2012 FSEIS is
appropriate. The third decision to be made is what tools are being proposed for the project
area.

1.4 Authorizing Laws and/or Policies

1.4.1 State Authorizing Laws

WSDA has authority under Chapter 17.24 of the Revised Code of Washington,
Insect Pests and Plant Diseases, to eradicate or control insect pests that may
endanger the agricultural and horticultural industries in the state of Washington.

1.4.2 Federal Authorizing Laws




The USDA is responsible for management activities related to the gypsy moth for the
Federal government. Two USDA agencies, the Forest Service and APHIS share this
responsibility. Agency authorities are found in 7 CFR 2.8(a)(36) and 7 CFR
2.6(a)(38).

1.4.3 Environmental Laws and Other Requlations

Many environmental laws, authorities and Executive Orders of the President
influence how actions to manage pests, including the gypsy moth, are implemented
at the site-specific level. Such laws include the National Environmental Policy Act;
the Washington State Environmental Policy Act; the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act; the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act.

2.0 TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Treatment Alternatives Considered

WSDA is proposing to conduct an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program to eradicate
gypsy moth in Washington State. Evidence of an isolated reproducing population of
European gypsy moth in Washington State is a “trigger” to evaluate eradication options.
Integrated Pest Management involves selecting those options and techniques that give the
best chance of meeting the project goal of eradication. The FSEIS contains a range of
alternatives from which WSDA has selected an IPM strategy. The treatment alternatives
detailed in the FEIS and FSEIS include:

2.1.1 No action

2.1.2 Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki (Btk). This is a biological insecticide
containing the bacterium Btk. The insecticide is effective primarily against
caterpillars of many species of moths and butterflies.

2.1.3 Diflubenzuron (Dimilin®). This is an insect growth regulator that interferes
with the growth of some immature insects.

2.1.4 Gypsy moth virus (Gypcheck®). This is a nucleopolyhedrosis virus which
occurs naturally and is specific to gypsy moth. Gypcheck is an insecticide product
made from the gypsy moth nucleopolyhedrosis virus.

2.1.5 Mass trapping. This treatment consists of large numbers of pheromone traps
used to attract the male gypsy moth and prevent them from mating with females,
thereby causing a population reduction. The density of traps in this treatment option
IS nine or more traps per acre.

2.1.6 Mating disruption. This treatment consists of applying tiny plastic flakes or
beads containing disparlure, a synthetic gypsy moth sex pheromone. The



pheromone confuses male moths and, thus, prevents them from locating and mating
with females.

2.1.7 Sterile insect technology. This treatment consists of an aerial release of a
large number of sterile male gypsy moths. This reduces the chance that female
moths will mate with fertile males. The result is progressively fewer and fewer fertile
egg masses being produced, and eventual elimination of the population.

2.2 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated

The following treatment options were considered and not selected due to environmental or
efficacy concerns. The no action alternative was dismissed in this case due to the high
number of adult gypsy moths trapped in a single location, and the discovery of alternate life
stages (egg masses and pupal cases) in the area. Diflubenzuron is an insect growth
regulator that has adverse impacts on a broader range of non-target species than Btk.
While Btk primarily impacts moths and butterflies, diflubenzuron can kill many other insects
in addition to moths and butterfly caterpillars. Its use may adversely affect other insect
populations and, therefore, it was not selected. Gypsy moth virus (Gypcheck) is very host-
specific but is not widely available in the market; it is still somewhat experimental for
eradication programs and, therefore, was not selected. Mass trapping has been used with
some success to eradicate isolated populations, but at other times has failed. It is best
employed following larval pesticide treatments in small, isolated low-level populations.
Sterile insect releases have been approved but have rarely, if ever, been used in
eradication efforts.

2.3 Preferred Treatment Alternative

The WSDA/USDA-APHIS gypsy moth eradication strategy proposed for 2015 is aerial
application of the biological insecticide Btk (treatment alternative 2.1.2). This strategy will
give the project the best chance to achieve the goal of eradicating the gypsy moth
infestation while minimizing risks to human health and minimizing detrimental
environmental consequences.

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 SITE DESCRIPTION (see Appendix B for maps)

(Yacolt, WA 7.5 minute quadrangle, S25, 26 T5N R3E)
e Clark County, Washington

e 220 acres



e Zoning:

Current Zone Classification: Forest tier 11-40 (FR-40), Forest tier 1-80 (FR-80)
Current Comprehensive zoning plan: FR-20, FR-40, FR-80

e Proposed Area:

The proposed 220 acre site is in rural Clark County, and consists of single family homes
and forest land.

e Vegetation:

The site is a mix of conifer and deciduous trees and shrubs. Canopy coverage is 80-
85%. Tree height is variable, with deciduous trees in excess of 150 feet.

e Critical/Sensitive Areas:

Cedar Creek runs through the proposed treatment site. There are three small ponds
and two unnamed perennial streams in the proposed treatment area as well. Both
streams run into Cedar Creek. WSDA will be working under NPDES permit
#WA0039047 issued by the Department of Ecology to the WSDA for the purpose of
invasive moth control. The permit, titled “Invasive Moth Control National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Waste Discharge Permit”, authorizes discharge of
insecticides into surface waters of the state of Washington that are consistent with the
terms and conditions of this permit for the purpose of invasive moth control.

There are two areas with steep slopes (+40%) in the proposed area. (See topography
map in Appendix B).

e Catch History:

16 European Gypsy Moths were caught in the area during the 2014 summer trapping
program.

¢ Alternate Life Stages:
1 egg mass was found in the area during the fall of 2014.

1 spent egg mass was found in the area during the fall of 2014.
Several pupal cases were found in the area during the fall of 2014.

3.2 Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species

As required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the USDA has conferred
with both the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine



Fisheries Service (NMFS). 9 threatened or endangered species occur in Clark County.
Threatened species: Oregon Spotted frog, Streak Horned lark, Yellow-Billed Cuckoo, Bull
Trout, Golden Paintbrush, and Water howellia. Endangered species: Columbian White-
Tailed deer, Gray wolf, and Bradshaw’s desert-parsley. No critical habitats lie within the
proposed treatment area. USDA-APHIS has determined that the proposed eradication
project will have no effect on any listed, designated, proposed, or candidate species or their
critical habitat.

In addition, the WSDA has consulted with the Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW) and the Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR).
These agencies provided maps or other data intended to aide in the identification of
habitats of concern and the presence of listed, proposed, candidate, threatened or
endangered species. The information provided by WDFW Priority Habitats and Species
Program identified Northern Spotted Owl management areas approximately 1-mile east of
the proposed treatment area. Cedar Creek, two perennial streams and three ponds exist
within the proposed site. WDFW lists the presence of priority anadromous fish including
Coho salmon, fall chinook, spring chinook, chinook, winter steelhead, steelhead, rainbow
trout, cutthroat, and residential coastal cutthroat. None of the priority anadromous fish are
listed as proposed, candidate, threatened or endangered species.

The information provided by WDFW from their lepidopteran database found no butterfly
species of concern in the immediate area. Any species of concern are >6 miles SW of the
proposed site.

A review of the DNR Washington Natural Heritage Program database found no records for
rare plants or high quality native ecosystems in the vicinity of the proposed site.

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.1 No Action Alternative

The gypsy moth is able to survive and reproduce in Washington State, as evidenced by
numerous past isolated infestations. The current infestation, if left unchecked, could
spread across a large area. The ecological and human health risk assessment for gypsy
moth, should it become established, is detailed in the 2012 USDA FSEIS, vol. IV, appendix
L (USDA Forest Service 2004).

Trees in forests and orchards, and residential and municipal shade trees and landscape
plantings would be damaged and killed. Recreational and aesthetic values associated with
trees and forested land would be diminished. Species composition of the vegetation on
forested land could change, affecting the quantity and variety of food available for wildlife.

Water quality could be adversely affected in a number of ways including: 1) increased
siltation from rapid runoff of rainfall from defoliated areas; 2) increases in water temperature



as it flows through areas made shadeless; and 3) nutrient overloading from the deposition
of large quantities of caterpillar droppings.

The pesticide load in the environment would likely increase in quantity, variety, and net
detrimental environmental impact as home and business owners respond to ever-
increasing numbers of gypsy moth caterpillars, the damage they cause, and the nuisance
they represent.

Human health effects associated with the presence of large numbers of gypsy moth
caterpillars have been reported, including rashes and welts typical of allergic reactions, and
respiratory complaints. These effects have been attributed to the irritating nature of the
bristles found on the caterpillars. In some instances the reactions have been severe
enough to require medical attention (Allen et, al., 1991), (Tuthill, et al., 1984), (Aber, et al.,
1982), (Beaucher and Farnham, 1982), (Shama, et al., 1982).

Agricultural, horticultural and forestry enterprises are dependent upon markets beyond the
borders of Washington State. Washington must be able to comply with the plant pest and
disease regulations of the Federal government, other states, and international markets.
The establishment and spread of the gypsy moth in Washington State would result in the
imposition of quarantines .The levels of production and value of plant products would be
adversely affected.

4.2 Preferred Treatment Alternative

4.2.1 Human Health and Safety

a. Bacillus_thuringiensis var. kurstaki (Btk)

The use of Btk for the eradication of isolated gypsy moth infestations is expected to have
no adverse impact on human health or the environment. Various strains of Bacillus
thuringiensis (B.t.) are a naturally occurring bacterial component of soils worldwide.

Modern aqueous formulations of Btk used in gypsy moth control projects contain no organic
solvents and have an excellent safety record associated with their use in gypsy moth
suppression and eradication projects. An exemption from the requirement of a tolerance
has been established for residues of Btk in, or on, all raw agricultural commodities. This
exemption stipulates that manufacturers of Btk test each lot for pathogenicity and
vertebrate toxicity. See Appendix E for Sample Label and SDS.

A detailed discussion of the human health effects of Btk may be found in the 2004 USDA
Forest Service Btk risk assessment (USDA, 2004).

Due to advances in scientific knowledge, the law requires that pesticides which were first
registered before November 1, 1984 be reregistered to ensure that they meet today’s more
stringent standards. In March of 1998 the United States Environmental Protection Agency
came out with a Reregistration Eligibility Decision (EPA, 1998) in which they 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 (EPA, 1998).

In the spring of 1999, Foray 48B was applied by aircraft to 52 square miles of Southern
Vancouver Island to combat an infestation of European gypsy moth. Approximately 80,000
residents lived in the spray zones. The Capital Health Region coordinated a human health
study of possible short-term health effects. The resulting report (Capital Health Region,
1999) concluded:

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 Btk- based pesticide
spray programs.

Exposure to Btk spray resulting from its use as proposed in this gypsy moth eradication
project is unlikely to cause significant human health effects. However, it is good practice to
minimize exposure to any insecticide. One of the conclusions reached in the Oregon study
by Green, et al. (1990), was that, "the level of risk for Btk and other existing or future
microbial pesticides in immunocompromised hosts deserves further study.”

b. General Precautions

The WSDA will take the following additional steps to assist the public in avoiding or
reducing exposure to the spray material:

1. The Pesticide Sensitive Individuals database, maintained by the Pesticide
Management Division of the WSDA, will be checked for people living in or near
the proposed treatment area who require advance notification.

2. The WSDA will offer a toll-free telephone line with information regarding
scheduled treatment days.

3. The WSDA will provide notification calls the day before scheduled applications to
any resident in the proposed treatment area requesting them.



4. During treatments WSDA on-site spray monitors will notify bicyclists, joggers and
other pedestrians that they are approaching the treatment area.

5. Information will be provided to residents of the treatment area about how to avoid
or reduce exposure to the spray material.

4.2.2 Non-Target Organisms

1. Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki (Btk)

a. Animals

A detailed discussion of the ecological effects of Btk on non-target organisms may be found
in the 1995 FSEIS vol. II, chapter 4, pp. 52-55, and in vol. 1V, chapter 5, pp. 5-10.

As used in gypsy moth eradication projects, Btk has not been shown to adversely affect
fish, birds, mammals, or most non-target insects, including honey bees (USDA, 1995, vol.
Il, chapter 4, pp. 54-55). Itis expected that Btk may kill other lepidopteran larvae (leaf-
eating caterpillars) if they are present in project areas when treatments occur. In turn,
animals dependent on caterpillars as food theoretically may be affected. However,
reductions in native caterpillar populations are expected to be temporary due to the brief
residual effectiveness of Btk deposits on foliage (4 to 10 days), the high reproductive
capacity of most lepidoptera, and recolonization from adjacent untreated areas (USDA,
1995, vol. Il, chapter 4, pp. 54-55). The small size of the proposed treatment area should
aid in the recolonization process.

A study conducted in Oregon in connection with gypsy moth control programs in 1986 and
1987 found reduced numbers of caterpillars immediately following Btk treatments and
reduced species diversity. This study also found that recovery in numbers of non-target
caterpillars began the same season, but that recovery of species diversity lagged behind
(Miller, 1990).

Two studies examined the indirect effect of Btk on the reproductive success of
insectivorous birds through a possible reduction in food supply. The studies reported no
significant differences between treated and untreated areas in numbers of eggs hatched or
in nestling growth and development. When caterpillars weren't available, the birds
switched to other available prey (Gaddis, 1987), (Gaddis and Corkran, 1986).

There is no evidence of significant adverse impacts of Btk on aquatic organisms. In a study
conducted on a benthic stream community there was no evidence that addition of Btk to
stream mesocosms created adverse effects for these communities even at greater than
100 times expected exposure rates (Richardson and Perrin, 1994).



b. Plants

Btk is non-toxic to plants. Btk is sensitive to meteorological effects once it has been
applied to plant surfaces. Btk is readily removed from plant surfaces by rain and is rapidly
degraded by sunlight (USDA, 1995, vol. IV, chapter 7, pp. 15).

Changes in soil productivity and fertility due to Btk are not likely. Btk persists for a relatively
short time, B.t. is known to occur naturally in soils worldwide, and applications of
insecticides containing B.t. do not appear to increase levels of B.t. in soil (USDA, 1995, vol.
[, p. 19). For more information about the fate of Btk in the soil refer to 1995 FEIS, vol. 4,
chapter 7, p. 16.

c. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species
In reference to the species listed in the Affected Environment section of this EA, all occur

outside of the proposed treatment site. Therefore, it is not anticipated that the proposed
use of Btk would adversely affect these named species.

5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

Rian Wojahn

Gypsy Moth Eradication Coordinator
Washington State Department of Agriculture
3939 Cleveland Ave. SE

Olympia, WA 98501

1-800-443-6684

6.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONSULTED/NOTIFIED

USDA-APHIS Environmental Services; Riverdale, MD

National Marine Fisheries Service for review of the proposed treatment area for the
presence of sensitive species or habitats

US Fish and Wildlife Service, for review of the proposed treatment area for the
presence of sensitive species or habitats

Washington State Department of Health, Barbara Morrissey, for review of the
proposed treatment with regard to human health concerns

Clark County Public Health Department, for review of the proposed treatment with
regard to human health concerns



Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Natural Heritage Program, for
review of the proposed treatment area for the presence of sensitive species or
habitats

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, Priority Habitats and Species
(PHS) database, for review of the proposed treatment area for the presence of
sensitive species or habitats

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, Ms. Ann Potter, for review of the
proposed treatment area for the presence of sensitive lepidopteran species

Washington Department of Ecology for NPDES and SEPA review

City of Yacolt
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TREATMENT SITE MAPS
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APPENDIX C

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT and ISSUES

A. Public Notification and Involvement

-Initial door-to-door contacts in what would become the proposed treatment zone are made
in the fall of 2014. Contacts are made in conjunction with inspecting the area and
searching for gypsy moth egg masses.

-Elected officials are emailed a notification letter regarding the proposed gypsy moth
eradication, gypsy moth fact sheet, and map of the proposed gypsy moth eradication area.
Elected officials included Senator Ann Rivers, Representatives Liz Pike and Brandon Vick,
Clark County Commissioners, and the Mayor, and town council members of Yacolt.
(December 15, 2014)

-WSDA employees hand deliver packets containing a notification letter regarding the
proposed gypsy moth eradication, gypsy moth fact sheet, and map of proposed gypsy moth
eradication area. All residence in the affected area received a packet. Landowners living
outside of the affected area are mailed a packet. (December 17, 2014)

-WSDA issues a press release about the proposed gypsy moth eradication in the spring of
2015. (December 22, 2014)

-Clark County Public Health puts information on their website about Btk and human health.
(January, 2015)

-The Columbian Newspaper runs a story about the proposed gypsy moth eradication in
their paper and on their website. (January 21, 2015)

-WSDA issues a press release about the upcoming open house and proposed gypsy moth
eradication. (February 6, 2015)

-Elected officials are emailed an invitation to the upcoming open house. (February 9, 2015)

-The Reflector Newspaper runs a story about the proposed gypsy moth eradication and
upcoming open house. (February 10, 2015)

-Invitations to the open house are hand delivered to residence of the affected area.
(February 11, 2015)

-WSDA holds an open house at Yacolt Primary School. Information was provided about
gypsy moth trapping, proposed eradication activities, and health effects. A 15-minute



informational video about the gypsy moth was also show. WSDA entomologists and pest
biologists, along with a USDA-APHIS entomologist, were on hand to answer any
guestions/concerns attendees had. (February 17, 2015)

-The Reflector Newspaper runs a story about the newly released draft Environmental
Assessment. (March 25, 2015)

-30 day comment period on the draft Environmental Assessment ends. No comments were
received on the document. (April 9, 2015)

B. Issues and Concerns

Questions attendees asked at the open house:

Q: “When will the treatments be administered?” A: Aerial treatments will take place
between late April-late June.

Q: “What kind of damage does the gypsy moth do?” A: The gypsy moth causes extensive
defoliation. The person was then shown photos of damaged vegetation and encouraged to
watch the 15-minute video.

Q: “Will you spray if it's raining?” A: No. If steady rain is falling or forecast, we will
postpone the treatment and wait for more favorable weather.

Q: “Will Btk affect my animals?” A: No. Btk is specific to lepidopteran (leaf-eating
caterpillars). Animals can be kept indoors for at least 30-minutes after treatments are
done.

Q: “Will Btk affect my asthma?” A: Studies have shown Btk has no effects on asthma.
The individual was added to the call list (notify the day before treatments), and told to stay
inside for at least 30-minutes after treatments are done.

Q: “How do gypsy moths get here?” A: Gypsy moth egg masses usually “hitchhike” from
infested states. They are often found on R.V. wheel wells, outdoor furniture, and
birdhouses.



APPENDIX D

MONITORING

A WSDA or USDA representative (monitor) will be present during loading and application of
the insecticide. The monitor will insure compliance of all federal, state and local
laws/regulations.

The treatment site will be intensively monitored in the summers of 2015, 2016, and 2017
using pheromone-baited traps to determine the effectiveness of the treatment, assist in the
eradication and delimit any residual populations of gypsy moths. The results of this
monitoring will dictate the need for any future action.
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PRODUCT LABEL and SAFETY DATA SHEET










MATERTAT, SAFETY DATA SHEET PAGE 2
Foray® 48B
MSDS# BIO-0315 Rev. 3 ISSUED 03/19/08

EMERGEHNCY OVEEVIEW: Product is non-toxic by ingestion, skin contact, or
inhalaticon. May cause mild eye irritatiom.

ROUTE(3) COF ENTRY: 3Skin: Ho
Inhalation: Ho
Ingestion: Ho

INGESTION RATING: None

SKIN ABSCRPTICH BATING: N/D

INHALATICN FATING: None

CORROSIVENESS RATING: H/D

SKIN CONTACT RATING: MHone

SKIN SENSITIZATION RATING: Hone

EYE CONWTACT BATING: Mild irritant

TARGET ORGLNS: Eves

CARCIMOGENICITY RATING: HNTP: NH/L IARC: N/L OSHA: N/L ACGIH: N/L
Hone

SIGHNS AND SYMPTOMS: Direct contact with eyes may cause mild
irritation.

MEDICAL CONDITIONS LGGRAVATED BY EXPOSURE: N/D Pre-existing eye lesions

4., FIRST AID MEASURES

EYES: Bemove from source of exposure. Flush with copious amounts of
water. If irritation persists or signs of toxicity occur, sesk
medical attention. Provide symptomatic/supportive care as necessary.

SKEIN: Bemove from source of exposure. Flush with copious amounts of water.
If irritation or signs of toxicity occur, seek medical attenticn.
Provide symptomatic/supportive care as Necessary.

INGESTION: BRemove from source of exposure. If signs of toxicity occur,
seek medical attention. Provide symptomatic/supportive care as
Necessary.



MATERTAT, SAFETY DATA SHEET PAGE 3
Foray® 48B
MSDS# BIO-0315 Rev. 3 ISSUED 03/19/08

4. FIRST AID MEASORES (continued)

IHHALATION: ERemove from source of exposure. If signs of toxicity occur,
seek medical attention. Provide symptomatic/supportive care as
necessary.

3. FIRE FIGHTING FROCEDUEES

FLASH POINT: H/D

FLASH POINT METHOD: H/RA

LOWER EXPLOSIVE LIMIT(%¥): H/f4
UPPER EXPLOSIVE LIMIT(%¥): H/A
AUDTOTIGHITION TEMPERATURE: H/4

FIEE & EXPLOSICHN HAZARDS: Hon-flammable and no explosive properties.
EXTINGUISHING MEDIA: Use appropriate media for underlying cause of fire.

FIRE FIGHTINHG IMSTRUCTIONS: Wear protective clothing and self-contained
breathing apparatus.

€. ACCIDENTAL BEELEASE MEASURES

SPILL OR RELEASE PROCEDURES: Recover product and place in an appropriate
container for disposal. Ventilate and wash the spill area.

7. HANDLING AND STORAGE

HANDLING: The usual precautions for handling chemicals should be chasrved.

STORAGE: Store product in tightly closed containers in cool and dry place
when not in use.

SPECTIAL PRECAUTIONS: H/D

8. EXPOSURE CONTROLS/PERSONAL FROTECTION

ENGINEERING CONTROLS: Use local exhaust

RESPIRATORY PROTECTION: Not usually required. If necessary, use a
MSHAZHNTOSH approved (or equivalent) respirator with dust-mist/orhanic
vapor cartridge combination.

SKEIN PROTECTION: Butvl or nitrile rubber gloves, clothing to minimize skin
contact.









MATERTAL SAFETY DATA SHEET PAGE 6

Foray® 48B
MSDS# BIO-0315 Rev. 3 ISSUED 03/19/08

TS5CA STATUS: Exempt RCER STATUS: H/D
CERCLA STATUS: H/D FROP &5 (C&): H/D
SARR STATUS: NH/D

le. OTHER INFOBEMATION

REASON FOR ISSUE: Updates Section 3 Hazard information; Section 9.
Physical and Chemical Properties;

APFROVAL DATE: 03/708/2008
MSDS Humber: BIO-0315
SUPERSEDES DATE: O02/18/2008
EFA Beg. Ho. 730459-427
LEGEND: H/A = Mot Bpplicable
H/D = Mot Determined
H/L = Hot Listed
L = Listed
C = Ceiling
5 = Short-term
® = Registered Trademark of Valent BioSciences
™

= Begistered Trademark of Valent BiocSciences

The information and recommendations contained herein are based upon tests
believed to be reliable. Howewer, Valent BioSciences does not guarantee their
accuracy or completeness nor shall any of this information constitute a warranty,
whether expressed or implied, as to the safety of the goods, the merchantability
of the goods, or the fitness of the goods for a particular purpose. Adjustment
to conform with actual conditions of usage may be reguired. Valent BioSciences
assumes no responsibility for results obtained or for incidental or conseguential
damages arising from the use of these data. HNo freedom from infringement of any
patent, copyright or trademark is to be inferred.

YALRNT B IOSCIENCES.

[N TH TR

E70 Techoology Way, Suite 100
Libertyville, IL 60048 - BO0-3Z3-93587 € Valent Biodciences Corporation, March Z00E
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIGICANT IMPACT
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