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ChangesMade Since the Draft EIS

Appendix A

Added copies of all comments received for the Pacific Yew Draft EIS,

and our response to these letters.
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A Public

Involvement

Philosophy

Initial Issue

Gathering

Public involvement has been an integral part of the Pacific yew
environmental impact statement (EIS) from the early stages to the

present. According to NEPA (the National Environmental Policy

Act), public issues must be addressed early in the process of

preparing an EIS.

We used a number of public involvement methods. Our basic

technique, which fit our philosophy, was “fish bowl planning.” We
attempted to make our decision-making process transparent to the

public, to think out loud in front of everyone. We did this by first

identifying all those who would or could be interested in the

project, locally, nationally, and world-wide. We then sent letters

and press releases, made telephone calls, attended meetings, pro-

duced and mailed newsletters, and analyzed the responses we
received.

The public not only told us what the issues were, but also sug-

gested items the alternatives should include, and what could be

done to mitigate impacts on the environment.

The team gathered issues and suggestions and continued to pro-

cess responses throughout the project. The public comments were
used to help the team analyze the data, then formulate and
evaluate alternatives, and recommend one.

The Pacificyew newsletter was the main vehicle we used to gather

public issues surrounding the harvest of Pacific yew from federal

lands for the production of the cancer-fighting drug, taxol. The
newsletter included a section for readers’ comments to be returned
to us.

Members ofthe PacificYew EIS team also met with various groups
to discuss yew, taxol, and the EIS. On other occasions team
members presented formal or informal talks on these subjects and
used these opportunities to gather comments.

PacificYew FEIS
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The first Pacific Yew Newsletter, December 1991 (see the end of this

appendix for a copy) was distributed in late December and early

January to more than 20,000 citizens, groups, local governments,

businesses, agencies, research facilities, hospitals, and universities. We
asked for issues and concerns regarding the harvest of Pacific yew on

national forest and Bureau ofLand Management lands.

Response to

December 1991
Pacific Yew
Newsletter

Most readers wanted us to harvest yew for the production of taxol,

but at the same time protect the Pacific yew species and its

environment; this was the major issue. Other comments con-

cerned the “how to's,” suggestions for ways we could approach

solving the problem ofhow to provide taxol and protect theyew and

its ecosystem. We grouped the comments into the following catego-

ries listed here, beginning with the category that received the

largest number of comments:

Number of

Comments Comment Categories

Issues

277 Provide material from the Pacific yew tree for

the production of taxol for the treatment of can-

cer patients.

Protect the yew species.

Protect the ecosystem.

Suggestions

211

172

166

139

Establish a sustainable level ofcollection—analyze

riiinimum to maximum amounts.

Consider social, cultural, and tribal impacts of

collecting yew.

R^enerate yew— plant and manage for natural

regeneration.

Consider the economic impacts ofyew collection

on timber production, local employment, and

sustained forest ecology to ensure future sup-

plies oftaxol and other possible drugs, and agree-

ments for taxol production.

Pacific Yew FEIS
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125 Establish areas of collection— decide whether

or not to enter set-aside areas such as wilder-

ness, spotted owl habitat, Research Natural

Areas, and roadless areas; decide whether or

not to build new roads for access; and concen-

trate collection in certain areas or spread col-

lection over wide areas.

119 Establish collection methods— partially or

wholly strip bark or fell trees; collect needles

and twigs.

115 Utilize the yew completely— all bark, twigs,

needles, and wood.

112 Develop other sources oftaxol as soon as possible.

107 Stop theft and illegal harvest.

30 Miscellaneous.

Number Categories of Respondents

621 Individuals and families

62 Interest groups

55 Businesses

29 Other agencies

24 Forest Service

21 College, universities, research

17 Medical professionals

5 Newspapers, radio, television reporters

834 Total

Pacific Yew FEIS
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33

11

6

5

4

4

4

3

3

3

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Geographic Distribution

Oregon

Washington

California

Idaho

Montana

Arizona

Utah

Maryland

Pennsylvania

Washington, DC

Canada

New York

Virginia

Colorado

Illinois

Hawaii

Iowa

Kansas

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

New Hampshire

New Jersey

Tennessee

Wisconsin

Pacific Yew FEIS
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Issues and Suggestions
Issue Provide material from the Pacific yew for taxol: Most

people who responded want material from the Pacific yew to be

available for the production of taxol and its use in clinical trials

and treatment of ovarian and possibly other cancers. Some say

savinghuman lives should be top priority;yew harvests should be

maximized regardless of environmental impacts and wilderness

and roadless areas should be opened for yew collection. Others

say, although taxol should be made available, the yew tree and

the ecosystem are important in themselves and for future genera-

tions and deserve protection; the harvest ofyew for taxol should

proceed with care, caution, and safeguards.

Issue Protect the ecosystem: People who commented want protec-

tion for the yew’s ecosystem in order to ensure forest diversity.

They want studies of the roleyew plays in its community and the

impact of yew harvest; some feel the forest has already been

ruined by harvests. A major concern within eco^stem protection

is the old growth or ancient forests; people want to protect and
sustain ancient forests for future generations and for the un-

known resources they may contain. Other concerns regarding the

health of the ecosystem are for protection and understanding of:

Wildlife, including deer, elk, moose (Idaho and Montana), birds,

insects, the northern spotted owl and other threatened or endan-

gered species; riparian zones, watersheds, and fish habitat; plants,

including fungi; soils and soil organisms; and aesthetics.

Issue Protect Pacific yewand maintain its genetic diversity: The
concern is for careful management to protect the Pacific yew and
its gene pool, balancing short- versus long-term needs for taxol.

People want studies ofyew in order to understand how to main-
tain the population and provide a viable gene pool for the future.

With recent reports of infection of small amounts of yew trees

with the root disease Phytopthora lateralis, found in Port-Orford-

cedar, people want to know what steps can be taken to protect

yew.

PacificYew FEIS
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Analyze and establish a suitable and sustainable level of

harvest and taxol production: This issue refers to the need

for an accurate inventory of Pacific yew and its range in order to

avoid over-harvesting, and to carefully manage for present needs

and future generations.

Consider cultural, social, spiritual, and tribal values of

yew: Most people who responded were in favor of utilizing a

balanced system of harvest while preserving the yew at historic

levels, and giving consideration to multiple use and whole-

ecosystem health. Many people felt that more attention should

be given to the spiritual, cultural, and historical value ofthe yew.

Some said that because Native Americans have a long tradition

of using the yew for its healing powers, they should be guaran-

teed continued access to the tree. At least two respondents

suggested getting direct tribal input for the EIS. Several people

felt that the yew is sacred, and no harvesting of wild stands

should take place. A significant number of others, however, said

saving human lives should be top priority. Many felt yew har-

vests should be maximized regardless ofenvironmental impacts.

Some said they would like to see wilderness and roadless areas

opened for yew collection.

Plant and manage for natural regeneration of Pacific

yew: In this case, people who commented were concerned about

protecting the Pacific yew as a future resource. Most who com-

mented agreed with harvesting yew trees for taxol, as long as

sound reforestation practices that allow for natural regeneration

of call for replanting are in place, and that nursery propagation

efforts continue.

Consider the economic effects of yew collection on re-

sources, economies, and futime options: Here, many people

commented that maintaining a sustained forest ecology is essen-

tial for ensuring the future of taxol and other important drugs

yet to be discovered.

Suggestion

Suggestion

Suggestion

Suggestion

A significant number of people said they think the agreement with

Bristol-Myers Squibb company is “monopolistic,” and that many

companies, notjust one, should benefit from taxol production.



A Public

Involvement

The economic impacts ofyew harvest and bark collection on the

timber industry was another area of concern. Several people

suggested that yew harvesting take place only in active timber

sale areas. Some expressed concern over whether yew harvest

and bark collection projects are used to provide jobs for local

residents, especially in areas where there are a significant num-
ber of displaced timber workers.

Suggestion Establish and define areas of collection or reserve areas:

In this issue the number one public concern is the Forest Service

treatment of set-aside areas. Sentiment is divided between those

favoring absolutely no harvest in any set-aside area— Research

Natural Areas (RNAs), wilderness, and Owl Conservation Areas

(OCAs); limited harvest in these areas; and those favoring

comprehensive harvest ofyew wherever it is found in whatever

quantity needed. Many people think that old growth forests

should be left alone, although minimum intrusion may be al-

lowed for research and inventory purposes.

Suggestion Establish collection methods: In this case, many people want
to know what kinds ofyew harvest methods will be allowed, and
how harvests will be incorporated into existing forest manage-
ment prescriptions. Some said efficient collection methods should

be established to ensure full utilization of the tree, Others said

harvest methods that result in the death of the tree should be
discontinued. Several people asked whether the yew trees can
survive if they are partially stripped of their bark. A small

number ofrespondents said only the needles and twigs should be
collected. At least two people asked for a definition of“harvest” in

regards to the yew.

Suggestion utilize all parts of harvested yew: Most people who com-
mented want the whole yew tree to be used ifthe bark is going to

be collected. They suggest it be used (perhaps commercially, for a
fee) for fence posts, fire wood, bows, musical instruments, orna-

mental wood working, tool handles, and lumber.

Many people are concerned about waste of the tree during the
harvesting process and want all bark fi'om large and small limbs
to be collected; they don’t want to see the remaining tree burned

PacificYew FEIS
Appendix A-8



or left to rot. Many want the small branches and needles to be used
as well as the bark; some suggest collecting needles instead ofbark

in order to save the trees. Others would like to see the entire tree

used for the extraction of taxol.

Develop other sources of taxol as soon as possible: Many Suggestion
people called for the development of other sources of taxol as soon

as possible, to avoid the burden on theyew species and the impacts

of a long-term harvest program.

Many wanted to see a progress report on the development ofother

sources of taxol through synthesis, semisynthesis, cell culture,

nursery propagation, heartwood extraction, and needle extraction.

Some people feel the Forest Service andBLM should fund research

into alternate methods of producing taxol. Several say that taxol

will soon be synthesized and the need for yew harvest will dimin-

ish. A few people asked what will become of the yew when it is no

longer desired for its taxol.

Stop theft and illegal harvest of yew: Many people expressed Suggestion
concern about the theft and illegal harvest ofwild yew trees. Most

wanted to know how illegal harvest would be stopped, and what

kinds of punishment poachers would face if caught. Many felt

there should be serious consequences for stealingyew trees. Some
people questioned how to protect wild yew trees on their private

lands. At least one respondent suggested using public awareness

to monitor poaching and discourage theft.

Miscellaneous comments: People expressed the following con-

cerns and thoughts: After years oftreating Pacificyew as a “weed”

tree, we now find it to be a “lifesaver.” We should research any

other species of Taxus throughout the United States and the

world. One never knows what could be found. We need to be

extremely cautious about labeling plants as “trash.” How many
other species have potential lifesaving cures? We won’t know
without thorough research starting back 10,000 years ago to the

present era. Included in this research should be: identify high-

yield and singleyew tree populations; what age and/or time ofyear

is Pacificyew richest in taxol-producing molecules; and the concept

PacificYew FEIS
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of“taxol farms” and howmuch could be produced this way. Pacific

yew harvests could be taxed to help pay for this and other taxol

research.

There is a question ofwhether or not an EIS is really necessary. If

necessary, the EIS should be concise and in la3nnan, not technical

terms. Cost of the yew program is of concern and the public

expects the Forest Service to be proactive and share whatever

information there is, good or bad.

There is public misunderstanding of the word “harvest.” There is

some feeling that use of this word means the Forest Service will

cut down every Pacific yew that can be found. A more value-less

word would be preferred.

Will excessive environmental controls impact mining and mineral

rights on public lands, and if so, how.

If the connection between taxol and cancer has been known for

years, the government should pressure the FDA to set up approval

oftaxol synthesis for human use. An unedited short paper should

be done on synthesis, expected side effects, and production timelines
by an organic chemist and a pharmacologist. These people could

give the most recent up-to-date information.

Yew bark harvesters should be trained to recognize Pacificyew so

that other trees will not be damaged through ignorance.

Pacific Yew FEIS
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Our second Pacific Yew Environmental Impact Statement news-
letter, dated February 1992, was mailed in early March (see the

end of this appendix for a copy).

Response to

Febmary 1992
Newsletter

About 100 people wrote to us in response to the February newslet-

ter. In summary, this is what readers said;

Many readers liked the information in the February newsletter

and thought we were on track with the issues, with some excep-

tions from those who felt we’ve done and are doing a poorjob with

forests in general.

About 20 readers responded to the issue ofwhether or not to enter

set-asides such as wilderness areas and Owl Conservation Areas

by saying “no,” don’t enter these areas. In the words of one reader

from Etna, California, “Such entry, harvest and yew removal

would seriously disrupt other major values for these natural eco-

systems...”. On the other hand, two readers feel we should enter

any areas where yew trees grow in order to get taxol for research.

Other common comments were:

• Continue to encourage the development of other sources

of taxol.

• Protect the overall forest health and eco^stems for the future.

• Regenerate yew (work on propagation techniques).

• Maintain a sustained yield ofyew.

• Concentrate on needle and twig harvest rather than bark.

• Utilize as much of the yew tree as possible for taxol.

Pacific Yew FEIS
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Number of

Comments Comment Categories

56 Protect the ecosystem (riparian areas, wildlife, other

plants, soil, fire cycles, old growth forests) and the

Pacific yew gene pool (establish reserve areas or num-
bers of reserve trees).

22 Consider social, cultural and tribal impacts of collecting

yew.

21 Establish areas of collection— decide whether or not to

enter set-aside areas such as wilderness, spotted owl

habitat. Research Natural Areas, and roadless areas;

decide whether or not to build new roads for access; and

concentrate collection in certain areas or spread collection

over wide areas.

20 Develop other sources of taxol as soon as possible.

17 Establish a sustainable level of collection— analyze

minimum to maximum amounts.

17 Utilize the yew completely— all bark, twigs, needles,

and wood.

17 Consider the economic impacts of yew collection on
timber production, local employment, sustained forest

ecology to ensure the future supplies of taxol and
other possible drugs, and agreements for taxol pro-

duction.

12 Establish collection methods— partially or wholly strip

bark or fell trees; collect needles and twigs.

12 Regenerate yew— plant and manage for natural re-

generation.

11 Stop theft and illegal harvest.

23 Miscellaneous.

PacificYew FEIS
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Number Categories of Respondents

67 Individuals and families

9 Businesses

8 Interest groups

7 Other agencies

5 Medical professionals

4 College, universities, research

3 Forest Service

0 Newspapers, radio, television reporters

97 Total

Number Geographic Distribution

47 Oregon

17 California

16 Washington

5 Idaho

4 Montana
2 Arizona

1 Maryland

1 Michigan

1 New Hampshire

1 Utah
1 Washington, DC
1 Canada

97 Total

Our third Pacific Yew Environmental Impact Statement newslet-

ter, dated June 1992, was mailed in early July (see the end of this

appendix for a copy).

Response to

June 1992
Newsletter

A summary ofthe responses to the proposed alternatives described

in this newsletter will appear in this appendix when the final EIS

is published.

PacificYew FEIS
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First Newsletter

December 1991



A Public

Involvement

What's so important

about the Pacific yew?

An often overlooked species in our western for-

ests, the Pacific yew has recently emerged from
obscurity. It is now a species in demand because

of the di^overy that it yields taxol, an anticancer

drug found to be 30 to 35% successful in the

treating of ovarian cancer patients that have not

responded to previous treatment. Taxol has

shown promise in the treatment of other cancers.

People are talking . .

.

"Taxol's status as a hot new cancer drug has given

researchers an opportunity to help solve a societal

problem of pressing importance."

—Stu Bonrun, writer for Chenucal and Engmeenng News

"For the short term we will be living with inadequate

supplies of this drug, but in the long term the problem

IS going to be solved."

—Samuel Broder, National Cancer Institute director

"In the meantime, traditional plant sources must be

used to meet immediate research needs."

—James C. Overbay, deputy chief of the Forest Service

"There will be rapidly increasing demand for taxol as

we begin studies on use of the substance to treat other

forms of cancer."

~Dr Saul A Schepartz of National Cancer Institute's

Developmental Therapueocs Program

"It ought to be a firm message that there s been too

much wastage and not enough management."
—Conj^ressman Ron Wyden, commenting on "The Pacific Yew
Act of 1991"

"If we expect to increase the production of taxol and

conserve the yew species, we must proactively man-

age forests on the public lands."

—D Dean Bibles, Oregon / Washington State Director of the BLM

"Optimize use for human beings, minimize environ-

mental impacts."

—Diane Di Furia, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company

"The conflict is, there are no such lands where taxol

production is the priority. The priority still remains

the production of Douglas-fir wood fiber."

—Wendell Woods. Oregon Natural Resources Council

'T've had the conventional chemotheraphy for

ovarian cancer, and it didn't work . . . Taxol may be

my last hope."

—Sally Thane Christensen, "Is a Tree Worth a Life"

What Are the Effects of Collecting

Yew? Oi; Why this Environmental

Impact Statement?

Since most of the Pacific yew available to supply
bark (from which taxol is extracted) is found on
federal lands managed by the USDA Forest Serv-

ice and the US Bureau of Land Management,
these agencies will prepare an environmental
impact statement to analyze the effects of yew
collection on the environment. The Forest Service

is the lead agency; BLM, the National Cancer
Institute, and the U.S. Food and Drug Admini-
stration are cooperating agencies.

In this EIS we will analyze the effects of harvest
on the yew's ability to regenerate, its genetic
diversity, and its place in forest ecosystems. We
will propose, study, and weigh various harvest

alternatives.

USDA Forest Service 3 US Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Food and Drug Administration
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VVe will focus on the short and long-term effects

of a five-year harvest program. The need for yew
bark from forest trees is expected to decrease as

researchers find ways to extract taxol from needles

and heartwood, propagate yew and extract taxol

from clippings at yew nurseries, semi-synthesLze

and totally synthesize taxol and its related com-
pounds, and produce taxol through tissue cul-

ture.

Possible Alternatives

Alternative yew harvest programs that we will

propose in this EIS could cover various yew
harvest levels — from no harvest at all to a high
level. Methods of harvest and utilization of the

tree could be important parts of each alternative.

Concurrently, the Forest Service and the Bureau
of Land Management are conducting yew sur-

veys and inventories; these will help us estimate

how much yew is present and help us analyze the

impacts of alternate programs on the species. A
technical team is preparing conservation guide-

lines for the Pacific yew.

The Future of Taxol Production

"Nobody owns the compound. We didn't patent it

when we isolated it."

—Monroe E. Wall, chemist with Research TnangJe Institute

Researchers at companies, universities, and agen-

cies world-wide are working to develop taxol or

a closely related drug from bark, needles, heart-

wood, yew nurseries, tissue culture, semi-syn-

thesis and total synthesis.

Here is a partial list of some of the current re-

search and development of taxol:

Rhone-Poulenc Rorer, a French pharmaeutical

firm, has developed Taxotere, a taxol analog

made by partial synthesis from a taxol precursor

extracted from the needles of European yew,

Taxus baccata.

The WeyerhaueserCompany is propagating yew
at a nursery in Washington. Forest Service nurs-

eries near Carson, Washington, Medford, Ore-

gon, and Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, and the Chico

Tree Improvement Center in CaHfomia are also

working with yew propagation.

Researchers at the USDA Forest Products Labo-

ratory in Madison, Wisconsin have successfully

extracted taxol from Pacific yew heartwood.

Dr. Holton and co-workers at Florida State Uni-

versity are working on pcirtial and total synthesis

of taxol. Thirty or more other research groups
across the US are also investigating synthesis of

taxol.

BUM’S Homing Seed Orchard near Molalla, Ore-
gon is planning studies of the Pacific yew, includ-

ing seed germination, rooted cuttings, and trans-

planting.

Edward Croom, Jr. of the Research Institute of

Pharmaceutical Sciences at the University of Mis-

sissipppi is studying the possiblilities of taxol

production from ornamental yews {Taxus spp) in

nurseries.

The NaPro Company in Boulder, Colorado is

extracting taxol from yew needles in research

quantities, not yet approved for human use.

Phyton Catalytic Inc. of Ithaca, New York, and
ESCAgenetics of San Carlos, California, are pro-

ducing taxol and taxol-likecompounds from yew
cells grown in culture (tissue culture).

I
Apologies— Have we sent you more than one copy? I

I

,

This is the first of a series of newsletters about the Pacific

I

Yew Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). In an attempt

I

to reach many people who may be interested in the project,

I

we have used several mailing lists and you might receive

more than one copy. If you do, we apologize; perhaps you
could pass the extra copy to a colleague, fhend, or neighbor.

USDA Forest Service 3 US Bureau of Land Management
U S. FocxJ and Drug Administration
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Raising Your Taxus

In the EIS we will be analyzing the impact of harvesting Pacific yew (Taxus trrmfolia) on National Forest and Bureau

of Land Management forests in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, and northern Califorrua. These are the main
National Forests and Bureau of Land Management Districts where yew trees are found.

National Forest BLM Districts

California Idaho Oregon Oregon
Klainath Clearwater Mt. Hood Coos Bay

Lassen Idaho Pardiandle Rogue River Eugene
Mendocino Nez Perce Siuslaw M^ord
Plumas Siskiyou Roseburg

Shasta-Trinity Montana Umatilla Salem

Six Rivers Flathead Umpqua
Tahoe Kootenai Willamette Idaho

Couer d' Alene

Washington

Gifford Pinchot

Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie

Olympic

Please Call Us

[f you have issues and concerns you would like to

discuss with the team preparing this EIS, please

contact Sally or Susan. The team is available to

meet with individuals or groups.

Sally Campbell, Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS team leader (503) 326-7755

Pacific Yew EIS Team
L'SDA Forest Service

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Susan Whitney, Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS public involvement specialist

(503) 326-7733

Pacific Yew EIS Team
L'SDA Forest Service

P O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

The following pieople can also answer your ques-

tions about Pacific yew:

Fred Page, Forest Service Pacific Northwest Re-

gion, yew coordinator, (503) 326-3538

Merril Davis, Forest Service Northern Region,

yew coordinator, (406) 329-3334

Mike Srago, Forest Service Pacific Southwest

Region, yew coordinator (415) 705-2697

Doug Daoust, Forest Service, interim yew con-

servation guidelines tecun leader, (503) 666-0700

Kent Tresidder, Bureau of Land Management,
Oregon/Washington yew program coordinator,

(503) 280-7070

Leslie Robinette, Bureau of Land Management,
public affairs specialist, (503) 280-7031

Phillip G. Vincent, U.S. Food and Drug Admini-
stration, envirorunental assessment officer, (301)

443-4330.

L'SDA Forest Service §3 US Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Food and Drug Administration

Pacific Yew FEIS
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Getting to Know Yew . .

.

. . . and Taxol

A slow-growing evergreen tree or shrub Currently obtained by ex-

traction from the bark of Pacific

Found in forests of the western U.S and
Canada

yew {Taxiis brevifolia)

The procedure for extraction

Not a rare plant, but distribution is usually is difficult, low yielding and
scattered except in a few locations; common in expensive at present

many riparian areas

Three trees (10" in diameter)

Wood is hard and prized for such items as yield enough drug for one can-

fence posts, bows, lutes, and snowshoe frames cer patient (National Cancer

Institute estimate)

Regenerates by sprouting from stump:;; lay-

ering (putting rootsdown when branches meet 500 patients are ourently re-

the soU); and by seeds, probably trarvsp Dried ceiving the drug in clinical tri-

by birds and browsing animals like deer, elk als and compassioruite use

and moose

Discovered in 1963 as pari of

Seeds are surrounded by a scarlet, juicy. the National Cancer Institute-

berry-like cup called an aril sponsored program to screen

plants for medicinal properties

Usually dioecious; the male flowers are on
one tree, the female on another 750,000 pounds of bark will

yield about 25 kilograms of

Some yews have been found to be monoe- taxol, enough for some 12,000

cious, with male and female flowers on the patients

Liw

What's Next?

In the next issue of Pacific Yew we will summarize your comments, discuss

the issues raised, explore more alternatives, and provide an update on yew
inventories.

USDA Forest Service 9 US Bureau of Land Maiugement ^
U3. Food and Drug Administration
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You Can Comment:
VVe are at the beginrung stages of the EIS project. We need to know what issues you have regarding the harvest of yew on

N'ational Forest and Bureau of Land Management land. What concerns you? What should we address in the EIS? The

issues you provide will be used to form and evaluate alternative harvest programs developed in the EIS.

Do you want to remain on the mailing list?

If vou want to continue to receive information about the

Pacific Yew EIS, please check the box and return this section.

Yes. I'd like to remam on the mailing List

Please pnnt

Name:

Address:

City, State, Zip:

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

P.O. Box 3623

Portland,OR 97208-3623

Official Business

Penalty For Private Use. S300
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Tape to Close

Fold on This Line

ROM:

Place

Postage

Stamp

Here

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

RO. Box 3623

PortIand,OR 97208-3623
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Second Newsletter

February 1992
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Thank You for Commenting

We mailed about 23,000 PadHc Yew newsletters

in late December asking for your comments re-

garding the collection of yew bark on National

Forest and U.S. Bureau of Land Management
land. We asked for concerns and issues to be

addressed in the Padfic Yew Environmental Im-

pact Statement By mid-February we had re-

ceived more than 700 comments.

In summary, your primary concern, with few

exceptiotts is:

Collect Padfic yew (Taxus hrevifolia) bark

for taxol, but at the same time, protect the

spedes and its ecosystem.

Regenerateyew—plantand manage for natu-

ral regeneration.

Stop theft and illegal harvest

Protect the Padfic yew gene pool— establish

reserve areas or numbers of reserve trees.

Protect the ecosystem— riparian areas, wild-

life, other plants, soil, fire cydes, old growth

forests.

Develop other sources of taxol as soon as

possible.

Consider the economic impacts ofyew collec-

tion on timber production, local employment
sustained forest ecology to ensure the future

supplies of taxol and other possible drugs, and

monopolistic agreements for taxol production.

Considering this primary concern, these appear

so far, to be the main items you want us to

consider

Establish a sustainable level of collection —
analyze a range of minimum to maximum levels.

Establish areas of collection—dedde whether
to enter set-aside areas such as Wilderness, spot-

ted owl habitat. Research Natural Areas, and

roadless areas or to stay out of set-asides; dedde
whether or not to build new roads for access;

concentrate collection in certain areas or spread

collection over wide areas.

Utilize the yew completely— all bark, twigs,

needles, and wood.

Establish collection methods — partially or

wholly strip bark or fell trees; collect needles and

twigs.

Questions You Asked and Some Answers

Q. Can I grow yew? Should I grow yew? How?
Where? Where can I buy yew seeds or seed-

lings?

A. Under most drcumstances Padfic yew grows

very slowly, so if you are thinking of growing it

for future bark harvest, you'll have a long wait (70

to 100 years for a tree 8 to 10 inches in diameter).

Growingyew for needle collection is uncertain at

this time because of extraction difficulties and the

fact that only taxol extracted from bark is ap-

proved for research and dinical trials by the Food

and E>rug Administration, although this could

change. You might want to contribute to the

genetic biodiversity of Padfic yew by preserving

a small stand on your land.

USDA Forest Service §3 US Bureau of Land Management ^7
U.S. Food and Drug Administration
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Padficyew regencratesbysprouting£romastump

when the tree is cut, by layering (when one of its

branches lies on the ground long enough to put

down roots), and by seeds. Althou^ nurseries

such as Weyerhaeuser and several Forest Service

and Bureau of Land Management nurseries are

researching yew propagation, none of them are

selling yew seeds or seedlings to the public The

Forest Service nurseries are only allowed to sell

surplus stock to the public and probably won' t be

produdng surplus PadBc yew for years to come.

This regulation exists so that the f^eral govern-

ment will not be in competition with private

nurseries.

Although many private nurseries grow orna-

mental yew varieties for hedges and landscap-

ing, few propagate Padficyew. Without endors-

ing these to^e exdusion of other growers we are

not yet aware of, here are the addresses of two

nurseries that propagate Padfic yew;

Special Trees

P.O. Box 2ZJ8

Corvallis, OR 97339

(503) 758-7131

Green Hills Nursery

40805UpperNestuocaRoad
Beaver, OR 97108

(303) 398-5965

Q. Can I collect bark? How? Where do I sell it?

A. A prindpal bark buyer is Hauser Northwest

Inc, 78120 Highway 99S, Cottage Grove, OR
97424, (503) 942-%55. Hauser Northwest carries

the contract tosupplybark to Bristol MyersSquibb

Company whi^ has an agreement to supply

taxol to the National Cancer Institute.

Q. What are the Forest Service and BLM doing

to stop yew theft?

.\. The Forest Service is offering a $10,000 reward

for information leading to the arrest and convic-

tion of anyone who harvests Padfic yew bark

illegally on National Forest lands.

Thieves of yew bark on BLM-managed lands

may face multiple felony theft charges, including

a prison term, a fine of $10,000, and seizure of

bark, tools, and vehides. You can report yew
theft to BLM law enforcement agents by calling 1-

800-333-7283.

Both agendes have either a permit or sale contract

system for the legal harvest of bark on federal

lands.

Q. Is there a Padfic yew inventory? If so, what

is its status?

A. Yes, there are several Padfic yew inventories

underway.

During the 1992 field season (March to October),

Forest Service sews in the Padfic Northwest

Region (Oregon and Washington) will complete

an inventory of Padfic yew (begun in 1991) on

seven national forests — Gifford Pinchot, ML
Baker/Snoqualmie, ML Hood, Rogue River,

Siskiyou, Umpqua,and Willamette. In the North-

ern Region (which indudes the yew forests in

Idaho and Montana), the Forest Service is inven-

torying 100,000 acres of the Nez Perce National

Forest which contain over 80% of the tree size

yew in the region.

Additional information will be provided by a

survey of Forest Service lands in northern Cali-

fornia (theKlamath,SixRivers,Plumas andTahoe

National Forests),andbyanalysis ofexisting data
for state and private lands in Oregon, Washing-

ton, Idaho, Montana, and northern California.

TheBLM will conduct a Padficyew inventory on

its western Oregon forest lands, where some 90%
of the spedes under BLM management is esti-

mated to occur. Maps delineating three levels of

yew occurrence will be completed by field staffin

April. Field sampling willb^n shortly after that

and inventory results are anddpated by the end
of December.

Private Nurseries are Researching Yew
Propagation for Taxol Production

The development of alternative sources of taxol is

beingpursued activelybyboth theNational Can-
cer Institute and Bristol-Myers Squibb. The
CRADA (Cooperative Research and Develop-

ment Agreement) requires them to develop alter-

native sources as soon as possible.

USDA Forest Service 3 US Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Food and Drug Administration
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The Weyerhaeuser Company, in an agreement with

the Bristol-Myers Squibb Company, is engaged in

research aind cultivation of domestic yew to provide a

reliable, long-term, affordable supply of taxol. At the

Weyerhaeuser Regeneration Facility near Rochester,

Washington, local workers have been hired to sort,

wash, trim, and "stick* cuttings from various yew
species into growing containers that look somewhat
like ice cube trays. The idea is to grow yew seedlings

in the greenhouse and in nursery beds for three or four

years and then use the biomass— stem, twigs, needles,

and perhaps roots — for the extraction of taxol.

Weyerhaeuser hopes to grow 5 million rooted yew
cuttings in 1991

Presently, the bark of the Pacific yew is the only FDA
approved source of taxol for research and clinical use.

If the Weyerhaeuser yew cultivation project is success-

ful, it may present a solution to the issues surrounding

the collection of Pacific yew bark in the wild.

In a similar vein, the National Cancer Institute

transferred funds ($250,000) to the USDA Coop-

erative State Research Service which then added

$60,000 ofitsown to provide $310,000 to Zelenka

Nursery in Michigan; Zelenka Nursery is coordi-

nating the project with the University of Missis-

sippi, Ohio State University and several other

nurseries. Together, these groups are research-

ing the best methods for harvesting and drying

needles and twigs from ornamental yew (Taxus

media v. hicksti). They will supply dried biomass

to the National Cancer Institute. NQ will con-

tract the extraction of taxol from the biomass and

then transfer the material to Bristol-Myers Squibb

for final purification of taxol; Bristol-MyersSquibb

will then forward to the NQ clinical supplies of

taxol.

Please Call Us

If you have issues and concerns you would like

to discuss with the team preparing this EIS,

please contact Sally or Susan. The team is avail-

able to meet with individuals or groups.

The following people can also answer your ques-

tions about Pacific yew;

Fred Page, Forest Service Pacific Northwest Regioa

yew coordinator, (503) 326-3538

Sally Campbell, Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS team leader (503) 326-7755

Pacific Yew EIS Team
USDA Forest Service

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Merrill Davis, Forest Service Northern Regioa yew
coordinator, (406) 329-3334

Mike Srago, Forest Service Pacific Southwest Region,

yew coordinator (415) 705-2697

Doug Daoust, Forest Service, interim yew conserva-

tion guidelirtes team leader, (503) 666-0700

Susan Whitney, Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS public involvement specialist

(303) 326-7733

Pacific Yew EIS Team
USDA Forest Service

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Kent Treaidder, Bureau of Land Management, Or-

egon/Washington yew program coordirtator, (503)

280-7070

Leslie Robinette, Bureau ofLand Management, public

affairs specialist, (503) 280-7031

Phillip G. Vincent U.S. Food and Drug Admiiustra-

tion, enviroTunental assessment officer, (301) 443-4330.

USDA Forest Service 3 US Bureau of Land Management

U5. Food and Drug Administration
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Getting To Know Yew...

(continued from December 1990)

Yew is a slow growing conifer rarely exceeding 24

inches in diameter and 60 feet in height; its needles are

dark green, two ranked, and spirally arranged on the

twigs; the bark is purplish, papery thin, and scale-like;

the crown tends to be ragged and lopsided.

Yew is often found in the understory of old-growth

Douglas-fir forests, but it also occurs in some stands

less than 10 years old; it is considered a late serai to

climax species (a late to final species in a community

of plants achieved through successful adjustment to

an environment).

It is present in an extremely large number of plant

communities.

In western Oregon and Washington, yew often

grows with western hemlock. Pacific rhododendron,

and beargrass.

It is found over a wide range of moisture and

temperature conditions and elevations, even growing

in non-forest areas such as avalanche chutes, talus and

scree slopes, and rocky cliffs.

The establishment of Pacific yew is influenced by

fire history, browsing animals, its ability to compete

successfully, climatic conditions, and seed crops.

It is extremely variable in growth form (shrubs to

trees) and in taxol content

1/ Fictj from USDA Forest Service, Draft *An Interim Guide to the

Conservation and Management of Pacific Yew."

...and Taxoi

Taxol belongs to a group of com-

pounds called taxanes; it is one of

the most complex taxanes known.

Duetoitsmolecularcomplexity,

total synthesis of taxol has yet to be

achieved.

Taxol can be partially synthe-

sized from a precursor, 10-deacetyl

baccatin-III, found in needles of

Toxus boocohi, English yew, and from

baocatin III, found in virtually all

yew species.

Taxoi irthibits cell division, and

therefore thegrowth of cancer cells,

by preventing microtubule disas-

sembly necessary for completion of

cell division. (A microtubule is any

of the minute cylindrical structures

in cells that are widely distributed

in protoplasm and are made up of

protein subunits).

What's Next?

A summary of "An Interim Guide to the Conservation and Management of Pacific Yew."

An update on the inventory.

A summary of proposed alternatives for yew collection.

USDA Forest Service 0 US Bureau of Land Management
US. Food and Drug Administration
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You Can Comment:
We invite you to comment we prepare the environmental impact atatement How are we doiitg? Have we
summarized the isrues fairly? What else should we consider as we develop proposals for yew bark collection?

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

P.O. Box 3623

Portland,OR 97208-3623

Official Business

Penalty For Private Use, $300

Forward and Address Correction
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Fold on This Line

FROM:

PUoi

Sump
Hen

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

P.O. Box 3623

PoHland,OR 97208-3623
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Third Newsletter
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“What makes taxol so precious is its promising ability to shrink cancer tumors.

— Michael Unger, Medford Mail Tribune

Thanks Again For Commenting

We appreciate your interest in the Pacific

Yew Environmental Impact Statement (OS)

project and thank you for writing to us.

This newsletter is the third in a series we
will publish during the duration of the EIS

project.

More than 800 readers sent us comments in

response to the December newsletter re-

garding the issues we should consider

while analyzing yew collection programs

for taxol production. We published these

issues in the February newsletter.

.About 100 people wrote to us in response to

the February newsletter. In summary, this

is what readers said:

Many readers liked the information in the

February newsletter and think we're on
track with the issues, with some exceptions

from those who feel we've done and are

doing a poor job with forests in general.

About 15 readers responded to the issue of

whether or not to enter set-asides such as

Wilderness Areas and owl Habitat Conser-

vation Areas by saying "no, don't enter

these areas." In the words of one reader

from Etna, Califonua, "Such entry, harvest

and yew removal would seriously disrupt other

major values for these natural ecosystems..."

On the other hand, two readers feel we

should enter any areas where yew trees

grow in order to get taxol for research.

Other common comments (5 or more read-

ers agreed) were:

Continue to encourage the development

of other sources of taxol

Protect overall forest health and ecosys-

tems for the future

Regenerate yew (work on propagation

techniques)

Maintain a sustained yield of yew
Concentrate on needle and twig harv'est

rather than bark

Utilize as much of the yew tree as pos-

sible for taxol

We're Counting Yew— Update on
the Inventory
"Get an accurate inventory .

"

— Comment from a reader in Gilchrist, Oregon.

At this point in time, we have several

sources of irtformation we can use to esti-

mate the amount of Pacific yew in Wash-
ington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, and
northern California.

For the draft EIS we will use:

The Pacific Northwest Region Yew Inven-

tory: This began in the late summer of 1991

in six national forests in Washington and
Oregon. These forests were: Mt. Baker-

Snoqualmie, Gifford Pinchot, Mt. Hood,
Willamette, Umpqua, and Rogue River.

USDA Forest Service ^ US Bureau of Land Management ^
U S. Food and Drug Administration
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The Northern Region Forest Inventory:

This tallied Pacific yew in the Northern
Region, including northern Idaho and
Montana.

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Inven-

tory: This tallied yew on BLM lands.

The Forest Inventory Analysis: A Forest

Service research station inventory that

tallied Pacific yew on state and private

lands in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Mon-
tana, and California.

Based on Pacific yew inventory information

gleaned from these sources, we will esti-

mate the amount of yew available for

harvest in each alternative. Knowing the

estimated numbers of yew will help us

analyze the effects of implementing each

alternative. We will show the results in the

draft EIS to be published in October 1992.

For the final EIS we will use:

The Pacific Northwest Region Inventory:

Crews continue to inventory Pacific yew in

seven national forests (now including the

Siskiyou).

The Nez Perce Yew Inventory: In the

Northern Region yew is being inventoried

on the Nez Perce National Forest because it

contains a majority of yew in this region.

The Pacific Southwest Region Inventory: A
yew inventory of four national forests in

northern California will begin this summer.

The BLM Yew Inventory: A yew inventory

in districts of western Oregon.

By August all inventory sampling should

be completed; then work begins to summa-
rize the data. We will use that data to

update the ancdysis and comparison of

alternatives for the final EIS to be published

in March 1993.

Questions You Asked and Some
Answers

Q: Will yew be harvested in Wilderness

Areas and Natural Research Areas?

A: No. None of the alternatives propose

yew harvest in these set-aside areas.

Q: Will yew be harvested in spotted owl
HCAs (Habitat Conservation Areas)?

A: We don't know at this time. We will

analyze the impacts of harvesting yew in

HCAs in two alternatives, E and G, using

information from owl biologists. The
Regional Forester and BLM State Director

will make the final decisions when they

choose the alternative to be implemented
for their agencies.

Q: How many patients will be treated

with taxol in 1992?

A: According to the National Cancer Insti-

tute, possibly 8,000 to 10,000 patients may
receive taxol treatment in 199Z

Q: What's happening with research into

taxol production from other sources?

A: More thm thirty different groups are

continuing to work on the production of

taxol, ranging from the use of biomass

collected from nurseries and wild species

growing world-wide, to synthesis, semi-

synthesis, and cell culture. So far, none are

producing commercial amounts, although

substantial progress has been made.

USDA Forest Service 3 US Bureau of Lartd Maiugement
U.S. Food ai\d Drug Administration
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So Far, These Are The Alternatives We're Proposing

VVTiat follows is a brief description of each alternative.

Alternative A (the No Action alternative)

Harvest areas:

(1)

None

Harvest percentages:

( 1 ) 0%

Alternative B

Harvest areas:

(1)

Clearcut and shelterwood sale units only

Harvest percentages:

(1)

100% harvest

Alternative C

Harvest areas:

(1) Clearcut and shelterwood sale units

(2) Partial-cut sale units and non-sale areas

Harvest percentages:

(1) 100% harvestinclearcutandshelterwood sale units

(2) 25% harvest in partial-cut units and non-sale areas

Alternative D

Harvest areas:

(1) Clearcut and shelterwood sale units

(2) Partial-cut sale units and non-sale areas

Harvest percentages:

(1) 100% harvestinclearcutand shelterwood sale units

(2) 50% harvest in partial-cut sale units and non-sale
areas

Alternative E

Harvest areas:

(1) Clearcut and shelterwood sale units

(2) Partial-cut sale units and non-sale areas

(3) Habitat Conservation Areas (HCAs)

Harvest percentages:

(1) 100% harvest in clearcut and shelterwood sale units

(2) 50% harvest in partial-cut units and non-sale areas

(3) Some harvest inHCAs, to be determined by corrs ul-

tation with owl biologists

Alternative F

Harvest areas:

(1) Clearcut and shelterwood sale units

(2) Partial<ut sale units and non-sale areas

Harvest percentages:

(1) 100% harvest in clearcut and shelterwood sale units

(2) 75% harvest in partial<utsale units and non-sale

areas

Alternative G

Harvest areas:

(1) Clearcut and shelterwood sale uruts

(2) Partial-cut sale units and non-sale areas

(3) HCAs

Harvest percentages:

(1) 100% harvest in clearcutand shelterwood sale units

(2) 75% harvest in partial-cut sale units and non-sale
areas

(3) Some harvest in HCAs, to be determined by consul-
tation with owl biologists

USDA Forest Service us Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Food and Drug Admirustration
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This is a simplified illustration of the alternatives showing the types of areas where Pacific

yew could be harvested and the percent that could be harvested from that area.

Alternative A; Alternative B:

Alternative E: Alternative F:

USDA Forest Service §3 US Bureau of Land Management ^
U.S. Food and Drug Admiiustradon
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Alternative C: Alternative D:

Alternative G: Shading = Pacific yew will be harvested.

Percent = amount of yew that will be harvested

0
= HCA (Habitat Conservation Area) for

spotted owls.

= Timber sale units - clearcut,

shelterwood, or seedtree harvest.

^ = Partial- cut units such as thinning or

uneven-aged cuts and non-sale areas

where yew harvest is allowed in the

Forest Plans.

USDA Forest Service ^ US Bureau of Lartd Management
U.S. Food and Drug Administration
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Differences

Harvest areas; The alternatives differ from
each other in terms of areas yew could be

haiv'ested from: timber sale units; partial-

cut sale uruts and non-sale areas; or Habitat

Conservation Areas (HCA's).

Timber sale units: Here, we're using

timber sale unit to mean any harvest unit

where the majority of the trees are har-

vested for timber by clearcut, shelterwood

cut, and seedtree cut. Yew could also be

removed from areas that are to be clecured

for road or building construction.

Partial-cut sale units and non-sale areas:

Partial-cut units are areas where only a

portion of trees are harvested, such as

salvage sales or uneven-aged harvest sales.

N'on-sale areas are areas where no timber

sales have occurred or are plarmed and

where the Forest Plans or BLM guidelines

allow for yew harvest.

Habitat Conservation Areas (HCAs);

These are areas set aside for the northern

spotted owl— contiguous blocks of habitat

to be managed and conserved for breeding

pairs, connecting corridors, and distribu-

tion of spotted owls.

Percentages of harvest Alternatives also

differ in the percentage of yew harvest

allowed in the partial-cut and non-sale

areas. We will look at removal of 0%, 25%,

50% and 75% of the yew trees greater than

3 inches in diameter at the stump.

Similarities

In all alternatives (except A) you will find

the following:

Yew harvest, protection, and regeneration

will be guided by "The Interim Guide to the

Conservation and Management of Pacific Yew."

See next page for a summary.

An analysis and comparison of bark,

needles, and log harvest amounts will be

made.

Yew harvest could be combined with other

sources for the production of taxol: If other

sources of taxol become available within

the next five years, beurk harvest could

decrease.

USDA Forest Service 3 Bureau of Land Management '\p

U S. Food and Drug Administration
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Summary

—

"The Interim Guide to the Conservation and Management

These guidelines will govern the 1992 harvest of Pacific yew on National

of Pacific Yew"

Forest lands.*

Harvest no yew if sites of 20 to 100 acres within a

local management area of about 20,000 acres do not

contain at least 500 mature yew trees.

j Establish genetic reserve areas of 20 to 100 acres

for every 2,000 foot elevation band in the manage-

ment area. The reserve areas must contain at least

500 mature yew capable of reproduction.

Harvest no yew within 75 feet of perennial

streams.

j Incorporate current Port Orford cedar manage-

ment guidelines where Port Orford cedar is present.

Incorporate current owl management guidelines

within 1/4 mile of northern spotted owl nest,

outside of Habitat Corvservation Areas. No harvest

in HCA's except where sales exist.

Consult local game biologist if in deer, elk and
moose winter range.

Follow standards and guidelines for management
area "21" of the Nez Perce Forest Plan and related

information in this "Interim Guide" if in moose
winter range on the Nez Perce National Forest.

For clearcut, shelterwood, or seed tree cuts:

Harvest yew with stumps 3" or more in diam-
eter that are not in residual green tree reserve.

Peel to r top diameter.

Harvest yew before other species when pos-

sible.

Move peeled yew wood to a secure location.

Leave at least 12" high stump with bark intact.

Shade yew stump with slash or adjacent vegeta-
tion.

Protect and retain 50% of residual yew stumps,

trees, and shrubs.

Regenerate with yew sprouts, cuttings, layers,

or seedlings to yew levels before harvest.

For partial-cut sales (thinning, salvage, uneven-

age) and non-sale areas for tree form yew.

Leave either 50% of yew trees or 5 yew trees per

acre (whichever is greater).

For bark and wood harvest: Leave stumps 12"

and shaded; move peeled wood to a secure

location; do not cut yew with less than 3"

diameter stump; do not reenter stand for yew
bark or wood harvest for at least 10 years.

For foliage harvest: Distribute foliage removal
evenly through crown; do not harvest foliage

from trees less than 1" diameter breast high;

reenter stand only after foliage re-growth has

occurred and re-harvest foliage from same trees

each time;

For partial-cut for shrub form yew:

Leave 50% of yew shrub cover evenly distrib-

uted.

For bark and wood harvest: Leave 12" high or
long, shaded stumps with bark intact; do not
cut shrubs with a stump less than 1" diameter at
12" from the ground; do not reenter stand for

bark harvest for at least 10 years.

For foliage harvest: Remove no more than half

the foliage, evenly distributed throughout the

crown; do not harvest foliage from shrubs with
stumps less than 1" in diameter 12" from the

ground; do not reenter stand for foliage harvest
for at least 5 years.

* The 1 992 yew harvest on BLM lands will be guided by “FY'92 Pacific YewAdministrative Policies. " See
next page for a summary.

USDA Forest Service m us Bureau of Land Management
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The 1992 Pacific Yew Collection Season Is Here
“The production oftaxol as a cancerfighting agent continues to be an item ofNational interest and concern.

The Forest Service must make sure that there is an opportunity to utilize as much Pacific yew as possible

for the production of taxol. " — F. Dale Robertson, Chief of the Forest Service

"1 consider the Pacific yew a top priority for the BLM.
tolerated.

" — Cy Jamison, BLM Director

As last season's Pacific yew bark collection

progressed, we learned about the process

through successes and failures. We continue to

find ways to improve. The Chief of the Forest

Service, the Pacific Northwest Regional For-

ester, the Director of Timber Management, and
the BLM Oregon State Director have sent letters

to the national forest supervisors and BLM
district managers with new direction for the

Pacific yew harvest. Here is a summary of

those directions:

BLM Pacific Yew Strategy Document

BLM will publish a draft Pacific Yew Strategy

Document in June, 1992. Copies will be distrib-

uted to the public for a 45-day comment pe-

riod. The draft strategy addresses Pacific yew
management on BLM administered lands in

Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and California. It

responds to Congressional direction in the 1992

Interior Appropriation Act for BLM to "de-

velop a comprehensive strategy document for

ensuring a sustainable supply of Pacific yew
for the medical community with the least

impact to the environment and to the Pacific

yew resource." Copies of the draft strategy

will be available from BLM offices in Oregon,

Washington, northern Idaho and northern

California.

BLM 1992 Pacific Yew Administrative Policies

Confines yew harvest to existing timber sales

and dead yew trees in certain areas. Places

heavy emphasis on pre-peeling bark before

commercial timber operations begin. Requires

yew surveys of existing and recently expired

timber sales. Specifies yew utilization stan-

dards and harvesting techniques. Provides

Wasting this resource, for any reason, will not be

guidelines for yew sale procedures. Empha-
sizes measures for protecting peeled yew logs

from unnecessary burning. Requires strict

accountability of harvest including field weigh-

ing of bark by BLM representatives. Estab-

lishes sale prices for yew products. Provides

guidance for making yew resources available to

third parties, including traditional users and

American Indians. Requires collection of yew
data during silvicultural surveys. Directs

district managers to take measures for protect-

ing Pacific yew from theft.

Pacific Yew Bark Utilization

To: Forest Supervisors of the Olympic, Mt. Baker-

Snoqualmie, Gifford Pinchot, Mt. Hood, Willamette,

Umpqua, Rogue River, Siskiyou, Siuslaw, and
Umatilla National Forests

From: Regional Forester, Pacific Northwest Region

January 6, 1992

The Forest Service will assume more adminis-

trative responsibility for utilization standards,

most importantly when burning of the unit is

planned in preparation for replanting. District

personnel should review each unit after yew
collection is completed and call collectors back

if collection is not complete. Collectors may
have to finish these units before they can enter

additional units.

Pacific Yew Fuel Treatments
To: Forest Supervisors of the Pacific Northwest
Region

From: Regional Forester

February 11, 1992

Bum units (after harvest and in preparation for

replanting) only after yew bark has been

utilized and the remaining yew trees and

stumps have been protected. Do not bum

USDA Forest Service 3 US Bureau of Land Management
U S. Food and Drug Administration
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slash piles or areas until yew bark is collected.

Protect remaining yew, stumps, and new
growth from fire by protective measures such

as pulling slash away from yew and building

fire lines.

Commercial Sales— Pacific Yew
To: Regional Foresters — Pacific Northwest Region,

Northern Region, and Pacific Southwest Region

From: Chief of the Forest Service

February 25, 1992

Because of the possibility that taxol may be

obtained from Pacific yew heartwood, all

commercial sales of Pacific yew trees on na-

tional forests will be limited to the purpose of

taxol production, with the exception of a small

quantity of wood for the traditional production

of bows, arrows, and wood-carving products.

All Pacific yew wood will be removed from all

new timber sales after the bark is removed and

transported to a secure location.

Priorities for Spring Yew Harvest

To: Forest Supervisors of the Pacific Northwest

Region

From: Director of Timber Management
February 25, 1992

Districts will identify areas that need immedi-

ate yew harvest before scheduled burning (in

preparation for replanting), or in order to

harvest yew in a unit before other tree species

are harvested. Districts will identify areas that

need reharvest in order to meet utilization

standards.

Pacific Yew Fuel Treatments
To: Forest Supervisors of the Pacific Northwest
Region

From: Regional Forester

March 9, 1992

Continue to protect yew when burning units in

preparation for replanting. Survey burned
units to compare survival levels to the

preharvest levels. Consider artificial regenera-

tion through seedlings or rooted cuttings; both

Wind River and J.Herbert Stone nurseries are

ready to propagate yew for replanting on

harvested units.

Pacific Yew
To: All Forest Service employees

From: Chief of Forest Service

March 9, 1992

All employees working in the Pacific yew
ecosystems must be aware of the importance of

the yew and take appropriate actions to ensure

that the resource is effectively used. Develop a

personal knowledge of the program and its

benefits to society.

Interim Guidance for Harvest and Salvage of

Pacific Yew
To: Forest Supervisors—Nez Perce, Clearwater,

Idaho Panhandle, Kootenai, Flathead, and Lolo

National Forests

From: Regional Forester, Northern Region

March 30, 1992

Directions for managing and making yew
available for the national cancer effort include:

list first and second priorities for yew bark

harvest areas; make every effort to salvage yew
bark that could be lost in site preparations and

burning; harvest bark prior to logging in all

new sales and where possible in existing sales;

permit yew wood for taxol only (with few

exceptions); salvage yew wood in new sales

and where possible in existing sales; and

prepare environmental analyses for projects

affecting Pacific yew.

Pacific Yew Interim Conservation Guides
To: District Rangers (through Forest Supervisors)

From: Deputy Regional Forester for the Pacific

Northwest Region

April 7, 1992

"The Interim Guide to the Conservation and
Management of Pacific Yew," developed by a

inter-regional, inter-agency technical committee
will direct the management of the Pacific yew
program during the upcoming peeling season

and until the environmental impact statement

for Pacific yew is completed.

USDA Forest Service ^ US Bureau of Larvl Mar\agement
U.S. Food and Drug Administration
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Please Call Us

If you have issues and concerns you would
like to discuss with the team preparing this

EIS, please contact Sally or Susan. The team
is available to meet wifh individuals or
groups.

Sally Campbell, Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Team leader (503) 326-7755

Pacific Yew EIS Team
USDA Forest Service

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Susan Whitney, Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS public involvement specialist

(503) 326-7733

Pacific Yew EIS Team
USDA Forest Service

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

The following people can also answer your
questions about Pacific yew:

Fred Page, Forest Service Pacific Northwest Region,

yew coordinator, (503) 326-3538

Merrill Davis, Forest Service Northern Region, yew
coordinator, (406) 329-3334

Mike Srago, Forest Service Pacific Southwest
Region, yew coordinator (415) 705-2697

Doug Daoust, Forest Service, interim yew conser-

vation guidelines team leader, (503) 6^-0700

Kent Tresidder, Bureau of Land Management,
Oregon/Washington yew program coordinator,

(503) 280-7070

Leslie Robinette, Bureau of Land Management,
public affairs specialist, (503) 280-7031

Mike Cancy, U.S. Food and Drug Administration,

review chemist, (301) 443-3415

What's Next?
A. Your comments on the alternatives

i

B. Inventory update

C. Next steps in the EIS— moving toward the draft
I

D. New news about yews ‘

National Conference on Pacific Yew— Yew're Invited

What: A conference including both general and technical sessions aboutyew and taxol for natural resource

managers, researchers, health professionals, interest groups and citizens.

Where: LaSells Stewart Center, Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon.

When: August 3 to 5, 1992

Why: To increase understanding of the issues involved and to promote interaction by participants.

Who: Co-sponsored by the USDl Bureau of Land Management, the USDA Forest Service Pacific

Northwest Region, the USDA Forest Service Pacific Northwest Research Station, Oregon State University

College of Forestry, and the National Cancer Institute.

For registration information please contact Toni Gwin at Oregon State University College of Forestry,

503/737-2329. Cost is $75, plus $10 for a field trip (optional).

USDA Forest Service §3 US Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Food and Drug Administration
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You Can Comment
We invite you to comment as we prepare the environmental impact statement. How are we aoing?

Have we offered a fair range of alternatives? What else should we consider as we analyze the

proposed alternatives for yew harvest?

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Official Business

Penalty For Private Use, $300

Forward and Address Correction

PacificYew FEIS
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Tape to Gose

Fold on This Line

FROM:
PUce
Postagt

Stamp
Here

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623
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PublicReview
ofthe DEIS

The 45-day public review period began when the DEIS was
published on January 22, 1993, and ended March 15, 1993.

We received 90 responses in the form of letters or response forms.

Of those who responded, 46 commented directly on an alterna-

tive. In addition to alternatives proposed by the Forest Service

and the Bureau of Land Management, seven individuals pro-

posed either a new alternative or combining alternatives.

Respondents also raised a number of concerns which were ad-

dressed in the DEIS.

Number
49

19

10

8

3

1

Categories of Respondents

Individual

Interest Group

Business

Other Agency

School

Forest Service

90 Total

Nxunber

40

26

15

6

2

1

Geographic Distribution

Oregon

Washington

California

Other States

Montana

Idaho

90 Total

Pacific Yew FEIS
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Alternatives Number of Comments

AlternativeA
Alternative B

Alternative C
Alternative D
Alternative F

Alternative G1

2

15

7

8

1

6

7Other Alternatives

Total 46

Protect the Pacific yew tree Issues and
Concerns

• Restate DEIS purpose and need statement, or do a supple-

mental DEIS

• Continue research on yew, especially propagation

• Provide for sustained yield

• Create a needle harvest alternative

• Establish genetic reserve areas

• Protect the whole ecosystem

• Re-establish Pacific yew in previously harvested areas

• Continue Pacific yew inventory

Pacific Yew FEIS
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The following are responses to the PacificYew Draft Environmen-

tal Impact Statement. (No letters were numbered 3, 4, 5, 6, 14, 29,

or 30. These numbers were used for training purposes. Letter

number 62 was a duplicate letter.

)

Each letter is followed directly by the response from the Yew EIS

Team.

Pacific Yew FEIS
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DOUG HEDCEN / MARILYN HEIKEN
909 W. lOih Avenue

Eugene. OR 97402-5210

(503) 683-1315

January 11, 1993

Dockets Management Branch

Food and Drug Administration

Department of Health and Human Services

Room 4-62

5600 Fishers Lane
Rockville MD 20857

Citizen Petition

The undersigned submit this petition under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic

Act and the National Environmental Policy Act, and 21 CFR § 25, 21 CFR § 314, and 40

CFR § 1500 et. seq. to request the Commissioner of Food and Drugs to amend the FDA’s
December 29, 1992 order approving the New Drug Application submitted by Bristol-Myers

Squibb for taxoL

A. Action Requested

We request that you amend the order to include the following conditioiL

I. The order dated December 29, 1992 approving the New Drug Application

(NDA) submitted by Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMS or the Applicant) for

commercial marketing of the new drug taxol shall be conditioned on the

preparation of an environmental impact analysis discussing alternative means

of obtaining a long-term sustainable supply of taxoL

A. The analysis shall focus on alternatives that avoid the lethal harvest of Pacific

yew trees {Taxus brrvifolia) growing in the wild. At least one of the

alternatives must focus on deriving taxol from the non-lethal harvest of yew

needles, and must describe the environmental benefits of expedited approval

of an Investigational New Drug Application (END) and NDA for taxol from

needles.

B. The environmental analysis shall be prepared in the form of an

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and shall be subject to all of the

requirements of the National Environmental Policy Aa of 1969 and

amendments thereto, including opportunities for judicial review.

PacificYew FEIS
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Taxol Petition

11 January 1993

Page- 2

C. The environmental analysis shall be prepared and completed before the end

of the 1993 harvest season,

D. The Record of Decision (ROD) shall be informed by the environmental

analysis and shall be implemented before the beginning of the 1994 harvest

season- If the ROD recommends a phased implementation, all phases of

implementation shall be completed before the end of the 1995 harvest season,

and if the ROD proposes to end the lethal harvest of yew bark, the harvest

of bark shall not be extended past the end of the 1995 harvest season.

Subject to the allowances of this Subsection D, BMS may not purchase,

contract for, or otherwise encourage or facilitate the harvest of yew bark until

all the requirements of Subsections l.A through l.F. of this condition are met

If the ROD is appealed or otherwise challenged, either administratively or

legally, yew harvest must be postponed until all claims are settled.

E. The requirements of Subsections l.A. through l.F. of is condition may be met

by complying with the particulars of Subsections LA through l.F. of this

condition in the context of the EIS currently being prepared by the USDA
Forest Service. Pacific Northwest Region.

F. If the particulars of Subsections l.A. through I.F. of this condition are not

substantially met within the required time-frames listed in Subsections I.Cand

I.D., the FDA shall revoke the NDA for taxoL

NOTE: Except under the narrow circumstances described in the above condition, we are

not requesting that the FDA revoke the approval of the New Drug Application for taxol,

and we are not seeking to stop the harvest of Pacific yew resources. We support the use of

taxol as a cancer therapy. We just want to ensure that these important decisions are

informed by detailed environmental impact information.

B. StaXemeni of Gmunds

Factual ervunds:

1. On December 29, 1992 the FDA approved the New Drug Application (NDA) for

taxol submitted by Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMS).

2. Approval of this NDA is a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of

the human environment

Pacific Yew FEIS
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3. BMS did not include environmental impact documentation in their NDA application.

4. The FDA did not prepare environmental impact documentation prior to the

December 29, 1992 order approving BMS’s NDA for taxoL

5. The Draft EIS prepared by the USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region does

not include consideration of any alternatives involving non-leihal harvest of yew
needles.

6. Taxol is derived from the bark of the Pacific yew tree (.Tams brrvifolid). 54 Fed.Reg.

31733 (August 1, 1989).

7. Bark has only been harvested from trees growing in the wild. 54 Fed-Reg. 31733

(August 1, 1989).

8. Stripping of the bark results in the death of the Pacific yew trees. 54 Fed.Reg. 31733

(August 1, 1989).

9. An alternative source of taxol has not been develop>ed. 54 Fed-Reg. 31733 (August

1, 1989).

Le^l ^unds

10. All FDA actions are subject to environmental consideration. 21 CFR § 25.2(Kb).

1 1. The National Environmental Policy Act requires every federal agency to prepare an

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) whenever they propose a major federal

action that may significantly affea the quality of the human environment 42 USC
§ 4332(2)(C).

12. One of the purposes of NEPA is to inform decision-makers and the public of the

environmental impacts of their decisions, beforr decisions are made and before actions

are taken. 40 CFR § 1500.1(b). FDA regulations state that environmental

information must be available to the public and the decision-maker before decisions

are made. 21 CFR § 25.1(l)(b)(l). The EIS "shall be used by Federal officials . . .

to plan actions and make decisions." 40 CFR § 15011. Federal agencies are further

prohibited from undertaking any action that would have an adverse environmental

impaa or would limit the choice of reasonable alternatives until after the agency

issues a Record of Decision. 40 CFR § 1506.1(a).

Our proposed amendment to the FDA’s order approving taxol is appropriate

PacificYew FEIS
Appendix A-5



A Public

Involvement

Taxol Petition

11 January 1993

Page- 4

because, "[a]gendes shall not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternatives

before maldiig a final decision." 40 CFR § 1502.2(0- Our proposed amendment to

the order in effect makes the order into a tentative decision until the required NEPA
documentation is prepared, at which time a fully-informed final decision can be

made.

13. U.S. District Judge John H. Pratt ordered that the FDA "has a non-discretionary duty

under the National Environmental Policy Act ... to interpret and administer acts

and regulations under their jurisdiction ... to ensure that all environmental

considerations are taken into account in decision-making by FDA whether or not

statutes administered by FDA . . . specifically mandate that those considerations be

taken into account" Environmental Defense Fund v. Mathews. 410 F.Supp. 336

(D.D.C. 1976).

14. FDA actions affecting the environment are required to be supported by accurate

scientific analysis. 21 CFR § 25.1(l)(b)(2).

15. Federal regulations require that an applicant seeking approval of an NDA for a new

drug such as taxol must include an environmental documentation describing, among
other things, the natural resource impacts of the new drug. See 21 CFR §

314.50(d)(l)(iii). The FDA should consider the possible long-range impacts of their

decisions, because they are required to ensure responsible stewar^hip of the

environment for present andfuture generations. 21 CTO § 25.5(a).

16. The environmental assessment must discuss all reasonable alternatives to the

proposed action, particularly alternatives that will enhance the quality of the

environment and avoid some or all of the adverse environmental impacts of the

proposed action, and the environmental assessment should discuss the environmental

benefits and risks of the proposed action and each alternative. 21 CFR §

25.31a(a)(ll). The FDA regulations are intended to assist applicants in choosing

courses of action that protect and enhance environmental quality. 21 CFR § 25.1(c).

17. The FDA may refuse to accept a New I>rug Application if the application fails to

include a complete environmental assessment 21 CFR § 314.101(d)(4).

18. Because the FDA has agreed to participate as a cooperating agency in the Pacific

Yew EIS prepared by the USDA Forest Service, the FDA is estopped &x>m denying

that approval of the NDA is a "major federal action significantly affecting the quality

of the human environment" within the meaning of NEPA.

19. By approving the NDA for taxol before proper environmental impact documentation

Pacific Yew FEIS
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was prepared, the FDA violated NEPA (and the relevant implementing regulations

of the Resident’s Council on Environmental Quality at 40 CFR §§ 15(X)-1508, as

well as their own regtilalions implementing NEPA at 21 CFR § 25) which all require

that information on the environmental consequences of the proposed action be made
available to the decision-maker and the public before decisions are made and before

actions are taken. The FDA cannot have made an environmentally informed

decision on the NDA for taxol without the benefit of an EIS describing the

environmental benefits and risks of a full range of alternatives, including the non-

leihal harvest of yew needles.

20. The Pacific Yew EIS prepared by the USDA Forest Service is inadequate on its face

because it fails to consider any alternatives within the scope of authority of the Food
and Drug Administration. The USFS is required to rigorously explore all reasonable

alternatives, including reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead

agency, 40 CFR § 150214(a),(c), and until the USFS does it right the FDA cannot

tier to that EIS. The USFS EIS considers only alternative locations of bark harvest,

and alternative safeguards to protect the species. It does not consider any alternative

means of obtaining taxol other than from the bark.

The Forest Service says that they can only consider bark, because the FDA has only

approved taxol fiom bark for use on human subjects. This is true; there is not an

or and NDA for taxol fiom needles. But the USFS is only passing the buck to

the FDA. It’s up to the FDA as a cooperating agency in the EIS, to make sure that

the Pacific Yew EIS is legally adequate by considering a full range of alternatives,

including the non-lethal harvest of yew needles. The FDA is responsible for

developing information and preparing environmental analysis concerning portions of

the EIS on which the FDA has special expertise. 40 CFR § 1501.6(b)(3). There

should be an alternative describing the benefits of expedited approval of an END and

NDA for taxol from needles.

Where there are unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available

resources, the necessity of developing and studying alternatives is even more
compelling. 42 USC § 4332(2)(E). 40 CFR § 1507.'2(d). In the case of the limited

yew resource, there is great unresolved conflict over whether taxol is best obtained

from the bark, fiom the needles, or fiom partial synthesis using needles as a raw

material NEPA requires a detailed statement concerning "the relationship between

short-term uses of man’s [sic] environment and the maintenance and enhancement

of long-term productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of

resources which would be involved in the proposed action." 42 USC § 4332(2)(C)(iv)-

(v). This statutory mandate has particular relevance to the Pacific yew and taxol.

It requires that the FDA disclose the long-term risks of killing at an unsustainable

Pacific Yew FEIS
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rate most of the accessible large yew trees of the pubUc forests of tbe Pa^c

w.t If alternatives to getting taxol from bark are not developed and iiwde

commerciaUy viable in the very near future we might find that

have destroyed the only known taxol factones on the planet. For the ^
Stlior^rker and the pubUc, the FDA must disclose these nsks m an EIS before

taking action that would have an adverse effect on the environment

C. Environmental Impact

Tte Citon Petition seeks compliance witi. NEP^ It

enviionmenul analysis of a request for environmental analysis. The FDA must why

they failed to perform an environmental analysis. This petition doM not request a^ amo

orer iTnl'f which is already reqttired by law. It is .he
avdd Uieh

tn comolv with NEPA to the fullest extent possible. The FDA cannot avoio incir

hfcpA obligation by setting up a barrier to Citizen Petitions in the form of a

envSoSn “l iTyS^of fire Citizen Petition itself. Just to point out ^e absu^^ of

the environmental analysis requirement as it appUes to this Citizen Petition, w

included the following:

environmental assessment

Date: January 11, 1993

Home of Applicant/Petitioner Doug HeOtcn and Marilyn Heiken

Addnsy 909 W. lOOi Avenue. Eugene. Oregon 97402

Description of the proposed acton. Petitioners propose that the FDA comply with

amencC the onkTVpproving the NDA for taioL to indude
“ j^l^rs^st

preparation of an EIS that considers a full range of ahemanves. mduding non-leihal harvest

of yew needles.

Purpose and need for the acton. If we do not petition to enforce NEPA ibc “

could be jeopardized due to over-exploitation. And if aliernauve sources of taxol a

rS iSnSTrad r“shortages of utxol. an important drug, could arise m the future and

threaten human health.

Affecwi Tl, oU-po^h foresu of U» Pacific

forests These foresu are home to many threatened species which may depend on the ‘tee

blccyck seed,. Sm« deebioo ms, flcu U,c toos-.c™ .uppi, otm.o.

for use in cancer therapy, the affected environment also mcludes human health.

Altemati^s considered We considered the -noacdon- altemative- not subrmtting this petitioa

Pacific Yew FEIS
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But the cx>ntequenoes of that aoion on the eovironiDeDt and public health oouM be disastrous.

Alternative courses of action considered were to file suit in federal court, but that would require

more of the resources of all the parties involved. The preferred ahemadve remains to petition

the FDA to comply with NEPA

Mitigation measures: We are not asking the FDA to revoke their approval of the NDA for taxol

except under limited circumstances in which the FDA and BMS fail to prepare aitd EIS

describing a full range of alternatives and implementing the ROD before the beginning of the

1994 harvest season.

Identification of chemical substances that are the subject of the frvposed action: Taxol

bxtroduction of substances into the environmenL Ink to write the environmental report.

Fate ofemitted substances in the environment Desk-tops and land-fills. Very little concentrations

because the reports wiD be distributed to commenting agencies and the interested public

Environmental effects of released substances: Negligible.

Use of resources and energy: The report will consume some paper and ini, but the real effect

will be more informed decision-making which could reduce the non-sustainable harvest pracdoes

cunenUy allowed by FDA's failure to comply with NEPA before approving the NDA for laxoL

List of preparers: Doug Heiken, Marilyn Heiken.

rfTtifirntinn The undersigned official certifies that the information presented in this EA is

true, accurate, and complete to the best of the knowledge of the undersigned.

The undersigned certify, that, to the best knowledge and belief of the undersigned,

this petition includes all information and views on which the petition relies, and that it

Date:

(Dou^ Heiken)

Citizen of the United States of America

E. Cert^caJion
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includes representative data and information known to the petitioner which are unfavorable

Eugene, Oregon 97402-5210 Eugene. Oregon 97402-5210

(503) 683-1315 (h) (503) 683-1315 (h)

(503) 686-6678 (w)

Oregon Natural Resources Council

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund

Native Yew Conservation Council

Representative Ron Wyden

to the petition.

909 W. 10th Avenue
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Please see the answer to Letter #59.

Caring For the Land and Serving People

PnrMd on rWcyctod Popo<

0
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#2 1219 -

Sandra Smith
Cedar Springs

3400 Snow Creek Road
Quilcene, WA 98376

January 17. 1993

Ms Salty Campbell

Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader

US Forest Service

333 SW First Ave,

P O.Box 3623
Portland. OR 97208-3623

Dear Ms Campbell:

After reviewing the EIS on the Pacific Yew. I have just a few comments:

1, The preferred alternative. G1. seems to be sufficient to maintain adequate harvest

while also protecting the environment, if it only lasts the anticipated 5-6 years If Taxol

is rxjt obtained from other sources by that time, then perhaps more limits on haarvest

will be needed to insure the survival of the tree in its present form. Fairly intensive

harvest over a short term appears to not have any more long-term effects than the

major fires that swept the areas in times past.

2. I would approve of harvests even in wilderness areas and Owl Habitat Conservation

Areas IF they were dotTe by hand The need for taxol is great right now. and
harvesting without mechanical means would avoid noise and hydrocarbon pollution

and violaDon of the wilderness experience for Nkers. etc If horses or other pack

means (llamas? mountain bikes?) were used to move bark out of the areas, the

disruption to the entire system would be minimized, while a wider area could be used
for harvest I am mindful of the old systems for harvesting cascara bark, back before

the chainsaw was invented, arxl I believe there would be a large number of

wilderness-minded people who would be willing and able to efficiently harvest the

bark, possibly even cutting bark while preserving viability of the tree, as these people

would be more content with smaller harvest amounts, coupled with a reason to live in

the wilderness for several months. The harvest actions will more ressemble

herbivores than the hunting actions of carnivores, so wildlife should be soothed rather

than disrupted

By the way, the paper used in the EIS does not indicate that it was recycled

Why not? These pages don't need to last forever, so why not print on less-than-white

paper.
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333 8.W. Flrat A^anua
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97308-3633

Raply Toi 1950

Data I

Sandra Smith
Cadar Springa
3400 Snow Craak Rd.

Quilcana, WA 9S376

Daar Ha. Smith,

Thank you for your rasponae to tha Pacific Yaw Draft Environmantal Impact
Statamant. Wa racaivad approxiroataly 90 raaponaaa from paopla who raapondad to
tha draft SIS; wa appraciate tha tima and thought.

Wa carafully conaidarad both your comtnanta about Altarnativa Cl and your
auggeationa for hand harvaating in wildarnaaa araaa and Owl Habitat
Conaarvation Araaa.

Aa you ara probably awara, Briatol-Myara Squibb Company racantly announcad it

no longar naada wild yaw from fadaral landa. Thin daciaion haa impactad tha
damand for fadaral yaw. In raaponaa to thia changa in damand and to public
input, Altarnativa B haa been identified aa tha preferred altarnativa for tha
final SIS. Tha propoaad action and need atatament haa been clarified to reflect
the current aituation; the changea made for clarification are minor. (See pagea
1-2 to 1-5 of tha FSIS).

In raaponaa to your quaation about uaing recycled paper for tha DEIS: Tha paper
uaed in tha DEIS ia recycled paper. Tha logo atating that recycled paper waa

uaed waa not printed on the draft. For the FEIS we will again be uaing recycled
paper and will atate that.

Wa hope theaa reaponaaa will aatiafy your concerna. Thank you again for your
interaat in thia project and your concern for the well being of tha
environment, including human livea and tha Pacific yaw tree. Tha final
Environmental Impact Statement will be publiahad and available to tha public

- within tha next few waeka.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yaw EIS Team

Canng For th« L»nd and Sarving Paopla

® Pnntad on rWycfd
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#7 12593
Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

bo you agree with the preferred alternative?

Why or why not? Cr)!>e mill -^ki<L -U Lj. (LcUUd,

I prefer Alterriatlve because:

^

What other comments do you have?^ /oo/ti

\r^ Cx/tlOA^ AjduMeL Q 7PA Q< lA. -ho

Tht 'pers U An 4

pnlltw dyiH -f ^ Ad

- y\txt{. v>m<. ki^ Y OLCcur'AJt. iUjiAA>^iyu:c^ - M
r^UAi a/J^^ T>6 aojUlaJ. aAt\A- 'Hjl \^jjj

^ShMJllvbcIt f^^hxx. ClcLck^a^/UJ fcb . ^
(Please Print) •

Name: Cnli. 0^/VzU^A^ ID# (from Ubel)

Organization: ILweii\lldAJ^- pyi'tMA cd- C/^Ck ^t>

Address : ^ITdO HE d!S4"

City: Tbr^lUYiM.
State/Province: C>/^ Zip Code: *? 7A /I

Country:

Nofic Yew E2S

Dr«ft

^JXetA,-. /if/1'!'

C * 1 1-
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Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

bo you agree wtth the preferred atternative?

Why or why not?

il'ichi C] '5/^i ^
-iUa-i- i^.iu ir\yH . /)//> B

I prefer Attemative because:

What other comments do you have?

yu.-tl. i Aj'

a

r.i^ L

(Pkase Print) ; , ;

Name: L/^..S

Organization:

Address :

City:

State/Province: Zip Code:

Country:

ID# (from label)

VfU'} i:-K

NaficYmElS
Dtl^
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Unitad States
Dapartaant of
Agricultura

Foraat
Sarrica

Pacific
orthwaat
Kagion

333 S.M. Pirst Avanua
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97308-3633

Raply Tot 19S0

Data I

Cola Gardinar
4800 NE 41st
Portland, OR 97211

Daar Mr. Gardinar,

Thank you for your raaponae to tha Pacific Yaw Draft Environmantal Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reaponaes from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate tha time and thought. Wa carefully considered your
coeomant in favor of Alternative B.

As you are aware, Briatol-Myara Squibb Company recently announced it no longer
naada wild yaw from federal lands. This decision has impacted the demand for
yaw. In response to this change in demand and to public input. Alternative B

has been identified as tha preferred alternative for tha final EIS. The
proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the current
situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5

of the FEIS.

)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yaw bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee aome level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In response to your concern about yew inventories: Pacific yew is now one of
the inventoried species in the region-wide Forest Service vegetation inventory.

In regard to your concern for the Pacific yew trees located along Shellrock
Creek on the Clackamas Ranger District: This area is a genetic reserve and is

protected.

Caring For tha Land and Sarving Paopla
on npcyctod
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W* hop* th**« r**pon**a will aatlafy your conc*rna. Thank you again for your
int*r*at in thia projact and your concorn for th* wall baing of th*
anvironnant, including human livaa and tha Pacific yaw tra*. Th* final
Xnvironmantal Impact Statamant will b* publiahad and availabl* to th* public
within th* naxt faw waaka.

Sincaraly,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Laadar, Pacific Yaw EIS Taam

Pacific Yew FEIS
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#8 12593
f

f
Pacific Yew Draft Environmentai impact Statement

What do you think?

Please le* ^ know by March 15, 1995. Thank you
/

ou agree with the preferred otterlotlve?-—^
or why not?

I prefer Alternative IP because:

,g^i
g-C-g.

leas: Print)

Name;

Organization. ^ 7^

—

Address:

City:.

'l I'L

State/Province:.

Country:

< t<^Ar Zip Code:. ~2:x^z^

HofSc Y«w E2S

Dr«h
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Unlt*d Itatas
Dapairtaant of
Agricultura

Poraat
Sarrico

Pacific
Mortbwaat
Kagion

333 S.W. First Avanua
P.O. Box 3(23
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Raplj Toi 1950

Data

;

Sant Pattan
Conaervation Chair
Northern Shenandoah Valley Audubon Society
RR2A Box 67A9
Boyce, VA 22620

Dear Hr. Patten,

Thank you for commenting on the Pacific Yaw Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reaponaes from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternatives D, F, and Cl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand. Alternative B has
been identified as the preferred alternative for the final EIS. The proposed
action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the current situation;
the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2 to I-S of the

FEIS) .

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we

do foresee some level of dem.and, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. Also, a variety of companies or individuals m.ay

request relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and

development purposes.

We hop>e these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Fof the Lend »r>d Seeing People
Of R»cyc«0 Popm-
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Can Comment 12593
We invite you to comment as we prepare the environmental impact statement. How are we aoing?

Have we offered a fair range of alternatives? What else should we consider as we analyze the

proposed alternatives for yew harvest?

fViVv^ r-e-uiXuj ^31 0-<^ ^
UO'.V^

fo loTv-sV-

is So

,j- cw.w r~ iTTv

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Official Business

Penalty For Private Use, S300

Forward and Address Correction

Pacific Yew FEIS
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United States
Dapartmant of
Agricultura

Foraat
Sarrlca

Pacific
Hortbwaat
Ragion

333 S.W. First Aranua
F.O. Box 3633
Portland, OR 97208*3633

Raply Tot 1950

Datat

Jaan DaSpain
87108 Craan Rldga
Vanata, OR 97487

Daar Ms. DaSpain,

Thank you for your rasponaa to tha Pacific Yaw Draft Environinantal Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reaponaea from people who responded to
the draft EIS; wa appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
commenta concerning Alternative Gl.

Aa you are probably aware, Briatol-Myara Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yaw from federal lands. Thia decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final SIS. Tha proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.

)

Although wa expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, wa
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small q[uantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

Wa hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For tha Land and Serving People
J on FtecyoiMl

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-21



A Public

Involvement

'.ou -Can Comment: #10 12593
We are at the beginning stages of the EIS project. We need to know what issues you have regarding the harvest of vew on

Nahonal Forest and Bureau of Land Management land WTiat concerns you? W'hat should we address in the EIS’ The

issues you provide will be used to form and evaluate altemabve harvest programs developed in the EIS

6^ •

1

Do you

If vou want to tw.ti>ue to receive information about the

Pacific Yew ElS,pleased<2ckt!nebo» and return this secbon.

M? > Plea^pnn,
^

.

Yes, I'd like to remain on the mailing list

Address.

City, State, Zip; Cr^Ciy^ i}

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

P.O. Box 3623

Portland,OR 97208-3613

Official Business

Penilty For Pnva»e L'se. S300
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Onit*d
D*p«i-t»«nt of
Jlgric\tlturo

Foroot
Sorrico

Faeific
orthirost
Eogion

333 t.W. First Aronuo
F.O. Box 3«33
Portland, OR 9730t-3(33

Raply Tot 19S0

Datat

Joan DaSpain
87108 Craan Hidga
Vanata, OR 97487

Daar Ms. DaSpain,

Thank you for your rasponsa to tha Pacific Yaw Draft Enviromoantal Impact
Statamant. Wa raceivad approximataly 90 rasponsas from people who responded to
the draft EIS; we appreciate tha tine and thought. Wa carefully considered your
cocmants concerning Alternativa Cl.

As you ara probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yaw from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input, Alternativa B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final BIS. The proposed action and need statement haa bean clarified to reflect
tha current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.

)

Although wa expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew BIS Team

Canng For th« Land and Sarving Paopto
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L_ OuuOfh'UJ^ ^

0l^yy,kJA13tci.

#11 12593

Uu^F( - .

th CUn4<A^. kA to^ jSyi:z^La^,>^ ./

jud,i 1/-C. ._-

'^Q^iAj.T£MrM^t 6v r„

C&rU£^j^
UK ^cp/6^t! j-LOLoi^

TiU; tvOU . <:Ljbfec^^gcfc'^^ t^ (YViO^JL

/T^

q.£^ [tiP, tyt^y^y%&f
^

^

Cct^^re/UJtrMi 4^»w^

FdycJii'oUfiy^j Aic^ 1e

•Spe^ To
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United States
Dapartaant of
Agriculture

Foraat
Serrice

Pacific
Morthwaat
Region

333 S.H. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

Lawrence M. Jacobson
2628 113th Way SW
Olympia, WA 98512

Dear Mr. Jacobson,

Thank you for your response to the draft Pacific Yew Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternative C.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

Thank you again for your interest in this project and your concern for the well

being of the environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The
final Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the
public within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For tha Land and Sarving Paople

® MriBd on R>eycfd
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Pacific Yew Draft Environnric^ * J Impact Statement

#12 ^1^2693

>

What do you think?

Please iv?t us know by March 15, 19^

Dp you agree with the preferred altertKiti

V^y or why r^t?

'It

Pln^e Print) ^ / ^ ' ’

Name: ^r*. lc^3 P

,

A</r^Tto
Organization: ZS/^A/l Dt.frf.^ ^ck! /S/y

ID# (from label)

Address;
,

. ^ /
City: C-OMSf Oj>LS^O
State/Provinee :

Country:.MSi^ . Zip Code: ^3^0'~J
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Unlt*d 8t«t«*
D«p«rta*nt of
Xgrlculturo

Forost
Sorrlco

Pacific
llor^btroBt

llogion

333 S.W. First Aronua
P.O. Box 3623
Portlaad, OR 97208-3623

Raplj To I 1950

Data:

Dr. Douglaa D. Piirto
NRM Dapt., Cal. Poly
San Luia Obiapo, CA 93407

Daar Dr. Piirto,

Thank you for your reaponae to tha Pacific Yaw Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reaponaea from people who reviewed the
the draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought.

As you ara probably awara, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
tha current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

We appreciate your suggestions about how we can make the final EIS more
readable, especially regarding the unit meaaurements and charts. We will be
making the English and metric units more consistent; however, adding bar charts
to the diagrams already in the document would add to the complexity of the EIS.

In response to your cocnments on the incidence of pests and the spread of

Phvtophthora lateralis on Pacific yew: It is our opinion that none of the
alternatives proposing harvest of yew at any level would lead to any increase
in the impacts of pests on the remaining trees. We base this analysis on the
documented lack of serious pests to yew plus years of professional experience
on the effects of harvest activities on different tree species. We know of no

new information that would lead us to predict any increase of pest activity.
(See DEIS, pages III-33 and IV-48, 49.)

The risk and potential of the spread of Phvtophthora lateralis because of

harvesting yew is no more or less than that posed by any other activity within

the range of Port-Orford-cedar that involves using roads. This risk has and

yill continue to be evaluated on a pro^ect-by-project basis. We stated, and

still believe, that Pacific yew is net a major host of the fungus and that

harvesting yew under the guidance of the Forest Service Port-Orford-cedar
management plan does not increase the risk of spreading this disease. (See

Appondix C. )

Cahng For the Land and Serving People
Pnramc fWjrciBd

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-27



A Public

Involvement

Again, thank you for your intereot in this project and your concern for the

well being of the environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree.

The final Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the

public within the next few weeks.

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Pacific Yew FEIS
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#13 i2793
fS m ^ ^ ^ ^ .

Beth A. Nelson
4335 Deming Road
Person, WA 98247

Susan Whitney, Forest Service
Pacific Yew EIS public Involwement specialist
USDA Forest Service
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Dear Ms. Whitney:

I submit this comment letter regarding the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, issued January of this year by D.S.D.A. Forest Service.
I am a Huxley college graduate with a B.S. in Environmental Policy and
Assessment. I am writing also from the perspective of a public user of
national forests and wilderness areas. I believe that my view is also shared
by many others, including the plant communities and wildlife which inhabit
the Pacific northwest region. When I visit a national forest or wilderness
area, I seek the pure, clean solitude of a vast, unbroken expanse of forest,
unmarred by clearcuts and roads. As 95% of the continental Dnited States
forests have been cut, the 5% which remain are vital to the genetic viability
of the greater Pacific northwest temperate forest ecosystem. As discussed,
the pacific yew occurs naturally in ancient temperate forest ecosystems.
Most of these forests were logged off long ago. In the case of taxol and
the pacific yew, it is imperative that the harvest management alternative
chosen affords the highest degree of protection, a level which does not
threaten the long-term viability of their natural reproduction, and vdiich

emphasizes research for the cultivation of yew to supply long-term demands.
I strongly disagree with the preferred alternative chosen by the U.S.D.A.
Forest Service and the Bureau of land Management which emphasizes "Moderate
to high bark production" with "moderate protection of the pacific yew and
the ecosystem in yew harvest areas". Although the importance of providing
an effective cure for cancer is imperative, it must not over-shaddow the
necessity of preserving intact the last remaining pockets of wilderness in
our region. Eiphasis should be instead on finding a way to successfully
cultivate the pacific yew on landr which have already been logged and preserve
those found growing wild for gene pool reserve and genetic variability.

Yours Truely,

Beth A. Nelson

Pacific Yew FEIS
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Unitad States
Dapartaent of

Agriculture

Forest
Serrlce

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To I 1950

Date!

Beth A. Nelson
4335 Deming Rd
Everson, WA 98247

Dear Ms. Nelson,

Thank you for your response to the draft Pacific Yew Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your

comments concerning Alternative Cl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the

demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public

input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the

final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect

the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages

1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

In response to your comment on the importance of preserving gene pools: The

genetic reserve system is designed to maintain genetic variability of the yew

in a natural state. While yew is found in northwest ancient forests, it is also

found in many second growth stands as well. Further protection is afforded by

riparian corridors, administratively withdrawn areas and the resprouting

characteristics of the species.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For the Land and Serving People
f^fUBd on R»cyc*>d0

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-30



‘Zd^;\qq3

HCCC<VCD

-p.o • 3o»2-^

*Pc?C2X^^^T>^ O^ •

^2:^ #15 1279

P56J2^
'TVLAKiiX, V<i-^0 THE^ "ESiMlT^DP

VV\CKJ5TE^ UMP^ AK>P APPH>Ot>l«l^^ <^)0. T^\E

-FACAp^c:^ v©^. \
Cc^ev OM JA»00/2^C^V

V K>!5rF ^AT P03>AC OT:^: \K5Teee'bTTE7^ TA^/

c^vu^weijx VAVJ« i»e--;'E>JT- Tt> yc^-^ »aa«2CM

. \ ucooU> 1-v.vce TO ^ee^ecn=ouii' fseQuesr

^ ov:>^ UJ^t-3TMc CciWMM.iSiCjr FETSt^D,

(2?VV)es^ TW^ C^\KPoeYlTV TH^ Tl-V^LAQi£

c^ vM^r«2^VVL TD TVV^ LOhJife

•Y~
^p=*tf\A ^lOO-V VEA^-^ ^^KX)\^-C>K^IM-'&N5T'A L. \V*AP’ACT C>p

'\Vv& ALT"E4^>0 V.TVV1
^

'TVM5- P-AC3T *PV\AT' ' KiTE-C-ESr^!^

i2JBA)c^e- V
T\tex:Ki=U P5A

-

VMiTIMT^^/ Wf^UCATiOfoe
,

^^>^AAE>0'e T\qAT T14^

•pCFJEl^VfEKi'r C 0\)dV^^'^ OF TH-AKi tU^

VMOtonV? vb V K)ApF<^AtFl .

V V>I>OOW v_A^V<;£ '^O) FHAI^ Vcjo AjsJSD Voo^ staff

TUE^ \ AK^ Vov^ ~T>=>mb
,
A>ox>

\
F0> VTFA.r^ ^'JSOIAA V(^ A^7 Sooto Ab F05$I^CE

V:_e^AXZOV5^ YV^ CC^-^KHKJt FFAi^c>i>
.

V/VA^ OOVVK3 M'U-'b ^{'^CJEXZKrLXJri •,

XOiAl^ XJloe^Vi'O T^T>.

^EJtO LjOVVAO(OT>
^

CA
^ oo *5

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-31



A Public

Involvement

Please see the answer to Letter #34

C«rir>g For tho Land and Sarving Paople
PrtrUvd on Rocyclod Popor
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#16 1289
Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alternative?

Why or why not? ba.(a^nct- o-F

^i~e>WrA\Or\

Ve.

need s jUJxi

I prefer Alternative because:

What other comments do you have?

y r K.A 1? Il< !Lq p fVOr. all

LO el iVIr literv

r h lu Cq^tn
p

li’.i e^. (Jrv a i( phy-fio^Yva^^ ic hQ5

JLclA—12— —ke Blu_p \A.0lil^-fz^ I a" L *-

IL

/\A.Du.y\'VA 1 A 5 ra W « L 0 u:l" l^^PnlU.K C \r^fYSa 15

C-ri~:ii.c-Al—Mjf^kh-oujn

—

Ac loi-ry ve.ivii'tifk. -foruriTt«,ai— ic ivJiTy m y'Zz-x

££J.A_Lrm.A'l'IPr\j It? ^ r-^senircl^ avv

-^ui~<vr\c Ls cy li j cat 4-or Aeci^ioK qk Vf.Lj kfl^ALle-^•'^ln.

please Print) .

Namc ;
T)vh. Lc( r\n\4 tL-hUK

. rr A Cl r. .IQ .

Organizai /n: d F— Assoc.iccFt.s
^
Pnc

Address : la 2. 6—LOej'h MiaUuJfl.M Z.Q

City: ‘P^ - .' J. ^ ^

ID# (from Ubel)

State/Province: OR
Country: U... S. A

Zip Code: ,

4iAcS<Ah
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Dreh

o
> •

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-33



A Public

Involvement

United Stat*s
Oapartaent of
Agricultur*

Porast
Sarvic*

Pacific
Mortbwaat
Ragion

333 S.W. First Avanua
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Raply Tos 1950

Data I

Dr. Lanny H. Fisk
F & F GeoResource Aaaoc., Inc.

66928 W. Hwy 20
Bend, OR 97701

Dear Dr. Fidk,

Thank you for your resp>onse to the Pacific Yaw Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; wa appraciate the time and thought. Wa carefully considered your
comments about Alternative Gl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

Thank you for pointing out corrections to the physiographic maps. We made the
corrections.

In response to your comment that research on pollen dispersal is critical to
make a decision on harvesting yew: There is very little known about the
pollination biology of Pacific yew, although some research has been done for
Canada yew by Dr. Tetber Allison of Harvard University. Data on pollination in
Canada yew cannot be directly applied to Pacific yew (although some inferences
can be drawn) for two primary reasons: 1) Canada yew is a much shorter species,
the average maximum height is only 1 meter, and therefore probably has much
smaller pollen dispersal distances, and 2) Pacific yew is dioecious, having
both male and female trees, while Canada yew is monoecious. Dr. Allison has
found a strong relationship between pollen production and plant spacing, and
pollination success and seed set in Canada yew.

Caring For the Land and Serving People
PnnM on fWcyciM P4p9f©
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Pollan disparaal diatancaa dapand on thraa major factora: 1) Size and danaity
of pollan graina - tha average grain aiza for the genua Taxua ia approximately
25 urn in diameter; 2) tha height of pollan release, and 3) wind velocity at the
time of release. Tha undaratory environment in which yaw grows may also
restrict pollen dispersal.

Pacific yaw has bean found to have approximately a 1:1 sax ratio. Although yew
harvest will not be planned according to sex, it is believed that by harvesting
only a proportion of the trees on a per acre basis, that the natural sex ratio
within populations will be maintained across tha landscape.

Any areas with unusual sex ratios, i.e., large areas of nearly pure female or
pure male stands would be considered on a site-specific basis.

The likelihood of reduced pollen availability affecting sexual reproduction
increases as greater proportions of yew populations are removed. The effects of
different harvest levels on reproduction are assessed in the Biology section of
the EIS. Yew also reproduces vegetatively . It is unknown how large of a role
seedling production plays across the landscape, and how a reduction in seed
production would effect this. This is discussed in more detail in the Chapter
IV Biology section.

Yews growing in the more open environment along streams may be a significant
p>ollen source for individuals growing in understory habitats. Pacific yew will
not be harvested along riparian areas, retaining this pollen source throughout
the landscape.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15 , 1993 . Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alternative?

Why or why not?
^

fT T V/\ .h-VYVS

I prefer Alternative because:

What other comments do you have?
JuJef. ^ /Z

J
j j

‘j. 0 ~

id. X-:- /i

(Please Print)

Name: Lnl/i—X- L-a S ID# (from Ubcl) 0

Organization:

Address: 8 'zr 9 ^
City: \L‘/t^4

State/Province: (^fZ Zip Code: ^
Country: L , v. ! v\
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Lola L. Landis
Box 692
Waldport, OR 97394-0892

Dear Ms. Landis,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternative Cl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Padific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For the Land and Sarving Paople
PwKid on npcyctod0
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You Can Comment ^X8 20393
We are at the beginning stages of the EIS project. We need to know what issues you have regarding the harvest of yew on

National Forest and Bureau of Land Management land. What concerns you? What should we address in the EIS? The

issues you provide will be used to form and evaluate alternative harvest programs developed in the EIS.

a-A
^

OA^i' 'c0.

tu^ V r
/cite aco

Do you want to remain on the mailing list?

If you want to continue to receive information about the

PacificYew EIS, please check the box and return this section.

Yes, rd like to remain on tite mailing list

Please print

Name: Lo ^ L L o- V. ^ t S

Address: £A *f.A

Qty, State, Zip: U'a, 1 .4 ^ T C-"~ ^ T V'

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

P.O. Box 3623

Portland,OR 97208-3623

Official Business

Penalty For Private Use, S300
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Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alternative?

—

Why or why not? //

^
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Fred L. Henley
PO Box 2262
Friday Harbor, HA 98250

Dear Mr. Henley,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yaw Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from p>eople who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments about Alternatives G1 and D.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yaw. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee aome level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

In response to your comment that "on our public lands all species ahould be
inventoried and management be aimed at sustainable management of each species:"
This will occur as the Forest Service and BLM shift to ecosystem management and

look at the range of conditions that will allow for biodiversity and
sustainablility of species.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.
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January 28, 1993

Sally Caaipbell, Pacific Yew BIS Team Leader
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region
333 8fl First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Subject: Pacific Yew, comments on draft EIS

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS. However,
it should be noted that I looked for the RESPONSE FORM that was
supposed to be the page following S-34 and failed to find it. Also
there was no cover letter accostpanying the two volumes which I

recieved, so this reply is in my own form. If replies must be in
the RESPONSE FORM foratat please send a copy to me and I will
resubmit my response.

It seen there are some important considerations upon vrhich the
choice of Alternatives should be atade.
1. The Pacific Yew tree appears to have considerable value beyond
treating ovarian cancer, which indicates that we should not "use
up" ^he resource.
2. Since the Pacific Yew is a slow growing tree, the stock needs
to be treated with care.
3 The Pacific Yew has as unique biochemistry that is likely to
play a unique role in the forest, a subject about which little is
know at present.

While it would be possible to expand the list of arguments, I

believe these are sufficient indicators for making a choice. It is
acknowledged that there is considerable need for the resource and
an expectation that it be made available. With these
considerations it seems that ALTERNATIVE D is an appropriate choice
providing a moderate amount of bark %#hile other, possibly
synthetic, sources are sought. It is very important that the
choice provides a high degree of protection of the Pacific Yew and
the ecosystem in the yew harvest areas.

a
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Onit*d States
Dspsrtaant of
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Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply Toi 1950

Date:

Arthur E. Hand
1770 E. 26th Ave
Eugene, OR 97403

Dear Mr. Hand,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We apologise for misplacing the response form in the draft EIS
document. It was located on the last page of the draft and a separately bound
summary.

We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the draft EIS;
we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your comments
regarding Alternative D and your concern for protection of the species and the
ecosystem.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS).

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we

do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands

over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For the Land and Serving People
PnniBd on Rocyciod
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"THE NORTHWEST YEW TREE”

Written By:

Don Yarnell
Rt 1 Box 11
Underwood, Wa. 98651
(509)493-1855

Deanna Murphy
26 Howell Road
White Salmon, Wa. 98672
(509)493-2044

Late in the summer of 1991, after the taxol report came out,

we were discussing the yew tree, the limited supply, and the

devastation ravaged on the trees by poachers of the bark.

By the research that has been done, it is assumed that the yew

tree is more plentiful than it was first thought on the east side

of the Cascade Mountains and along the great Columbia River and its

tributaries

.

Along smaller rivers and streams running from the great

mountains of the Northwest, such as Mt. Hood, Mt. Adams, Mt. St.

Helens and Mt. Rainier to the Columbia River, all have the yew tree

scattered along their banks and through the foot hills between

them.

Due to the greater amount of moisture within the area, the yew

tree grows more plentiful and quite scraggly on the west of the of

the Cascade range.

The yew has many characteristics uniquely of its own. In the

eastern areas of the Cascades, the tree grows more like a big bushy

Pacific Yew FEIS
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shrub than a tree. On the western side, the tree grows taller and

larger in diameter, even though it is still quite scrubby.

It is now January and in all my 78 short years, I have never

seen growth take place so early in the year, with the exception of

the Madrone and the tan oak which also start their growth cycle

during the winter months.

These two species are well known in northern California and

the southern Oregon coast areas. The yew is grown from northern

California to the Canadian boarder.

In the last year we have found and tagged a number of trees
in
different areas so that the growth cycle can be logged.

Some trees growing in and near water have had a lot more seed

pods than trees growing in the open and dryer places. The open

space trees ripen one or two weeks earlier than the wet land trees.

We now have propagated cutting and planted the yew seeds. Some

of the cuttings have rooted but no seeds have sprouted at this

time.

While collecting cuttings, there was found to be two different

trees. One tree is a pollinizing, or male tree, while the other

one a seed bearing, or female tree. The pollinizer has many little

bead like growths along the underside of limbs outer ends on one

Pacific Yew FEIS
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and two year old growth. These little bead like growths develope

into tiny pinkish blossoms along in May through July and they dry

up and fall off.

While the seed bearing tree, the female, starts with a tiny

green node about 1/8 inch long spaced from one or two inches apart

on the one and two year old wood on the outer underside of the

limb. They develope into seed pods, in the shape of an acorn, with

a little dark green cap. At maturity, the cap will form a berry

like jacket around the seed. Gradually, as the growth process

continues, the jacket fills with a sugar sweet liquid and turns

from a dark green to a dull orange color. At full maturity,

ripeness, it becomes a dark red berry. In our travels, we find it

takes from 72 to 96 hours for the seed to ripen after it reaches

the dull orange stage. This time lapse is also determined by the

different altitudes and temperatures of the areas.

At maturity the seed slips out of the jacket and falls to the

ground to grow or be eaten by mice and squirrels. Birds also eat

the little red morsels and drop the seeds here and there to take

root and grow more yew trees. There are a great many ants on and

around the yew to get their share of the sweet nectar of the ripe

pods that have given up their seeds.

The new seedlings seem to do best around the base area of the

large willow tree where the humus is more evident than most other

places of the forest.
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Trees from different areas have several odd shaped seeds.

Some have a three cornered tip, some have three points, some have

two points, and last but not least, some are round at the top of

the seed.

The needles of the yew seem to be quite palatable to browse

eating animals like deer and farm livestock. The deer especially

like to trim all the new growth they can reach. A small tree when

found will be eaten clear to the ground of its new growth. Where

farm livestock and wild deer roam in the forest, most of the yew

trees you find will be trimmed of their new growth as high as the

animals can reach all around the tree.

We started our quest of gathering seeds about the first week

in June. The seeds ripen until September and October. When they

start to ripen, you usually get from four or five or, maybe thirty

to forty, seeds from a good bearing tree. About every three or

four days, you can pick again with variations in the time for the

seeds to ripen.

We have picked ripe berries from a tree growing right out in

an open area by a big oak tree on a daily basis and watched the

continuing rotation of the ripening process.

Some berries would get about half way mature, turn brown and

fall to the ground. While others, would develope nicely to be

picked from the same tree.
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In another case, we found a tree growing in a very dark shaded

area that had a thousand or more seed pods. This tree did not

mature until late September. Then it suddenly all ripened and in

about ten days went from green to red and picked.

The berries found near water or damp places grow a much larger

berry over the seed than in dryer areas. However, the seed itself

is the same size.

The young yew trees look a lot like the white fir in

structure. They both have short flat needles and similar colored

bark on the smaller trees. The new growth on the yew has a

greenish hue color on the top and bottom of its needles. The white

fir has a shiny yellowish green color on the top side of the new

growth, while the under side is a light blue.

Along about May or June the yew bark peelers will be going

forth into the woods and forest to harvest the bark. We truly

believe that each and every person that attempts to gather yew bark

should be required to know the difference between a male and a

female tree. Otherwise, the persons doing the work will be cutting

too many female trees. As we know, the female is the seed bearing

tree. Therefore, the male is only to pollenize the seed tree. For

that reason, the male tree can be thinned more extensively. By

harvesting the female tree too heavily, it will jeopardize the

reproduction of the species.
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The male tree should not be taken more extensively than one

well developed male to three to five female trees in a group, to

be sure of pollinization for a good seed crop for the season.

We have in the past found female trees up to a quarter of a

mile apart that did not produce any seeds. Although it was

for want of pollinization, therefore, that tree could be taken for

bark without harm to the species, so read the trees before cutting

for harvest.

If given the chance the yew tree, like the mighty oak, will

make a regrowth from the roots even if there are no spur buds below

the cut off point. It is a very hardy, slow growing tree. All it

needs is a little thought and care to assure the trees future

existence

.

We are very interested in the reproduction and protection of

the yew tree, so that it will serve us forever.
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United States
Departaent of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

Don Yarnell and Deanna Murphy
Rt. 1 Box 11

Underwood, WA 98651

Dear Mr. Yarnell and Ms. Murphy,

Thank you for sharing your observations concerning Pacific yew. Much needs to
be learned about the species and how it functions in the ecosystems of which it

is a part. We will pass your observations along to such people as Charles
Bolsinger and Stanley Scher, who have a continuing research interest in the
ecological relationships of Pacific yew.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has bean clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we cxp>ect demand for wild Pacific yew to drop substantially, we do
foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies for individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

Thank you again for your interest in this project and your concern for the well
being of the environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The
final Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the
public within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

Cc
SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

cc: Charles Bolsinger, PNW Forest and Range Experiment Station
Stanley Scher, Bioresources Research Center

Caring For the Land and Serving People

® Pnnfd on R»cyci*d P«p*r
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DOUGLAS O. HEIKEN
909 W. 10th Avenue

Eugene, Oregon 97402-5210

(503) 683-1315

2 February 1993

Sally CampbeU, TM-NEIS
Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader

USDA Forest Service

333 S.W. 1st Avenue

Portland, OR 97208

Subject: Need for Supplemental Draft EIS on Pacific yew and taxol.

Dear Sally:

Thanks for coming to the Native Yew Conservation Council meeting in Portland last

weekend and thanks for bringing your team and all your collective ears for hearing comments

on the DEIS. Even though 1 may disagree >vith the range of alternatives and the choice of a

preferred alternative, I must say I enjoyed reading the DEIS, so to that extent you have done

a good job.

Now comes the startling news from Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMS) that they will not

require any yew bark from federal lands in 1993. This recent announcement undercuts the

underlying purpose and need to which the USFS and the BLM are responding in the proposed

action. 40 CFR §1502.13. The vast majority of world demand for bark comes directly from

Bristol-Myers Squibb. If BMS does not need bark from federal lands in 1993, then the need to

which the Forest Service is responding has substantially evaporated. Granted, there may be

other parties interested in obtaining yew bark and/or needles and twigs, but none of these parties

has an NDA allowing them to sell pharmaceutical taxol on the open market, and none of these

parties even has an Investigational New Drug jq>plication allowing use of taxol in clinical trials.

In other words, there’s no rush to meet the demand for bark becuase no one can legally use it,

at least not on humans. Therefore, the EIS team needs to step back nd rethink the underlying

purpose and need for the proposed action. My hope is that the USFS and BLM can scale back

their harvest program and stay within timber sale units.

Also, since BMS has announced alternatives that may come on line in the near future

(possibly including yew needles from the Pacific Northwest or elsewhere) the range of

alternatives should be expanded. These alternatives point out that the need is for taxol, not for

yew bark, therefore the alternatives should explore alternative ways of obtaining taxol from

federal lands, not just alternative ways of obtaining yew bark.

Finally, the CEQ regulations require that a Supplemental Draft EIS be prepared in this

situation because significant new circumstances or new information relevant to environmental

concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impiacts have arisen. 40 CFR § 1502.9(c).
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If you have any questions please feel free to call me at (503) 683-1315 or 686-6678.

Doug Heiken

c: NYCC
ONRC
Neil Kagan

Rep. Ron Wyden
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Please see the answer to letter #59

Caring For th« Land and Serving People
PiMk) on rWcYCiod
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Native Yew Conservation Council #23 20593
Ninth Public Meeting, January 30, 1993

Portland, Oregon

Stateaents by Individuals

1.

Jla Bblln, law student, Lewis and Clark Law School

Jia began with "hortatory cocoments:” Good job, team assembled much
information, he actually enjoyed reading the document. Bristol-Myers Squibb is

gone now, but siay find it expedient to return to bark harvest on federal lands,

so, finish the BIS. Given the changed climate, consider a sustained-yield.

"Don't eat the seed corn." Be specific about the number of years this EIS

covers. Include "ought to be* statements, the team's assessment of what ought

to happen, with upper and lower limits to harvest.

2.

Dave Pils, NTCC President

The range of alternatives doesn't include a "needles-only" harvest. This
document is meant to analyse alternatives. Mow is an ideal opportunity to
decide to use only needles. The New Drug Application can be, and probably will
be, amended to approve needles.

Stanley Scher added a comment supporting a needles-only alternative — all
alternatives only referred to bark. No talk about alternative taxol sources —
tissue culture, semi-synthesis, etc.

3.

Doug Beiken, law student. University of Oregon

The purpose and need of the EIS may have changed and therefore, alternatives
may change. The sustained-yield, uneven-flow doesn't seem to fit the idea of a

sustained yield act. Elaborate on the risks of an uneven-flow. The demand for
taxol was based on the processing capacity, but should be based on human health
needs. Needles are mentioned as a by-product; address as a primary product.

4.

Jackie Dole, NTCC board member

Page IV-110 #5 — what is required to keep yew in the forest, sustained yield?
Jackie reported her conversations with two timber industry contacts: they get
calls from people who want to harvest yew; they want compensation for time
delays in timber sales due to yew harvest — fear of loggers being caught
between timber harvest and yew harvest.

Page IV-112. Roadless areas — consider watershed, rivers, and fish habitat.

Page IV-118. Effects are the same for Alternatives C-G2. Please reevaluate.

County governments could get returns if FS charges for yew bark.
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P*ge IV-122. Clarify paragraph concaming yaw, paopla, huntara — "Recraation
Exp>endituraa .

"

Social and aconoaic concarna — whara did tha opinion coma from that the
affects on women and minorities is high/positive? A drug is not necessarily a

positive davalopmant.

5. Chuck Bdson, VTCC maahar, Klamath Palls

With the new announcement from BMS, what about yaw trees in timber sales? It

%rould be a shame to waste bark. Ask BMS to use it. Or perhaps somebody else

could use it.

6. Amanda Wilcox, collector

Bristol-Myara Squibb is not the only one out there. Consider other aspects of

the yew tree rather than bark only. Conaider yew material needed for more
research. Provide more information and interpretation on legalities of bark
collection.

7. Dick Wilcox, collector, formerly with Mason, Bruce, and Oirard

Problem outside timber sales units in the retention of TPA will cause legal

problems; difficult for harvester and inspector. Yaw harvest needs to be

cost-effective. Yew was generally wasted before it became a valuable species.

The BIS guidelines are not specific enough for tha harvest to be

cost-effective. Drawing boundaries around acres is very difficult — not that

many people are competent to do this. We need broader guidelines.
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Unlt*d States
Departaant of
Agricultura

Forest Pacific
Service Sorthwest

Region

333 S.H. First Avenue
F.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97308-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

David Pils, President
Native Yew Conservation Council

PO Box 2238
Corvallis, OR 97339

Dear Mr. Pi It and NYCC Members,

This letter is in response to the coenments, suggestions, and input we recorded

at the NYCC'a ninth public meeting held on January 30, 1993, in Portland,

Oregon.

We thank Jim Eblin for his hortatory cocments. In light of the changed
circumstances, we have identified Alternative B as the preferred alternative in

the FEIS. This alternative allows yew harvest only in timber sale units. We did
consider a “Long-Term Even-Flow Harvest* alternative, but did not carry out a

full analysis for reasons documented on page 11-13 of the FEIS. We also have

revised our discussion of sustained yield in the FEIS (see pages IV-7, 8 in the

FEIS). The number of years (five) covered by this EIS is stated on pages 1-2

and 1-5.

In response to your comment, Mr. Pilz, that “the range of alternatives doesn't
include a ' needles-only ' harvest*: We added a needles-only alternative to
consider, but did not carry out a full analysis for various reasons documented
on pages 11-13, 14 of the FEIS.

Stanley Scher commented that all of the references to taxol in the draft refer
only to yew bar)c; that there is no discussion of alternative taxol sources,
such as tissue culture, semi-synthesis, etc. We have corrected our omission of
needle harvest in several locations throughout the FEIS (see especially the
Description of Alternatives, pages 11-19 to 11-38 in the FEIS). A discussion of
various alternative methods of taxol production can be found on pages III-103,
104 of the final EIS; we added information about the possible production of
taxol from a fungus found on yew. The development of alternative sources of
taxol is beyond the scope of this EIS, which is limited to analyzing the
effects of federal Pacific yew haz~vest for taxol.

NYCC board member Jackie Dole commented that the paragraph on page IV-122 of
the draft that discusses “recreation expenditures" should be clarified. We
inserted the following sentence: “Especially where bark is harvested outside
timber sale areas the loss of yew trees or shrubs may diminish the visual
quality of the recreational setting and possibly the quality of the wildlife
habitat .

“

C«nr>g For Land and Sarving Paople
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In response to the comment by Doug Heiken that "Because of Bristol-Myers
Sguibb's announcement that they don't need federal bark, the proposed action
and purpose and need of the DEIS has substantially changfed and therefore the
alternatives may change.": We find the original proposed action and purpose and
need still applicable. We have clarified the proposed action and purpose and
need to reflect the current situation, but the changes made for clarification
are minor (see pages 1-2 to 1-5 in the FEIS). We did not add any new
alternatives; the range of alternatives is still reasonable within the scope of

the proposed action. Mr. Heiken also commented that the demand for taxol was
based on processing capacity but should be based on human health needs. The
need for our proposed action is the need for Pacific yew (for taxol
production), rather than the need for taxol (see page 1-2 in the FEIS). We have
changed the demand description in the FEIS due to the change in demand for
federal yew from Bristol-Myers Squibb and the uncertain future demand. (See
pages 1-5 and III-98 in the FEIS.)

Jackie Dole had several additional comments and questions:

What is required to keep yew in the forest and provide for sustained yield?
(DEIS page IV-110, /5.): In response to several inquiries, we have revised our
discussion on sustained yield. (See page III-7 in the FEIS.)

Consider the economics of yew harvest from the harvester's point of view, and
returns to counties if the Forest Service charges for yew bark: We have
clarified the economics section of Table II-l and the economics discussion on
page IV-108. We are making yew bark available to qualified buyers at

fair-market value and there will be a small return to the counties based on yew
sales. (See Chapter IV of the FEIS.)

Consider watersheds, rivers, and fish habitat in the discussion of effects in

roadless areas. We did not change the Roadless Area discussion; effects on the

above resources can be found in the section on Water Resources and Aquatic
Habitat. (See page IV-79 of the FEIS.)

Clarify the paragraph concerning yew, people, and hunters in the "Recreation
Expenditures." We rewrote this paragraph; see page IV-116 of the FEIS.

Why did you come to the conclusion that the effects on women and minorities is

high/p>ositive; a drug is not necessarily a positive development. The conclusion
in the FEIS remains the seune; it is based on the findings of medical
professionals who think that taxol 's performance in the treatment of women with
certain forme of cancer has unusual promise. The assumption is that the more
bark, and therefore taxol, that is available, the more women can be treated.

Chuck Edeon commented that it would be a shame to waste bark, even though
Bristol-Myers Squibb has announced it doesn't need it. We agree and the Pacific
Yew Act of 1992 requires that yew bark be harvested from timber sale areas
before other species are harvested. The Forest Service, BLM, and Bristol-Myers
Squibb have entered into agreements for 1993 that ensures that yew bark will be

harvested from sold sales and previously unfinished sales where there is yew.

Amanda Wilcox asked that we consider other aspects of the yew tree rather than
bark only and provide more information and interpretation on legalities of bark
collection. We consider harvest of needles as well as bark for each
alternative, except Alternative A. (See pages 11-13, 14 of the FEIS.) Transfer
of yew, administration of yew harvest p>ermits, theft protection, and
utilization policies will be guided and enforced by Forest Service and BLM
policies

.
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Interpretation of any of these policies can be made by Forest Service and BLM
yew coordinators.

Dick Wilcox stated that yew harvest needs to be cost-effective and that the EIS
guidelines are not specific enough for the harvest to be cost-effective. The
EIS gives relatively broad guidelines for yew harvest under each alternative,
due to the large variation in sites, yew forms, yew densities, and resource
issues over the five-state area covered by the EIS. Specific Implementation
procedures will be developed at the agency, national forest, BLM district, or
individual project level to fit specific situations. Implementation procedures
may change over time with new information and experience, leading to more
efficient and effective yew hairvest and protection.

We thank the Native Yew Conservation Council members for their review of the
DEIS and interest in the yew tree, taxol, people, and the environment.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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#24 20593
Pacific Yew Draft Environrr»ental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alternative?

Why or why not? j) y ^

^ ^ 7~ 6/

tx>

I prefer Alternative ^ because:

yr i-t^ ^

What other comrrients do you have?.

l£i C^2*V

tV^ul

RksSc Yew 05
Draft
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Unit*d States Foraat

Dapartaant of Sarvlca

Agriculture

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 8.H. First Avenue

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply Tot 1950

Date:

Linda Tree
Tree's Vien Stained Class

PO Box 29

Selma, OR 97538

Dear Ms. Tree,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who responded to

the draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We have carefully considered

your comments about Alternatives 0 and Cl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the

demand for yew on federal lands. In response to this change in demand and

public input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative

for the final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to

reflect the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor.

(See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

. SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For th« Lar>d and Sarving People
PnniBd on Aocydod Popof
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#25 20593
33 Vinci Street
Lake Oswego OR 97035

1993 February 3

503-635-6268

Sally Cajspbell

Pacific Tev EIS Team Leader
DSLA Forest Service
P.O: Box 3623
Portland OR 97208

Dear Sally Campbell:

I would like to thank you emd the other members of the Pacific tew ElS Te^
who took part in the HYCC public meeting last Saturday. It wes certainly an

unexpected occasion for exploring new ground together! I hope you found it help-
ful. 1 would like to recapitulate and expand upon my oral comments.

The size and quality of the DEIS are a clear testimony to how hard you all

have worked, and to what a good job you have done. I hope you will not let Rristol-

Hyers Squibb's (B-NS's) recent announcement make you feel that your efforts have

been in any way futile. They have quit harvesting federal bark because they found

it expedient to do so, and they could just as easily resume for the same reason.

Others may want the bark which B-KS has scorned. It is good that the U5MFS and

the BliS should have plans in place, with NEFA documentation, for use in such contin-

gencies. For this reason alone you should press on with the "work thus far so nobly

advanced." "The game isn't over till it's over."

Maybe the recent developments will give you a little breathing space. Until

now the immediate need for bark has forced you to react to outside pressures. With

these pressures relieved you may now have a chance to take the initiative. At present

one only speculate about the future importance of Pacific yew from federal lands.

i'Maybe it will be significant and maybe it won't. Tou can now prepare for either case.

Since FDA approval for non-bark sources seems so imminent, I urge you to con-

sider an Alternative precluding harvest methods that kill or injure the tree. This

would mean no bark and no more needles than the tree or shrub could spare without

compromising its health or its reproductive efficiency. Tou have already considered

parameters of needle use. Perhaps you could expand this consideration to whatever

extent might seam desirable under the new circumstances.

Keedles can be most efficiently harvested in a plantation setting. Douglasfir

is now grown in plantations on federal land. Pacific yew could be, also. I realize

that studying the environmental impacts of such an Alternative would be a whole new

area of inquiry for you. Tou would have to decide for yourselves how feasible or

profitable such a study would be. The need for federal yew plantations probably

would depend upon the medical demand for taxol, which would depend upon the degree

and range of its efficacy. These factors can only be guessed at present.

Sven if no need can now be seen for yew from federal lands as a source of taxol,

the Pacific yew should still be protected. There should be no reversion to the

status QUO ante taxol that has been so widely lamented, where the species was trashed

with wanton reckless abandon. This episode should have driven home to all the

need for biodiversity. There should be at least one Alternative
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Eblin to C«mpb«ll 1993/02/05 page 2 of 2

providing for a vary high probability of tha long term survival of Tarus

bravifolia with no impadrmant of its genetic diversity.

I am sure that it is not beyond the scope and power of silvicultural science to

design a combination of management practices including reserves and plantations that

could preserve intact the species, its genetic integrity, and the various ecosystems

of rtiich it is part while also providing significant quantities of taiol on a sustained

yield basis. If this should need to be done, it could be done — if the Pacific yew

is managed now in a way that preserves this option. I urge you to create an Altern-

ative that preserves this option. Even if it is not adopted as the Preferred Altern-

ative, its existence might still prove useful. Surely the provision of such an

Alternative should enable you to feel that you had discharged your duties in a

manner that was scientifically and legally and morally responsible.

Knowing that sooner or later I or someone 1 love probably will be stricken by

cancer, 1 would rest easier knowing that you had done this. There would be further

comfort in knowing that in so doing you had also created a paradigm for the manage-

ment of all those species whose future use and value is problematical.

In this letter I have advocated the non-destructive harvest of the Pacific Yew;

the preservation of its full Integrity as a species, including its gene pool and the

ecosystems in which it occupies differing niches; and the maintenance of the possi-

bility of sustained yield taxol production. These objectives are consistent in

spirit and could be consistent in practice. I would hope that you could fashion one

Altemativfc enc(»paasing them all. You may also receive suggestions from others

i^ose -h^T>v-l ng is along the same conservative lines as mine. If so, you might be

able to incorporate them all into one "Conservative Alternative." This would pro-

vide cohesion and clarity while making your work easier. I do not say this to be

telling you how to do your Job, but in appreciation for all you have done, all you

have yet to do, and the time constraints under which you must do it.

1 have written this letter as a concerned private citizen, and I take full

responsl Dility for it. Because much of my thinking developed and was clarified

during a discussion held by the Board of Directors of the Native Yew Conservation

Council, 1 th-inV that it is only fitting and proper that I send a copy of it to

Nice President David Pile.

Cordially

cepy to David Pilz
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Onlt*d States
Depsrtasnt of
Agriculture

Forest
Serrice

Psciflc
Morthwest
Region

333 S.H. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply Toi 1950

Date:

James B. Eblin
33 Da Vinci Street
Lake Oswego, OR 97035

Dear Mr. Eblin,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. The Pacific Yew EIS Team and I appreciated the chance to participate
in the Native Yew Conservation Council's meeting and listen to your ideas
concerning the conservation of yew.

As you know, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it no longer needs
wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the demand for federal
yew. In response to this change in demand and to public input. Alternative B

has been identified as the preferred alternative for the final EIS. The
proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the current
situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5

of the FEIS. )

We agree with your assessment that the Forest Service and BLM should have plans
in place. Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop
substantially, we do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew
from federal lands over the next five years. A variety of companies or
individuals may request relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for

research and development purposes.

Regarding your suggestion to consider an alternative precluding harvest methods
that kill or injure the tree: Please see pages 11-13, 14 of the FEIS for a

description of an alternative that would allow for a harvest of needles only.

In response to suggestions, including yours, we considered this additional
alternative, but did not carry out a full analysis of its impacts. All
alternatives except Alternative A permit the harvest of any or all parte of the

Pacific yew for taxol. Even though the FDA may approve taxol extracted from
needles, we have no indication that needles from wild Pacific yew will be

needed or requested. We did not consider an alternative that calls for wild yew

plantations

.

You suggest we consider an alternative that provides for a very high
probability of the long-term survival of Taxus brevifolia with no impairment of

its genetic diversity. We believe that the genetic reserve system is designed

to maintain the genetic diversity and integrity of Pacific yew. It is an

integral part of each alternative where harvest is allowed outside of timber
sale areas.

Cahng For the Land and Serving People
Plintod on Rocyctod Popof
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You also suggest the creation of an alternative that protects the yew and the

ecosystems and provides for quantities of taxol on a sustained yield basis. We

did consider this alternative but did not carry forward a full analysis of its

impacts (see page 11-13 of the FEIS). Please see pages IV-7 to IV-9 for a

clarification of sustained yield and how it relates to the alternatives.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alternatlve?^^^^..^

Why or why not? ^

pn>(/

^

•’^CL
^

cr C^r'^c7s. Q /4o^ie’cy

I prefer Alternative because:

What other comments do you have? ^ -fy

Z'l/'^S'^
,'^ ^ A **°-_^*^

*7^ ("2." ^ Vy>f / -Ks

yev^ t^u Id*. /^e/^i,/e^ <g// c -frc /.

A "Z.^' trf- eexe-k S -^/ix I, her'c Ho y€xx -s », //i., < ^o/

(Please Print)
Namf / g><«xt -7^. J^<-'<S ID# (from Ubd) r ^ t /<

Organization:

Address: P. d> . y *? 2_
^ ^

City: S^y^t^Ar^r'^/y
CVcP ^

State/Province: AJA Zip Code: / <0 S*^

Country:

Pacific Yew DS
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United Stataa
D«parta*nt of
Agricultur*

Porost
Sorvico

Pacific
Mortbwaat
Ragion

333 S.W. Pirst Avanue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Raply To: 1950

Data:

Tom H. Davia
PO Box 92

Skykomiah, HA 98286

Dear Mr. Davia,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternative Gl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the PEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

You suggest that we clarify the definition of ”Non-sale area” (DEIS page 11-20,

C-2). Our non-sale areas are defined as areas where timber harvest is not
scheduled in the next five years, but where yew harvest only could occur. The
non-sale acreage that we used in our calculations of available acres (for yew
harvest from non-sale areas) included acres from management areas that allowed
timber harvest as well as management areas that did not allow timber harvest,
but did allow yew harvest.

You also suggested adding mitigation measures for yew harvest adjacent to
trails for visual quality. He considered a mitigation measure for yew harvest
adjacent to trails, but decided that site-specific analysis would address this
type of concern quite adequately.

Caring For th« Land and Sarving People

® Onn»C on Rocyci»d
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We hope these reeponeee will eetisfy your concerne. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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You Can Comment 12 8 9 3
We invite you tocomment aswe prepare the environmental impact statement. How are we aoing?

Have we offered a fair range of alternatives? What else should we consider as we analyze the

proposed alternatives for yew harvest?
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Pacific
Northwait
Ea9ion

333 S.M. Pirat Avanua
P.O. Box 3623
Portlaad, OR 97208-3623

Raply To: 1950

Data

:

Stephen D. Cotner
Maater Borticulturiat
10801 Poreat St.

Caxrettaville, OH 44213

Dear Hr. Cotner,

Thank you for your reaponaa to tha Pacific Yew Draft Environznental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reaponaea from {>eople who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought.

We noted your auggeation that the EIS needed more objective attention to
alternate aourcaa for taxol auch aa aaexual propagation and foliage biomaae
production. Plaaae aee the PEIS pagea III-19, 20 for a diacuaaion of aome of

theae alternate aourcea. The purpoae of the EIS ia to analyze the effecta of

collecting yaw material from yaw traaa in federal landa, ao we did not deacribe
alternate aourcaa of producing taxol at great lengtha.

We appreciate the offer to help. If you would like to aend copiaa of your
articlea concerning yew, we would include them in our library.

We hope theae reaponaea will aatiafy your concerna. Thank you again for your
intereat in thia project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human livea and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be publiahed and available to the public
within the next few weeka.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Canng For Land and Serving Paopie
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#28 210

Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.
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2>aar Hr. Ka^raJe,

^-M-t you fer your raspcr.aa to tha Pacific Taw Craft Xr.viroattactal Impact

Stateaert. Wa raceivai apprcxutataly 90 raapcr.aea froa people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the tiae atd thoapht. We carefully cosaidered your

coBaBetta coocertirip Xltemativaa Cl, C, and D.

Km you are profcatly aware, Brietol-Hyers Spuibh Ccarpaty recettly arr.our.ced it

no lorpar reeda wild yew froe federal lands. This decision has impacted the

deftard for federal yew. In raeperae to this charpe in deaard and to puhlic

input, Alternative B has beer identified as the preferred alternative for the

fina.1 ZZS. Taa proposed action and need stataisert has bear clarified to reflect

the current aituation; the chanpee *ede for clarification are einor. (See papea

1-2 to 2-5 of the FZIS.)

Althouph we expect desend for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we

do foresee sotae level of denand, probably variable, for yew free federal lardt

ever the next five years. A variety of coepariea or individuala nay re^^iest

relatively saell quantitiea of yew bark or needles for research and develcpoent

purposes.

u* hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you apain for your

ij;-»-*at in this prc;ect and your concern for the »^11 beinp of the

environaent, tncladinp .huaar lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Enviroaeental lepart Stateaent will be published a.rui available to the pxiblic

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SA1.1T J. CAKPB211.
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Unit*d Stata*
Dapartaent of
Agricultura

Foraat
Sarrica

Pacific
Morthwaat
Ragion

333 S.W. Pirat Ayanua
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3633

Raply To: 1950

Date:

Mike Gross
PO Box 768
Cascadia, OR 97329

Dear Mr. Gross,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternatives G1 and B.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the PEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

You also listed some recommendations regarding the management of resources in
federal lands, such as cessation of clearcutting and harvest of old growth
timber; the reconsideration of public lands as a resource base; management of
all public lands based on a philosophy of ecosystem diversity; and access by
the public to its lands via existing roads and extensive trails. The Forest
Service and BIM are beginning ecosystem management. Assessments of ranges of
"natural” conditions in many river basins across the region are underway.
Biodiversity will be a key component. We will approach the management of
natural resources in a new way, valuing a range of dynamic conditions in any
given system.

Caring For th« Land and Sanring Paople
PnfM pn fWcY CiPd©
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Ws hope theee reeponeea will satiafy your concerna. Thank you again for your
intereat in thia project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human livea and the Pacific yew tree. The yew team
enjoyed working with you. The final Environmental Impact Statement will be
publiahed and available to the public within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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#32 2189

PACIFIC YEW DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

REGARDING ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSED IN EIR: Given Bristol-Meyers (BMS) announced
policy to harvest no yews from public lands, the listed alternatives are no
longer really pertinent — unless the pharmaceutical reverses its position, or
unless another manufacturer is sanctioned to harvest the species for Taxol

.

OTHER COMMENTS:

1. I believe that yews in clear cut areas should be harvested and made available
for production of Taxol, whether by Hauser/BMS or another manufacturer.

2. I agree with the (Native Yew Conservation Council) NYCC position (Jan. 30)
that production of Taxol from NW needles is justified, especially given that BMS
apparently is undertaking precisely this technology with foreign supplies of
Taxus .

3. 1 believe that the EIR should promote marketing of other economic uses of yew
wood, especially.

4. I believe that the EIR should include comprehensive information on size
distribution of yew on public lands. This information is available and can be
published in the final report.

5. I promote more public research in propagating and cultivating yew. Experi-
menation should continue with both seed and cuttings, planting and cultivating
the starts in nurseries, public lands and possibly with cooperating private
orchards.

6. I believe that the EIR should document the waste of this now recognized
valuable resource. Moreover, the report should evaluate impact of clear cut
harvests on this, and other, species.

7. I believe that the EIR should promote establishing areas to protect critical
and/or unique areas to study Taxus brevifolia .

Charles Edson, owner-operator
Research Resources
528 Pacific Terrace
Klamath Falls, OR 97601 - USA

February 15, 1993

cc: David Pilz, President NYCC
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Charles Edson
Research Resources
528 Pacific Terrace
Klamath Falls, OR 97601

Dear Mr. Edson,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning the alternatives.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In response to your comments:

1. The Yew Act of 1992 requires yew to be harvested from timber sale
areas; the Forest Service, BLM, and the Bristol-Myers Squibb Company have

arranged for this yew harvest for the 1993 season. The identified preferred
alternative (Alternative B) would make yew from timber sale areas available for

harvest

.

2. We agree, taxol may be produced from needles in the future. All of the
alternatives proposed in the in the FEIS (except for Alternative A) allow for

the collection of needles, if there should be a need for them.

3. The purpose of this EIS is to analyze the effects of a five-year bark

harvest program. Yew wood may be used for purposes other than taxol, such as

woodworking and fence posts.

4. Please see the FEIS page III-ll for a new graph and information about

the diameter distribution of yew.

Caring For the Land and Serving People
PnntBd on
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5. A number of researchers are currently investigating various aspects of

Pacific yew biology, ecology, and genetics. (Please see App>endix M: Pacific Yew

Research). Also, Pacific yew has been added to the list of species tallied and

measured in Forest Service and BLM inventory programs.

6. The EIS does not document waste. Specific utilization standards were
established for yew harvest in 1992 and 1993; compliance with standards are

monitored as part of the administration of each transfer permit. The impact of

proposed timber harvest on Pacific yew is not addressed in the FEIS; it will be

analyzed during forest planning for specific national forests and BLM
districts, as well as during site-specific analyses.

7. For Alternatives C through G2
, genetic reserve areas are required in

any planning area where yew will be harvested. (See Chapter II, page 11-59
Mitigation Measures, of the FEIS). For Alternative B, all areas outside of
timber sale units will function as genetic reserves. These areas, plus Research
Natural Areas and other "set-aside" areas where timber harvest does not occur,
can serve as study areas.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Than)c you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few wee)cs.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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^ Robert Turner

Acting Director #33 2189S
arai

state Of WASHNCTON

DEPARTMENT OF RSHERIES
115 General Artimstration AJdng. MS AX- 11 • Olyrrpia. Washington 98504 • (206) 753-6600 • (SCAM) 234-6600

January 27, 1993

USDA Forest Service
ATTENTION: John Love, Regional Forester
Pacific Northwest Regional Office
333 Southwest First Avenue
Post Office Box 3623
Portland, Oregon 97208-3623

Dear Mr. Lowe:

I have been assigned responsibility for responding to the Pacific Yew
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (including Appendices) on behalf
of the Washington Department of Fisheries (WDF)

.

There is little that can be addressed with respect to fisheries
resource issues since there is a lack of quantified relationships.
The tacit assumption, made without technical foundation, is that a
blanket restriction on harvesting Pacific yew within 50 to 75 feet of
any perennial stream will be adequate to address all conceivable
fisheries concerns.

However, the narrative does concede at several points that risks of
adverse fisheries impacts will, in fact, vary for the different
Alternatives. I first noted this type of language in the following
from page S-29:

“Thm risk at lapact «anld iaciaama fcnportiaBataly with tb* of jam har*«st: AltoxnotlTO B - loaat
l^poct; Altomatlvo C - rit loxsoot livoct; foil will hj 41 tomotlToo D. F. 61 a>d G2.*

Other parts of the draft show inconsistencies with this concession.
For example, Table II - 1 (page II - 42) expressed "no impact" for
Alternatives A and B, but has an identical characterization for the
remaining five Alternatives ("negligible to minor")

.

Another type of inconsistency was noted on page IV - 85 where the
following statement appears:

'la aoll. boadootor oroao, tbo borroot of Foclflc jam eoold bon a fovorabla offact by ailrllm to tba aoody
4abrla of tba tacraotrlal., rlparla mti aquatic alaoHita. It alao adda to aquatic habitat oi’^larrlty and
otablUty.*
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USDA Forest Service
January 27, 1993
Page 2

It is unlikely that there would be any tangible benefit for small
streams if there was no yew harvesting within 50 to 75 feet on either
side of a stream. Similarly, I note the following in Appendix M-2 as
the only fisheries related research proposed for Pacific yew:

This second part seems at odds with the basic proposal of a 50 to 75
foot harvesting prohibition.

I believe that the current draft is inadequate with respect to
dealing with fisheries resource issues. A seeming lack of technical
evidence, pro or con, cannot be construed as proving that no
significant problems exist. It also appears that there are no
meaningful plans that will eventually lead to resolution of these
issues. Finally, I note a lack of personnel with fisheries resource
expertise throughout the "List of Preparers", "Other Contributors",
and "Individuals and Organizations Consulted".

The opportunity to comment on this proposal is appreciated.

Sincerely,

2 .

icoIat wtAbratM, liwrmrtArrt— , «ad

PvtAZBlB* ham MDcb jwm cnnld hm hmi wmmVmd trxm witiioat AltAriat tbm pbjmicml, dMBical
mad bielii^CAl mttxihatm of timamm otxoooo.*

Sam Wright
Fisheries Research Scientist ^
Habitat Management Division ,y

SW:03
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San Wright
Fisheries Research Scientist
State of Washington Dept, of Fisheries
115 General Administration Building, MS AX-11
Olympia, WA 98504

Dear Mr. Wright,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yaw Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 rasf>onees from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought.

In response to your statement that the restriction on harvesting Pacific yew
within 50 to 75 feet of any perennial stream will be adequate to address all
conceivable fisheries concerns is an assumption, without any technical
foundation: We did not assume that harvest restrictions near perennial streams
would ’address all conceivable fisheries concern,* but that this restriction
would address the main concerns that have been raised, such as stream shading.
In addition, site-specific evaluations are appropriate for identifying
additional fisheries concerns. A 75-foot restricted area is the minimum we feel

should be allowed, in our best professional judgement. In the FEIS we dropped
the 50-foot buffer and added language to emphasise that 75 feet was a minimum
and where other plans, prescriptions or analyses set wider buffers, these
greater buffers would be adhered to. (See page 11-56 of the FEIS.)

Further, you state that parts of the draft show inconsistencies with the idea

that the risk of impact would increase proportionately with the level of yew

harvest, with several alternatives having the same effects; Describing effects

for several alternatives as being 'negligible to minor’ does not necessarily
mean that the effects are equal for all alternatives. One may conclude that the

effects are slightly higher or lower for various alternatives, yet are all

minor effects. For all of the action alternatives, the adverse consequences of

yew harvest to fish habitat for either anadromous or resident sp>ecies would be

negligible and not measurable. However, the risk to the habitat does increase

from Alternative B through Alternative G2. The increase in risk is negligible,

but real.

We made a change in the FEIS based on your accurate observation: We deleted the

statement ’In small headwater areas ... complexity and stability.’ Please see

page IV-80 of the FEIS.

Regarding your comment about proposed research about yew harvest and streams

being in conflict with the proposed 75-foot buffer: Research need not be bound

by management constraints; we are interested in information.

C«nr>g For th« L*r>d «nd Sorvmg Poople
Pwiapd or RocyOod
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In response to your cooment that the DEIS is inadequate with respect to dealing
with fisheries resource issues and that a lack of technical evidence cannot be

construed as proving that no significant problems exist: This document does not

attempt to prove the lack of significant effects. Rather, it attempts to
describe known effects and effects that are reasonable to conclude from other
available information.

In response to your comment noting a lack of personnel with fisheries resource
expertise in the 'List of Preparers”: Frank Roberts, a wildlife biologist on
the team, has eight years experience trorking as a fisheries biologist. We added
this information to his biography (see List of Preparers, page 3). The
interdisciplinary team is composed of specialists of various, and sometimes
overlapping, disciplinea.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, especially the fisheries resource. The final Environmental Impact
Statement will be published and available to the public within the next few
weeks

.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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Dnit»d States
DapartJiant of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

:

John Mills
10475 Vineland Rd.

Ben Lomond, CA 95005

Dear Mr. Mills,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and the attached story, "A Bow Makers Quest.” We received
approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the draft EIS; we

appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your comments
concerning Alternative B.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For the Lend end Serving People
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Dalai

Alica and Donald W. Back
466 22nd Ava.
X,on9Tiaw, WA 9S632

Daar Mr. and Nra. Back,

Thank you for your raaponaa to tho faoifie Yaw Draft Bnvironmantal impact
Statamant. Wa raoaivad approaiaataly 90 raaponaaa from paopla who ravlawad tha
draft Ilf; wa appraeiata tha tlaa and thought. Na earafully conaidarad your
coonanta oonearning Altarnatira B.

Aa you ara awara, Briatal*Nyara fguibb Caapany raeantly announcad it no longer
naada wild yaw froa fadaral landa. Thia daaiaion haa iapactad tha damand for
fadaral yaw. In raaponaa to thia ahanga in daaand and to public input,
Altarnatiwa B haa boon idantifiad aa tha prafarrad altarnativa for tha final
IIS. Tha propoaod aetian and naad atataaont haa baan elarifiad to raflact tha
currant aituation; tha ehangaa sada far alarifieation ara sinor. (Saa pages l-2
to 1-5 of tha ms.)

Although wa axpact daaMnd for wild Paaifia yaw bark to drop aubatantially, we
do foresee aoaa lawal of daaand, probably aariabla, for yaw from fadaral lands
over tha next fiwa yaara. A variety of aaaipaniaa or individuala may request
relatively small quantities of yaw bark or naadlas for raaaarch and davalopment
purposes.

We noted your opinion that any harvesting should eensidar an avan-flow with a

minimum of 100 years for raharvasting, and that supply should meat minimum
currant damandi Me rewrote tha saetian an sustained yield for clarification.
(See pages IV-7, S of PIIS.)

We noted your very thoughtful coaownta an use of taxol for people throughout
the world, awareness of preserving raaoureaa for tha future, that taxol is not

a cure, over-population, and tha issue of paopla versus people in the Pacific

In response to your concern about fartilisara being used in replanting i Use of

fertiliser will be determined in sita-spacif ic prescriptions. Canarally,
fertiliser is not used during reforestation on fadaral landa.

In regard to your coanants about disturbance affacta on wildlifai These effects

%K)uld be short-term and relatively minor for moat species. Wa added information

about disturbance effects for spaciaa associated with lata-successional
forests. (See pages IV-65, 66 of PIIS.)

Northwest

Caring For tha Land and Sarving Paopla
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We have also added more inforrnation about tribal usee of Pacific yew (see pages

111-116, 117 of the FEIS) and added a mitigation measure to ensure tribal input

and adherence to tribal treaties.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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Margaret Newman and Albert Durkee
1458 Grant St.

Bellingham, WA 98225

Dear Ms. Newman and Hr. Durkee,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. He received approximately 90 responses from people who responded to
the draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. He made a number of changes
in the final Environmental Impact Statement. I'll attempt to address some of
your concerns about the yew tree here.

You stated that re-establishment of yew trees should not be "counted on" and
yew should be treated as a non-renewable resource: Regeneration of yew trees
after harvest is a major concern addressed in the EIS. He believe, based on
past success and extensive experience regenerating and replanting both
coniferous and hardwood species, that yew can be successfully regenerated.

In response to several suggestions, including yours, we included a proposal for

an alternative that would allow for the harvest of yew needles only, but we did

not carry out a complete analysis of the impacts of this proposal. Please see

page 11-13 of the FEIS for a description of this proposal. Each of the proposed
alternatives allows for the collection of needles, should there be a need for
them.

You state that yew harvesting should not be allowed until there is sufficient
inventory of yew locations, volume, health, etc.: Both the Forest Service and

the BIi4 conducted inventories. He believe these inventories give us a good
estimate of the number and sites of yew available. In addition to the regional

estimates of yew amounts, many forests and districts have completed intensive,

site-specific surveys. In addition, as the Forest Service and BLM move into

ecosystem management, more multi-species inventories will be made that will

give us greater estimates of yew.

As to the health of yew and yew populations and the impacts from insects and

diseases, current information does not reveal any natural pest that could

threaten yew. The analysis of the risk to yew due to activities proposed in the

alternatives was based on this knowledge. As new information becomes available

about the health of yew, through research and inventories, projects that

propose to harvest yew under the selected alternative will be modified to take

advantage of that new information (see page III-32 of the FEIS).

Caring For the Land and Serving People
Prvrtvd or R^cycted
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You suggest that yew harvesting should not be allowed in SOHA's or other areas

outside the tijnber base: See Chapter II for a description of the proposed

alternatives. Only Alternative G2 would allow yew harvest in any of the areas

you mention.

In regards to your comments that "yew harvesting should not be allowed outside
timber sale areas" and "If Bristol-Myers Squibb Company doesn't want any more
yew, then don't cut anymore": As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb
Company recently announced it no longer needs wild yew from federal lands.

This decision has impacted the demand for federal yew. In response to this
change in demand and to public input. Alternative B has been identified as the
preferred alternative for the final EIS. The proposed action and need statement
has been clarified to reflect the current situation; the changes made for
clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

In regard to your concerns for the regeneration, health, and viability of the
yew species: The system of genetic reserves is designed to maintain many
representative gene pools of the species in a natural state. Further protection
is afforded by riparian corridors, and the fact that yew often sprouts when
cut. The mitigation measures (see page 11-55 of the FEIS) describe the
provisions for regeneration and protection of the yew species.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Than)t you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Envirorunental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few wee)cs.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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Feb. 22, 1993

Pacific Yew Draft EIS

Sally Campbell,
Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader
y.S. Forest Service
Pacific Northwest Region
P. O. Box 3623
Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Sally;

I have the following comments on the Pacific Yew Draft EIS.

ROADLESS AREAS

On page IV-112, I was glad to see the following: "It is
unlikely that any roadless areas would be entered for the
purpose of yew harvest." I wish the same were true for
timber harvest in general.

I have followed the RARE II process closely, and also the
re-analysis of roadless areas within the forest planning
process for all the national forests in Idaho. I find
somewhat confusing the following paragraph, under "Roadless
Area Designation", on page III-88:

"In the past, forests included formal Roadless Areas,
classified under the RARE II (Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation) designation, but this designation is no
longer used. All former inventoried (RARE II) roadless
areas were re-analyzed in the forest planning process
for each national forest. As a result of this process,
roadless areas became reallocated to various management
allocations. Some portions of these areas are now
within allocations that maintain roadless
characteristics, such as wilderness or dispersed
unroaded recreation; other portions are in allocations
that permit a full range of multiple use activities.
These areas and their current allocations are outlined
within each forest plan."

The first sentence is incorrect, since the Forest Service
still uses the term "roadless area", and correctly so, since
it describes the physical reality of what is a very
important resource. I would suggest re-writing the
paragraph; for exeunple:

Pacific Yew FEIS
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"Roadless areas are those remaining undeveloped areas
in the national forests outside designated wilderness
areas, which were inventoried in the late 1970 's during
RARE II (Roadless Area Review and Evaluation) , and
subsequently re-analyzed in the forest planning
process for each national forest. Each forest plan
allocates the respective roadless areas to various
management prescriptions.^'

WHY IS ALTERNATIVE G1 BETTER THAN C ?

I don't understand why G1 is the preferred alternative,
unless it is because of the projected lower cost to the
government ($2.9 million/year vs $5.9 million/year for
alternatives C, D, and F) . The F.S. doesn't now charge for
yew bar)c (p 11-54); perhaps you should consider doing so.

Otherwise, I think that alternative C looks better than Gl.
It has a predicted impact of "minor" on T&E species vs
"moderate" for Gl, and also "minor" impact on wildlife in
late successional forests vs "moderate" for Gl. And both
alternatives would provide "adequate access" to the raw
material for taxol. (Table II-l, p 11-41)

In addition, Gl would allow harvest at a rate well above the
even-flow rate of 1.48 million pounds of bark per year over
a 100 year period (p IV-21) . Gl would allow 3.2 to 4.7
million pounds per year; C would allow 1.2 to 1.8 million
(Table II-l, p 11-41). Even though it is expected that an
alternate source of taxol will be available in 3 to 5 years
(p 11-14), which may or may not be accurate, it may not be
wise to exceed the even-flow harvest rate.

Sincerely,

Idedio Falls, Idaho 83402
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Jarry Jayne
1568 Lola St.

Idaho Falla, ID 63402

Dear Hr. Jayne,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning the proposed alternatives and made several changes in the
final Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your suggestion for rewriting the paragraph on page III-88 of the
draft to clarify the use of the term 'roadless area.” Your paragraph will be
substituted for the previous one and included in the final EIS.

We noted your opinion that Alternative C was preferable to Alternative Gl. As
you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it no
longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the demand
for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public input.
Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the final
EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the
current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2

to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yaw bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For th« Land and Sarving Paople
on n>cyei>dPrtrUifl on n>cvei>d
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#38 30193
Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Dp you agree with the preferred alternative?

Why or why not?

I prefer Alternative B because:

What other comments do you have?

(Please Print)
, i j / I

Name: G>0.n/ (A/gS'KrluW

Organization:

Address: ^ (o 23 S 3.05^ P j

City: k
State/Provincc : U)
Country:

ID# (from Ubd)

Zip Code: ^ SQ3 /

P»d6c Y«w QS
Draft
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-|c7 p€>p(ao<- H 5'i/^cc O-P yPuO I/' QCO^y^lery\ I 5

p^rly sWJ* since y^-J 15 ey<rir^^^y 3/cO <^ccuj\/iy

X r€ccAvc/>%c^ ^ ^c^-skvo CLjPy/r^-K U^-k I ~t^'c 5^

I /A

iP

-o ‘,5

</H-0

/'I/) CC.

IfUtS ^ Cc^n.^-rS-h'T^'i of ye^'j 4l , H 1^ ^ f'/ ej

CZ fv-Xerf b< 5yrcf^ ^ i ZjU 1 r\ 5 y^cc/^^ ~f~l'^‘r<~

a-r^ /Jo Oj tnuirkjt^ , /\ /-k,rrUiii[t^ C ~ (^ 2 pr€c(u^Xj. /cA^ -/p./vv

^l/'evx l-e of harv^^k ( S~3l), ~f^-r^f>r€. XT

pre-(e^^ «. / "ft? rrw4i B) , B prwi^£co ~fi^ lu^]e(w\ e\r^^

-fic^ j-e^( of K<trv«sl^ evv^ /v^^ninilzxi *77'^ e> ff^f of r^c\iA<j

ye.uJ Oi/*^^ itsT^-X^^ 'frvrx “flc Yl^f^nS -^\A { c!Atv\t^

,

CM't^ 3»

yKc^$ ~7^ -/[Ir f^xtf
^
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X ^ ,rr;4>‘W ^^vPrnn^^4

fe-Ur^ 4p a.^ r^ot C6vre.-J f.UA'J

(^c-e^'h> ^ ^ov^errvrnfi^X (T^i?^ H ~ l),

Curr^ tu4su^ >^^-teris;6 >4
^

•,/v^p^rx4^'^^
o{ fPuhlr^'s

7ia4vcrKi r^5<^M.fcei sh<J-J ^•/"

C.3k 4^fc^ ^ ~f^ ^ovpmrn.Jr, r^^crurc^ ^Wow

(2 c^t ^^5 fnnndijL, “f^'c u//$t U^ c^ •^'f'

~iU ^ r®5^rza-*v l•^Ct^^5l>^J ~kk C o<,f o-f -hcXoJ ~frz^

pu-MnC e-i^Ccvi^JKi l^ni/^cA. Co^^cn.-<’5> ^y s , ZJl_

-jfjcXr^ <a>*^ I ^ I "ije-a 'fk c>'C y^*<i c^^'fktL

'yio-'k-r^S c-/) i/i'nrn.w^-.u’f'

,

/\fy-J^r^ r pt^/V'f Kut ccc^(Jf*i^^ iW~tk} OsXS 15

t<r^~f/>' r y-e«^ s'ku^s skcfuJJ h^ h4-i -fi^

e'^ ccrvL-n^e. r^^p/^vffy^ . I 5 p- kijha^ oK^mos. o'I^

'if 6. Z 4-'' 3-K^o /^ff o-k IZ'" ^

Ct/r^ ^
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333 8.W. Pint Avanua
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Raplj Tot 1950

Data:

Cary Weatarlund
9623 S. 205th PI.
Kant, HA 98031

Dear Mr. Weatarlund,

Thank you for your reaponae to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reaponaea from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully conaiderad your
commanta concerning tha propoaed altarnativaa and made aaveral changea in the
final Environmental Impact Statement.

Aa you are probably aware, Briatol-Myera Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needa wild yew from federal landa. Thia deciaion haa impacted the
demand for federal yew. In reaponae to thia change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B haa been identified aa the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The propoaed action and need atatement haa been clarified to reflect
the current aituation; the changea made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the PEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop aubatantially , we

do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands

over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In response to your comment that *The DEIS has not addressed what effect a

decrease in taxol in the natural environment will have.*: Information to aseeas

the effects of a decrease in taxol in the environment is not known and would be

extremely expensive and time consuming to obtain. We believe a reasoned

decision can be made without this knowledge.

In response to your concerns that expenditures associated with bark harvest and

the returns to counties are not covered by the potential receipts to government

(Table II-l): The Porest Seirvice and the Bureau of Land Management sell bark on

the open market. These sales sell in the range of $0.25 to $0.30 per pound

(green). If the government were to artificially raise the price above thia

level, bark purchasers would not be able to cover their costs and would not

purchase bark. Tha obstacles to taxol synthesis are technological; if yew bark

from public lands could not be purchased profitably, the short-term effect of

this would be that taxol might not be available for patient treatment.

Canng For th* Land and Sarving People

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-99



A Public

Involvement

In response to your question: "Is there a higher chance of resprouting if a 24

stump is left instead of 127"; The 12" stump height was taken from an "Interim
Guide to the Conservation and Management of Pacific Yew", written by a

scientific committee. They determined that 12" was an adequate height for

sprouting. Twelve-inch stump heights provide more dormant sprout buds than
shorter stumps, and also dry out more slowly.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Pacific Yew FEIS
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#39 30193
Samuel T. Freer

4734 Brookwood Street

Eugene, Oregon 9740S

27 February 1003

Forest Service, U.S.D.A.

Pacific Yew EIS Team
P.O. Box 3623

Portland, Oregon 97208

Greetings!

The decision by Bristol-Meyers-Squib to withdraw from obtaining Yew
bark to make Taxol, in favor of an new artificial process throws the entire

environmental statement into question. I refer you to the statement on

111-111; ‘Synthesis of taxol is difficult and has yet to be achieved in

usable quantities.”

I recommend you redraft this Environmental statement to include an

alternative that would read: ‘Every effort will be made to protect

existing stands of yew with the only permitted removal will be for

research purposes to determine if there are significant commercial uses

of this forest product
*

The Forest Service can utilize the next few yeeu^s in learning more about

the Yew tree before someone else comes along with a hot idea. The

Environmental statement is replete with comments such as on III-30;

*There have been few studies...* and on III-19: The frequency, size and

distribution of Yew tree seed crops are unknown.*

A grammatical rwte: the word you are looking for on Page S-6 is

contingent.

A style rK)te: The figure headings, such as at the top of page S-7 need to

be larger and bolder.
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United States
Departaent of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply Tos 1950

Datet

Samuel T. Frear
4734 Brookwood St.

Eugene, OR 97405

Dear Mr. Frear,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
proposal to include a new alternative in the final EIS, but decided not to
include it because taxol has already been approved for commercial use by the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA). We find the range of alternatives still
reasonable within the scope of the proposed action.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Csring For th* Land and Serving People
on fkacycioC P«p*r0
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#40 30293
Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred attemative?

Why or why not?

I prefer Alternative f- because:

What other commenfs ^'you hove? [X/utijO

jLfniAUJji j2lA^^ 4 uj 2^ 0i -6/t^

i

Name: M.Ajr Sj. SAfy
Organization: c Ctj^ ^
(Please Print)

Name: . ID# (from labd)

Address:

SUeu^yjcL

aty:

State/Province: CaR.
Country:. USA.

Zip Code:. y/ff3?

Ptdfie YewBS
Dnfl

PaciflcYew FEIS
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United Itfttss

D«parta«nt of
Agrieultur*

Forost
Borrico

Pacific
Northwest
Kagion

333 S.W. First Aranua
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply loi 1950

Data:

Kenneth M. McCullan
McCullen Logging Company
PO Box 360
Happy Camp, CA 96039

Dear Mr. McCullen,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
coinnents concerning Alternative F.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For tha Land ar>d Sarving People
Prw<id on f^Bcycfd0

Pacific Yew F'EIS
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PO. &=>X 56Z3 -
pO^rtA/^, ORPQON ^lZo%-

J^/S Cor^r^^rs Pe3^yy^ ^3
,
/^s

#41 30393

'^C'CH ^AyAoPr^P/c^ xs y?S:^-r
P9C/A/C ^Pey<^J>0€. To XTS Peayrous ^CIUJ ^Orji^ef'c:/^/
VAL.U^. BSlCAcJ^i:.^ o/^ XP-7AC^Arp^r>C^^ ‘=^ssue^^L

pepj^ pixKSj

j: ^x/s oFFc^rcAAjtrY -To co^^A>^€^r oaj 7^e /^//^/c.

jy^/£ AS zsczc,srye^ru> x 7?y/s xoc<^A>^^-r xs
U/TA XSS<>^i^f^S TTyAf <S>?yyA/oT ^£ &^AZ/F/ej> ouP C^yppaA-f

y^/UcuJL^l^t, QP ^/(/fceS£ t.CDSYsf€/yfS, t:^£^ AS
AAh X 09>^AoY ScA^FtyzY *7Z^ Ayr’^e^y^Tn,

pOA 'Pou(AJ/^6> ^^A5(>J5-

OtAfjpAL.

SP /<’.^//?€X> r?7 AAASYzi_ A '^•ACY/c?^'AZr^eAA-ryiA. Ayjh
y^f T//L JSccu/y?eAjrs asv/ous ^^AS ASp/Ajsr TPfS <si?upst OF y^-ACP/^ xs
/j^APiijr Ae^v 77ya s-tapp rvya P<yAFy>sa xas> -rAAr'
r7yt Aes^o^AL Pci^rep Ayjj> syats JxpEcy(?p.(BLA\)\..uj/LL sectcr^x ye^
A/A^6SY ALYtA/yAT'^i/L^--*^• YAfS £tRP/ei. kja. 6y^yJ (Sa.Y oor <pF T/yt S<^yV/*7AAy/
UJ/')vJ Ojt. xc <S^r 'To -77-/S- /f^fr€e^T7t/£5' -T/yf^SacyaS -77/^ Mi-AcrroA* /*y}01>tc. '

AppiAPS AS AJ (/AJfprpp^PSCS. 'FFcyr^^r. kJHf:^a^S Jay a >^hS£SS A^
-7>7<5^ 6-^5-j ^o-Acr/oyy‘' F^i^ypAJs s5osf 'rAAr'-Wo sxjr/ev' A/oAs^of^
AlQ -piriBcP. ciA'-ri'^G— -2W -tn'S jSty^YA^ca 77V£- /vo-act/oaj Ay-rLeAjAY/up^

5yu<A£SyS Oyf^ A SoPY OF -///»7£. />iAcHyf^L A^C> £>&?££ Oup y^7iy>^ypjps.

CAS (At. PPtrtyJD XS Sts .Sonofi-rj/ya PQoR Xo /yspr AyJh xs
S/(Ao)F/OFOf JA^AajS> Pop ye^J .SAAK/TAAOL- PASSfJC yc<o kJ^cc Ss.

AaJ UAJStSRASCL "PAAS/r'COyomPtAr XA SASe. CXP^S AA/JS /Vc? ^Pper
cjycL se. €APejJS>^ to Ot/C/ZTE P^esT xr. ';^y oP/^/oA Xps
fipsF^YywL xs> uAJPAPCtsttc .spa^tip yo A/p&s'T ArteArfoR to tHe. aL~ •-

/y)/f //J/aJ(S> AXeAcStyttS, A^I> /Jot AP AU. <t>/uS/SXix>t TTyt. O^^SS.
oP Aor/OAJ A ppoxy^t Pueoc SAPSt uf(xpc2> tAASt. ^/ui/J

oup CuPPSPJT cjPMPStA^J>/AJ6> OF FAC/fjC Yt.<J. PA'S AS-tL^r/o<F
ts As A/JhfOi>SouS AS XtXS uJoetPCFSS. Af A yA'/U//tc^y^^ A yOO^ACfrc:,^

ACtiP^Afyy^ cjO-^6JS> PAS€Jh> P/J PySt/'^(^ XSJPORry7/yYyoy\J,

A/OCP xs A&P^t AO' <SALL^ '(^ec/£77£ AeSiAtSJS'' PAAnCU^^Poy
A<: xt APPrts Xo xyF FAiPasPal> Acr^AAjFxtf^- uJPArxs AttAass%J>

X tPf aZaT'o^A^P Bsryot^ XUSAAL ^PK AAPJSSt AP^ AFS -

AtSfAjOiS ASpiTY to y^AyPtAyp XAf.. (S^suax/c. V^AByLfty of
xrs ypo -r/-KPr xs^t. -to oors/i.,-

xTyF Scope, of tA/S Ix>co/yaAXfpS-St-Pt), X -PFASP^- T^AE. ASSAxpt/o^s

too cnAKE Os^EPNtK^Q (^WtFic t/A£yury A/^a. .^AD BU0U(SA sy X/yt^.

^X/ueS pot SECROE So^S/hypASScy UJEAKtPi UJHa^ A^ac cooPlio^ AO^-
AAF PASXcAFX XaJ OSFF. eSt/OAtLS OF SAAK XPiFt XA

Vs lESALLY PAAOPStE

^XL <.,^/ut/? c^utLi o>= -Ti-itJ=-r -mi. AFfitc-r P^pr>L^s>

yLyfir lees'SAFt’: aa/o spscfts cxAjAjicr/'/i-ry Fo? -fHi. ‘j'y’S
Aa>£> ^/Si-^S5tC> ^ -77-JC X'AJAL & '-S.

i^ipt vfej -ce'5, Rs ttt, '^lawnTgoTAL
ituj ^ j >*

j coi^Qui>Jcei>
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(D
£>€iS

To Yeuj c^us^ sy
/^cor h/S^SL
/^/a/O/^ /=a<> yiLL ^lTi^AjA^T/\/a.S/' '' ^

/\L^^^cU(^ cj^S
^aJ A/O/erZ-^cotST A/<y/esB/^£,S Ty£. 20>Sj 0>>^ UAJJ>LRSTy^J>^\/(^

OF F-l/fT /J^J>:J^S FFF^jCT OaJ OoF FoFtSTS FiFt. ^aJ S^W- O^^/vj
tyTF.'^^y ^t/oiTtF. -Fo /T?y -TF^cFt. X'S

AJO '^eFFob OF 0€^TecT'Aj^ Fy-//S FFTFQ^SajS P^€34^ct. otmif
-tvaa^ I>cFb -ylFtts op /^ait/ajP i/vs- TPefS^'^J^ sf^ajK^ PFey

/jjsl F»£AD 5»ToA-rio4S3. so, ^ FF) Pozz.L<^2> BY ST'^T^tA^'iS, SocF ^s
'\..Thf- XyJ(XJULU^ y.OF£>... Xs 'TO SSl. K/£J^y

*^/W^5yj AryfAJt)py^"... Ytyj oorsij^ TJyes^ y^p^y^s jtajcc. Fu. ytuj o<jtsn:,f
-77-/1. /UAircA^C OFFO.C.jXS COAJSlJ^ej^FJp to 3€. S/7F€l FP:ion.ZAJ-
FecTop/Ysy^^^^^y^^^^rni^j).iJHy\7 77̂ 5fj€ajtjfjcl bfs/s foa?
pH€st. F\ssy^Pr/oPspX ujooa> /.)X^ to a^oc^ coH^r'^F/ecj^ oss^at^s
Tie-TFOOS (R/>.XSi-Sc^'uJtF^^ (->SF7> To J^TiFoyAA/e XTy/T ytujXs”cesS
SOSCtPr/BL^f To X^Ftcrior^ BY f^CAT. TH/:> AJS cFFt>seS> TV Ye<<J
S\tPlY TAKJf^ bOAJCiJ^ To b>/€:..OAJCi^ xFTecrrfJ>. Yoo &v/oJ
T-Zt. tfPeers of FCat oaj Yeu^ TFt. F/e^ APe oaJF^JoujajXs vF/OOCljX THS- %7/A/c^ "PS FFP/Fs yr?co CcoaJc<cF
<^PFuFrHtp /^//OW/cT/^ THi^ T7ZP<^Ar TF/S Xorpyou<LFX> F>/S^se Ft>st
To' T/ZB^ BTZFS TFy97' ''Tze T0T7L £Fjryy T>J/^esT<^^
TPtes TS ytss TFFaj So FKFSS/YRS.Fr:-2A\F^XHAFZ '77-7>S XS 'Hit
XF^fecTSSb Ac/Z<L7y;,<B /?aJD SFoacX:>(rnusr) ZJ£_ X7>S>^T/F/iS> P^ Such.
pLiASS-. DISCcpS^- T/ZS~ FAcr TTZ^IT ToTPL '^X^rejer^ YS-uJ, PPP^ese XS
7

-

£ty^b TIZCSL T7ZFi:.e (Pco^L^c. PO/aJTS, X PP^P PSF/T/c^a?c Ooajc^jz^s

S=^c/f/c
...Tri. Fjlf. yeuj Ape x>^ /^i///>/a/<^ Yoap ^/cr>i-rAe. Aps/r^-rX Ai>o/pLY OAJt>t^rc^c>. TA'S Co<alS Pesoc-r X>A a^ So>S-
SrAPTpt- A^SK To uAJcA>LfPi, PPOfS OA Y^cS
CdtPt AAPFA£S-PA> FU A SF<P^r T^L

YtuJ X>i^is FG.
ALri^T/iy£S,

A^t> Cd/^P/^^ISOaJ S UOiCbLIp-^j

Fs^rre PB>oe srr^^-cjHyJ7 C0^5TT^^s a ScP^r T^t ap^^"p
JX) you co^!b<tp "Sossr-^PT/A^L 'A^JK FF A01<UTA^cX AZ>S/C J70U >twrjr^-r
Qf: P/O XFTi^s/A^^ T-y^A, FA^esr
• P7S T'Fz. X - ^f/ap exTA^rLy caxjsr/ T<^r€s af "PccSftaac ^ '77aa£.s/a^u>

LtJtL*P AZCHO luAS T/7S AjS\jce S>&JtA.oF^P

•BSX'y, pAeyyzAFFtS- JPF^'je */nAxJ^OLTOjr as osyt
>xf A’/yzr

•f&.M-'0, TAB7.L' To TP<L FcAASTS. Z/5ri2>, -77V£ ^fSTKrrx^ Afyf-e W
V£^y ATOOUJ^ ytuj TPtts. £>o yc^ ptJiAU au yAYo^
TlZt. sisxyFpx oppDsti> TO Corr/Aj^ SisFiyou/ 9^<<u /t/e
Lo<^ PofeiATJcvJ BST/y^ATtS. M

•Fs papavz^ph JL- do yAu ttaAT -r?7t Z^e./x^/xJAi/^y'' pzeuc-rs of
A SmuTt/OC STubY XF> AAJ (JAJBoFjO^ X/^PiF. SPie T'U (<J. QFSCOxj c^/lc

^ PPftJ0960L OU P /ZF(S7oF^CV/Dp SPSfS 7d APiJ>iCr SXF}P^S/OuT/Ai<<:,
Socce.SS /FAXtSP
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Z5

<Aea^- -To -YH'S rASdi^, T/fs- '^<^^^:C€,t' e>^^srs o^ty'
cyj 7^ J>rs-fyecrs cr^^'T'^L S^c-r ^^>Z57^6S. Ty-irs

^ 3-x ^£S^£b r7^^ -r^i. c/s/=s

‘^J^Lr/Aj/ (/tccj "Ty/ST^

^Joa>i^OP/t^^A/, (JHi^i. ix^s -THIZ yo%" ^^/(;oe^ a>^
F^ UJpi^ y^eD Jr^ A At&/a^J^l- CO^'PtXTp
Q^ -r^'6S P/^Ci^PH Z~X X/SAGa^L ’77H7' O-fy^ ^/J>s-raey

*

<f^65 Vh/ /?8^e Xo SupSriroTt. P<^ 3-t^<^r’^/^AcLY r YM^
^^aes zjsrij> vastly I>/Y/=£jpeAjr pacjfkl yec^, ao^ Xaj

LA^t>S^P>y, PC^IT/O/^. ^ 9t?y/^ ASSuAyypY/OAJj ptt^si..

, r^ -jX-6?^ '?>"* X /vxy2> A "/i^G/-)CY SPXca^Y^^ " A^j^tuys/S

X<^Abt^Ar€-, ^SFECjALCY b>iSc,i^SSi^ YAS. ^t//>e<7AJ/-?€^T^L C<?K)5Lq^

utuci,s OAi kcosysYi^ xuajcy/o/\}j a <roJS/£>g^r'/cvj f^j 'jAfs

Pcxjuf^^Y.
'FT nr- ^2 MPAAAPA 3' €XP09fA P/ouj AA OP£3?A CCASY 0\TLP5Y^Y-
l^AAToi/JiL! SYoby A^SS/SCY GjOA^UAYtS ~7^ A€3/0\/'^/I>i. ASGo^yp/X/G^S
n^y^/b'SYoPY ye^ A^gYal. PA^r/cc^b^^c y as ftf Ap/h^fs ^

A/Ob /=^/ Tajess CY VtF.fa&eFr'6S OS/aj<S XAe AAEA .

PA/eP6APfA /- X CAAu<iA^t. XA^ ASS<a>/*^PT'<^^ YAAY APoosFl

i,jny^ ' LJO<^Lt> j3±. £>^YriA CAP ALYS. C-(^-Z. UAJbeJP

^iSPLPr Yp^P pneYNoty of ANALYSIS PC<^^SL.

^/Iffi^DIX J>-Z, YAPJ.t' Yoi^ QrnirYX> Y^t. C<v/aS AAfA.

Syy)cg4^
Oo>^ Ccyye^SAjT bAc/< OF /YaJ^ujc fFGt OP -Y?ye A^c/F/c

</<tAj A'Ob XYs AfyAfp/a^s/y/F Yc? AaeesY ^gosysy^ys coopc^iP ^/ry
X/-/t ^Acr YPPY /Yaa. AcA^bY COASTS Yoy~h OF Yye
AtsoPAse (^eej> A^p XSajopz^ajc<^ YAi/^t xs AfFd^yyvo
SS<^SY/FdcAfdoA XCA Ai^y C7P Xye ACYiA/^A^Y/(Pe S pFF€AfJ> /7bcJ^\jfp
XY -77y£ XAPtFtSY OF X/Y6t. PfFPd.t AdPPFbY Atc/a.^/F^ SO^P ‘

SpFY op YAYpl YAfAY/FPAjrx PXcycb Sad.ecY AireA<JAY/\F. *PB''
cj/YI-^ SAFt yoj>/F/<ay/c>a:0 esrFSd/sAYtAjf qp 0€yuer/c_ Aesep\j^s
A^O © c/T/ljzaY/oaj xa PAAr/Ac-coY o>/j/rs.

TA/l SpY-rbY z/y^e oFcpc^FSP^ xs YP^AY Ac-C AY/f/efface.
A^^scp-y/^ces SPJP^Cb Ff. J>/F£CY<EJ> AA -^y^AFtS/S C?A FAFY/AL SFaI'
Y7pes/S CF YAAol A^b OY/uZAY/oyJ OF pAp/ZS^PY Ycjpr-/Aj<,S

AFt> GOCYy{/AY^2> ^Y/O^/^S CPF y^UJ.

XA/t FA<cX/C y^uj /^JAY XSoFt^iF F/AA^ /^c/cP YO YtFtLP
Ah'b YF'S FiAAitA-rhS FPEStF\//PG y>7cFP CF XY AS Ft>SS/aLe.

XU A PpAYoaal SYAYt. FAY BY FAY, XPdF Be:car>je^ A^ uo;uc^<^s-

XFOLY FAFi^ CP^rJoD/TY.

YWa^oY Fca ypuA ppyJsjb^tPPY/oA c>f x^p^r Aaji:>

AAJSuJiFs ro p>7y G^otsYdoFS

XyY Sc<yCL^P f

OP-
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Unltsd States
Dapartaant of
Agrlcultnra

Forest
Sarrica

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
p.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply Tot 1950

Data:

Tin Scullen
Box 1518
Gold Beach, OR 97444

Dear Mr. Scullen,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your

comments concerning Alternatives A and B.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the

demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the

final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect

the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS).

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

Although we consider the issue of theft to be outside the scop>e of this EIS, we

do address it briefly in the FEIS (Chapter II, page II-8; Chapter III, page
Ill-lOO; Chapter IV, pages IV-109 and IV-115). Theft of yew trees or bark is

covered under theft of government property statutes. Federal agencies increased
monitoring patrols in areas of yew concentration or where there was evidence of
yew bark theft. After strict accountability standards for the collection of yew
bark were implemented in 1992, bark theft decreased dramatically. The impact of
theft on* popu 1 at ion connectivity and genetic viability should be relatively
minor. It is unlikely that large contiguous blocks of yew will be stolen. If

theft does occur, it should have a relatively scattered distribution and should
not greatly affect population connectivity. Additionally, the genetic reserve
system is purpoaely redundant to allow for possible theft or natural
catastrophes, such as fire.

In regard to your questions and concerns regarding Phvtophthora lateralis ;

there ia an existing body of literature available, an active research and
development program, and a proven and useful set of guidelines for minimizing
the impact of this disease. (See page III-33 and Appendix C of the FEIS.)

Canrtg For the Lend and Serving People
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Our profeesional opinion pertinent to the riek and potential for infection is
based on the results of laboratory inoculations as well as extensive field
observations including the recent yew inventory where inventory crews were
trained to look for and identify symptomatic yew. They also reflect the view of
scientists and researchers in this field that Pacific yew is, at best, a minor
host to £_^ lateralis and is only infected under conditions where the disease
has been established in POC for many years and where the number of infected POC
provide a large number of spores (high inoculum load) for infection. (See page
IV-46 of the FEIS.) The estimate of the acreage of infected yews was made from
the number and location of known infected trees. These trees are the only known
trees found during an extensive inventory and observations over the past 20
years in stands where POC has been infected for many years.

In response to your question regarding what constitutes a "short time frame:"
We consider a "short time frame" to be one which is too short to monitor and
assess changes in wildlife populations and distributions occurring in response
to yew harvest. The time fraune needed to assess such changes would be variable,
depending on species characteristics and intensity of monitoring, but would be
longer than the five-year time frame of this EIS.

The error in the table on page III-86 (murrelet locations) has been corrected
in the FEIS. (See page III-82 of the FEIS.) We have also added the Oregon Caves
to the list of National Parks in Table D-3 in Appendix D.

In your letter you q[ueetioned what exactly constitutes "an acceptable threshold
level," and how this level was developed. Discussion of threshold levels will
be found on page 111-59 (see "Measures of Forest Health"), page III-60 (see
"Role of Change") and page IV-72 of the FEIS.

In regards to your question about the use of the term "management area" on page
11-61 of the draft: A definition is included under "local management area" in

the "Terms to Know" section on page 11-56 of the DEIS.

You expressed concern about possible yew harvest on the Siskiyou National
Forest. The decision to harvest yew on any particular forest will be decided by
the Forest Supervisor; site-specific NEPA analyses will be necessary prior to
any decision or action on any specific yew sale.

The stump-sprouting rates that we use are the best available information we
have at this time. We are using the sprouting study results primarily to
acknowledge that only a portion of the stumps will sprout - not all of them.

The study occurred on 12 timber sale units with 100 randomly chosen stumps per

unit. We are not using 69 percent as a hard number, but a base to show that a

proportion of the stumps will sprout and others will not. Sprouting percentages
will vary by site. This is ac)cnowledged in the analysis (Landscape Patterns -

Chapter IV - Indirect Effects). The sprouting study was carried out in clearcut

units, and showed an average of 69 percent stump sprouting success rate. Yew

harvested outside of timber sale units may have higher sprouting percentages
due to shading of the stump. Also, stump sprouting in timber sale units will be

supplemented by planting.

You find it absurd that the DSFS is not charging for yew bark and wonder why

not? Currently the Forest Service is offering yew bark for sale to qualified

buyers. Before the Yew Act of 1992 that allowed the Forest Service to charge

for the yew bark, the agency offered yew bark under a research authority as

stated in the DEIS. Under the agreement with Bristol-Myers Squibb Company, the

Forest Service was reimbursed for the costs involved in providing the bark,

preparing this EIS, and for Pacific yew research projects.



A Public

Involvement

In regard to your comment about the use of "could resprout" and "should

resprout" on page IV-58 of the DEIS, the wording has been made uniform and

changed to "should" throughout.

On page three of your letter you state, "I disagree that other midstory species

may be able to substitute for yew structurally.": Depending on the area,

species that will contribute to midstory vegetation will vary. Although they

are obviously not structurally identical to Pacific yew, other species can

contribute some of the same functions as yew such as providing understory

roosting sites, cover, and travel pathways for small animals. For example,

MacArthur and MacArthur (1961; see Appendix J) found that multilayered forest

habitats supported more diverse bird communities and Carey (1991; see Appendix

J) reported that some arboreal mammals rely on a closed and layered canopy.

You expressed concern about the use of the term, "highly speculative" in the

draft EIS on page IV-65, paragraph 3. This phrase has been removed. Our

intention was to show that the analysis of impacts to the ecosystem was based

on a number of assumptions drawn from existing research and experience with

other sp>eciee as well as professional judgements.

In response to your questions regarding the Oregon Coast overstory removal
study: In the absence of studies specifically directed at effects of removing a

portion of Pacific yew or other midstory species, a reasoned judgement was made
using information from the overstory removal study. A partial overstory removal
would likely have greater effects on microclimate (and greater overall effects,
as a result) than removing a similar percentage of an understory species. It

would then be reasonable to conclude that for most species, in most areas,
the removal of 50 percent of the yew from an area would pose a fairly low risk

of harming other species present.

Also on page three of your letter you state, "I challenge the assumption that
moose winter range would be better off under Alternatives C-G2 than under
Alternatives A-B. Display your method of analysis please." There was no
assumption that moose winter range would necessarily be better off with
Alternatives C-G2 than under Alternatives A-B. You need to read that paragraph
carefully. There are qualifications stated that are important in understanding
this. Under certain, very limited conditions, and with only light yew harvest,
there could possibly be some improvement in winter range condition. You should
also note the mitigation measures for moose winter range in Chapter II. Under
the Nez Perce Forest Plan, the primary focus of management on MA21 lands is

moose winter range. The yew EIS explicitly maintains that focus.

In summary: 1) In areas where Pacific yew has been identified as an important
component of moose winter range (i.e., parts of the Nez Perce NF), mitigation
measures would ensure that moose winter range habitat is not degraded, and 2)

There are certain, limited conditions under which winter range conditions might
be slightly improved.

Pacific Yew FEIS
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We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J . CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

PacificYew FEIS
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Onit*d Stat«c
D«part»«Dt of
Agricultura

Foroat
Barrica

Pacific
Mortbwaat
llagioD

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Aeply To: 1950

Data

Kaylene McCaw
2811 Ellia
Bellinghan\, WA 98225-2624

Dear Me. McCaw,

Thank you for your rasponae to the Pacific Yaw Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reeponees from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
conunenta concerning the preservation of old growth syatema and Pacific yew
ecosystems

.

As you mentioned, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it no longer
needs wild yaw from federal lands. This decision has impacted the demand for

federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public input.

Alternative B haa been identified as the preferred alternative for the final

EIS. The propoaed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the
current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2

to 1-5 of the FEIS)

.

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we

do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively email quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

Sally J. Campbell
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For Ihe Land and Serving People
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#43 30493

Pacific Yew Draff Environmental impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alterrKitlve?

Why or why not? 6- \

TTfW^'/

AtTHiMcfy^ ? '~nT~/<p7^ eg,S Sc^uiQ!i>

<?rtUM N6V0 ^ (fc>^ Axl. igic<-^ gl/PK tW"
t-l ^ PgttHos fV<H-
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United States
Dspsrtasnt of
Agriculture

Forest
Serrice

Psclflc
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

Dennis Sherwood
7215 90th St. NW
Gig Harbor, WA 98332

Dear Mr. Sherwood,

Thanh you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. He carefully considered your
comments regarding proposed Alternatives C and Gl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for wild yew from federal lands. In response to this change in demand
and to public input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred
alternative for the final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been
clarified to reflect the current situation; the changes made for clarification
are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

You state that there is not an adequate explanation of how yew harvest will
affect its associated mycorrhizal fungi and thus future re-establishment of yew
in those areas: Our discussion of the impacts to mycorrhizae and other
microorganisms is very general due to little or no specific information; these
general conclusions are based on our knowledge of other species and the effects
of activities on them and their associated microorganisms. Residual yew,

present on all sites, should maintain mycorrhizae populations.

You also ask about a seeming conflict with the last sentence on page S-28 and
the last sentence on page S-26: We do not find a conflict between those two
sentences; it may be helpful for you to read the full discussion on Effects to
Biodiversity (page IV-69 of the FEIS) and genetics (page IV-29 of the FEIS).
Alternative Gl was identified as the preferred for several reasons, including
providing the agencies with flexibility to enter both timber sale and
non-timber sale areas, ability to respond quickly to a large increase in

demand, and capability to harvest yew with the greatest amount of economic
efficiency.

Cannfl For the Land end Serving People
PrtntBd on Rocyctod P«po<0
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Again, thank you for your interest in this project and your concern for the
well being of the environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree.
The final Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the
public within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Pacific YewFEIS
Appendix A-1 16



#44 30493

March 1, 1993

Daar Pacific Taw »iS T#a«,

I aw writing In reaponaa to th« Pacific Taw iSTS which I hare Jnat atndlad.
Plrat let aa aay that the prer>ond«ranee of the aridenee In the reoort doea
OT anpport the poreferred altematlwe Ql,

lit. 01 noaea a algnlflcantlj higher riak to the eooayatea. l.e. adla, wildlife,
Tand E apdkeea. Spotted Owl, and the reducing of yaw population connectlTity.
In addition, wore roada would be needed with correapondlng coata to the eeoarstea.
The econoaic riabllitj of wore roada alao would be In doubt, lit. 01 alao lacka
a alnimn TPA prorlalon reducing aeed production aourcea eapeelallr In aparae
population areaa.

I aunoort an alternative that provldea an adequate aupply of raw aaterial for the
treataent of cancer patlenta. Proa Table S-1 jitemative C would provide for
an adequate aupply of &azol. Aa other aourcea of wa^ol becoaa cvailabxs Alternative
P would provide an adequate aupoly of bark.

Recent literature auggeata that a drug alalUar to taxol will aoon be available
froa European yew. Thla aubatance would be extracted froa a larger oart of the
plant and would be aore economical to produce. 1 can foi^see that In lesa than
five yeara Pacific Tow will be leaa dealerable for econoale reaaona.

in atrenary 1 would aupoort a eoabinatlon of Alternative 6 for the next 2-3 yeara
followed by Alternative B as Pacific Tew Is Phased out as a source of taxol.

Mike Lassari #3673
570 Prohaska Road
Prldav Harbor, WA 9P250
206 37P 25U
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United States
OepartJient of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

Mike Lazzari
570 Prohaaka Rd.

Friday Harbor, WA 98250

Dear Mr. Lazzari,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. He received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. He have noted your comments
about Alternatives B and C.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes. Like you, we expect that taxol, or related drugs, will be available
commercially from other sources in the near future.

He hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew Eis Team

Caring For th« Land and Sarving People
PrtfrtBd on RoofClod Popof©
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Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alterrKitlve?_22i^

Why or why not? ^^.^: ^

/

^ L_4 ^—
!*• fc?:itr ?fK»i'-;

I prefer Alternative became:

3:
jl/t:iaAA^A/ .AjU^ 4.r

'' A /f"
^

±
What other comments do you have?

/^ » ^ ,-''T-p'^—‘\.

(Please Print)

Name;

Organization:

.

Address : o^ P^Rp-31.
City: < i~B / Ln c* (7 am.

7^ ^ ID# (from Ubei
) ^

.

/PI'9-~za£^

iA/ Az
State/Province:.

Country:

L i/ /tr-
l! < ^ . Zip Code:.

PKUicYwBS
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Onitad States
Dapartaant of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply Toi 19S0

Date

:

Hilda Skott
Box 68631
Steilacoom, HA 98338

Dear Ms. Skott,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. He received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. He carefully considered your
comments regarding Alternative B.'

In response to your comments about the production of taxol from other yew
species or from commercially produced yew: The purpose of this environmental
impact statement and the accompanying decision is to propose a program of

harvest for Pacific yew from federal lands while there is still a need for

taxol from wild yew. Other methods of production of taxol are beyond the scope
of this document.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer nweds wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

Canng For the Lar>d and Serving People
on AocycM P«p#r
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We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Pacific Yew FEIS
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#46 SO 89

3

Norman Michaels
HC 60 Box 117
Idleyld Park, OR 97447

March 3. 1993

Pacific Yew EIS
USDA Forest Service
PO Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

The following are ay comments regarding the Draft EIS on the management of
Pacific Yew. These comments are given with the understanding that BMS is

apparently able to synthesize Taxol, and therefore the demand for plant material
from Pacific yew will probably be greatly curtailed.

First, your assumption that reforestation of Pacific Yew will not occur with
Alternative A is Incorrect. Pacific Yew has become a public issue in and of
Itself as a component of natural diversity, and it is recognized as a valuable
species for wildlife. The propagation techniques are maturing rapidly, affording
us the opportunity to readily obtEuin seedlings. Because of these factors,
seedlings can be produced economically on a production basis, and there will be
some level of demand for Pacific Yew seedlings to meet a variety of land
management objectives. You need to change your assumption in Alternative A to
recognize that some reforestation of Pacific Yew will occur in the absence of
utilization of Pacific Yew.

Alternative B is the most sensible alternative, you should adopt an alternative
with the theme that harvest of Pacific Yew occurs only in areas which are to have
regeneration harvest activities. Pacific Yew should not be harvested, and it
should be protected, in areas where harvest activities are not designed for
regeneration. This will provide for an orderly regeneration of Pacific Yew, and
will preserve a wide variety of age and size classes throughout the landscape
affected. This will also provide for harvest of plant material for the
production of Taxol if that material continues to be in demand by BMS or other
Interests.

the opportunity to contribute to your process.

Norman Michaels

Pacific Yew FEIS
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United State*
Departaent of
Agriculture

roreat
Service

Pacific
Horthweat
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

Norman Michaels
HC 60 Box 117
Idleyld Park, OR 97447

Dear Mr. Michaels,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternatives A and B. We noted your opinion that
Alternative B is the most sensible alternative.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the PEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

In regard to your comments regarding Alternative A: We acknowledge that yew
will probably be planted regardless of what this EIS allows for Alternative A.

However, Alternative A does not require planting as do the other alternatives,
other than that required by current laws and forest and resource management
plans

.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
Caring For the Land and Serving People

jrT\ PrtntBd on fWcyc*»d P«p*r0

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-1 23



A Public

Involvement

Pete Wilson

Governor

. #47 30893
The Resources Agency

Douglas P. Wheeler

Secretary

of California

California Contetvilion Corps • DepartmenI of Boating A, Waterways • Department of Conservation

Department of Fish A Came s Department of ForesOy A Fire Protection s Department of Paris & Recreation • Department of Water Resources

March 5, 1993

USDA - Forest Service
Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader
Attn: Ms. Sally Campbell
P. O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Dear Ms. Campbell:

The State has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, Pacific Yew, on federal lands, in the State of
California, siibmitted through the Office of Planning and
Research.

We coordinated review of this document with the Integrated
Waste Management, and State Water Resources Control Boards; the
California Coastal, Native American Heritage, and State Lands
Commissions; and the Departments of Boating and Waterways,
Conservation

j
Fish and Game, Food and Agriculture, Forestry and

Fire Protection, Health Services, Parks and Recreation, and
Transportation

.

None of the above-listed reviewers has provided a comment
regarding this proposed project. Consequently, the State will
have no comments or recommendations to offer.

Thank you for providing an opportunity to review this
project.

cc:

Sincerely,

Carol Whiteside
Assistant Secretary,
Intergovernmental Relations

Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

(SCH 93014015)

The Resources Building Sacramento, CA 95814 19161 653-5656 FAX (9161 653-8102

California Coastal Commission • California Tahoe Conservancy • Colorado River Board of California

Ener^ Resources. Conservation Development Commission • San Francisco Bay Conservation Envelopment Commission
Stale Coastal Conservancy • Stale Lands Commission • Stale Reclamation Board

Printed on receded paper
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Stephen J. Posavatz
317* W. Broadway #113

Eugene » OR 97401

#48 b0893
March 1, 1993

Dear Sally: concern for the future of the
I write you to express ity

have a great burden
Yew tree and all it

^’s forests against the health
weighing the health of ^o

^ ^ ^ ^ f^ir compromise
of those stricken with cancer, but i leej. u

irnof;os,e urban based radical enviro^entalist ^tending

- t^rbfeaftrof:i;e;irnc:^^'r^le:e^i
^Jefs wbicb X tbinX ^Xes

my insights both l^gitima^ and unique.
ewwood long bows

First of all I am a bowmaker.
materials I have

and Indian style flat bows.
J" ^ trees over the past twelve

closely inspected thousands of y®
, nature of the yew only a

years. Because of the gnar ®
. ^ wood I have searched in

few trees in a thousand
J ^nges ,

and the klamath mountains,
California; The sierras, the coast ranges^

in Oregon; the siskiyous ^eMue^^^^^^^

“^ngS?'fnfi Svfdoifso.4 -arching in_^ths^rccXy^.ountar^^^ o*

Idaho and Montana. I
^ billet of Canadian yew

r^ruf Lri^arifsLr

“fugh S: IrLft^^h^r^rt
rhere exists

no
timber stand examiner and have worked

extensiSly throughout the National Forests Oregon and Washing-

Tn this caoacity I have developed an understanding of bio

div;rsity, fores*t succ^sion,
^ P^^^°^?2ctiSl , ""sSirquSlit^

implementation of varidfe forest mana^ent practise

taj-iirnif^a habitat, riparian sensitivity# etc*. etc..*

Thirdly I have done both treeplanting and stocking —^vey

‘tSirSiirrE;vrfjsin;d^?2‘jrdinroi'-c;sfu?pj

transplanting
33 3 carpenter and have come to

terms wiS the balance which must exist between the environment

and the need for forest products. ^ Kh-hand “e nee
b3ckground not tc "blow my hern , but

to let ?ou kLw I have been giving this tree careful study for

the^past twelve years and have come to — yew
J The vew does not grow back from the stump. While the y

does oiUn se?;rurrilot sLots after cutting, rarely do cut trees

survive the first s^ers heat._^^^^
very shade tol-

iSf rria?!5^Tfert:d*’2^ ^nf:?frs?rr?

I^IJal as the tree becomes chlorodic turning

overstory removal to a purple/brown as it slow y

exposure in a clear cut.

( 1 )
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3.

) The yew is primarily a riparian tree and should be exempt
from intensive managment and protected as an integral element
of a healthy watershed, especially with the increasing concern
for the salmon. In most of its territory the yew only grows in
drainages and swampy areas. Throughout the western cascades there
runs a belt of yew growth around 4000 feet where it does grow
with out surfice water, but in the majority of its territory it
seldom gets fifty yards from a creek and if it -does it rarely
grows larger than a bush.

4.

) The Yew is an important wildlife forage resourse. It is
very common to find bear scratches in female yew trees as the bears
and many birds feed on the late summer berries . They are quite
edible and are very sweet. Also woodpeckers and flickers frequent
the yew groves to drill small ‘holes which bleed and attract insects
which they feed upon.

5.

) The yew tends to grow in small groves and because of its
dense foliage draping all the way to the ground it creates an
excellent thermal blanket to protect deer and especially elk from
the heat of summer. AS many bowhunters know if you want to find
big game during late summer's bow season stalk the yew thickets
and you will locate whole herds of elk.

6.

) The Yew is incredibly slow growing and long lived. This
is a well known fact, but to illustrate this point a friend of mine
cut a yew in the Rouge National Forest near Medford Oregon which
had 112 growth rings per inch (incredible bow wood)

.

7.

) As spotted owls and marbled murrelets are indicator species
to the integrity and bio-diversity of the oldgrowth ecosystem so
too is the yew tree. Like many vanishing and endangered forbs
the yew is dependent upon the towering old growth douglas fir
canopyvits health protection and survival.

8.

) The yew tree has been shamelessly exploited for a hundred
years by the forest service. Until recently it was considered a
trash tree. Even today on the stand exam data card it is coded
as a #4 (cull tree) . The yew has all but disapp>eared from private
forest as it was extensivly cut for its use as fence posts. Up
until a few years ago many ranger districts sold yew cutting permits
which allowed the user to take forty trees for ten dollars, or
sold the trees for a quarter a piece. In 1986 & 1987 when I bought
these permits I only intended to harvest less than ten trees.
The forest service told me to take all forty and use them for
fire wood. I did not!

9.

) The taxol varies greatly from tree to tree and from area
to area. If the naturally occuring yew was radically exploited
in lieu of future tree plantations such as Weyerhaeuser's Aurora
nursery site, we may find the cultivated taxol inferior. Years ago
the tried to cultivate ginseng in the east and found it very in-

ferior to the wild. In fact the highest price was paid for the

roots from the northern extent of its range up as far as southern
Quebec, and the lowest prices came from the roots growing in it's

most southern reaches in Georgia.

10.

) Taxol has shown the ability to slow down tumor growth,

but there is increasing evidence ( as reported last month on CNN)

that the affects are often only temporary.

11.

) While the yew does not do well cut from the stump, it
does respond well to pruning. It was often planted and used as

a topiary sculpture in formal english gardens during the middle
ages

.

( 2 )
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In conclusion I must admit a long love affair with this tree.

It is so very useful and to look at it you would think it as useless.

It seems obvious to me that the proper management of this resourse

lies in the use of needles. The scientific data suggests that

the needles have one-fifth the potency of the bark. One quarter

of the trees lower foliage could be harvested on a five year

rotation for ever. How can we even consider destroying the

entire tree? The answer lies in understanding the goals and

power of the multi-national pharmaceutical corporations. Recently

congressman Ron Wyden attacked Bristol-Meyer-Squibb as in raking

in an unfair profit on taxol from it's monopoly with the forest

service. Now President Clinton is attacking these corporate giants

for exploiting children's immunizations. These companies have

more power and influence that many large countries. They are only

interested in making the largest profits possible, not in protecting

the environment or the people of the United States. I have heard

recently that Bristol- Meyer is backing off from natural taxol

in favor of the recently discovered synthetic form and with that

news I sigh- a sigh of relief. So please consider the compromise

and offer the pharmaceutical companies all the needles they need,

but protect the yew trees from even us bowmakers

Yours truly

/A1 PA-cX

oa A/oy PsztAmo
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United 8tata>
Departaant of
Agrlcultura

Foraat
Sarrica

Pacific
Rorthwast
Ragion

333 S.W. Pint Avanue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Raply To: 1950

Data I

Stephen J. Poaavatz
317 W. Broadway /113
Eugene, OR 97401

Dear Mr. Poaavatz,

Thank you for your reaponse to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reaponaea from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We appreciated the information
and obaervationa about yew treea.

We noted your auggeation that the proper management of thia reaource liea in

the uae of needlea, not the entire tree. We carefully conaidered an alternative
that would allow harveat of needlea only from the Pacific yew tree. Pleaae aee
page 11-13 of the FEIS for a brief diacuaaion of the reaaona we did not
complete an analyaia of thia alternative.

Aa you are probably aware, Briatol-Myera Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needa wild yew from federal landa. Thia deciaion hae impacted the
demand for federal yew. In reaponae to thia change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B haa been identified aa the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The propoaed action and need atatement haa been clarified to reflect
the current aituation; the changea made for clarification are minor. (See pagee
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop aubetantially , we
do foreaee aome level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal landa

over the next five yeara. A variety of coropaniea or individuala may reqfueat

relatively email quantitiea of yew bark or needlea for reeearch and development
purpoeea

.

We hope theae reaponaea will aatiafy your concerna. We thank you for your
concern for the role that Pacific yew playe in providing habitat for wildlife
and for aharing your obaervationa. Much needa to be learned about the epeciea
and how it functiona in the ecoayeteme of which it ie a part.

Caring For the Land and Serving People
Pnrtt»d FWcyciad P4p#<©
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We will paee your observations along to p>eople such as Charles Bolsinger and

Stanley Scher who have a continuing research interest in the ecological

relationships of Pacific yew. The final Environmental Impact Statement will be

published and available to the public within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

O 0
SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

cc: Charles Bolsinger
Stanley Scher
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#49 30893
Paul Walker

Bureau of Land Management

Eugene District Office

Coast Range Resource Area

2890 Chad Drive

Eugene, OR, 97440

Fcbroary 6, 1993

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EIS Project

P.O Box 3623

Portland, OR, 97208-3623

To Whom It May Concern:

Early last fall, my assignment was to investigate the possibility of establishing genetic reserves Pacific

for Yew within the Coast Range Resource Area. I was also a part of the Eugene District's Yew Inventory team.

Currently, no sites within the Coast Range meet the stated objectives for establishment of genetic reserves.

Several different locales with many Yews do exist. (See the enclosed document). Formerly, these stands had

populations of Yew that would have met the criteria had they survived or regenerated after the timber harvest

Most of these areas correspond with other existing set asides or riparian buffer zones. It is feasible to reestablish

native genetic stock in these tracts. Take cuttings from residual trees, both male and female, for propagation in

nurseries. Then replant the root stock back into their former range. This would insure viable native populations

of Yew. It would also be helpful to identify seed trees for this purpose. This would contribute to the biodiversity

of these sites It will also be useful in the long term stabilization and enhancement of the riparian zones. Another

possibility is expansion of small areas with high concentrations of Yew to insure the survival and differentiation

of gene pools. This could strengthen the species by insuring its genetic diversity and ecosystem functions.

Studying the current and former distribution of Pacific Yew and their gene pools will give us a clearer

understanding of the management techniques necessary to sustain them. In the process, we would better

understand the northwest forest ecosystem as a whole.

The ecosystem management idea and the examination of each species for its pharmaceutical,

environmental, and economic value on a truly sustained yield basis offer exciting prospects for our future. I hope

to have further opportimities to contribute to the Pacific Yew and other ecosystem management projects in the

future

Sincerely,

Paul Walker
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UBitad Statai
DapartMUt of

Forost
Sorrico

Facific
orthwast
Kagiea

333 S.N. First Aranua
F.O. Bos 3«23
Fortland, OK 9720«-3«23

Haply Tot 1950

Data I

Paul Walkar
Buraau of Land Managanant
2890 Chad Oriva
Bugana, OR 97440

Daar Mr. Malkar,

Tbaxik you for your rasponaa to tha Pacific Taw Draft Invironmantal Impact
Statemant. Na racaivad approximataly 90 rasponsas from paopla who raviawad the

draft BIS; v appraciata tha tlma and thought.

As you ara probably awara, Bristol-Myars Squibb Company racantly announcad it

no longar naads wild yaw from fadaral lands. This dacision has impactad the
demand for federal yaw. In response to this change in demand and to public
input, Altarnativa B has bean identified as tha preferred alternative for the
final BIS. Tha proposed action and need atatamant has bean clarified to reflect
tha currant situation; tha changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of tha FBIS.)

Although %«a expect demand for wild Pacific yaw bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee soma level of demand, probably variable, for yew from fadaral lands
over tha next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yaw bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

Thank you for tha information concerning inventory and genetic reserves. We
agree that it %«ould be useful to expand sotall areas with concentrations of yew
to ensure its genetic diversity and ecosystem functions. However, we believe it

t«ould be useful to supplement genetic variation with the addition of trees from
other areas, particularly in small populations (loss than 50).

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of tha
environment, including human lives and tha Pacific yaw tree. Tha final
Bnvironmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLT J. CAKPBBLL
Leader, Pacific Tew BIS Team

Caring For ttw Land arid Sarving Paopla
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#50

Rogue

30993

Group - Sierra Club
814 Hillview Drive
Ashland, OR 97520

. March 5,1993

USDA Forest Service
Pacific Northwest Regional -Office
P.O^ Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

This letter is a response to your request for continents on the
draft Environmental Impact Statement for The Pacific Yew, with
a deadline of March 15, 1993. Now it appears that a massive harvest
of yew bark will not occur at this time, probably that taxol
will be supplied through synthesis.

However, we understand that you will proceed with completion
of a final EIS, and that comments are still welcome. In any case
the draft represents a •great deal of work and will be a valuable
reference source. It does give yew a better standing in the
complex structure of our forests.

Following are comments for your consideration:

1

.

Table on Page 11-34 needs clarification as to the amount
of yew cut in the various logging categories. It shows 50%
harvested in categories "Partial-Cut Sale Units" and "Non-sale
Units", but in the next column it shows "no-minimum" yew left.
Should not 50%, a reasonable figure, be left?

2.

Also the table shows a 100% harvest of yew in "Timber Sale
Units". This strips the forest of all yew , not justified to
get out a resonable amount of yew bark. Much better for balanced
forest production from these areas is to limit the harvest to
50% of the yew. It will then be consistent with the limits on
harvest in the other areas.

3. Also on Page 11-34, there is a reference to "residual green
tree reserves" but no explanation or limits were found in the
text. A reference would be helpful.

4. Page 11-49, Alternatives B thru G2. Contrary to the statement
that, "There would be little or no impact on biodiversity under
each of the action alternatives", of course there will be a
severe impact, especially if 100% of the yew is taken in timber
sale areas. All the more reason to hold the yew cut , anywhere, to
50% or less.

5. Page 11-52. Here it is admitted that yew harvest will have
an adverse effect of the forest ecosystem, but that mitigating

y
RKyOM Paper
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measures will offset. Those measures and their effectiveness
are largely unknown. Much better to elliminate such unduly
hopeful statements, and keep yew harvest to a reasonable
compromise level.

6. If yew bark harvest resumes , every effort should be made to
encourage regrowth from stumps left. This includes leaving not
only 12" of bark on the tree base, as has been done locally,
but increase that to 24".

7. Yew wood has many uses, including use in musical
instruments, archery bows, and small wood items. It has been
valued for centuries for long-life fence posts. If yew wood
becomes available thru the bark program, efforts should be made
to channel it to use, not continue to trash it.

Executive Committee

Cy:Rogue River National Forest, Medford
Bureau of Land Management , Medford District
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

:

Charles Inman
Rogue Group Sierra Club
814 Hillview Drive
Ashland, OR 97520

Dear Mr. Inman,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning the proposed alternatives.

As you are aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it no longer
needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the demand for

federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public input.
Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the final
EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the
current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2

to 1-5 of the FEIS.

)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we

do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

We considered your comments and have the following responses:

1. You asked for clarification of the information in the table on page
11-34 between the 50% column and the "no-minimum" column. We have changed the

"no minimum" to one tree per acre (TPA) to better reflect what we mean. The two

columns represent the maximum that can be harvested on each acre from each

diameter class. (50 percent) and the minimum that must be left (1 TPA). For

example, if there were 50 TPA in a particular diameter class, you could harvest

25 trees and 25 trees would be left; if there were 10 TPA, you could harvest
five and five trees would be left; if there was only 1 TPA, you would not

harvest it - that tree would have to be left to meet the required 1 TPA.

Caring For Ihe Land and Serving People
R«<ycl©c
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2. You suggest that a 100 percent harvest of yew in timber sale units

should be limited to 50 percent to be consistent with the limits on harvest in

the other areas. The Pacific Yew Act requires harvest of yew in timber sale

areas before harvest of other timber resources. Also, one of the reasons that

alternatives were designed to allow harvest of 100 percent of utilizable— sized

yew in timber sale units was to minimize the extremely high costs associated

with trying to protect a portion of the yew on a unit during timber harvest

activities. The mitigating measures for timber sale units (See pages 11-56 to

11-58 of the FEIS) provide protection for yew in green tree reserves and

require post-harvest regeneration. Also, yew stumps will be protected to ensure

stump sprouting.

3. Please see the FEIS page 11-20 for a definition of "residual green tree

reserve." The definition is also in the Glossary.

4. We have noted that you disagree with our conclusions that there would

be little or no impact on biodiversity under each of the action alternatives,

DEIS page 11-49. Please see the discussion of impacts to biodiversity in

Chapter IV, page IV-69 and mitigation measures, page 11-55 of the FEIS.

5. You state that mitigating measures and their effectiveness are largely

unknown. Mitigation measures are based on the best knowledge we have to date,

including research results, field observations by Forest Service and BLM

scientists and land managers, and conclusions drawn from experience and

research with other conifer species.

6. You suggest every effort should be made to encourage regrowth from
stumps and the stump height should be increased from 12 inches to 24 inches.

Stump height is based on recommendations by FS and BLM scientists; research
investigating stump height and sprouting is currently underway. (See Appendix
M, Research). New information may lead to revision in stump height guidelines.

7. In response to your comments regarding the uses of yew wood: Although
the use of the wood is outside the scope of the EIS, it is recognized that it

is the bark harvest program that is making a great deal of yew wood in log form
more accessible. At the beginning of the yew harvest program, it was thought
that the wood might be a valuable source of taxol. After it was determined that
the taxol content of the wood was too low to be of value, peeled logs were
released to those seeking them. Forest yew coordinators have made efforts to
put those wanting the wood in touch with the bark collectors. This has allowed
the logs to be removed from the woods as soon as they are stripped so they can
be treated and cured for use without checking and splitting. Appendix L
discusses the many uses of yew, especially the wood.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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#51 81093

T. 1David Pilz
Pres ident
Native Yew Conservation Council
P.O. Box 2238
Corvallis, OR 97339

Phone: (503) 491-3950
Fax: (503) 491-3975

March 7, 1993

Sally Campbell
Team Leader
Pacific Yew EIS Team
USDA Forest Service
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Dear Sally Campbell and EIS Team Members,

This is the input of the Native Yew Conservation Council
(NYCC) to the Public Response Period ending March 15, 1993 for the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on Pacific Yew.

I wish to personally compliment the Pacific Yew EIS team for
a truly impressive effort compiling a comprehensive document for
management of Pacific yews on federal lands in the Pacific
Northwest. I understand many of the constraints and limitations
which were imposed on your task, and I feel you did a marvelous job
within those constraints. Please consider my critique accordingly,
and do what you can to address our concerns.

I am writing this letter as president of NYCC, but the main
points were decided by the board of NYCC after our last public
meeting, January 30, 1993. Originally this response would have
been a detailed critique of all aspects of the DEIS. In light of
Bristol-Myers Squibb's (BMS) decision not to harvest bark from yew
trees outside of timber sale units, this response will not be as
detailed as originally intended. Perhaps that is appropriate,
because it allows us to concentrate our comments on what we
consider the vitally important issues.

We recommend three major changes in the EIS.

First, the EIS is wholly inadequate without a thorough
discussion of how the FDA's decisions about drug sources affect the
environment, and alternative potential actions on their part which
would avoid an irretrievable commitment of national biological
resources. Specifically, the FDA needs to discuss in this document
the alternative of utilizing only needles as a source of taxol.

Pacific Yew FEIS
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rather than felling old yew trees and stripping
:

In this document, the FDA leaves yew tree ^

levels up to the USDA Forest Service (USFS) and USDI Bureau of Land

Management (BLM). Those agencies in turn claim that they can

presently only harvest bark because of FDA requirements for Good

Manufacturing Practices" and consistent "Impur ity Prof iles -These

circuitous assertions remind me of Lewis Carroll s logic. The EIS

should adopt an alternative which considers the activities

all three agencies can pursue in cooperation to bring

realistic and sustainable needle harvest for taxol production. The

NYCC strongly suggested needle-onlv harvests during the period for

public input on issues and concerns. This recommendation was

hardly given a sentence in the section on "Alternatives which were

considered but eliminated from further study", let alone seriously

considered

!

Second, in light of Bristol-Myers Squibb's decision not to

request yew bark this year, NYCC has decided to propose an

alternative "Y". Key features of this new alternative are as

follows

.

1. There should be no further planned bark harvests, and no

further cutting of yew trees for bark harvest.

2. Under all federal land management plans, and under this EIS,

yew trees should receive maximum (full) protection from

detrimental effects of forest management activities (i.e.

timber harvests, slash burning, etc.) in order to preserve

future biomass production potential in the event that demand

exceeds supply, or that taxanes prove more useful than

anticipated, or that yews and associated organisms develop

other recognized values. This means that where clearcut

harvesting is still practiced, the resident yew trees should

not only be left unharvested, but also protected from timber

harvesting and regeneration activities. This protection would

best be accomplished with silvicultural systems which utilize

selective harvesting.

3. If, on a site-specific basis, other resource management

activities (such as road building) will unavoidably destroy

yew trees, all parts of the irrevocably sacrificed trees

should be retrieved, and made available on a competitive basis

to any commercial concern which wishes to utilize the

material

.

4 . If commercial demand exceeds the availability of yew biomass

in item c., above, then only sustainable needle harvest

should be allowed from federal lands. Needle harvest should

be encouraged from shrubby yews rather than tree-form yews.
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Third, all of the alternatives in. the DEIS should emphasize
regeneration more strongly. A very appropriate mitigation measure
for the yew bark harvesting which has already occurred, would be to
reintroduce yew seedlings into much of their former range where
forest management activities for timber harvest have previously
eliminated them. Attempts by the USES and BLM to institute
"ecosystem management" would be enhanced by this activity as well.

The harvest of taxanes from "native" or "wild" yews is
unlikely to end this decade, even if further bark harvests are not
currently planned by BMS on federal forest lands. Harvests of yew
biomass will undoubtedly continue on state lands, private lands,
and overseas, especially in the Himalayan mountains. This EIS can,
through its information and example, contribute significantly to
wise utilization of yew resources elsewhere. It can also serve as
a valuable precedent for appropriately managing unanticipated
resource values derived from native forests. It would do so by
emphasizing the value of preserving biodiversity, by discouraging
single resource extraction, and by encouraging sustainable forest
employment. We challenge our federal agencies to actively work
towards these goals.

Thank you for your consideration.

Davia Fiiz
President
Native Yew Conservation Council

Copies to:

NYCC Board Members
Senators Mark Hatfield and Bob Packwood
Representatives Ron Wyden, Mike Kopetski, and Peter DeFazio
Kent Ttes idder/BLM
Diane DeFuria/BMS
Doug Heiken
Wendell Wood/ONRC
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

:

David Pilz
President, Native Yew Conservation Council

PO Box 2238
Corvallis, OR 97339

Dear Dave and Members of the NYCC,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and the compliments. We received approximately 90 responses from
people who reviewed the draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought that went
into this review. We carefully considered your recommendations for three major
changes in the EIS.

First, you state the EIS is "wholly inadequate without a thorough discussion of
how the FDA's decisions about drug sources affect the environment, and
alternative potential actions on their part which would avoid an irretrievable
commitment of national biological resources." The impact of FDA's decisions
about drug sources is outside the scope of this EIS.

Within your first statement you suggest a needle-only harvest. In the FEIS we
added a "harvest needles only" alternative that we considered but did not
analyze completely. Each of the proposed alternatives, except Alternative A,

would allow for needle harvest. Please see page 11-13 in the FEIS for a

discussion of this alternative and why it was not analyzed in detail.

Second, in light of Bristol-Myers Squibb' s decision not to request yew bark
this year, you propose an alternative "Y." As you are aware, Bristol-Myers
Squibb Company recently announced it no longer needs wild yew from federal
lands. This decision has impacted the demand for federal yew. In response to
this change in demand and to public input. Alternative B has been identified as
the preferred alternative for the final EIS. The proposed action and need
statement have been clarified to reflect the current situation; the changes
made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Your proposed Alternative "Y" calls for no further planned bark harvests,
maximum protection for yew trees from detrimental effects of forest management,
*^®trieving yew that would be destroyed by other activities, and a sustainable
needle harvest. We find that many elements you proposed can be found in several
of the alternatives considered in this EIS.

The first point, to plan no further bark harvest and no further cutting of yew
bark harvest is similar to Alternative A, the no action alternative

included in the FEIS.

Caring For the Lar^d and Serving People
Pnot«3 or
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In response to the second point, full protection for the yew from detrimental
effects of forest management activities in order to preserve future biomass
production potential: Currently, all alternatives (except Alternative A)

require that some yew be retained in the green tree reserve; that yew smaller
than utilization standards not be harvested; that as many residual trees,
seedlings and stumps be protected as possible and practical during timber
harvest; and that yew be replanted if necessary (see Mitigation Measures, 11-55
in the FEIS )

.

The third point is to use any yew that would otherwise be destroyed: All
proposed alternatives in this EIS, except Alternative A, include the harvest of
yew bark from areas where it would otherwise be destroyed. The definition of
timber sale units has been revised slightly to include areas of road building,
construction, prescribed fire, or similar activities to allow for harvest of
yew where it would otherwise be destroyed.

The fourth point states that if demand exceeds availability of yew biomass
available from areas where yew will otherwise be destroyed, that only
sustainable needle harvest should be allowed: As we mentioned above, we
considered a "harvest needles only" alternative, but did not analyze it in

detail. Please see the FEIS page II-I3.

Third, you suggest the EIS should emphasize regeneration more strongly.
Mitigation measures for timber sale units require protection of residual
regeneration as well as planting to achieve pre-harvest yew densities.
Reintroduction of yew into areas where it has been previously eliminated was
not addressed in this EIS; forest and resource management plane will address
questions of long-term management of species such as Pacific yew.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. Our team has

enjoyed working with the Native Yew Conservation Council. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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® UQited States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

#52 J. 2. 9 3 Umpqua National Forest
PO Box 1008
Roseburg, OR 97^70
(503) 672-6601

REPLY TO: 2160/5150 March 10, 1993

SUBJECT: Yew DEIS

TO: Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader

Thank you for the chance to cocment on this important issue facing Federal land

managers in the West. I am currently the Umpqua National Forest Fuels
Specialist and have been actively involved in resource management throughout the

Pacific yew range for 23 years. With the recent announcement of the reduced

need for naturally produced taxol and the success in the early achievement of
synthesized taxol, I strongly recornuend the adoption of Alternative A.

Because of the Pacific yew's highly variable range of environmental settings,
let's let local resource managers manage through local resource plans. However,
if Alternative B through G2 should be selected, I have several concerns with
mitigation measures in timber sale units in regards to site preparation with
prescribed fire. The way these measures are currently written do not recognize
the importance fire has played in some of the yew's natural range and the
tradeoffs to other resource concerns that a reduction of prescribed fire will
cause.

Pacific yew is quite common here on the Umpqua, even on old harvest units that
were high intensity burns with no yew planting. Frequent fire has played an
important role in its survival and establishment, otherwise it would not exist
to the extent it exists today. The mitigation measures place too much emphasis
on stunp protection from prescribed fire when prescribed fire may actually
promote seedling germination. Your own references in the DEIS from Betlejewski
(1991) show a 90X yew survival rate in Southern Oregon following prescribed
fires. The DEIS also states that "fire is a natural part of the ecosystem and
is not inconsistent with yew management" yet goes on to severely hamper its use
in the mitigation measures. I strongly support continued research on the
effects of fire on Pacific yew.

Let's place less en?>hasis on the interim protection measure of protection
of stumps from prescribed fire and focus more on the most important item of
re-establishment of yew at preharvest levels at or near its natural rate of
establishment. I suggest that Mitigation Measure #1 under "Tree Form Yew" and
the specific "site preparation treatments" be drc^ped and changed to: "When
examining fuel treatment alternatives for hazard reduction, site preparation,
or other management objectives that treatment alternatives consider the full
range of treatment alternatives (including no treatment) and how that treatment

Canng for the Land and Serving Peopfe

FS-6200-28 (7-82)
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would affect yew survival and establishment. VIhen prescribed fire is used, cool
burning prescriptions will be executed that maintains duff and limit mineral
soil exposure."

DARYL D. GRENZ
Forest Fuels Specialist

Canng (or the Land and Serving People

FS^200-28 (7-82)
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

:

Daryl D. Grenz
Umpqua National Forest
PO Box 1008
Roseburg, OR 97470

Dear Mr. Grenz,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternative A and suggesting changes to the mitigating
measures for Alternatives B through G2 that would emphasize the importance of

fire to yew and the ecosystem.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In resp>onse to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In response to your comments regarding mitigation measures; the mitigation
section of concern to you has been revised slightly to emphasize that, although
the site treatment options are listed in the general order of their impact on
Pacific yew, the final choice of treatment will depend on site analysis and any
new research results (see the FEIS page 11-57). The intent of these measures is
to give managers the flexibility to use a method that will be most compatible
with achieving all their resource objectives for a particular site.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For the Land and Serving People
f*nm>d on Rocydod Ptpmt0
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#53 31193
1553 Brookvale Drive #1
San Jose, CA 95129
March 9, 1993

DSDA Forest Service
Pacific Northwest Regional Office
333 SW First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

PACIFIC YEW DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

I 2un %nriting to urge that Alternative D be selected for the Pacific Yew

Final EIS.

Alternative D is the alternative from aunong those (D, F, G1 , G2) that

will "... satisfy the future production capacity of 200 Xilogrzuns of

taixol" (Pacific Yew DEIS, IV-118) that will be the least stressful

to the forest ecosystem and its inhabitant species, such as the north-

ern spotted owl

.

Retention of a minimum of five trees per acre (TPA) will help to pro-

mote regeneration and to maintain species connectivity. Alternatives

proposing no miniimim TPA are unnecessarily severe in view of the pro-

jection (cited above) that future taucol production needs can be met

with Alternative D. Furthermore, the added protection of Alternatives

F, G1 , and G2 against no bark being available from other (i.e., pri-

vate) sources is overly conservative.

Very truly yours.

Edward M. Smith
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333 S.W. First Aroaua
P.O. Box 3C33
Portland, OK f7308-3C23

Kaplj Tot 1950

Datat

Bdward M. Smith
1553 Brookvalo Dr. #1
San Joss, CA 95129

Dear Mr. Smith,

Thank you for your rssponso to tho Pacific Tow Draft Bnvironmsntal laipact

Statomant. Wo rscsivod approximataly 90 rasponsas from paopla who roviawad tha

draft BIS; wa appraciata tha tima and thought. Wa carafully considarod your
coomants concoming Altamativa D.

As you ara probably awara, Bristol-Myars Squibb Company racantly announcad it

no longar naads wild yaw from fadaral lands. This dacision has impactad tha
damand for fadaral yaw. In rasponso to this changa in damand and to public
input, Altamativa B has baan idantifiad as tho prafarrad altamativa for tha
final BIS. Tha proposad action and naad statomant has baan clarifiad to rafloct
tha currant situation; tha changas mada for clarification ara minor. (Saa pagas
Z-2 to Z-5 of tho PBZS).

Although wa axpact damand for wild Pacific yaw bark to drop substantially, we
do forasaa soma lavol of damand, probably variabla, for yaw from fadaral lands
ovar tha naxt fiva yaars. A variaty of companias or individuals may raquost
ralativaly small quantitias of yaw bark or noadlas for rasaarch and dovalopmant
purposao.

Na hops thasa rasponsas will satisfy your concams. Thank you again for your
intarast in this projact and your concam for tha wall baing of tha
onvironmont, including human livos and tho Pacific yaw troa. Tha final
Bnvironmantal Impact Statomant will ba publishad and availablo to tho public
within tha naxt fow waaks.

Sincoraly,

BALLY J. CAMPBBLL
Laadar, Pacific Tow BIS Tsi

Caring For th« Land artd Sarving Paople
S©
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

:

Kristin Conrad and Anthony Antovi'lle

PO Box 898
Areata, CA 95521

Dear Ms. Conrad and Mr. Antoville,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your

comments concerning the proposed alternatives.

As you noted. Alternative C does not provide the highest degree of protection

of Pacific yew and the ecosystem. We have corrected the FEIS to show that

Alternative B gives the greatest amount of protection (See page 11-23 of the

FEIS)

.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Coring For the Land and Serving People

©
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#55AMERICAN
FOREST &
PAPER
ASSOCIATION

5 -:

March 8, 1993

Mr. John Lowe
USDA Forest Service

333 SW First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Dear Mr. Lowe:

The Americein Forest & Paper Association (AFPA)^ is pleased to provide comment on
the Pacific yew draft environmental impact statement (DEIS). AFPA is the national

trade association of the forest, pulp, paper, paperboard, and wood products industry.

AFPA represents member companies engaged in the growing, harvesting, and processing

of wood and wood fiber, and the manufacture of pulp, paper and paperboard products

from both virgin and recycled fiber, as well as solid wood products. AFPA represents a

segment of industry which accounts for over 7% of the total U.S. manufacturing output.

Many of our members hold federal timber sale contracts currently being utilized to

provide Pacific yew bark.

GENERAL COMMENTS

AFPA strongly supports taxol collection efforts and it is our desire to see taxol made
available to all who need it. There can be no greater concern. Given the extreme

importance of this forest product, and its availability on public lands, any legitimate

request for taxol should not go unanswered. Anyone suffering from cancer and in need

of treatment would no doubt hold the same belief.

Despite the recent announcement that no taxol will be harvested from public lands in

1993, owl conservation areas, wilderness areas, research natural areas, and other

special management areas designated in the forest plan should all be considered as a

potential source of taxol. Although the obstacles to enter these areas may be

formidable, we were disappointed that these areas were not even considered in the

analysis. The slack demand for taxol from public lands in 1993 could turn out to be a

temporary anomaly. Many unforseen events could occur that would renew taxol

demand from public lands. Therefore, a full r2inge of alternatives should be examined.

' As of January 1, 1993, The National Forest Products Association, the American Paper Institute, and

the American Forests Council merged to become the American Forest and Paper Association.

1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. Second Root, Washington, D C. 20036
Ftione: 202-463-2700 Fax: 202-463-2785
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A new alternative, G3, should be created to address the opportunities for, and effects of,

entry into these areas, and provide guidance for proceeding to secure taxol from these

areas. This alternative should also include all the other components of alternative G2.

ECONOMICS

Page 11-54 of the DEIS states that for alternatives B through G2, "increased protection

of yew in timber sale areas increases commercial harvesting costs resulting in slight

decreases in stumpage values received by the federal government." To what extent will

harvesting costs increase? What extra measures will be required of timber purchasers?

Most timber operators will gladly coordinate euid cooperate with yew harvest efforts,

but purchasers of federal timber should not be saddled with extra work that should be

required of the yew harvester. It may require extra coordination, but the regular timber

sale program should not "pay" for yew harvesting costs that should be borne by the yew
program. How will the measures be adjusted if demand for public soxirces of yew
disappear?

MITIGATION MEASURES: GENETIC RESERVES

The amount of genetic reserve areas prescribed for alternatives C through G2 appear to

be excessive.

Genetic reserves in timber producing areas are not needed for the following reasons:

1) With all the lands set aside within the BLM and the National Forest System,

there should be no need to create yet another category of reser.'ed kinds.

2) Pacific yew is a sprouting species which will retain genetic material on the site.

3) Reforestation efforts will be pursued following harvest, maintaining a genetic

4)

Since Bristol-Myers Squibb has announced they do not intend to harvest yew
from federal lands in 1993, the assumptions of anticipated demand for taxol in

the DEIS are no longer valid. With reduced demand and less harvesting than

anticipated, there is even less need and no justification for establishing genetic

reserves.

mix.

Pacific Yew FEIS
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Mr. John Lowe
March 8, 1993
Page 3

5) Statements in chapter IV, pages 4 and 5 emphasize that timber harvest will not

completely remove Pacific yew, and that yew will be regenerated and protected

as a recognized tree species under forest and resource management plans. These
statements support the argument against the need for genetic reserves.

All these factors combined will assure that no irreversible or irretrievable adverse effects

to the genetic resource will occur even without the establishment of genetic reserves.

PERCEPTIONS

On page Ill-lOO of the DEIS, in the discussion on "perceptions", we agree with the

statement: "residents of metropolitan areas whose livelihoods are not directly or

noticeably linked to the extraction of natural resources are more commonly viewed as

favoring environmental concerns." We do not agree with the statement

"Environmentalists are concerned about their neighbor’s jobs". This has not been our

experience and we would like to see your evidence supporting this conclusion. We do,

however, agree with the statement "mill workers are frequently among the first to note

their concern for the environment." People dependent on their livelihood from the

forests recognize the need to conserve and use the resource wisely.

PACIFIC YEW HARVEST AND TIMBER HARVEST (PAGE rV-110~)

The DEIS predicts that "Pacific yew harvest may delay timber harvest if the yew is not

harvested first in a timely manner." We have several concerns. Much of the taxol will

be derived from areas under contract to timber purchasers. Purchasers operate xinder

specific contractual requirements and could be financially damaged if operations are

delayed. Because of various environmental concerns, many timber sale contracts

require harvesting operations to be condensed into a very short operating season,

sometimes only several weeks in a calendar year. Most timber sale contracts require

midpoint and periodic payments whether or not timber is harvested. If purchasers are

not able to operate during these short operating seasons, they will be financially

damaged.

The timber industry realizes the importance of the need for taxol and will cooperate

with efforts to ensure its timely collection, but the rights of timber sale contract holders

must be protected. In developing new timber sale contracts, the collection of Pacific

yew bark should be scheduled before the timber sale is advertised.
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SUMMARY

Taxol from the Pacific yew is a forest product valuable to society. The American Forest

& Paper Association strongly supports efforts to collect taxol from public lands. We see

no need to set aside more public lands in the form of genetic reserves. Many other

factors will ensure long term supply, availability, and protection of the genetic resource.

Many of our members hold timber sale contracts on areas from which taxol is collected.

Altliough titere is some potential for conflicts between yew harv'esters and timber

harvesters, we feel these problems can be minimized with good planning on the part of

the government, and we expect timber purchasers will cooperate.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue.

Sincerely yours.

Thomas P. Hoffman
National Manager,

Federal Timber Sales Program
American Forest & Paper Association

Pacific Yew FEIS
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Thomaa P. Hoffman
American Forest 6 Paper Association
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Dear Hr. Hoffman,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We studied all the comments and
made several changes in the final EIS.

In response to your suggestion that Owl Conservation Areas, wilderness areas.
Research Natural Areas, and other special management areas should be designated
for yew harvest, despite the recent announcement that no taxol will be
harvested from public lands in 1993: We considered your proposal to create
another alternative, C3, that would allow yew harvest for taxol in lands set
aside for the management of owls, wilderness, and natural areas, but did not
include it as a proposed alternative in the FEIS. Yew harvest in wilderness.
Research Natural Areas, and other special management areas was considered, but
dropped from further consideration for reasons documented in the DEIS (see

pages II-9 and 11-12 of the FEIS). We analyzed yew harvest impacts in Owl
Conservation Areas as a paz^ of Alternative G2

.

We find the range of alternatives broad enough to allow for the future need for

taxol without entering these areas and remains reasonable within the scope of

the proposed action (see pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS). The alternatives range
from no harvest of yew to harvesting over five million pounds of bark a year.

This range allows for response to a wide range of demand levels.

In response to your comment regarding page 11-54 of the DEIS and your questions
as to what extent harvesting costs will increase and what extra measures will
be required of timber purchasers: We are unable to calculate exact increases in

harvesting costs. The following will be required from timber sale purchasers:

To the extent that the requirements of the Pacific Yew Act are still binding,

preharvesting of yew in timber sales is required. This can be accomplished
prior to the sale; just prior to logging; or concurrent with logging. Recent
efforts to harvest yew have concentrated on previously sold timber sale unite.

In the future, there should be minimal conflicts if yew can be successfully
removed prior to selling the timber. We clarified the cumulative effects on

stumpage values to show that the biggest cost increase will be from site
preparation and fuel reduction. There should be only a minimal increase in cost

to the timber sale operator.

Cahng For the Land and Serving People
PrtntBd on R»crc*»a Pftf
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In reeponse to your comment that the amount of genetic reserve areas prescribed

for Alternatives C through G2 appears to be excessive: The genetic

characteristics of Pacific yew are different from other conifers; there is more
population differentiation and populations are all somewhat unique. Many small

reserves offer replication in case of fire and theft and assure maintaining the

variation between populations (see page III-33 of the FEIS). You're right,

Pacific yew is a sprouting sp>ecies, but we are also concerned about mating,
seed production, and genetic variation in future populations. Genetic reserves
will only be established where yew harvesting occurs outside of timber sale
units.

We noted your responses to social p>erceptione on page Ill-lOO of the DEIS and
your rec[ueet for evidence supporting the conclusion that "Environmentalists are
concerned about their neighbor's jobs."

You state the rights of timber sale contract holders must be protected and
collection of Pacific yew bark should be scheduled before the timber sale is

advertised: According to the Pacific Yew Act of 1992, Pacific yew will be
harvested before other species are harvested in a timber sale unit.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Pacific Yew FEIS
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#56 31293

Sierra Club

Oregon Chapter

12 March. 1993

To: Sally Campbell

Pacific Yew EIS Leader

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Northwest Reigon

333 SW First Avenue

PO Box 3623

Portland. Oregon 97208

RE: Comments on the Pacific Yew Draft Enviromental Impact Statment

In order to insure the continued viability of the Pacific Yew as a species a plan that balances

human demands for taxol production with the need to preserve the last remaining yew populations in

the Pacific Northwest needs to be developed. Bristol-Myers' recently announced decision to

discontinue the hard est of yew trees during 1993 because of the rapid progress made in producing a

synthetic form of the drug does not negate the need for an environmental impact statement, as stated

by the U. S. Forest Service, but signals the need for a redirection in focus. Bristol-Myers

announcement radically impacts the purpose and need for this Environmental Impact Statement and

should cause a reassessment of the scope of the project.

Despite Bnstol-Myers' announcement, the Forest Ser\’ice is proceeding with bark stripping

outside of already scheduled timber sale areas, an action currently being appealed by the Oregon

Natural Resources Council. Before harvesting continues, the U.S. Forest Services needs to develop

policies that take into consideration new yew collection and taxol producing technologies.

Undoubtedly even though Bristol-Myers claims to no longer need to harvest yew trees, there will be

other parties interested in obtaining yew bark and/or needles and twigs. This makes it imperative that

a plan be implemented which will preserve the remaining yew population and insure its continuation

as a species while meeting ongoing human demands for taxol. This plan should also fully analyze an

alternative that will sustain annual yew biomass collection in the ancient forests of the Pacific

Northwest. The Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club thus supports the creation of a plan that would:

• Limit har\’esting to 50% of yew in timber sale units only. A plan should be adopted that

would utilize yew that might otherwise be wasted and would result in the least negative impact on the

health of the forest and threatened and endangered species.

• Provide for sustained yield in accordance with the National Forest Management Act.

• Include a provision for the protection of significant concentrations of yew discovered on any

pubUc forest land. Clearcutting of these areas should be prohibited and only very selective logging

allowed.

• Ban all slash, pile, and broadcast burning in forested areas that contain yew trees; burning

Pacific Yew FEIS
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not only destroys the bark of leftover trees but prevents stumps from sprouting.

• Include provisions for maintaining genetic diversity of the yew. In order to ensure that the

genetic diversity of the species is maintained, the Sierra Club would support a provision that

provides for the establishment of genetic diversity areas in har\’est zones to protect the gene pool and

maintain connectivity between yew populations throughout the landscape.

• Provide for a more precise inventory to be made of existing yew populations of harvestable

size in order to plan accurately for future maintenance of the species.

• Include provisions to discourage illegal theft of yew bark. The EIS states that while 825,000

pounds were harvested legally during 1991, 300,000 pounds were illegally stolen during the same

period. A stronger penally and/or deterrence for theft than is currently being imposed is clearly

needed.

• Offer incentives for research into development of taxol through ahemative sources such as

s>mthesis, cell culture, nursery’ propagation, heartwood extraction, selective pruning, and needle

extraction, all of which would reduce the negative impact of yew harvesting on the forest populations.

The Sierra Club feels that alternatives to bark harv'estii^ that will aid in the production of taxol should

be explored as well. Collectors with the capabihty to obtain taxol from yew needs and branches

should be given priority over collectors who only utilize the bark. Companies that can extract other

taxanes or analogues of taxol necessary for partial synthesis should be given priority over those who
are unable to process taxol from the entire tree or only have the capability to process the bark.

• Continue to make yew available to those who can make use of the wood in small quantities

for the crafting of bows, music instruments, and similar hems. Yew should not be harvested

specifically for fence posts.

• Create jobs as a bv'product of necessaiy yew harvest instead of creating jobs by harvesting

yew.

The Sierra Club envisions a final EIS that gives particular emphasis to the careful management

and protection of the Pacific Yew and its genetic diversity. The Pacific Yew has spiritual, cultural, and

historical value that should be respected and balanced with its taxane virtues. It is estimated that yew
trees have dwelled on this continent for 100 to 200 million years. The yew's medicinal and spiritual

value was recognized long ago by Native Americans who revered the tree as a source of strength and

renewal. Since white men invaded the Pacific Northwest, however, 95% of the yew population has

been eliminated. Many of the remaining trees are found in old growth forests, whose future is also

uncertain. With the discovery of the medicinal value of taxol, the rem aining 5% of the yew-

population, and thus the species itself, has come under the threat of extinction.

The presence of the yew- is an indication of the state of health of the entire forest ecosystem.

Yew trees are an important source of winter food for herbivores such as elk, moose, and deer as well

as seed-eating birds and squirrels; they provide canopy for invertebrates and roosting habitat for

spotted owls and other birds. The yew's root system provides habitat for soil anthropoids such as

beetles, crickets, and mites, and assures a symbiotic relationship with beneficial fungi. The Sierra Club

supports a plan would guarantee taxol production but would ^so include provisions that would
protect the viability of the yew species as it occurs in nature.

Questions about, or responses to, these comments should be addressed to:

Susanne Carter,

Yew Project Leader

Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter

141 3 SE Hawihom Bldv.

Portland, Oregon 97214
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United States
Depsrtaant of
Agriculture

Forest
Sarrlce

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

Suaanne Carter,
Yew Project Leader
Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter
1413 SE Hawthorne Blvd.
Portland, OR 97214

Dear Me. Carter,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. After reviewing all the
comments, we made several changes in the final Environmental Impact Statement.

We will try to answer some of your concerns about the balances we need to
strike between the human demands for taxol and the need to preserve yew
populations in the Pacific Northwest.

In response to your comment that Bristol-Myers Squibb 's recent decision to use
other sources rather than yew from federal lands does not negate the need for

an environmental impact statement: We agree. We find the original proposed
purpose and need statement still valid; only the magnitude of the proposed
action has changed. We clarified the proposed action and need statement to
reflect the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor.
(See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

In regard to your comment that the Forest Service is proceeding with bark
stripping outside of already scheduled timber sale areas: Although several
environmental assessments were prepared for this possibility, yew is not being
harvested outside timber sale areas. During the 1993 bark harvesting season,
yew will only be harvested where it would otherwise be destroyed in timber sale

unite and from sale areas not completed last year; this harvest allows federal
agencies to comply with the Pacific Yew Act of 1992.

In response to your comment that it is "imperative that a plan be implemented
which will preserve the remaining yew population and insure its continuation as

a species while meeting ongoing human demands for taxol:* We agree. All of the

alternatives, except Alternative A, contain provisions for minimizing the
adverse effects from timber harvest and yaw harvest (see pages 11-23 to 11-38

of the FEIS). The mitigation measures (see pages 11-55 to 11-66 of the FEIS)

are also designed to ensure the continuation of yew as a species. Both the

alternatives and the mitigating measures are fashioned very closely after 'An

Interim Guide to the Conservation and Management of Pacific Yew," as revised

April 1993; it was developed to ensure sustainability of the species.

Caring For trie Land and Serving People
Pnntad or>
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We have noted your suggeetion to llinit harveeting to 50 percent of yew in

timber sale units only; Currently, all alternatives (except Alternative A)

require that some yew be retained in the green tree reserve; that yew smaller

than utilization standards not be harvested; and that as many residual trees,

seedlings and stumps be protected as possible and practical during timber

harvest. See the mitigation measures for Alternative B. (See page 11-55 of the

FEIS.) All alternatives meet sustained yield as defined by NFMA and the

Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960.

You suggest a provision for the protection of significant concentrations of yew

discovered on any public forest land: Please see pages 11—56 and 11—61 of the

FEIS.

We have also noted your suggestion that all slash, pile, and broadcast burning

be banned in forested areas that contain yew trees: The mitigation measures

(page 11-55 of the FEIS) provide options for site preparation methods to

minimize damage to yew by burning.

In regard to your suggestion that we include provisions for maintaining genetic

diversity of the yew: The genetic reserve areas that are required as part of

Alternatives C through G2 are designed to maintain the genetic diversity of

yew. (Please see FEIS, Chapter II, Description of Alternatives and Mitigation
Measures .

)

Yew will be inventoried during site-specific planning for future yew harvest
should it occur. Also, Pacific yew is currently included as one of the tallied
species in region-wide resource inventories.

As to the problem of theft: Theft of yew trees or bar)( is covered under theft
of government property statutes. Federal agencies have increased monitoring
patrols in areas of yew concentration and where there is evidence of yew bark
theft. After strict accountability standards for the collection of yew bark
were implemented in 1992, bark theft decreased dramatically.

Many researchers are studying alternative methods of producing taxol. This EIS
is limited to analyzing the effects of harvesting yew material for the
production of taxol.

In response to several suggestions, including yours, we included a proposal for
an alternative that would allow for the harvest of yew needles only, but we did
not carry out a complete analysis of the impacts of this proposal. Please see
the FEIS page 11-13 for a description of this proposal and the reasons why we
did not fully develop it. Each of the proposed alternatives allows for the
collection of needles, should there be a need for them.

Yew will continue to be available to woodworkers and for cultural and religious
purposes

.

In regard to your concern eU>out the threat of extinction and the viability of
the yew; The system of genetic reserves is designed to maintain many
representative gene pools of the species in a natural state. Further protection
is afforded by riparian corridors, administratively withdrawn areas such as
wildernesses and owl habitat areas, and the resprouting characteristics of the
species.

We recognize that yew can provide important habitat components for wildlife
(FEIS pages III-73 to III-85). Most of the alternatives present a low risk of
affecting species that use Pacific yew (FEIS pages IV-82 to IV-86, Appendix J).
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We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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#57 31293

Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alternative?

Why or why not? to shfctLVj

I prefer AlterrKitive because:

What other comme>its do you have?

(P^se Print)

Name:— ID# (from label)

Organization: ln/3ttvi<iu ol(

Addr^: p-Q iSoy /OoJI

aty: 'TrucWtt.

Stote/Province: CA Zip Code:

Country:_lLi4

^eoific YcwElS
Dr«fl
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Do yoi «fre< witfc the preferred alter—d^t NO
Whj or whj ootT

This ahenutive cxmld create "overharvestiqg" ofPacific yew
,
orverabondance ofbari/taxol

,
and it doesa't

|vt)teatbePacific
3
^aodit'seirvironinefltwelleiKiQgh. I statemy reasons in the question below.

IpreferAltematiee D hecaie:

This ahemative satisfiestbeneedfortbeafflonaiof bark needed, and hhaslessimpaa on the Pacificyew

eovironmest Forexampie, aheniativeDwillpfxivide9.2hto 14.72millionponndsofbarkaaniialJy. The

DEIS states2,000,000 pounds will make 130kilogramsoftaxol which will be enough for 65,000 cancer

patients. Fortbermore, each year21,000women are diagnosed with Ofvarian cancer. This leaves 44,000

people with other related cancerstobetremed. AhemativeD would make the prodoctionfourtimesto seven

timesthu amount . Whereas
,
the preferred alternative(G 1 )would be double the highest amount ofalternative

D. In addition. Environmental Ccnseqoencesp. FV-I IS states, 'AlternativesD through G2 satisfy the fncnre

prodT>ctionaq)acityof200kilpgram$oftaxal...' How much taxoi do we need annually?

I feel the preferred alternative couldcreate wanton orrampantharvestingofPadficyew. AlternativeD will

require 50% per diameter dass or five trees per acre in partial cat sale units. These leave trees will add to

genetic and structural diversity, canopy cover, more mature trees, roasting sites, eu. Forexample.

Environmental Consequences section (referring to Alt. D)p. FV-35 states, ‘Leaving five treesperacrein each

size dass assures minimum population is left for pcflendi^tersal arid gene migration.' In addition. pIV-45

(same section) states. 'Ahematives that leave a higherproportion of standing trees verses stumps would

probably bavemoreregenerationfdlowing fire.' It protects "unique' individuals that might be in 'marginal"

stands. For example. Issues, Alternatives, and Comparisons(refening toAlt. F, Gl.and G2)p. 11-46 states

This would have a greater effect in more ^wrse areas where there may not be adequate numbers of sexually

mature trees left following harvest as potential seed producers." In areas ofTimber Sale
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(TS)offlUwb«t«lniadred percent oC the yew will be hwested, I sresstiie importance ofgenetic reserves

besides stream ‘buffers* and conserytfiao areas. Will genetic reservesbe established, ifconservmian areas

O.e. HCA s. OGEA, CON, OPS. etc.)arenotpresem.

Sustainability is better addressed by alternative D. IVe read the otherforms oftaxotprodocdon. Anditis

vetyprotnisiag. However, what will bi^ipen. ifthe otherforms arena available for taxolprodoction in the

next two to five years? hcoold be ten to fifteen yearsa more, which I dot^ will hi^ipen. Ovdemandin

the United Stales will be satisfied annoally by altenoniveD pins extra. Will there be a world market for this

prodna? Since people in the United States arena the only ones that sufferfrom cancer. The French seemed

to have agoodprodua, which they are producing. In addition. Pacific yew is a very slow growing tree. If

weoveroilizeitnow.whatwillhi^ipeninthefaare? Ifwe dona have any alternate forms.

OntableO-l; ComparisQnoftheEffectsbecweenAltematives.altemativeDhasmoreminwamoderate

effect&impacts thanthe preferred alternative (G1 )fa example row d. Genetics of Yew: effects on

heterozygosity minavs. moderate, row g. Ecosystems: low tomoderatevsmoderate.L Wildlife; composite

risk to wildlife in late soccessional forest mina vs. moderate, etc. Furthermore, I don't understand why

altemadveGl would be3.0miUiQQ(5.9-2.9)dollancfaei^)erfagovemmea expenditures associated with

barkharvest.

Jobs will be created with this attemadve but na asmany as Gl. Nonetheless, bark/taxol will na flood the

market, which could lowerthe priceoftaxol.

Having exKmgh bark/taxol fa cancerpadents is very important, ba the DEIS is also addressing the proteojon

of Pacific yew and it's ecosystem. Plus, other organisms using this atypical tree and it's enviroomea.

2
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Wkat ocfcer coaaeats 4o jo«

Iwuc to so«ss my sttisfactioa on Che infonnadoa presented in this DEIS. Itseemedtobeadiffiaiittnsk.

stoce Pacific yew is such a novel tree. It ^wnstbongh many different plant commonities and has a diverse

geographic distribotion. I can't stress the impoctanceofthephysiogn^faic provinces. For example, the

Siskiyoo and Siena Nevada monntain's Pacific yew associated with old growth. I have seen Pacific yew in

northwestern California and northeastern Washington while workiog for Che government. Intheseareas,

Pacific yew is restricted to riparian areas within old growth forests or stands with old growth characteristics.

The EIS should stress these difference more strongly. For example ,
how an pfaysiognphic provinces in

western Montana (with moose populations) and westernOr^on (with Northern Spotted owl populations) are

harvested will be quite different from provinces innortheastern Oregon
.
nottheastem Washingtonor the

SierraNevada mountaios. I hope these differences will be approached by the separate forest and resource

management plans of the Forest Service and BLM.

I'm concerned with the 100% harvest (rf^Padfic yew inTimber Sale (TS) units especially in areas of

‘marginal" stands. How will genetic reserves be established? What amount of trees or acres will be

considered a "marginal" staitd? Will these stands be "overlooked"? The DEIS Environmental Consequences

p. rV-57 (Sale Areas referring to Alternatives C-G2) states. ‘Yew would only be harvested in areas where it

is relatively abundant and connectioas across the landscape would be maintained after harvest in sale areas."

And before that it states (same section), ‘Some yew would be retained, however
, in sale areas with green tree

reserves." Does this refer to Timber Sale (TS) units? If so, it is a good idea.

Since Pacific yew is dioecious, both sexes will need tobe reserved, k takes two to tango. Canyewbe

distinquisbed during harvesting time? Wind will carry pollen for pollination, but yew is a midstory tree.

Where wind is less of a factor.

3
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Maivgemea Port CMord cedarroa ixx sfaonld resoia hanvstuig duiiig tbe sommer drooght period

.

2^oo9pQrescaQmovetboQgbawatermediQmaiKliiifeaatbertrees. What penodoftbe year are zoo^Mres

preaeih. I can't believe that wasfaiiig offmadunery will help for PadlicTeir or Port Oifard cedar.

Sensitive plants shoold be protected from harveatuig areas with Pacific yew. Not just ^>ecies that are known

to be found in riparian areas, since they are given a snail ‘buffer zooe' and what ever boffer is used by a

forest orresoorce distria.

Inothereisanugencyfortaxol. I believe a stody should be done on the impact oftaking needles from live

trees over the Padlic yew range. It could have advene effects on trees with 50% needles taken, hwoold

seem reasonable thatwe have enough tazol productsfrom the bark alone at present.

h's interesting in the DEIS Affected Environment (referring toAmong Population Variation) p. II-2S sates,

supportiog the idea that Padlic yew populations are somewhat unique and notwo are identical ‘ Justlike

humans. This spedes of tree should teach people the importance od^ biological diversity. For )^ears, this tree

was treated as a weed. Manypoundsof bark were burned or were left to rot. Now it can prolong and save

human lives.

Errors or left out in the DEIS

1. Onpagein-36, the DEISsuaesthattbephloemisthetran^Krterof water. However, I learned it is the

transporter ofpbotosyixhates. The lylem or wood isthe transporter ofwater. Iwastaught thattreescan

li^ for awhile after afire(i.e. burned cambium), sincewmer is still getting to the leaves. So that the tree can

photosynthesis. In the process, produce cones for seed dispersal, before it dies (lack of pbotosynthates to the

roots). I would not rule out thm some water is tran^urted in the phloem.

4
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2. Oop«gein-36,Uietwopii7aogri^cprorvioce3 11 «ad 12 veinizediip. IwooldsiyllistbeModoc

Pliten whereas 12 is the Sierra Nevada.

3. OnpageIII-9SiiitbeNafthemCalifaniiasectiaa, tbetownofOescefltQtjwasldtoainDdNarte

CoQflty. I also feel that Highway *101 Garidor* shooldbemeotiafied, since Sioslaw.SishiToas, Klamath,

Six Riven and MendocinoNatiQQal Forests border along it's eastern side not to mendon the BLM districts

SQCh as Coos Bay, Areata, etc.

ft's difQcolt to mendoo all the paints in this DEIS, I have stressed the paints, that I'm concerned aboot.

Lastly , I am adamantly opposed to Altemadve G2 , until we know more aboot Northern ^xxted owl managed

Sincerely,

Matthew Betgvall-Mensor

5
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

:

Matthew Bergvall-Mensor
PO Box 10031
Truckee, CA 96162

Dear Mr. Bergvall-Mensor,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your

comments concerning Alternatives D and G2.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the

demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input, Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the

final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we

do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In answer to your qpjestion, "will genetic reserves be established, if

conservation areas... are not present?" For Alternatives C through G2 (that
allow harvest both in timber sale units and outside of timber sale units),
genetic reserves would be established in any drainages where harvest of Pacific
yew would occur. For Alternative B (that allows harvest only in timber sale
units), specific reserves would not be required; however, all areas outside of
timber sale unite would function as genetic reserves, including the riparian
areas where yew harvest is not allowed. (See mitigation measures, page 11-55,
and the Genetics discussion, page IV-29, in the FEIS.)

In answer to your question why Alternative G1 would be 3.0 million dollars
cheaper for government expenditures associated with bark harvest: Alternative
G1 would be less expensive to implement because it does not require pre-sale
examination for numbers of trees in certain size classes. Alternatives C-F
require that a specified number of yew trees be maintained by diameter class
which increases survey and layout costs above Alternative G1 and G2

.

You mentioned the importance of physiographic provinces and that the EIS should
stress these differences more strongly: As you mentioned, physiographic
differences are recognized during the development of forest and resource

Caring For the Land and Serving People
on Rocycftod Popo*
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management plans and during site-specific analysis. The decision whethfer to
harvest and the method to use is made at the project level by people familiar
with their particular site conditions.

In answer to your question about distinguishing the sex of yew trees and wind
pollination:

1. Pacific yew has been found to have approximately a 1:1 sex ratio. Although
yew harvest will not be planned according to sex, it is believed that by
harvesting only a proportion of the trees on a per acre basis, that the natural
sex ratio within populations will be maintained across the landscape. Any areas
with unusual sex ratios, i.e., large areas of nearly pure female or pure male
stands should be considered on a site specific basis.

2. Pollen dispersal distances depend on three major factors: 1) Size and
density of pollen grains, average grain size for the genus Taxus is

approximately 25 urn in diameter, 2) the height of pollen release, and 3) wind
velocity at the time of release. The understory environment in which yew grows
also probably restricts pollen dispersal.

3. The likelihood of reduced pollen availability effecting sexual reproduction
increases as greater proportions of yew populations are removed. The effects of
different harvest levels on reproduction are assessed in the Biology section of
the EIS. Yew also reproduces vegetatively and it is unknown how large of a role
seedling production plays across the landscape, and how a reduction in seed
production would effect this. This is discussed in more detail in the Chapter
IV Biology section.

4. Yews growing in the more open environment along streams may be a significant
pollen source for individuals growing in understory habitats. Pacific yew will
not be harvested along riparian areas, retaining this pollen source throughout
the landscape.

In response to your concerns about Port-Orford cedar mitigating measures:
Under the Port-Orford cedar management plan, all activities, including harvest
of trees, in areas at risk to Port-Orford cedar root disease can be restricted
during wet seasons and periods of rain during dry seasons. The reason, as you
point out, is because the disease can be moved and carried by zoospores in

water flowing overland and by mud containing dormant spores ( chlamydospores

)

adhering to vehicles. Restricting harvesting during the dry season, as you
suggest, would be less effective in reducing spread than the same procedure
during the rainy season.

Washing vehicles and machinery is part of a package of mitigation measures that
has been practiced by the Forest Service in the Port-Orford cedar range for
several years. Though scientific evidence is not complete, field foresters are
convinced that washing of vehicles is a proven means of preventing the spread
of Phvtophthora lateralis in certain, specific situations.

You commented that sensitive plants should be protected from harvesting areas
with Pacific yew: site-specific analysis will be required prior to any yew
harvest and should reveal any threatened, endangered, or sensitive species.

Site-specific mitigation measures will be designed to avoid or minimize impacts

to those species.

Pacific Yew FEIS
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We noted the continents you had about errors and items left out of the DEIS:

1. We looked for the reference to phloem and transport of water, page
III-36, but could not find it there or nearby. You are correct, however, that
phloem is the major transporter of photosynthates and xylem the transporter of
water

.

2. The physiographic map legend on page III-36 was revised. The Modoc
Plateau is not included. Sierra Nevada is still number 11. Please see Appendix
H for more information about the provinces.

3. We deleted Table III-ll and the discussion about populations on page
III-94-97 of the DEIS because the information was not immediately relevant to
the effects of yew harvest.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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MAR 15 '93 00:35 WEYCO TIMBEIRLANDS #58 31593 P. 1/1

Weyerhaeuser
Ciuportii HMClquawi

Ttc»m«. WidwgioA 88477

Tel 12081 824 2345

March 12, 1993

Ms. Sally Campbell
Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Northwest Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P. 0. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Pott-h" brand tax transmittal memo 7671 #otp»9«» /

'•*'503- 3:2 6 -2/40

Dear Ms Campbell:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the extensive analysis of

alternatives for the collection of Pacific Yew from federal forests in the Pacific

Northwest documented In the "Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement," January, 1993. The timeliness and thoroughness of your report is

critically important given the public health requirement for dependable taxol

production.

In regard to the preferred alternative G1,.we would recommend that you review

the level of yew bark collection needed in view of the January 25, 1993

announcement by Bristol-Meyers Squibb that they do not plan to harvest Pacific

Yew bark from federal lands in 1993. The level of yew bark collection proposed

in the preferred alternative appears to exceed the demand given the rate of

technological development of alternative sources of taxol. Other collection

alternatives requiring less dependence on partial-cuts and non-sale areas would

seem to be feasible in the near future.

Weyerhaeuser's capability to propagate yew for taxol production referenced in

Chapter III, page 1 12. of the draft EIS should be corrected to identify five

nurseries and greenhouses in Washington and Oregon that are currently

producing yew seedlings.

Vice-President, Timberlands

External and Regulatory Affairs

bek
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Unltad St.at«s

D«parta«nt of
Agricultura
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Sarrica

Pacific
Moi-thwast

Ragion

333 8.H. First Avanue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Raply Tot 1950

Data:

J.P. McMahon
Vice President, Timberlands
External and Regulatory Affairs
Weyerhaeuser Co.

Tacoma, WA 98477

Dear Mr. McMahon,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your

comments concerning Alternative G1 and the reasons to select a different
alternative.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Sq[uibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the

demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect

the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably varieible, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

We added the updated information you gave us about greenhouses and nurseries in
Washington and Oregon to page III-103 of the FEIS.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For the Land and Serving People
PrtntBd on Racyci—J Papa<
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13 March 1993

Sally Campbell, Team Leader
Pacific Yew EIS Team
USDA Forest Service

PO Box 3623

Portland OR 97208-3623

Subject: Comments on Pacific Yew Draft EIS.

Dear Ms. C^mpbelL

In my January 29, 1991 scoping letter I said that the USFS yew harvest program and "the

ultimate approval of taxol as a commercially available drug are all ’connected actions’

within the meaning of 40 CFR § 1508.25. *But for* FDA approval of taxol frwn bark for

use in clinical trials, there would not be a demand for 150,000 pounds of bark per year.

The FDA should consider alternatives, such as taxol derived fi^ needles, when
approving Investigational New Drug Applications for taxol derived frcxn sources such as

bark, which have significant advene impacts on the human environment Alternatives

considered by the Forest Service and the BLM, such as opening the market for yew
needles, will not be feasible without the cooperation of the FDA and the NCI." It

appears that neither the FDA nor the USFS has heeded this ccMnment in the DEIS. The
n>A has approved taxol before the EIS has even been ccHnpleted, and the DEIS fails to

consider an alternative that focusses on needles harvest This EIS will not be at all

adequate as a basis for harvest of yew resources until the environmental consequences of

all the reasonable alternatives sources of taxol, including yew needles, are explored in an

EIS.

As cooperating agencies, the FDA must consider approval of taxol derived frcMn needles

and the USFS must consider a needle-only harvest alternative. This is a reasonable

alternative and must be considered pursuant to 40 CFR § 150114. The EIS is

inadequate until such an alternative is considered.

My January 29, 1991 scoping letter also said, "Alternative sources of taxol, such as

needles, have been suggested and must be explored. Yew needles not only contain taxol
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but many molecular subunits that can be converted into taxol via partial synthesis. While

the prospect for total synthesis of taxol is near zero because of the prohibitive number of

chemical steps required, partial synthesis appears feasible. The Forest Service and the

BLM must make every effort to preserve living yew trees as a source of both taxol and

these convertible taxol subunits." The DEIS sh(^d have considered at least one

alternative which focussed on harvest of the needles and not the bark. This is a

reasonable alternative and must be considered pursuant to 40 CFR § 1502.14. The EIS

is inadequate until such an alternative is considered.

My January 29, 1991 scoping letter said. The EIS should include alternative sets of

standards and guidelines that modify short-rotation, even-age management regimes which

dcxninate federally managed forests where Pacific yew occurs. What are the impacts if

short-rotation, even-age management is not changed?" The DEIS should have

considered an alternative which focussed on managing yew habitat for yew products. An
alternative which prohibits clear-cutting fix>m prime yew habitat and wUch considers

alternatives to short-rotation even-age management must be addressed. This is a

reasonable alternative and must be considered pursuant to 40 CFR § 150214. The EIS
is inadequate until such an alternative is considered.

Please accept the following additional ccxoments on your Draft EIS:

1-2 Clarify the underlying purpose and need for the proposed action. The DEIS says the

proposed action is in response to a need for an immediate supply of baik for cancer

research and treatment In &ct Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMS) has announced that they

have a large stockpile of bark which will meet their short-term needs, and in the long-

term they are exploring other alternatives which do not require yew bark fimi federal

lands. 40 CFR §§ 150213, 150210(d). As I pointed out in my February 2 1993 letter to

you, a supplemental DEIS is required pursuant to 40 CFR § 15029(c) because

drcumstances have substantially changed and the original purpose and need for the

action have all but evaporated due to the announcement by BMS that they don’t need
yew bark fiom federal lands anymore.

BMS’s announcement also included significant new information bearing on the proposed
action. They said that they will pursue an amendment to their New Drug Application
(or their Investigational New Drug Application) to allow them to use yew resources
other than bark to make taxol for use on humans. The new or amended NDA will likely

allow the use of taxol from needles of Pacific yew, and this new information requires a
supplemental DEIS to consider a needle only alternative.

If the Forest Service plans on not completing the EIS process because of the new
information, no yew harvest should be allowed. The need for a comprehensive «nH
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regional EIS has been established in the Notice of Intent, and if you don’t follow through

and issue an ROD based on an adequate FEIS and Supplemental DEIS, then any yew
harvest in 1993 will be illegal See 40 CFR § 1500.1(b) which says that NEPA
documentation must be prepared before decisions are made and before actions are

taken. The large-scale harvest of yew bark has gone on loo long without proper NEPA
documentation, and now that BMS says they have a huge stockpile of bark and they

think they can use alternatives to bark, there is no justification for continued bark

harvest without detailed compliance with the law.

II-14 Long-term even-flow harvest was eliminated as an alternative. Long-term even-

flow harvest should be included in every alternative because it is required by the

Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act, the National Forest Management Act, and the

Federal Land Policy and Management Act

n-35 Alt G 1 Regeneration requirements may violate NFMA which requires that the

natural diversity of tree species must be maintained in the forest unless there is some
reason to justify not maintaining the natural diversity of species.

n-36 Relationship to the Interim Guide. This section identifies the ’'main difTerences'*

between alt G1 and the Interim Guide. What other differences are there?

D-42 Table II- 1 says that there will be potentially significant impacts on the prey species

and the habitat for the Northern spotted owl which is listed under the Endangered

Species Act Consultation with the USFWS is therefore required. I would prefer that all

bark harvest be prohibited in suitable owl habitat

D-43 Table D-1 says that none of the alternatives harvest at an even-flow rate. This

implies that alt B which is linodted to harvest units is not sustainable, which means that

the entire Forest Service harvest program is not sustainable. I suspected that this might

be true, but rarely have I heard the Forest Service admit as much. Maybe you should

elaborate on the implications for future ASQs and the impact on timber cmnmunities

and the ecosystem.

n-43 Table II- 1 says that alt G1 will have a high positive impact on women and

minorities. This statement may not be true, especially if the 5 year harvest program cuts

too many trees and the alternative sources of taxol do not pan out and the drug

companies want to extend the harvest at non-sustainable rates. Huge risks are not

accounted for in this statement

Also the impacts on native americans may not be high positive.
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n-46 Under alt G 1 this page speaks of foliage harvest, but foliage harvest is not

required nor even specifically contemplated in the description of the alternatives.

Throughout the DEIS there are perplexing mentions of foliage harvest which are

inconsistent with the proposed action and are purely speculative unless the preferred

alternative actually mandates needle harvest

n-S4 This page indicates that maintaining minimum numbers of trees per acre per

diameter class raises the cost of harvest plans, layout and surveys. This must be why the

preferred alt G 1 has 0 TPA retention and increases some genetic risk foctors. Why can’t

the big drug oxnpanies afford to maintain procedures to rigorously protect genetic

resources for such a valuable species. The yew has not revealed all of its secrets yet

Let’s not risk losing any more than we may already have lost Make the profiteers pay

the full cost of maintaining the resource.

n-61 Why 50 foot buffers for R-1 streams. Is it because such streams are specially able

to bear the impact of yew harvest in the riparian area or because yews are common in

riparian areas and there’s political pressure to harvest there. NFMA says to give special

consideration to harvest within 100 feet of streams.

n-62 This page speaks of regeneration to prescribed levels. What prescribed levels? We
don’t want another toothless standard, we want to know how many yews must be planted.

n-64 This page speaks of prioritizing harvest areas, but the priority scheme set forth in

the Pacific Yew Act and the Interim Guidelines seem to be ignored Check it out

n-67 This section offers two radically different management standards for bark harvest

near spotted owl nests. What is the scientific justification for this. The owls have similar

needs whether they are found on USES land or BLM land.

n-69 Emphasize that moose habitat suitability should be maintained at all times- even
after harvest

m-ll Figure III-l should be redone to make it more readable. I cant’s see the absolute

numbers. Do it in tabular form, with real numbers.

ID-12 This page says that a long-term even-flow harvest program would ensure a

continuous supply of taxol, but this wasn’t considered. Now that BMS has made their

announcement that they don’t need the bark, you should be managing for long-term
even-flow harvest for other people who may demand the bark The pressure is off. You
can do the right thing now.
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ni-21 This page says that stumps respiout but that survival rates are unknown. I have
heard that although stump resprouting does occur, there is a period during the

regeneration cycle that yews are absent from the stand. One theory is that the surviving

yews left after clearcuts and slash bums are first browsed to near death by ungulates

which find the yew foliage very palatable, then the yews are choked of light by the tightly

packed reprod stands. The yews may not reappear until they are naturally regenerated

by bird droppings or maybe a few survive near streams or other discontinuities in the

canopy. Look into this new information and explain in the FEIS what the implications

are for regeneration and management of yew trees and the overstory.

ni-28 This page indicates why the zero TPA retention plan is unwise. Genetic diversity

of yew is hi^er than for other wind-pollinated trees and yew populations tend to be

unique unto themselves. Each population is related to itself and not closely related to

other populations, therefore we must save part of each unique population. Five TPA will

be much better than zero TPA retention, and pharmaceutical interests can certainly

afford it

ni-44 This page says that yew are found in the northern Sierra Nevadas but the map of

the yew’s range on page ni-37 doesn’t show where.

m-77 This page indicates that much remains to be known about the relationships

between yew and other species. What do the CEQ regs say about dealing with

uncertainty under NEPA7 How important is the unknown information to making an

informed decision? What are the possible consequences of making a decision with

adverse but unknown consequences? How hard would it be to collect the necessary

information?

m-79 This page mentions spotted owls much too briefly, you should elaborate here.

Describe the affected enviromnent shared by yew trees and owls.

m-106 Update the demand information on this page with the fact that FDA has

approved taxol for commercial use and the aimouncement by BMS that they don’t

require any yew bark from federal lands.

ni-111 These are the real alternatives that the FDA and the USFS should be exploring.

The DEIS acknowledges the relevance of alternatives, but the DEIS does not perform

the required NEPA analysis of them. The EIS must describe and compare the

enviroiunental consequences of these alternatives.

m-130 This page says under most conditions, bark harvest won’t be allowed in a wild

river corridor. All wild river corridors should be protected from harvest of all kinds.
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IV-4 This page says that the effects of the alternatives are based on current conditions

and reasonable foreseeable future actions. Since BMS made their announcement, and

FDA approved taxol, current conditions and foreseeable future actions have drastically

changed These changes indicate that a supplemental DEIS must be prepared to address

the new information bearing on the propel action. See 40 CFR § 15029(c)(ii). This

CEQ regulation creates a non-discretionary duty on the part of the USFS and the

cooperating agencies to prepare a Supplemental Draft EIS and make it available to the

public for review and ccxnment before the FEIS is prepared The Supplemental DEIS
should include new alternatives and new descriptions of the environmental consequences

of the alternatives.

rV-4 This page says that needle harvest was not seriously considered in the DEIS
because bark is the only raw material currently approved by the FDA for use on humans.

See 40 CFR § 150114(c). This CEQ regulation creates a non-disoetionary duty to

consider reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. Needles

must be considered as an alternative because it is a reasonable alternative. BMS and

others are actively considering the needle alternative, but they are doing so outside the

NEPA process. This is illegal NEPA requires consideration of reasonable alternatives

in the I^PA process so that the environmental consequences of the alternatives can be

readily compared by the dedsion-maker and the public and so environmentally sensitive

decisions can be fostered. The fact that FDA is a cooperating agency further supports

the argument that the needle-only alternative must be considered, because it is the FDA
who could approve taxol from needles for use on humans. The FDA is required to help

applicants su^ as BMS to make environmentally sensitive decisions. If BMS ocxnes to

the FDA with an application for taxol frewn bark, they should explore with BMS the

alternative sources of taxol such as from needles, and they should describe the

enviroiunental impacts of the alternative sources of taxol for the benefit of the dedsion-

maker and the public

rV-5 You have assumed on this page the yew will be regenerated and protected as a

recognized tree spedes under the LRMPs. There is no basis for this assumption. Yew
trees have never been actively replanted, nor has yew regeneration been consdously
planned in any LRMP. Yew regeneration is a very inexact sdence, so this assumption

must be changed, and the discussion of environmental consequences adjusted

accordingly.

rV-6 This page discusses past harvest of yew, but fails to account for bark that has been
poached and stolen ftxxn federal lands.

IV-6 The short-term demand assumption on this page must be questioned. At least one
alternative must assume that the harvest of natural yew products wUl continue on a long-

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-176



DEIS Comments
13 March 1993

Page- 7

term basis, so that a long-term even-flow sustained yield must be maintained. Semi-

synthesis and aU the other potential future sources of taxol are still speculative, so you
should not base your entire EIS on the questionable assumption that harvest in the wild

will end. The various alternatives considered should be based on reasonable alternative

assumptions so that the entire range of reasonable alternatives are considered.

IV-12 says that the inventory counted all trees over one inch in diameter, but the harvest

alternatives focus on trees over 3 inches in diameter. Are you sure there is not some
over-counting of available bark in the translation from the tree inventory to the bark

inventory?

IV-17 discloses that inventory sampling error and modelling error can be quite large.

Please disclose your methods and your inventory data, so interested people can run our

own estimates of error.

rV-18 seems to say that if we harvest all the yew trees which this EIS potentially allows,

then we will not be able to harvest any more yew for 100-200 years (see IV- 129). This

uneven flow harvest is not a sustained yield harvest regime as it is commonly imderstood

by Congress or the public. You are authorizing the harvest of 50% of the available yew

trees over a 5 year period. The unavailable yew trees are needed to maintain a viable

population of yew and to protect wilderness, and riparian areas. Harvesting 50% of this

slow-growiivg species, without knowing whether we can effectively regenerate the yew,

and without knowing whether alternative sources of taxol will actually be available when

needed is very very risky. I totally oppose this high risk alternative as a totally

imnecessary risk. The needle alternative is viable; at least viable enough to be

considered as an alternative to this risky venture.

The Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (MUSY Act) requires the USES to maintain in

perpetuity a high level annual or regular periodic output of renewable resources such as

yew trees. The proposed output level in alternative G 1 dearly could not be maintained

in perpetuity, but is this a regular periodic output? Well if it is, the ’^riod" is over 100

years. I don’t think that Congress had in mind a 100 year period when it passed the

MUSY Act I think that alt G 1 is a patently illegal interpretation of the I^SY Act

IV-21 says that alt B proposes to harvest a quantity of bark closest to the sustained yield

quantity of harvest This information must be induded on Table II- 1 on page 11-43 so

that the dedsion-maker can see that one of the alternatives might ccxnply with the

MUSY Act

rV-23 The effects of the uneven-flow harvest plan must be much more fully described.

Implementation of Alt G 1 could predude ftuther harvest of yew after the five year
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period covered by the EIS. What if the alternative sources of taxol don’t come on line

like everyone wants to believe? What risks to human health are at stake? You must tell

us the significance of these indirect effects of alt G 1. People may die because they are

denied access to taxol because we drastically overcut the yew for five years. See 40 CFR
§ 150216(b), which says that you must describe the significance of the indirect effects.

See also 40 CFR § 1508.8 which describes indirect effects as those that occur further

removed in time and distance than direct effects.

rV-30 speaks about foliage removal frc«n 75% or 50% of the yew trees in partial cut and

non-sale areas. Where does this come from? This is confusing, and inconsistent with

the general scheme of this DEIS. These detailed descriptions belong in the description

of the alternatives, then in the discussion of environmental consequences you must

discuss the impact of such needle harvest It looks to me like the DEIS might have

addressed needles in more detail in an earlier draft, but someone made you take it out
and this sentence and other similar references to needles accidentally didn’t get deleted.

IV-55 says that a continuation of past harvest practices could affect the connectivity of

yew populations. This indicates that an alternative should be considered in which

current harvest practices are altered to improve yew tree conditions. The existing short-

rotation even-age method is not good for yew trees, so in areas where yew is more
common, alternative management practices should be considered. An alternative such as

this fits into the ecosystem management scheme that is currently being developed by the

USES. This EIS team could be on the cutting edge by developing a yew-friendly forest

management alternative. See also page IV-110.

IV-94 This page indicates that road building may be used just to access remote yew
populations. This is a bad idea. More jobs would be created if the workers had to walk
in a little and carry the sacks of bark out Road building has so many adverse

environmental impacts, from water quality to big game habitat degradation, that you
should just leave it out of the EIS or explain these adverse effects more fully.

rV-102 This page lists the T&E spedes assumptions. First you assume that no federal

laws will be broken, next you assume that if no laws are broken then no adverse impacts

will occur. THIS IS RIDICULOUS. The federal environmental laws set forth the very

minimum requirements that must be met they do not create an absolute level of
protection wWch prevents all adverse effects. A presumption that no adverse effects will

occur is patently unjustified. For instance, when a spedes is proposed to be listed under
the Endangered Spedes Act (ESA), the Act requires that federal agendes confer with

the USFWS if their proposed action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the

spedes. An agency could legally undertake an action which had severe adverse effects

on a spedes proposed for listing, even without conferring, because the action does not
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rise to the level of being "likely to jeopardize" the species. Adverse impacts and jeopardy

are two different things. Also, even if the agency did confer, they are not bound by

federal law to follow the recommendations of the USFWS, so they could go ahead and
cause serious adverse impacts and even jeopardy without violating any federal

environmental laws. Change these assumptions and adjust your discussion of

environmental consequences accordingly.

rV-106 says that yew harvest could reduce carrying capacity of ungulate winter ranges.

This is a serious impact and should be avoided. Choose another alternative to avoid this

result

rV-118 This page describes the demand for bark based on the current bark processing

capacity. This is totally inappropriate. Processing capacity is not representative of

demand. What is the real demand? Not how much BMS wants, how much the public

needs. How is this action designed to meet an identified demand?

rV-128 Irreversible effects should be described by alternative. This discussion of

imeven-flow harvest in the irreversible effects section, seems to support my contention

that the MUSY Act is being ignored.

rV-129 says that lost ASQ in reserve areas is an irretrievable loss. ASQs of the various

LRMPs must be adjusted accordingly. Coordinate this EIS with other planning efforts to

make sure ASQs are reduced accordingly.

rV-129 This page says that the irretrievable loss of a treatment option due to lack of

access to taxol applies only to alternatives A and B. This is wrong because of

Irreversible Effect number one on the previous page. The irreversible effect of the

uneven-flow harvest plan which is that we cannot go back into the forest for 100-200

years. During this 100-200 years there may be a loss of a treatment option, because we

do not know if and when alternative sources of taxol will come on line.

Appendix page A-2 indicates that 211 public comments urged you to establish a

sustainable level of collection. This was the most common comment among all the

comments. Obviously this is a very important issue. I think the public wants to see a

truly sustainable long-term even-flow harvest level, not a risky uneven-flow harvest

regjme. The MUSY Act was one of the earliest environmental laws, passed in 1965 1

think This means that Congress also wants to see a truly sustainable harvest of

renewable resources.

Apf>endix C-6 indicates that genetic reserves on BLM land will be based on tree seed

zones. How big are these zones? Are they comparable to USES plaiming areas used in
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the FS reserve areas or are they bigger?

App F-2 says that an inventory design was chosen which would minimize the number of

plots that would need to be sampled. Tbe yew is very unevenly distributed; its

distribution is sparse and clumpy. This type of distribution indicates that more nor fewer

plots should be sampled.

App F-3 says that regression analysis didn’t woric to identify areas where yew might

occur, so the plan to reduce the number of acres needing to be inventoried was based on

two guys’ "experience." This is not very scientific. NEPA demands scientific accuracy.

See 40 CFR § 1500.1(b).

App F-6 says that 1875 plots were sampled, but these plots were chosen fitxn a pool of

30 plots per stratum per forest I think this pool of potential plots may be comprised of

2340 plots. How were the 1875 plots chosen fiom among the larger pool of potential

plots? Was it the easier plots to access? The plots closest to roads? Was there an

elevation bias, a proximity to water bias, or any other bias? If it wasn’t a random
selection, there may be a problem.

App F-7 says that the USFS classified the inventory data to reflect whether harvest was

allowed or not Did these classifications exclude all the lands that should be excluded,

such as: HCAs, wilderness areas, wild river corridors, riparian areas, genetic reserves,

RNAs, steep slope areas, unsuitable soil areas, and other unique and sensitive areas

(moose habitat special Siskyou Mtn habitats, unique plant associations, unique geologic

settings, extremes of the yew’s range)?

App F-13 talks about the inventory polygons. How big were the polygons? What are the

implications of the size of the polygons?

App F-15 says that the BLM used local knowledge to concentrate their yew inventory.

Basically this subjective concentration of the inventory means that it was not a random
sample, so the BLM inventory is probably not very good

App K-lO-K-19 Tbis document describes BMS’s search for alternative sources of taxoL
T^ document shows conclusively that the applicant (BMS) who is driving this entire

EIS process is actively considering reasonable alternatives which are not considered in

this DEIS. The failure to consider these alternative sources of taxol, sudi as needle
harvest, is a clear violation of NEPA. See 40 CFR § 1502.14. The Forest Service and
the FDA must consider the alternatives described in this Appendix K newsletter. They
must describe the alternatives and compare the environmental consequences of these
alternatives. To do otherwise would be to avoid the plain intent of NEPA, which is tha t
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decision-makers consider the environmental impacts of their decisions and consider

reasonable alternatives to accmnplish the purpose of the action in an environmentally

sensitive manner.

I hereby incorporate by reference my scoping letter dated January 29, 1991, my
supplemental EIS letter dated February 2, 1993 and my Citizens Petition to the FDA
dated January 11, 1993. Thanks for the opportunity to comment

5inri^r<»lv

Doug Heiken

c
Wendell Wood, ONRC
David Pilz, NYCC
Phil Vincent FDA
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Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date :

Doug Heiken
909 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, OR 97402-5210

Dear Mr. Heiken,

Thank you for your responses to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. After reviewing all the
comments, we made several changes in the final Environmental Impact Statement.

I will try to respond to some of your comments here, beginning with your letter
of February 2, 1993.

You state that the EIS will not be adequate until the environmental
consequences of all the reasonable alternative sources of taxol, including yew
needles, are explored in an EIS: We find the range of alternatives still
reasonable within the scope of the purpose and need of the EIS. We considered a

"Needles Only" alternative, but did not develop it fully. Please see page 11-13
of the FEIS, "Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Study.”

In response to your suggestions that we rethink the underlying purpose and need
for the proposed action: We find the purpose and need for the proposed action
still valid; only the magnitude of the proposed action has changed. We
clarified the proposed action and purpose and need statement to reflect the
current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2

to 1-5 of the FEIS.

)

We find the purpose and need statement still applicable because we foresee somie

level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands over the next
five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request relatively small
quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development purposes.
Pharmaceutical companies other than Bristol-Myers Squibb Company may file an
Investigational New Drug Application or a New Drug Application with the Food
and Drug Administration (FDA) and wish to purchase yew material from, federal
lands. And companies developing taxol or taxane processing techniques may
require various amounts of yew material, especially if they meet FDA
manufacturing requirements.

Caring For the Land and Serving People
Printed on RecycteO Paper
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We find the range of alternatives adequate; it covers a wide spectrum of
amounts of Pacific yew material that might be needed for taxol. See page 11-13
of the FEIS for a description of an alternative that would allgw for a harvest
of needles only. In response to suggestions, including yours, we considered
this additional alternative, but did not carry out a full analysis of its
impacts. All alternatives, except Alternative A, permit the harvest of any or
all parts of the Pacific yew for taxol. Even though the New Drug Application
awarded to Bristol-Myers Squibb Company for taxol may be amended to include
taxol from needles, we have no indication that needles from wild Pacific yew
trees will be needed or requested.

You state the DEIS should have considered an alternative that focused on
managing yew habitat for yew products, prohibits clearcutting from prime yew
habitat, and considers an alternative to short rotation, even-age management:
Analysis of different timber harvest regimes is outside the scope of this EIS.
Mitigation measures for timber sale units in Alternatives B through G2 require
that yew be maintained or replaced on the site at pre-harvest levels, or where
extremely abundant, at prescribed levels (see Mitigation Measures, page 11-55
of the FEIS). In non-sale areas and partial-cut units, in Alternatives C

through G2
,
yew populations should be maintained by unharvested yew, stump

sprouting, and regeneration arising from seeds from mature yew left on the site
(see page IV-22 of the FEIS). Analyses of different harvest regimes will be
carried out by forests as they implement and adjust forest and resource
management plans and as ecosystem management principles indicate the need to
consider different management approaches.

You suggest that the real need for the proposed action is the need for taxol.
The need for our proposed action is the need for Pacific yew material for taxol
production. As a resource management agency, our concern is for the resource,
in this case, the Pacific yew. Responding to the broader need for taxol is

outside the scope of our proposal. Exploring methods of obtaining taxol, other
than harvesting yew on federal lands, is outside the scope also.

The remainder of this letter responds to your comments dated March 13, 1993,

specifically those comments that are additional to your February 2 letter.

In response to your suggestion that a supplemental draft Environmental Impact
Statement is required: We did not prepare a supplemental draft because we find

the original proposed action and purpose and need still applicable, for the

reasons given in response to your February letter.

In response to your comment that "The large scale harvest of yew bark has gone

on too long without proper NEPA documentation, and now that BMS says they have

a huge stockpile of bark and they think they can use alternatives to bark,

there is no justification for continued bark harvest without detailed
compliance with the law.": In previous decades. Pacific yew trees were judged

to have little or no economic value and were routinely destroyed during harvest
operations for commercial species. NEPA documentation was not required other

than for normal timber sale operations. Passage of the recent Pacific Yew Act

of 1992 requires additional considerations where yew is present on federal

lands. Although Bristol-Myers Squibb has said it does not want additional yew

bark from federal lands, there may be other researchers and institutions that

may request it.
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You state that long-term even-flow harvest should be included in every

alternative because it is required by the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act, the

National Forest Management Act, and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act:

These acts refer to the concept of sustained yield, which all of the

alternatives meet. See the revised sustained yield section in Chapters III and

IV of the FEIS for clarification of sustained yield.

You state that the Alternative G1 regeneration requirements may violate NFMA
which requires that the natural diversity of tree species must be maintained
unless there is a good reason not to: Mitigation measures for timber sale units
in Alternatives B through G2 require that yew be maintained or replaced on the
site at pre-harvest levels, or where extremely abundant, at prescribed levels.

(See Mitigation Measures, page 11-55 of the FEIS.) In non-sale areas and
partial-cut units, in Alternatives C through G2, yew populations should be
maintained by unharvested yew, stump sprouting, and regeneration arising from
seeds from mature yew left on the site (see page IV-22 of the FEIS).

You ask what are the differences between Alternative G1 and the "Interim Guide"
not listed in the EIS: The only difference, currently, between Alternative G1
and "An Interim Guide to the Conservation and Management of Pacific Yew," as
revised April 1993, is the minimum number of yew that must be left in each size
class in each acre (1 tree per acre per diameter class in Alternative Gl; 5

trees per acre per diameter class in the "Interim Guide"). The Pacific Yew
Technical Committee met in March of 1993 to review and update the "Interim
Guide" for the 1993 harvest season; the revised "Interim Guide" is available
upon request.

In response to your comments about impacts of yew harvest on wildlife,
threatened and endangered species, and the northern spotted owl in particular:
We have consulted with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), as required. Potentially significant
impacts to spotted owls would occur with only some of the alternatives. Formal
consultation with the USFWS and NMFS is only required if the selected
alternative is likely to adversely affect listed species.

In response to your comment about even-flow harvest rate shown in Table II-l
(DEIS page 11-43): See the revised sustained yield section in the FEIS Chapters
III and IV for clarification of "sustained" yield.

Sustained yield and even-flow are two distinct terms. Sustained yield means the
achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular
periodic output of various renewable resources of the national forests without
impairment of the productivity of the land. Commodity extraction could occur at
one, several, or many intervale during the rotation period without violating
the sustained yield concept, providing the total commodity level for the
rotation is not exceeded. Even-flow harvest refers to equal amounts of the
commodity extracted at regular intervale throughout the rotation period (for
example, 10,000 pounds a year). As you noted, all the alternatives, except
Alternative A, represent uneven-flow harvests of Pacific yew.

You state that Table II-l says that Alternative Gl would have a high positive
impact on women and minorities, including native Americans; you feel this may
not be true and high risks are not accounted for in this statement: We based
this conclusion on the assumption that alternative sources of taxol would be
developed within five years (see Assumptions, page IV-4 of the FEIS).
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You note that on page 11-46 of the DEIS under Alternative G1 that foliage
harvest is mentioned in a perplexing manner: All alternatives except
Alternative A allow for the collection of foliage. In the FEIS we added
information about foliage collection under Alternatives B through G2 (see pages
11-21 to 11-38 of the FEIS).

In response to your Cfuestion about etrecun buffer widths in the Northern Region
(Idaho), DEIS page 11-61: We changed the text to make buffer widths consistent
in both the Pacific Northwest Region and the Northern Region — 75 feet. The
75-foot buffer is the minimum width; in many cases, forest or resource
management plans call for much wider buffers.

You question what are prescribed levels for yew regeneration (page 11-61 of the
DEIS)? Levels of yew regeneration, other than pre-harvest levels, may be
prescribed if yew is extremely abundant at the site (more than 50 plants an

acre) . Prescribed levels may also be greater than the current population in

order to replace yew lost in previous harvesting activity, fire, or for other
reasons

.

You suggest we ignored the Pacific Yew Act and the Interim Guidelines when
prioritizing harvest areas: We do not see a conflict between our very general
discussion of prioritization of stands and either the Pacific Yew Act or "An

Interim Guide to the Conservation and Management of Pacific Yew." All laws,

including the Pacific Yew Act, will be followed.

Both the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management now have the same
management standards for bark harvest in owl conservation areas: Yew harvest is

not allowed within a 500-acre radius of known spotted owl nest sites (see page
11-63 of the FEIS)

.

Moose habitat suitability, stated in the DEIS, page 11-69, is further discussed
in terms of protection and requirements in the FEIS Chapter IV. In the wildlife
section we discuss likely effects of the alternatives on moose and their
habitat

.

We have redesigned and clarified Figure III-l and added additional tables that

show diameter distribution information.

You suggest that we update the demand information (page III-106 of the DEIS) to

reflect FDA approval of taxol for commercial use and the announcement by BMS

that they no longer require yew bark from federal lands: We have updated the

information (see pages III-98 to Ill-lOO of the FEIS).

You state that yew trees should be managed for long-term even-flow harvest for

any who may demand the bark, in response to page III-12 of the DEIS: See the

revised sustained yield section in the FEIS Chapters III and IV for a

clarification of sustained yield.

You suggest we look at new information about yew regeneration (page III-21 of

the DEIS) and explain in the FEIS what the implications are for regeneration

and management of yew trees and the overstory: We believe there are many

scenarios where yew develops in a stand, depending on the presence or absence

of different factors such as high or low ungulate populations and presence or

absence of vegetative sources or seeds. We have access to the latest research

about yew regeneration and are unfamiliar with any published research that

discusses the scenario that you mentioned.
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You suggest that the 0 TPA retention plan is unwise: We have revised how we

express the minimum trees per acre (TPA) for Alternatives G1 and G2 . Zero TPS

has been replaced with one TPA, where for any diameter class on any acre, at

least one yew will be )cept

.

We corrected an error on the map, FEIS page III-37, that confused the Sierra

Nevadas with the Modoc Plateau.

In response to your questions about the relationship between yew and other

species, (page III-77 of the DEIS): Although there is information lac)cing, none

of it is considered essential to a reasoned choice among the alternatives. (See

40 CFR 1052.22.

)

Much has been written about spotted owls in other documents. Citations of some

of these documents have been added to Chapter III (page III-76) of the FEIS.

Appendix J, as written in the DEIS, also contains additional information on

spotted owl habitat not included in Chapter III or IV of the DEIS.

We updated Table III-14 to reflect the changed demand for taxol.

You suggest that the EIS should describe and compare the environmental
consequences of the alternative sources of taxol listed on page III-lll: An
analysis of alternate sources of taxol, beyond material from the Pacific yew,

is outside the scope of this EIS.

You state that all wild river corridors should be protected from harvest of all
)cinds (page III-130 of the DEIS). Management of natural resources in wild river
corridors is regulated by direction established in the original Congressional
legislation and comprehensive management plans, as stated in the FEIS page

You state that because of changed circumstances that were not accounted for on
page IV-4 of the DEIS, we should prepare a supplemental DEIS. As you are
aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it no longer needs wild
yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the demand for federal yew.
In response to this change in demand and to public comment. Alternative B has
been identified as the preferred alternative for the final EIS. The proposed
action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the current situation;
the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the
FEIS)

.

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bar)t to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may recpjest
relatively small quantities of yew bar)< or needles for research and development
purposes

.

You state (in response to a statement on page IV-4 of the DEIS) that needles
must be considered as an alternative. In the FEIS we added a needles only
alternative for consideration, but did not carry out a complete analysis of the
potential effects of implementing it. See page 11-13 of the FEIS for a
description of the needles only alternative and the reasons it was dropped from
further consideration.

III-119.
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You question an assumption stated on page IV-5 of the DEIS that yew will be
regenerated and protected as a recognized tree species under the LRMPs: We
believe the Forest Service and the BLM have extensive experience in
successfully regenerating and planting both coniferous and hardwood species.
Federal and private nurseries are successfully propagating Pacific yew and
several forests have planted yew in the field.

You point out that the discussion of past harvest of yew (page IV-6 of the
DEIS) fails to account for bark that has been poached and stolen form federal
lands: The yew inventories, completed in August, 1992, accounted for yew
removed from federal lands, either through harvest or theft, prior to 1992.
Although at least 300,000 pounds of bark were stolen from national forest lands
in 1991 (and an unspecified amount from BLM lands in 1991 and before),
implementation of tight accountability standards in 1992 reduced theft to
negligible levels.

You say that the short-term demand assumption on page IV-6 of the DEIS must be
questioned and at least one alternative must assume that the harvest of natural
yew products will continue on a long-term, even-flow, sustained yield basis:
We examined a long-term, even-flow harvest alternative, but did not fully
develop it. See the FEIS page 11-13 for a description of this alternative and
the reasons it was not carried forward.

The DEIS page IV-12 states that the inventory counted trees one inch in

diameter and above, but harvest alternatives focus on trees over three inches
in diameter. You want to know if there could be overcounting of available bark:
In the modeling process for the inventory only those trees over three inches
diameter breast height were used to model the output of bark.

You ask for disclosure of inventory data: The inventory data is available
through the Pacific Northwest Research Station (USFS) and the model information
is available by contacting the EIS team'.

You note that if we harvest all the yew trees that the EIS potentially allows
(pages IV-18 and IV-129 of the DEIS) we won't be able to harvest yew again for

100 to 200 years. You state that this uneven-flow harvest is not a sustained
yield harvest regime as it is commonly understood by Congress or the public.
Further you state that you don't think that Congress had in mind a 100-year
period when it passed the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act: See the revised
sustained yield section in the FEIS Chapters III and IV for clarification of

sustained yield.

You ask that the effects of the uneven-flow harvest plan and the direct and

indirect effects of Alternative G1 (page IV-23 of the DEIS) must be more fully
described: The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of implementing
Alternative G1 are described under each resource in Chapter IV. The information
in the "Yew Population and Inventory" section simply describes the amount of

yew that could be removed under each alternative.

You state that the discussion of foliage removal for Alternatives F, Gl, and G2

(page IV-30 of the DEIS) is confusing and inconsistent with the general scheme

of the DEIS, that these descriptions belong in the description of alternatives:

We did not change the discussion of the impacts of needle removal or

regeneration potential; we think it is an important and necessary part of

Chapter IV.
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You state that the discussion of effects of past timber harvests on yew

population connectivity (page IV-55 of the DEIS) indicated that we should

consider an alternative where current harvest practices are altered to improve

yew tree conditions “* a yew friendly forest management alternative. Mitigation

measures for timber sale units in Alternatives B through G2 require that yew be

maintained or replaced on the site at pre-harvest levels, or where extremely

abundant, at prescribed levels. (See Mitigation Measures, page 11-55 of the

FEIS.

)

In non-sale areas and partial-cut units, in Alternatives C through G2, yew

populations should be maintained by unharvested yew, stump sprouting, and

regeneration arising from seeds from mature yew left in the site (see page

IV-22 of the FEIS). Analyses of harvest practices will be carried out by each

forest as they implement and adjust forest and resource management plans and as

ecosystem management principles indicate the need to consider different

management approaches.

In response to your comment about the adverse effects of road building (page

IV-94 of the DEIS): If an alternative is selected that permits road building

for yew harvest, adverse effects of specific road building projects (if any

roads were to be built) would be analyzed in more detail in project-level

analyses

.

In response to your disagreement with the assumptions about threatened and

endangered species, (page IV-102 of the DEIS): The intent of this proposal is

to harvest yew while not causing adverse impacts to threatened and endangered

species. There are federal laws and policies covering this and the intent is to

meet or exceed the protection in those documents. We conferred with the US Fish

and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service to see if the

action resulting from our decision would cause adverse effects. They have

concurred with our assessment that our decision "may affect, but is not likely

to adversely affect" listed species (see Appendix J).

Further analysis of effects on winter range and completion of the Biological
Assessment have caused us to change the statement about carrying capacity of

ungulate winter ranges, (page IV-106 of the DEIS). The level of yew harvest is

not expected to lower the carrying capacity of winter range due to past
management decisions to protect winter range.

You ask about demand (page IV-118 of the DEIS) -- what is the real demand and
how is this action designed to meet an identified demand? Demand is currently
uncertain. The proposed action is designed to meet some level of demand if it

should arise over the next five years.

You ask that irreversible effects be described by alternative; you say that the
discussion of uneven-flow in the irretrievable effects section (IV-128)
supports your contention that the MUSY Act is being ignored: Because all
alternatives, except Alternative A, address a short-term harvest program,
irreversible effects are similar for these alternatives and we find it

appropriate to address irreversible effects in one section. (See page IV-121 of
the FEIS.

)

In response to your comment about ASQs (allowable sale quantities), DEIS page
IV-129: Because the land base for calculating allowable sale quantities is
reduced, there will be irretrievable loss of allowable sale quantity volume.
The BLM is coordinating its Resource Management Plans with the Pacific Yew EIS.
Both documents are interrelated and can be supplemented if needed. Forest plan
adjustments may be needed if suitable land bases change substantially.
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You say the conclusion that the irretrievable loss of a treatment option due to
lack of access to taxol applies only to alternative A and B is wrong because of

Irreversible Effect number one on the previous page (page IV-128 of the DEIS):
We do not see a conflict between these two conclusions.

You reference Appendix A and the public comments urging a sustainable level of
collection and you think that Congress also wants to see a truly sustainable
harvest of renewable resources: See the revised sustained yield section in the
FEIS Chapters III and IV for clarification of sustained yield.

To answer your questions about genetic reserves on BLM land (Appendix C-6 of
the DEIS): BLM manages non-contiguous blocks of land and has different
administrative boundaries than the Forest Service. The seed tree zones used by
BLM for establishing Pacific yew genetic reserves are considerably larger than
Forest Service local management areas, encompassing up to several hundred
thousand contiguous acres. This is one of two reasons the elevation band for
genetic reserves is 1,000 feet for BLM genetic reserves rather than 2,000 feet
used by the Forest Service. The other reason BLM uses 1,000 foot intervals is

to compensate for intermingled private lands which are likely to have fewer
sexually mature yew trees.

You state that based on the inventory design described in Appendix F page 2,

that more plots should be sampled: As the inventory proceeded it became
apparent that we were finding yew in areas where we did not expect it to be.

Consequently, we sampled all stratum at the same level. We did not eliminate
areas from the sample except for elevation reasons or because an entire forest
had insignificant populations, in which case the entire forest was not sampled
(i.e., the Siuslaw and Olympic National Forests).

You state that decisions about the inventory modeling (Appendix F-3) based on
"two guys experience" is not very scientific and NEPA demands scientific
accuracy, (40 CFR 1500.1 b). Estimates of the elevation range by the two Forest
Service ecologists was the most accurate information available.

Also referring to Appendix F you ask how the inventory plots were chosen from a

pool of 30 plots per stratum per forest?: Forest inventory personnel were

instructed to locate between twenty to thirty plots per stratum depending on

the length of the field season. This would have resulted in 1820 to 2730 total

plots in the region. These plots were selected randomly.

And, you ask, did the classifications exclude all the lands that should be

excluded such as HCAs wilderness areas, etc. (Appendix F-7)?: Yes,

classifications that were mapped during the forest planning process were

removed directly. Those classifications such as unsuitable soils, cultural

artifact sites, and sensitive plant locations may not be mapped at this time.

They are usually located during site-specific analysis. The available bark was

reduced by 25 to 50 percent to reflect the potential reduction that could

result from finding these unmapped areas during the site-specific planning.

Another question you have is, how big were the polygons (Appendix F-13)? The

polygons ranged from 40 to 700 acres in size. Since sampling density remained

constant and did not vary due to the size of the polygon, the actual size was

not important.
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In response to comments about inventory of yew on BLM lands, (DEIS Appendix F):

BLM used the knowledge of local field foresters to stratify total BLM ownership

into several strata of similar yew occurrence. Within each strata, plots were

installed randomly. Stratification is a widely recognized method of achieving
sampling efficiency. If the BLM had randomly installed its 820 plots without
stratification, the resulting information would be considerably less reliable.

You state that the DEIS must consider the alternatives discussed in the
Bristol-Myers Squibb Company background material included in Appendix K (K-10

to K-19): We find the range of alternatives still reasonable within the scope
of the purpose and need of the EIS. We considered a "Needles Only" alternative,
but did not develop it fully. See page 11-13 of the FEIS, "Alternatives
Considered but Eliminated from Further Study."

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns as you expressed them in

your scoping letter, citizen's petition to the FDA, and the two letters in

response to the draft Environmental Impact Statement. Again, we thank you very
much for your interest in this project and concern for the well being of the
environment, including people and the yew tree. The final Environmental Impact
Statement will be published and available to the public within the next few
weeks

.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alternative?

Why or why not?
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D-^

nxSb^S

I prefer Alternative

&>
. ^

because:

What other comments do you have?

(Please Print) ^ n
Name; ' ^ ~1®I5£= ID# (from hbd)

Organization:
^
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Address;

Qty: 019>T0\

State/Pmvince : Zip Code: ^
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Dr. Travor P. Castor
Bio-Eng, Inc.

3-E Gill Straet
Woburn, MA 01601

Daar Or. Castor,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; wa appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your

comments concerning yew needles. Please see page 11-13 of the final EIS for a

discussion of a needles only harvest that is briefly described but not analyzed

in detail in the final EIS.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input, Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the EEIS).

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

Sally J. Campbell
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For the Land and Serving People
^01*0 on Prpo-
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United ftntnn
Depnrtannt of
Agrlenlturo

Poront
Sorrlco

Pacific
Itorthwast

Kagion

333 I.W. Pirst ATanua

P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97206-3623

Kaply To I 1950

Datat

John P. Lattin
Daparti&ant of Zntoaology
Oregon State Univaraity
Corvallis, OR 97331-2907

Dear Mr. Lattin,

Thank you for your reaponsa to tha Pacific Yew Draft Snvironmantal Impact

Statement. Ha received approximately 90 raaponsaa to tha draft BIS; «ra atudiad

all tha comments and made changes in tha final Environmental Impact Statement.

And thanks for your compliments 1

He carefully considered your comments in favor of Alternative C and your
concerns for viability of the species across the landscape. As you are probably
aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it no longer needs wild
yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the demand for federal yew.

In response to this change in demand and to public input. Alternative B has
been identified as the preferred alternative fpr the final BIS. The proposed
action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the current aituation;
the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the
PBIS.

)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresea some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

Me hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the %#ell being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

BALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yaw EIS Team

Caring For tha Land and Sarving Paople
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Uni'ted States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

Margaret Willits
PO Box 478
Areata, CA 95521

Dear Me. Willite,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We noted that none of the
alternatives presented in the draft matched your preferences for yew harvest,
but that Alternative B was perhaps the closest.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

You commented on the sensitivity of yew to fire and mentioned Frank
Betle jewski ' s observations that yew survival is significantly increased if the

fires used for site preparation are of low intensity. In the DEIS his study is

referenced, page III-31 (FEIS page III-30).

You stated that the stream protection zones are not at all an adec[uate

protection for yews and that if logging routinely extends down to 75 feet from

the stream then the bulk of yew populations are subject to the cumulative
impacts of these processes. Seventy-five feet represents a minimum
requirement; the mitigation measure for streamside buffers has been reworded to

reflect this (see pages 11-56, 60 in the FEIS). Larger buffer zones may be

required in areas such as the northern Klamath National Forest. Forest or

resource management plans, as well as site-specific analyses, should identify

appropriate buffer widths or other areas of protection for particular areas or

sites

.

You mention that HCA's are excellent areas for preserving yew populations. We

agree; all the alternatives, except Alternative G2, prohibit yew harvest in owl

conservation areas (including Forest Service HCA's). One value of including

Caring For the Land and Serving People
Pnni»o OA Pape-
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Alternative G2 in the range of alternatives is to disclose and discuss the

impacts of removing yew from Forest Service HCA's and BLM owl conservation

areas

.

Your observations on the utilization of yew by rodents and mountain beavers are

very interesting. We do include a discussion of small animal uses of yew and

the use of Pacific yew for browse in "Other Wildlife Relationships." (See page

III-80 in the DEIS and III-78 in the FEIS.)

On page four of your response letter you state, "...there is a strong need for

considering the cumulative impact of ongoing forest management practices on the

Pacific yew even if harvest of bark is stopped on the forests." The impact from

harvesting Pacific yew on the timber management program is discussed ("Pacific
yew harvest and timber harvests") in Chapter IV of the FEIS. The impacts of

proposed timber harvest on the Pacific yew is not addressed in the FEIS; it

will be analyzed during forest planning for specific national forests and BLM
districts as well as during site-specific analysis on the forest. With regard
to your comments on burning: We do address impacts of past timber harvest
practices in the cumulative effects discussions in some sections of Chapter IV.

We have provided guidelines in the mitigation measures for timber sale units
for selection of site preparation methods to minimize damage to residual yew;

the mitigation measures also require regeneration to pre-harvest or prescribed
levels

.

We will pass on your comments regarding "An Interim Guide to the Conservation
and Management of Pacific Yew," to the Interim Guide Teeun. The Final Pacific
Yew EIS will Bup>ersede the Guide.

Finally, we thank you for sharing your observations concerning Pacific yew.
Much needs to be learned about the species and how it functions in the
ecosystems of which it is a part. We will pass your observations along to
people such as Charles Bolsinger and Stanley Scher and researchers at the
Pacific Northwest Forest Sciences Laboratory in Corvallis who have a continuing
research interest in the ecological relationships of Pacific yew.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final EIS will
be published and available to the public within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

cc

:

Charles Bolsinger
Stanley Scher
Doug Daoust
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United States
Departaent of

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623

Bill Forbee
Leopold Club
PO Box 1315
Brookinge, OR 97415

Dear Mr. Forbee,

Thank you for your reeponee to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 reeponaee from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternatives D and Gl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the

demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In response to your comments regarding limiting the reintroduction of fire to
the ecosystem: The mitigation measures list site-preparation methods
(pagesII-56, 57 in the FEIS), including fire, in general order of least to most
harmful to residual yew. However, this listing is not intended to be
prescriptive; we reworded this measure to reflect this intent. The final choice
of method will dep>end on site analysis. The Pacific yew FEIS also does not
prohibit the use of fire to improve forest health; use of fire for forest
health will be determined in separate analyses by each national forest or BLM
district

.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.
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Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred altemative? MO -ro Acrgg-N

Why or why not?
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Onitad St.at«s

Dapairtaent of
Agrlcultura

Forast
Sarrlca

Pacific
Hoi~tbweat

Ragion

333 6.W. Firat Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To I 1950

Data

:

Karcue Roening
1017 N. Cedar St.

Tacoma, WA 98406

Dear Hr. Roening,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your

comments concerning Alternative C.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

Regarding your comment on prioritization of non-sale areas for yew harvest; The
guideline for stand prioritization allows for changing objectives and values.
(See pages 11-61 to 11-63 of the FEIS.)

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For tha Land and Sarving Peopla

0 Prtrrl*<3 or Rec>-c4*c)
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#66 31593

STATI OF WASH?slCTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Mai! Stop PV-11 • Otympia, Washington 98504-6711 • (206) 459^000

Harch 10, 1993

Ms. Sally Campbell
USOA Forest Service
PO Box 3623
Portland OR 97208-3623

Dear Ms. Campbell:

Thank you for the opportunity to comnent on the draft environmental Impact
statement (DEIS) for Pacific Yew. Ve reviewed the DEIS and have the following
comments

.

1. Haul and/or access roads must meet or exceed state standards per
Washington State Department of Ecology and U.S. Forest Service
Memorandum of Understanding.

2. Existing road structures should be lised.

3. Bristol-Myers has Indicated that It will have a synthetic product
available by the end of the this year or beginning 1994.

If you have any questions on Comment 1, please call Mr. Bob Penhale with the
Water Quality Program at (206) 649-7074. For questions on Comments 2 and 3,

please call Ms. Janet Thompson-Lee with the Northwest Regional Office at (206)
649-7128.

Environmental Review Section ^

MVS:
93-372

cc: Bob Penhale, NWRO
Janet Thompson-Lee, NWRO

o

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-207



A Public

Involvement

Dnitad Statsa
OapartMBt of
Agrlcnltur*

Porast
••rric*

Pacific
orthwast
Kagion

333 t.N. Pirst Avanua
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OB 97308-3633

Baplj Tot 1950

Data I

M. Varnlca Santaa
Stata of Washington Dapt. of Bcology
Olynpia, WA 98504-8711

Oaar M. Vamlca Santaa,

Thank you for your rasponsa to tha Pacific Yaw Draft Bnvironmantal lapact
Stataoant. Wa racaivad approximataly 90 responsas from paopla who raviawad the

draft BIS; vm appraciata tha titoa and thought.

As you ara probably awara, Briitol-Myars Squibb Company racantly announcad it

no longar naads wild yaw from fadaral lands. This decision has impacted tha
damand for fadaral yaw. In rasponsa to this changa in damand and to public
input, Altarnativa B has bean idantifiad as tha prafarrad altarnativa for tha
final BIS. Tha proposad action and naad statamant has baan clarifiad to raflact
tha currant situation; tha changas mada for clarification ara minor. (Saa pagas
1-2 to 1-5 of tha PBIS.)

Although wa axpact damand for wild Pacific yaw bark to drop substantially, wa
do forasaa soma laval of demand, probably variable, for yaw from fadaral lands
ovar tha naxt five yaars. A variaty of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yaw bark or naadlas for research and development
purposes.

In rasponsa to your comments regarding haul and access roads: All applicable
agreements and MOD'S will be followed in project design.

Wa hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the wall being of the
environment, including human lives and tha Pacific yaw tree. Tha final
Bnvironinantal Impact Statement will be published and available to tha public
within tha next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBBLL
Leader, Pacific Yaw BIS Team

Caring For Land and Sarving Paople
^wubO on Rocyctod Popof
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#67

BLACK HILLS AUDUBON SOCIETY
A Washington State Chapter of the National Audubon Society

Mailing Address; P.O. Box 2524, Olympia WA 98507

March 9. 1993

USOA Forest Service

Pacific Yew EISTeam
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

To the Yew EISTeefn:

The following are comments on the Pacific Yew DEIS on behalf of Black Hills Audubon in

Olympia, WA Black Hills Audubon (BHAS) has a special interest in the management of the Olympic
National Forest.

With the announcement by Bristol-Meyers Squibb that it does not Intend to collect bark from

yew on federal lands in 1 993 , It seems appropriate for the Yew Team to select a new preferred

alternative. The argument that collection of yew bark from federal lands is needed to meet the demands

for taxol appears invalid for the present, and future needs for yew bark from federal lands are now

unclear. There no longer seems to be any )ustification for the proposed preferred alternative, 61,

which poses unacceptable risks not only to Pacific Yew populations but to other species as well. BHAS
proposes adoption of alternative B with modifications. This alternative evidently provides more yew
bark than required for current therapeutic needs, reduces the amount of yew bark traditionally

wasted in the timber sale program and avoids destroying trees in parts of Forest Service and BLM land

not already subject to logging. These trees may be needed later. Alternative B should be improved to

provide additional protection for both yew and other elements of the forest ecosystem by incorporation

of some features from Alternatives C-61. These include:

1. prohibitions against yew removal (x activities likely to damage yew trees) within 75
feet of streams;

2. creation of yew genetic reserve areas with restrictions on logging and logging- related

activities within reserves;

3. replant yew after logging as in the other alternatives, where needed and effective.

Thank you fx considxing these comments.

Sincerely,

AnnBlakley

Forest Subcommittee

Black Hills Audubx Society



A Public

Involvement

United States
Depairtment of

Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Ave'nue

P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

:

Ann Blakley
Forest Subconunittee

Black Hills Audubon Society
PO Box 2524

Olympia, WA 98507

Dear Ms. Blakley,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternative B and how it might be modified.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS).

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In response to your comment regarding the modification of Alternative B:

1. Mitigation measures for all alternatives require that no yew be harvested
near perennial streams. The mitigation measures have been revised to
require stream buffers of at least 75 feet for all federal lands (in the
DEIS, stream buffers in Forest Service Northern Region were 50 feet). See
page 11-56 in FEIS.

2. We believe genetic reserves are not a necessary part of Alternative B

because under this alternative, population levels would remain high enough
to ensure the genetic variability and integrity of gene pools.

3. Replanting yew is required in Alternative B. (See mitigation measures for
Alternative B, 11-55 in FEIS.)

Caring For the Land and Serving People

on Rocyclod
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We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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Forast
Barrie*

Faeific
Worthaast
Eagioa

333 S.N> First Jtranu*

F.O. Bor 3«33
Fortlsad, OB f720«-3C33

Oaitad Ststas
Dapartaaat vlf

Agricultor*

Baply Tot 1950

Data I

C.A. Council
5810 Colastin Rd.
Bornbrook, CA 96044

Dost Ms. Council,

Thank you for your raaponaa to tha Pacific Taw Draft Bnvironmantal Impact
Statamant. W* racaivad approximataly 90 rasponaaa from paopl* who raviawad th*
draft BIS; wa appraciat* th* tima and thought. M* carafully conaidarad your
coenants concarning Altarnatir* B.

As you ara probably awara, Briatol-Nyars Squibb Company racantly announcad it
no longar naads wild yaw from fadaral lands. This dacision has impactad th*
damand for fadaral yaw. In raaponaa to this chang* in damand and to public
input, Altarnatir* B has baan idantifiad as tha prafarrad altarnatir* for th*
final BIS. Th* proposad action and naad atatamant haa baan clarifiad to raflact
tha currant situation; tha changaa mad* for clarification ara minor. (Saa pages
1-2 to 1-5 of th* FBIS).

Although vm mxpmct damand for wild Pacific yaw bark to drop substantially, wa
do for**** soma level of damand, probably rariabla, for yaw from fadaral lands
ovar tha naxt fir* years. A rariaty of companies or individuals stay request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes.

In response to your concern about Briatol-Nyars Squibb Company's "gaining
control of a public rasourca," plsas* as* th* FBIS, Appendix B, for copies of

tha various agraamants between fadaral agendas and Bristol-Myers Squibb.

W* hop* these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
intarast in this project and your concern for th* %wll being of th*

environment, including human lives and th* Pacific yaw tree. Th* final

Bnvironmantal Impact Statamant will b* published and available to th* public

within th* naxt few «***ks.

Sincerely,

SAIXT J. CAMPBBU.
Leader, Pacific Taw BIS Taam

Caring For th* Land and Serving P*opl*
I
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United Stmtes
D*part««nt of
Agriculture

Forest
Serrice

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Ayenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To I 1950

Date:

Robin Kuhn ’

PO Box 284
Montgomery Creek, CA 96065

Dear Robin Kuhn,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternatives B and Cl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In regard to your questions and comments concerning why we chose Alternative Cl

in the draft EIS: Alternative Cl does carry a higher level of risk to other
resources and forest health than does Alternative B. However, the team elected
to recommend a higher, but still acceptable (in our opinion) level of risk to
accomplish a more efficient harvest of yew to meet the projected need for

taxol. Our rationale for selecting Cl as the preferred alternative was based on

facte available for analysis at that time.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

-environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Caring For tha Larxt and Serving Paopla
PrtrUBd on Rocydod Popor
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#70 31593

Alliance for the Wild Rockies
Box 8731 Missoula. Montana 59807 • 406-721-5420

Waho Montana Wyoming Oregon Washington At>erta British Columbia

Ms. Salty Campbell

Pacific Northwest Regional Forest Service Office

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623

Portland. OR 97208-3623

Dear Ms. Campbell;

We at the Alliance for the Wild Rockies are writing regarding the Pacific

Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement. I have talked to you on the

telephone and you informed me that since Bristol-Myers Squibb has found a

synthetic alternative to cutting yew, the project will be about 1/10 its original

size. This being the case, I find it impossible to comment on the Draft EIS the

Forest Service sent out. It has no relevance to what the actual proposal will be.

It is imperative that the Forest Service come out with a new document

that discloses what the new proposals and what the new environmental

consequences will be in light of the Bristol-Myers Squibb finding. The new
proposals are bound to have entirely different environmental consequences than

those revealed in the Pacific Yew DEIS. These environmental impacts must be

disclosed In a new EIS. We are very interested in this project and we are glad

to see that the Yew is a little safer from the saw.

Please keep us informed on the Pacific Yew project. We would like to

remain on the mailing list and we expect to hear what the Forest Service

decides to do since it is no longer necessary to cut the Yew tree. Thank you for

the opportunity to submit comments.

Sincerely,

Ecosystem Defense
Jc9
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Serrice

Pacific
Horthweat
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

Angie Coffin
Alliance for the Wild Rodciea
Box 8731
Miaaoula, XT 59B07

Dear Ms. Coffin,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS.

In response to your comment that, "It is imp>erativa that the FS come out with a

new document that discloses what the new proposals and what the new
environmental consequences will be in light of the Bristol-Myers Squibb
finding.": We find that the original proposed action and purpose and need are
still applicable. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to
reflect the current situation, but the changes made for clarification are
minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.) We did not add any new alternatives.
The range of alternatives is still reasonable within the scope of the proposed
action. Since we have not added any new alternatives, no additional analysis is

needed and we find that a new EIS is not necessary.

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yaw bark to drop substantially, we
do foreaee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands

over the next five years. A variety of companiea or individuals may request
relatively email quantities of yew bark or needlea for research and development
purposes.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

C«nr>Q For the Land and Serving People

® PnnlBd on fWcyc>>d PfmPnnM an rWcYCtad Papx
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Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impxact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred altemative?—
Why or why not?___Ct
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply Toi 1950

Date

Edward M. Groom, Jr.

RIPS, School of Pharmacy
University of Mississippi
University, MS 36677

Dear Mr. Groom,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternatives B and Gl.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Gompany recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS.

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

You state that foliage harvest, as well as seed and propagation cuttings
opportunities, should be preserved: Seed and propagation cuttings will be

permitted as allowed by forest plane (Forest Service) and draft resource
management plans (BLM). Foliage harvest is allowed wherever the selected
alternative allows yew harvest.

You also suggest that Pacific yew research programs should be continued as a

model on sustainable development of speciality products from public lands:

As you know, a number of researchers currently are investigating various

aspects of Pacific yew biology, ecology, and genetics. (See Appendix M, Pacific

Yew Research). The magnitude of, and direction that Pacific yew research will

take in the future is unknown, but will hopefully be responsive to the changes

and needs occurring in forest management.

Caring For the Land and Serving People
on Recyc'ed
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We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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Pacific Yew Draft Environmentai impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree with the preferred alternative?

Why or why not?
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Onitad ttatas
Dapartaant of
Agricttltora

Foraat
Sarrlca

Pacific
orthwaat
Kaglon

333 S.N. First Aranua
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OS •7206-3623

Saply To I 1950

Data I

Ploranca A. Patarson
1745 SS Jackaon 8t.

Roaaburg, OR 97470

Daar Ka. Patarson,

Thank you for your rasponaa to tha Pacific Taw Draft BnvironiDantal Znpact
Stataaant. Na racaivad approximataly 90 rasponsaa froo paopla who raviawad tha
draft BIS; vo appraciata tha tlaa and thought. Ha carafully conaidarad your
coanants concamlng Altamativa B.

As you ara probably awara, Brlstol-Myara Squibb Conpany racantly announcad it

no longar naads wild yaw froa fadaral landa. This dacialon has impactad tha
damand for fadaral yaw. In rasponaa to this chango in damand and to public
input, Altamativa B has baan idantifiad as tha prafarrad altamativa for tha
final BIS. Tha proposad action and naad statamant has baan clarifiad to raflact
tha currant situation; tha changas sksda for clarification ara minor. (Saa pagas
1-2 to 1-5 of tha PBIS.)

Although wm axpact damand for wild Pacific yaw bark to drop substantially, wa
do forasaa soma laval of damand, probably variabla, for yaw from fadaral lands
ovar tha naxt fiva yaars. A variaty of companias or individuals may raquast
ralativaly saiall quantitias of yaw bark or naadlas for rasaarch and davalopmant
purposas.

Ha hopa thasa rasponsaa will satisfy your concarns. Thank you again for your
intarast in this projsct and your concarn for tha t#all baing of tha
anvironmant , including huaian livas and tha Pacific yaw traa. Tha final
Bnvironmantal Impact Statamant will ba publishad and availabla to tha public
within tha naxt fsw %*aaks.

Bincaraly,

BAIXY J. CAMPBBLL
Laadar, Pacific Tow BIS Taam

Caring For lha Land and Sarving Paopta
PnniBd 0^ ABC^rdBd
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#73
NaPro BioTherapeutics, Inc.

315 9 3

BlomaM Op>r«MotM 2S11 W. Ml Awmmm
EwgwM, OR 97402

(903) 606-3332

(903) 6063334 (fax)

March 11, 1993

Sally Campbell
Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader
USDA Forest Service

P.O. Box 3623
Portland. OR 97208-3623

Re: Comment on Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), January 1993

Dear Ms. Campbell:

NaPro BioTherapeutics, IrK. (NaPro) Is very Interested In management of the federal Pacific yaw
resource. The enclosed comments are made conskferirtg our position as a current purchaser of

private yew biomass arxi a prospective purchaser of federal yew biomass.

NaPro currently uses Pacific yew biomass to extract and manufacture Taxol and related taxane
formulations for the research and treatment of patients with cancer, following the U.S. Food and
Drug Administration's proceM for Investigative New Drugs. The company operates urxler a

managed and controlled pharmaceutical development program to produce Taxol and taxanes for

both pre-cllnical and clinical trials as per US CFR Title 21 (The Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act).

The following statements represent NaPro’s comment to the draft pacific Yew EIS:

1. We would like to commerxl the three cooperating agencies for producing a very thorough
arxi effective draft EIS.

2. The final Pacific Yew EIS must be completed, regardless of the current status whereas
Bristol Meyers-Squibb (BMS) will not be harvesting federal yew In 1993. Sizeable quantities of yew
are being utilized by BMS and NaPro. Research organizations may insist on access in 1993.

Considerable yew harvest pressure placed on state and private forests in 1993 may subsequently

translate into greater demarrd for federal yew sources in 1994 and beyond.

3. The final Pacific Yew EIS should address sale of Pacific yew to qualified Taxol

manufacturers (subject to conditions of the Pacific Yew Act), rather than being directed only to

BMS. NaPro now qualifies to utilize federal yew under the terms of the Pacific Yew Act and should

rK>w have access to federal yew purchase in 1993 and beyond.

4. Let economic efficiency govern the types of yew biomass utilization required (needles,

Nmbs, bark, wood, etc.), rather than regulating the harvest and removal of all yew tree biorruiss.

Cost effectiveness and available technology may not allow for whole tree harvest In all situations

at this time. Taxol extraction technology is evolving over time.

Pacific Yew FEIS
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5. Include provisions for needle/bough utilization in the future. Available technology and

commercialization of Taxol extraction from needles will increase utilization and yew resource

sustainability in the future although delays in obtaining regulatory approval may occur.

6. Consider and address sustainable yew biontass harvest beyond the three to five year

period defined in the draft EIS. Sustainable yew harvest of needles from federal forests and tree

biomass harvested from timber sale units can be prudent and viable beyoitd the five-year term.

Extraction of Taxol and taxane compounds from the renewable forest yew resource may remain
ecoiKNnical even in the presence of alternative Taxol sources in the future.

7. NaPro concurs with the Forest Service and BLM Preferred Alternative Gl. This alterruitive

represents an efficient combination of yew biomass utilization arid protection of forest ecosystem
values. The agencies must consider that the maximum quantfties specified for the selected

alternative may not rtecessarily be realized by the yew manufacturer demaiKl.

8. Alternative A is unacceptable. This is due to potential waste of the yew resource in timber

sale units, and because of no addftional measures for yew regeneration, no genetic reserves, no
harvest for Taxol production, and no yew protection.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Should you have further questions about NaPro’s
position or these comments, please do not hesitate to call me at 503/686-3387, or Dr. Sterling

Ainsworth, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, at 303/444-8406.

Sincerely,

Rex D. Storm
Director of Biomass Operations

Enel

RDS/ayo
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

Rex D. Storm
Director of Biomaaa Operations
2511 W. 6th Avenue
Eugene, OR 97042

Dear Mr. Storm,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternatives A and Gl.

The following are responses to your numbered comments:

1. Thank you for complimenting us on the draft EIS. We appreciate the positive
input

.

2. Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially,
we do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal
lands over the next five years. A variety of individuals or companies, such as

yours, may request relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for

research and development purposes.

3. Under current law (Pacific Yew Act of 1992), sale of yew for commercial
purposes can be made only to those parties that are in accordance with Section

505 of the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act (21 USC 355). Yew that is

purchased, but not utilized by the purchaser (e.g. needles, twigs, wood), can

be sold to others for commercial use. For research purposes, the Forest Service

has the option to dispose of yew in accordance with FS regulations.

4. The EIS looks at a fairly wide range of harvest options and locations. None

of the alternatives (except Alternative A) limit the part of the yew tree

utilized. As you commented, economics and available technology will dictate the

type of biomass collected. (See Description of Alternatives, Chapter II.)

5. Needle and limb harvest are permitted in all action alternatives (See

Description of Alternatives, page 11-19 and Mitigation Measures, 11-55 in

6.

The EIS addresses a five-year harvest program, however, we have included

some additional information on sustainable yield of Pacific yew. See pages

III-7 and IV-7 in the FEIS.

FEIS)

Caring For the Land and Serving People
Pnrnm3 on R»cyc**d P«p<K©
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7. As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced
it no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input, Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

8. We have noted your comments concerning Alternative A.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY
OREGON REGION

March 15, 1993

Sally Campbell, Forest Service
Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader
USDA Forest Service
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Dear Ms. Campbell:

These are The Wilderness Society's comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Pacific Yew harvest
program.

The Changing Landscape
The Bristol-Myers Squibb Pharmaceutical company announced that
••we do not plan to harvest Pacific yew bark from federal lands in
1993" (Statement of Zola Horovitz before the Committee on Small
Business, U.S. House of Representatives, January 25, 1993). It
appears Bristol-Myers Squibb will rely on a semi-synthesis
process which utilizes the twigs and needles of yew trees. The
source of this yew material appears to be European and Himalayan
yews. Future yew material may be obtained from the Weyerhaeuser
company, which agreed with Bristol-Myers Squibb to plant 5
million yew seedlings (Eugene Register-Guard, January 30, 1993)

.

This situation should dramatically alter several key assumptions
in the DEIS including the demand and supply analysis. More
importantly, this changing landscape may void the necessity for a

Pacific yew bark collection program.

A Critique of the DEIS
The DEIS can be criticized both for what it does and for what it
does not do. Despite the impressive weight and thickness of the
document, the DEIS is extraordinarily poor in information
content. Part of this can be attributed, as is done repeatedly
throughout the DEIS, to a general lack of inventory information
and ecological knowledge about Pacific yew, but it also appears
to be due to a fundamental failure on the part of the
participating agencies to appreciate the potential impacts of
their proposed actions on this critically important species or
the ecosystems that support its existence.

610 SOUTHWEST ALDER. SUITE <>15, PORTLAND OREGON <>7205

(5031 248-0452

primed on J009c recycled paper
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Pacific Yew DEIS comments
The Wilderness Society, March 15, 1993
Page 2

The following critique of the DEIS focuses on both fundamental
failings of the approach and the generally poor handling of
information regarding Pacific yew. We will criticize
what the document discloses, what it does not disclose, and what
it cannot disclose. This information, considered together with
the’ recent announcement by Bristol Myers-Squibb, argues for
harvest levels greatly reduced from the preferred alternative.

Fundamental Flaws
Overall, the DEIS demonstrates a basic lack of appreciation
for impact assessment. The DEIS devotes an extraordinary amount
of space to simply restating the alternative prescriptions under
the guise of impact assessment. For example, the analysis of the
impact of yew harvest on yew populations amounts only to a
restatement of alternative harvest levels. No real attempt is
made to describe the effects on the population resulting from
each treatment. This pattern is repeated throughout the document
where, in the absence of information on the species or its
ecosystem, impact is taken only to mean harvest prescriptions.
This deficiency is illustrated well by a quotation from page IV-
87 regarding effects on wildlife;

"Because of the lack of information regarding yew's role in
the ecosystem, this discussion is based primarily on
comparisons of the magnitude of effects for each
alternative. We are unable to provide concrete facts and
figures at this time."

The DEIS declines to assess the impact of specific collection
methods on the environment, instead deferring to future "site-
specific analyses" (p. II-7) . This results in an DEIS that is
devoid of discussion of many of the important effects of yew
harvest, such as fire and insect hazards resulting from slash
build-up and soil effects of various harvest methods. Methods of
yew harvest, however, are not so diverse that their effects could
not be treated comprehensively in this document. Simply
mentioning, for instance, that needle harvest could involve large
machinery which might compact soils (p. IV-83) does not suffice
as impact assessment.

The DEIS also exposes a basic lack of understanding of the
fundamentals of the maintenance of biological diversity. For
example, the discussion of indirect effects of Alternative A on
biodiversity (p. IV-74) is nonsensical:

"The equilibrium of systems where Pacific yew is harvested
could be altered. Ecological equilibrium refers to the
balance that exists between living organisms and their
environment. After disturbance, these systems would reach a
different equilibrium which may or may not be less stable.

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-230



Pacific Yew DEIS comments
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If the same functions, habitats, and structures provided by
yew could be provided by a better-adapted alternate species,
equilibriums (sic) may become more stable.”

The "impacts" of leaving yew trees alone following hairvest of
ove'rstory species are considered to be "moderate".

By comparison, the impacts of Alternative B, in which trees are
felled and peeled, is considered "minor". While ecological
principles might be invoked to substantiate such a conclusion,
they are not here, and the discussion of biodiversity only
exemplifies how poorly understood the concept is by those
purporting to protect it.

What the DEIS Tells Ds
Despite the generally deficient information within the document,
the DEIS does contain clues to an appropriate direction for
management of Pacific yew. In general. Alternatives A and B
are described to be the best for both the yew and for other
resources. Additionally, the preferred alternative (PA) is shown
to have several undesirable characteristics.

Alternatives A and B are described as posing a low risk to
landscape pattern, having no or minor effects on yew genetics,
causing only minor increases in the risk of fire occurrence, and
posing a low risk of negative impact on ecosystem structure and
function. Additionally, Alternatives A and B have the least
impact on soils and only these alternatives have no impact on
water and aquatic habitat. Impacts on wildlife and threatened
and endangered species habitat is minimal, and only Alternatives
A and B are described as having no impact on spotted owl roosting
habitat. In terms of the impacts that were assessed, however
cursorily. Alternatives A and B clearly have the least impact on
the environment.

In contrast, the PA poses a moderate risk to landscape
connectivity and has potentially moderate impacts on
yew genetics and seed production. The PA runs the risk of
increasing fire occurrence, poses a moderate risk to ecosystem
structure and function, and is likely to impact wildlife in late
successional forest. The DEIS considers the risks to spotted owl
prey and roosting habitat to be "moderate to high."

According to the DEIS, current processing capacity is only
1.95 million pounds of bark per year (p.IV-6). Annual bark
harvests from National Forests and BLM lands under all
alternatives except for A (0 lbs.) and B (520,000 Ibs/year) are
in excess of this. It is unclear how the supply in excess of
capacity will be processed. The DEIS acknowledges that
Alternative B would supply enough bark in combination with bark
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Pacific Yew DEIS comments
The Wilderness Society, March 15, 1993
Page 4

from non-federal lands to meet current demand.

Additionally, the entire program in 1991 provided only 571
jobs (p.III-121), equivalent to the level of employment provided
under alternative D. Under the PA, job creation would be less
than twice this level. Alternative B is expected to provide up
to 113 seasonal jobs (p. IV-123) , resulting in the loss of fewer
than 500 seasonal jobs, region wide, if this alternative is
selected. The alarming dearth of information on this vital
species suggests that at least this many positions should be
created in yew inventory and monitoring and funded by the federal
government or the drug industry.

Specific Deficiencies of the DEIS
The DEIS acknowledges (p. III-88) that new roads may be
constructed where they do not currently exist (i.e. roadless
areas) to facilitate yew bark harvest. Road and trail
construction are known to cause increased sedimentation, dust,
and noise (p. IV-108) . Sedimentation is known to degrade the
habitat of many species of native fish, including threatened
anadromous salmonid species. Some of the forests supporting the
highest densities of Pacific yew are also the last holdouts of
many of these threatened stocks. Nevertheless, the DEIS
concludes (p. IV-85) that logging in riparian areas may have a
"favorable effect" by adding woody debris to the aquatic system.
Any negative effects are considered to be temporary because they
would be "unnoticeable within a couple of years." Such glib
dismissal of critical environmental impacts is inappropriate.

The assessment of the impacts of Port-Orford-cedar root
disease (Phytophthora lateralis) is wholly inadequate. It
considers only the impacts of the disease on the Pacific yew and
completely ignores the impacts of the proposed actions on Port-
Orford-cedar. Port-Orford-cedar is now so threatened by the
disease that elaborate (and unproven) protocols have been
established simply to operate in its presence (see Appendix C)

.

Logging of Pacific yew in the presence of Port-Orford-cedar
presents tremendous risk to the latter, even if risks to the
former are minor. Rather than continue to risk the future of
Port-Orford-cedar through the use of an unproven mitigation
protocol, the Forest Service and BLM should simply ban timber
harvest from watersheds uninfected by the disease.

Assessment of environmental impacts is further clouded by
inadequate inventory. The DEIS merely reports numbers of trees
and pounds of bark that could be harvested under various
alternatives. Nowhere is there an adequate description of the
inventory, including the population structure of yew at the
landscape or stand level. Only the table on page 21 of Appendix
F provides information on population structure, and this is for
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state and private lands not covered by the DEIS. Figure III-l
presents only meaningless "examples'' of stand structures.
Without information on population structure, it is impossible to
determine how harvest, especially harvest that concentrates on
the largest individuals, will affect the Pacific yew or its
eco'System.

The determination of sustainable harvest level (Appendix F-22) is
simply negligent. The sustainable level is calculated as the
number of harvestable trees (20.3 million — an estimate that
appears nowhere else in the document) divided by 100 (the number
of years needed to grow a harvestable tree — in this case 6
inches in diameter at the stump (Table III-4)). This assumes
that "the first areas harvested would regenerate and be ready for
a second harvest in 100 years." Under this scenario, the entire
harvestable population would be converted to trees less than 6
inches in diameter over the next century. Thus, the existing
population structure would not be sustained, nor is there any
guarantee that the yield of bark would be maintained over time.
Additionally, this approach assumes, inappropriately, that the
yew population would be unaltered by other management activities,
such as timber harvest, within the range of the species.

The U.S. Congress has been very engaged in the Pacific yew issue
including conducting hearings and passing legislation.
Information describing Congressional involvement and intent would
assist the public in better understanding the issues and legal
requirements surrounding Pacific yew management on federal lands.
Although the DEIS briefly discusses the Pacific Yew Act of 1992,
it does not provide the text. Congress also provided direction
to federal agencies on Pacific yew issues in the Appropriations
bill for Fiscal Year 1992. The final EIS should include the
complete text of all federal laws pertaining directly to Pacific
yew management.

Conclusion
The Draft Pacific Yew EIS could have been undertaken as a
state-of-the-art assessment of the biology and management of an
important non-timber resource. Instead, it appears to have been
undertaken hastily without serious consideration of even the
fundamentals of species biology, such as growth and yield
estimation.

The uncertainty surrounding the inventory and ecology of
Pacific yew and the uncertainty over the future need for bark-
derived taxol argue for a much more cautious approach to yew
harvest than that proposed under the preferred alternative.
Given the recent announcements of Bristol Myers-Squibb's
successful semi-synthesis, the selection of Alternative A (no

action) does not appear unreasonable. If a collection progam is
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Pacific Yew DEIS comments
The Wilderness Society, March 15, 1993
Page 6

necessary, of the Alternatives presented only Alternative B could
be prudently selected given the information in the DEIS.

However, we believe the assumptions underlying the DEIS have
changed so dramatically that the entire DEIS needs substantial
revisions. We recommend that a new DEIS (or a supplemental DEIS)
be developed and made available for public comment. This new
DEIS should examine if a Pacific yew harvest program on federal
lands is necessary and/or desirable as well as addressing the
concerns we have discussed in these comments. In addition, the
federal government should institute a coordinated, comprehensive
research program into the ecology and genetics of this vital
species. Only after a basic foundation of knowledge has been
established will it be possible to assess the environmental
impacts of any Pacific yew harvest program.

Sincerely,

Robert M. Freimark
Assistant Director, Oregon Forest Ecologist
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333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

Robert M. Freiroark, Aeeietant Director
Dr. Greg Aplet, Forest Ecologist
Wilderness Society
610 SW Alder, Suite 915
Portland, OR 97205

Dear Kr. Freimark and Mr. Aplet,

Thank you for responding to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who responded to
the draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought.

In the section, "A critique of the DEIS" you state that the recent announcement
by Bristol-Myers Squibb and both the information disclosed and the information
missing in the DEIS, argues for reduced harvest levels from the preferred
alternative. Bristol-Myers Squibb' s recent announcement that they no longer
need wild yew from federal lands has, as you point out, impacted the demand for

federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public input.

Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the final

EIS. The proposed action and need statement have been clarified to reflect the

current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2

to 1-5 of the FEIS.

)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we

do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands

over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request

relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development

purposes

.

Under "Fundamental Flaws" you mention lack of knowledge about how harvesting

yew will impact wildlife: The purpose of the EIS is to disclose, given the

available information, the overall effects of several alternative yew harvest

programs. Disclosing deficiencies in knowledge and information is part of this.

Although it is not possible to make precise quantitative estimates of effects

on wildlife populations, many effects can be evaluated on a more general level.

These effects are described Chapter IV (FEIS pages IV-82 to IV-101) and in

Appendix J. In addition, more detailed effects would be described for

site-specific projects.

Canng For the Lend and Serving People
on nocYC*x3 P4po»©
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Also under "Fundamental Flaws" you voiced concern that "simply

ment ioning . . . that needle harvest could involve large machinery which might

compact soil does not suffice as impact assessment;" At present, a well-defined

method of harvesting only needles does not exist. Needle harvest could mean

impacts from people or, because of the economics of harvesting, might entail a

machine designed to strip needles. The final assessment would be made at the

local level for the particular site involved.

In response to your comments, we clarified the paragraph about ecological

equilibrium. See the FEIS page IV-69.

In response to your comment about the lack of information about yew under the

section "What the DEIS Tells Us:" We carefully considered your comments

regarding Alternatives A, B, and Gl. As stated above. Alternative B has been

identified as the preferred alternative for the final EIS.

In response to your comment about yew bark processing capacity: Because a given

alternative describes a yew bark harvest quantity in excess of current

processing capacity, it does not mean that the described level of harvest must

occur. NEPA requires, and decision-makers expect, a broad range of

alternatives

.

In the section "Specific Deficiencies of the DEIS," regarding roads and trails:

Areas already accessible by road systems would most likely be considered first

for yew harvest, due to time and cost considerations. As you say, roads
increase sedimentation, but use of existing road networks will not create
increased sedimentation unless it involves reconstruction or there are road
failures within close proximity to streams.

When incorporating yew harvest into timber sales, it is highly unlikely that
one could separate the effects of the yew harvest from those of the timber sale
which would be several orders of magnitude greater. In addition, there is the
provision for no yew harvest within 75 feet of perennial streams in

Alternatives B through G2 which further reduces the risk to streams.

Also in the section "Specific Deficiencies of the DEIS" you state that the
assessment of the impacts of Port-Orford cedar root disease is inadequate:
Impacts of Port-Orford cedar disease on its primary host were considered. In
the DEIS we stated that no yew would be harvested in areas containing
Port-Orford cedar without a project analysis (which includes a risk analysis of
the project activities on Port-Orford cedar) as prescribed in the Forest
Service and BLM Port-Orford cedar management plane. What we failed to make
clear is that the risk to Port-Orford cedar as well as yew is covered under
these plans. We made this clarification in the FEIS, page IV-46. It is beyond
the scope of this EIS to revisit and change the decisions made in the
Port-Orford Cedar Management Plan.

The graph in Chapter III (Figure III-l) has been changed and now shows the
diameter distribution for all inventoried yew in National Forest system lands
in Oregon and Washington. Also, we included more extensive numerical
descriptions of the diameter distribution for each of the three inventories in
Appendix F.

We have clarified our description of sustained yield. See Chapter 111-7,8 and
Chapter IV-7,8.

We included The Pacific Yew Act of 1992 in the FEIS. It is Appendix N.

PacificYew FEIS
Appendix A-236



In response to "Conclusions;" We noted your preference for Alternatives A or
B; Alternative B is identified as the preferred alternative in the FEIS.

You recommend that a new DEIS or a supplemental DEIS be developed and made
available for public comment: We did not prepare a supplemental DEIS. We find
the original proposed action and purpose and need still applicable. We have
clarified the proposed action and purp>ose and need to reflect the current
situation, but the changes made for clarification are minor (see the FEIS pages
1-2 to 1-5). We also find the range of alternatives still reasonable given the
scope of the identified need.

You state the federal government should institute a coordinated, comprehensive
research program into the ecology and genetics of the yew species: A number of

researchers are currently investigating various aspects of Pacific yew biology,

ecology, and genetics (see Appendix M: Pacific Yew Research). Yew has been
added to the list of species tallied and measured in Forest Service and Bureau
of Land Management inventory programs.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

environmental impact statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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BIORESOURCES RESEARCH CENTER
FOREST PRODUCTS LABORATORY

1301 South 46tfa Street #7 5
Richmuod, CtiiifuniiK 94804

FAX (310) 231-9535

81593

TO: FROM: 5'r/4f* ScHf/i
1

DATE:

FAX: PAGES: ^ (Indwding the papa)

SUBJECT:

If you have problem* with th4 tranemiwton, pleaae oil (810) 231-9292
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MPR-15-1993 16:58 FROM UCFPL TO 915033262469 P.02

Stanloy Sober
Bioresourctts Research Center,
Forest Products Laboratory,
Unlvorolty of California,
Berkeley, CA 94720

14 March 1993

Sally Caapbell, Teaa Leader,
Paoifio Yew EIS Project
D8DA Forest Service,
Portland OR 97208-3623
FAX 503-326-2469

Dear Sally and other BIS teaa namberst

I am writing to offer seme comments on the Draft Bis. First I wish
to call attention to some errors in the document that are easily
correctable before the final EIS is prepared. Next, I would like
to identify potentially serious errors in the NEPA process that may
not be so easily correctable, but requires responses frexn the USDA
Forest Service, BliM and FDA.

There are several places in the Draft EIS where authors are cited
in the text, but do not appear in Lhe list of references. Examples
include! III-21, Steinfeld, 1992| HI-25, Millar, 1991; III-31,
Green and Ward, 1991; HI-66, Tanchuk, 1992; HI-S7, Samson and
Malmstein, 1975; 1II-126, Heizer, 1978.

On 111-14 and HI-19, your definition of layering is overly
restriuLlve. It should be expanded to Include stems that are
toppled by nearby trees and other disturbances.

Now to the axoLB serious issues! the NEPA process. ruA commissioner
David Kessler commented that taxol was the first case in which an
environmental impact statement (EIS) was required for (approval of)
a new drug. I question whether the timing of the FDA approval of
taxol c<xoprcxiised the Rational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in
the rush to approve the drug.

NEPA requires an EIS when a Federal Agency proposes an action that
may have a significant impact on the environment. Under NEPA,
agencies must first release a draft eib for public comment before
the final EIS is issued. But federal land management agencies
(USDA Forest Service and BLM) permitted significant harvesting of
Pacific yew years before these agencies began to draft the EIS.
Late last year—29 December 1992—FDA approved taxol before the
draft EIS was released for public cosiment—8 January 1993.
Accordingly, FDA's approval was issued prematurely, circumventing
the public involvement process. Thus, the public was denied access
to the process.
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MPR-15-1993 16:59 FROM UCFPL TO 915033262469 P.03

A fitfcoxul Iwiiuii relates to objectivity i Hoe c&n ifUA serve as an
objective reviewer in an approval process when they are one of the
partioipating agencies?

I look forward to your response (s).

sincerely^

STANLEY 8CBBR, PHD.

TOTAL P.03
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333 6.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

Stanley Scher
Bioresourcee Research Center
Forest Products Laboratory
1301 South 46th Street
Richmond, CA 94804

Dear Mr. Scher,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who responded to
the draft EIS. We appreciate your interest in the environment, the development
of taxol, and the viability of the Pacific yew tree.

We checked the places in the draft where authors are cited in the text, but do
not appear in the list of references; we corrected the discrepancies — thanks
for pointing them out.

In response to your concerns about the NEPA process: The FDA requires an

environmental assessment (EA) for the approval of a drug. Because they were
approving taxol from Pacific yew bark, some assessment of the environmental
impact of obtaining this source was required. The FDA incorporated the Pacific
yew draft EIS by reference into its environmental assessment to fulfill this
requirement. FDA's regulation allows the EA portion of an NDA to incorporate by

reference "information presented in other documents that are available to FDA
and to the public." (21 CFR Sec. 25.319c)).

In previous decades. Pacific yew trees were judged to have little or no
economic value and were routinely destroyed during harvest operations for

commercial species. NEPA documentation was completed for the timber sale areas
where most of the yew has been harvested in sizeable quantities since the late

1980's. The yew harvest was guided by the 1992 Interim Guide to the

Conservation and Management, and the 1993 revised Interim Guide of Pacific Yew,

until this EIS was completed. The Pacific Yew Act of 1992 requires additional
considerations for yew protection and utilization where it is present on

federal lands. The FDA approval of taxol relied on the information in this EIS,

but your concern about the prematurity of the FDA decision is beyond the scope

of this EIS. We have forwarded a copy of your letter to the FDA.

Caring For the Land and Serving People

© Pi1nt»«3 or f^mcyOmC
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We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest you have in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

cc

:

Phil Vincent, FDA
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To: Sally Campbell, Yew EIS Leader

From: Neil S. Kagan

Date: 3-15-93
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To: S«llv Ctapbell, You EIS Leader From: Neil S. Kagan 3-15-93 4:24pm p. 2 of 6

NBIL S. KAOAN
ATTORNEY AT LAW

1050 Y«on Building
522 B. W. Pitch Avanue
Portland, Oragon 97204

Talaphona
(503) 223-4272

March 15, 1993

PAXBD &wr> WATT,gr>

Sally Campbell
Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader
USDA Forest Service
Pacific Northwest Region
333 S. W. First Avenue
P. O. Box 3623
Portland, Oregon 97208-3623

Re: Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Sally:

I am writing on behalf of the Oregon Natural Resources
Council, the Pilchuck Audubon Society, and Greater Ecosystems
Alliance to comment on the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. Thank you for allowing me to file my comments today by
fax. I will also mail this original so you will have a more
legible document

.

Chapter I -- Purpose and Need

Circumstances have changed significantly since the Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management proposed an intensive 5 -year
program to harvest Pacific yew bark from their lands. In
particular, Bristol-Myers Squibb has decided to secure taxol from
sources other than federal lands. That decision demonstrates that
the DEIS misidentif ied the need for the proposed action as a need
for an immediate supply of Pacific yew bark.

The real need for the proposed action was the need for taxol.
Despite BMS's decision, taxol continues to be needed, and may even
be needed in greater quantities in the future should the drug
continue to prove effective in the treatment of cancer. The
Pacific yew, of course, is a proven and reliable source of taxol.
Therefore, the Pacific yew is still an important source, even
though there is no longer an immediate need for it

.

BMS's decision thus obviates the proposed action, but not the
Pacific yew. The Pacific yew no longer needs to be killed for its
bark, either within or without timber sale boundaries. The Pacific
yew and the ecosystem that fosters and sustains it, however, must
be protected to ensure the Pacific yew’s availability over the long
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Mb. Campbell
March 15, 1993
Page 2

term. Thie ie required both by the Pacific Yew Act ("the Act") and
by Forest Service regulations implementing the National Forest
Management Act ("NFMA"). Pacific Yew Act, § 3(a)(1) and (2), 16
U.S..C. § 4802(a) (1) and (2) (1992) (Forest Service and BLM must
provide for the sustainable harvest of Pacific yew, and conserve
wild Pacific yew populations over the long term); 36 C.F.R. S§
219.9 and 219.27 (Forest Service must provide for the regeneration
of Pacific yew trees and maintain the Pacific yew in the plant
community located on National Forest lands)

.

These circumstances compel the preparation of a supplemental
DEIS. 40 C.F.R. 5 1502 . 9 (c) ( 1 ) ( ii ) ("Agencies . . . [e]hall
prepare supplements to . . draft . environmental impact
statements if . . . [t]here are significant new circumstances or
information relevant to enviroimental concerns and bearing on the
proposed action or its impacts") . They also compel a revision of
the scope of the issues and the significant issues the DEIS must
address. 40 C.F.R. 5 1501.7(c) ("An agency shall revise [the scope
of an EIS] ... if significant new circumstances or information
arise which bear on the proposed action or its impacts").

Chanter II -- Issues. Alternatives, and Comparisons

A revision of the scope of the DEIS would have been necessary
even had circumstances not changed, because the DEIS omitted some
very important issues raised by the Act and NFMA regulations.
These issues include the Forest Service's and BLM' s obligation to
provide for the sustainable harvest of Pacific yew; to provide for
the long-term conservation of the Pacific yew in the wild; to use
individual Pacific yew trees with little or no waste; to harvest
baric first; and to carry out timber management and harvest
activities in a manner that will minimi 2 e adverse effects on the
survival and regeneration of Pacific yew trees. Pacific Yew Act,
§§ 3 (a) (1) - (2) , 3 (b) (2) , (3) , and (5)

,

16 U.S.C. §§ 4802 (a) ( 1 )
- (2 )

,

3(b)(2), (3) , and (5)

;

36 C.F.R. 5§ 219 .9 and 219 .27. These issues
are Important, because they affect the alternatives the DEIS must
consider

.

For example, ta)ce the Act's requirement that the Forest
Service and BLM conserve wild Pacific yew populations over the long
term. Pacific Yew Act , 5 3(a)(2), 16 U.S.C. § 4802(a)(2). That
duty ie independent of duties imposed by existing laws, including
NFMA and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act ("FLPMA").
Consequently, the Forest Service and BLM must conserve Pacific yew
in the wild whether or not existing land and resource management
plans require such conservation, and may have to revise the plans'
land use designations to achieve that objective. That issue must
be addressed, whether or not a supplemental DEIS ie prepared.

Whether or not a supplemental DEIS ie prepared, the range of
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To: S«llv Campbell, Veu EIS Leader From: Neil S. Kagan 3-15-93 4:35pm p. 4 pf 6

Ms . Campbell
March 15, 1993
Page 3

alternatives must be broadened, too, especially to include sources
of taxol other than Pacific yew bark. The DEIS attempted to
justify its failure to consider such alternatives by observing that
the only FDA-approved process for taxol production is extraction of
taxol from Pacific yew bark. That should not limit the
alternatives, however.

Federal agencies must rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives, including reasonable
alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. 40
C.F.R. 5§ 1502.14(a) and (c)

.

Since Pacific yew needles and twigs
can provide a perpetual, sustainable source of taxol for victims of
cancer well into the future, a "needle and twig" alternative that
neither kills the tree or destroys the surrounding environment --

in timber sale unite, partial-cut sale unite, non-sale areas, or
owl conservation areas -- must be constructed and considered.

The DEIS also erroneously discarded an alternative calling for
an even- flow harvest of Pacific yew over a 100 -year period,

deeming such a supply unnecessary because alternative sources of
taxol will be developed within three to five years. Nevertheless,
the DEIS should not have discarded long-term even- flow harvest of
Pacific yew, because the Act specifically calls for sustainable
harvest of Pacific yew. Pacific Yew Act, S 3(a)(1), 16 U.S.C. §

4602(a) (1) . In addition, the Pacific yew constitutes a proven and
reliable backup source of taxol, which may yet be necessary if the
demand for taxol outstrips the supply from other sources.

Other alternatives must be considered, as well. For instance,
the DEIS should have considered at least one alternative protecting
some percentage of the utilizable Pacific yew found in timber sale
unite

.

The DEIS should also have considered an alternative to the
Forest Service's and BLM' e current approach to forest management,
and treated the Pacific yew on at least an equal footing to timber
harvest goals. Specifically, the DEIS should have considered an
alternative requiring special harvest techniques in Pacific yew
areas -- eliminating clearcuts, for example. After all, the Act
requires the Forest Service and BLM to carry out timber management
and harvest activities "in a manner that will minimize any adverse
effects on the survival and regeneration of pacific yew trees."
Pacific Yew Act, § 3(b)(5), 16 U.S.C. § 4802(b)(5). Pacific yew
may be able to survive and regenerate in clearcuts, but clearcuts
do not provide the optimum environment for the growth of, or
concentration of taxol in. Pacific yew trees.

As for the alternatives the DEIS did consider, none set
standards for the recovery of Pacific yew bark. Rather,
alternatives C through G2 allow individual Forest Service regions.
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national forests , and BLM districts to set their own standards for
the utilization of Pacific yew bark, with no assurance that the
environmental impacts of the chosen standards will be assessed or
disclosed in a region-, forest-, or district -wide EIS. DEIS II-61.

The second chapter of the DEIS concluded with a listing of
mitigation measures, but the DEIS failed to analyze the
effectiveness of those measures. The discussion of mitigation had
to reveal how well the measures that might be used would work.
Robertson v. Hethow Valiev Citizens Council . 490 U.S. 332, 352, 109
S . Ct . 1835, 1847 (1989). "Without such a discussion, neither the
agency nor other interested groups and individuals can properly
evaluate the severity of the adverse effects." 1^. Accordingly,
the mere listing of mitigation measures did not suffice. Oregon
Natural Resources Council v. Marsh . 832 F.2d at 1493 (9th Cir.
1987), rev'd on other grounds and remanded . 490 U.S. 360, 109 S.
Ct . 1851 (1989); Northwest Indian Cemetery Protective Ass'n v.
Peterson . 764 F.2d 581, 588 (9th Cir. 1985), on rehearing . 795 F.2d
688 (9th Cir. 1986), rev'd on other grounds . 485 U.S. 439, 108
S . Ct . 1319 (1988)

.

Moreover, ONRC al- take issue with the Forest Service's and
ELM'S intention to allow the destruction of Pacific yew in areas
without enough Pacific yew to establish a genetic reserve. The
Interim Guide to the Conservation and Management of Pacific Yew
(USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region, Mar. 1992) ("the
Guide") -- the most authoritative and comprehensive treatment of
Pacific yew conservation measures to date -- banned any harvest of
Pacific yew in areas where genetic reserves caimot be established.

Chapter IV -- Environmental Consecatencee

I appreciate that information about the Pacific yew is scarce
because, until recently, neither the Forest Service nor the BLM
placed any value on the species. I therefore understand that the
EIS team, was required to make assumptions in predicting the effects
of the various alternatives. Since there is an admitted dearth of
information, though, as well as uncertainty about the stability of
current conditions, a reasonable range of assumptions should have
been considered, and a corresponding range of environmental impacts
described. In that way, both the public and the decision-makers
would be better informed about the consequences of real-world
deviations from the team's best professional judgment. In
addition, the basis for all undocumented assumptions should be
explained

.

Finally, the DEIS's discussion of environmental consequences
is short on detail. Throughout, the DEIS describes impacts or
risks in a purely qualitative way, as "low," "minor," "moderate,"
or "high," for example. The EIS must substitute more concrete,
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Me . Campbell
March 15, 1993
Page 5

quantitative analyses for these subjective descriptions of
environmental coneequencee to fully inform the public and the
decieion-makere

.

ConcIUBioi3

The significant change in circumstances wrought by BMS's
conversion to taxol sources other than the Pacific yew requires a

complete overhaul of the DEIS. In the process, the DEIS's
deficiencies in addressing issues, considering alternatives,
analyzing mitigation measures, and discussing environmental
coneequencee must be corrected. The most important task, however,
is to design and recommend a preferred alternative that better
meets the requirements of the Pacific Yew Act and the NFMA
regulations, which require sustainable harvest of the Pacific yew
and perpetuation of the species in the wild for the long-term.

NSK/acs
cc : Mark Epstein, ONRC

Andy Kerr, ONEC
Wendell Wood, ONRC
Bonnie Phillips -Howard, Pilchuck Audubon Society
Mitch Friedman, Greater Ecosystems Alliance

Yours truly.

Neil S. Kagan
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Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623Agriculture

Reply To: 1950

Date

Neil S. Kagan
Attorney at Law
1050 Veon Building
522 SW Fifth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

Dear Mr. Kagan,

Thank you for your responae to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on behalf of the Oregon Natural Resources Council, the Pilchuck
Audubon Society, and Greater Ecosystems Alliance. We heard from more than 90
F>eople and organizations concerning the draft. After considering all the
comments, we made a number of changes to the final environmental impact
statement.

In response to your comments about the purpose and need: We agree,
circumstances have changed now that Bristol-Myers Scfuibb Company has decided to
secure taxol from other sources. However, we find the original proposed action
and purpose and need still applicable. We have clarified the prop>08ed action
and purpose and need to reflect the current situation, but the changes made for
clarification are minor. See the FEIS pages 1-2 to 1-5.

The need for the proposed action for this EIS is the need for Pacific yew for

taixol production, rather than for taxol (FEIS page 1-2). Responding to the
broader need for taxol is outside the scope of this EIS.

All alternatives (except Alternative A, the no action alternative) comply with
NFMA and the Pacific Yew Act of 1992. Protection of Pacific yew and the
ecosystem is dealt with in the alternatives (FEIS page 11-19) as well as the

mitigation measures (FEIS page 11-55). Both alternatives and mitigation
measures are fashioned very closely after "An Interim Guide to the Conservation
and Management of Pacific Yew" as revised April 1993.

Although we considered your suggestion, we did not analyze in detail any new
alternatives. The range of alternatives remains reasonable within the scope of

the identified purpxsse and need (see the FEIS page 1-2).

We will not be preparing a supplemental DEIS (see 40 CFR 1502 . 9 ( c ) ( 1 ) ( ii ) . We

find the original proposed action and purpose and need still applicable.

Although demand for Pacific yew has dropped, we have determined that this does

not constitute significant new circumstances or information relevant to

environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts. The

issues are still relevant to the current proposed action.

In response to your comments about the Forest Service and BLM's obligation to

provide for the sustainable harvest of Pacific yew, long-term conservation of

the yew in the wild, to waste little of each tree, to harvest bark first, and

Caring Fof th« Land and Saiving Paople
PmK) on nocydoa Pop*.
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to mintmize adverse effects on the survival and regeneration of Pacific yew

trees: The Forest Service and BLM are following the Pacific Yew Act of. 1992 and

NFKA regulations that call for all of the above protections. We rewrote the

discussion of sustainability of Pacific yew in Chapters II and IV (pages III-7,

IV-7) to better explain sustainability of the species, sustained yield, and

even- and uneven-flow harvest regimes. Protection of the yew is built into the

proposed Alternatives B through G2 with no harvest allowed in specially

designated areas such as wilderness and natural research areas, in riparian

areas, or in genetic reserves for yew (Alternatives C through G2 )

.

You state that "whether or not a supplemental DEIS is prepared, the range of

alternatives must be broadened, too, especially to include sources of taxol

Other than Pacific yew bark." In response to your comment and comments from

others asking that we consider a needles only harvest, we considered such an

alternative, but did not carry out a complete analysis of its impacts. The

FEIS explains why this alternative was eliminated from detailed study (see

pages 11-13). Each of the proposed alternatives in the FEIS (except
Alternative A) allows for the harvest of needles and twigs as well as bark.

In regards to a long-term, even-flow harvest of Pacific yew, please see the
revised discussion on pages III-7 and IV-7 in FEIS. The proposed alternatives
are based on an uneven, but sustainable, flow of yew material.

You feel we should have considered at least one alternative protecting some
percentage of the utilizable Pacific yew found in timber sale units. We
believe an alternative of this nature is not necessary because the proposed
Alternatives B through G2 call for retention of yew in green tree reserves,
protection of stumps and seedlings, and regeneration of yew in timber sale
units. In addition. Alternative A does not allow any harvest of yew in timber
sale areas.

You state the DEIS should have considered an alternative requiring special
harvest techniques in Pacific yew areas — eliminating clearcuts, for example.
The alternation of timber harvesting practices is beyond the scope of this EIS.
We analyzed alternatives that could be carried out with current timber harvest
methods over the next five years.

You also say we should have set standards for the recovery of Pacific yew bark
in the DEIS. We believe that setting specific standards for the recovery of
yew bark is beyond the scope of this programmatic EIS. Recovery standards may
vary because of site conditions and technology; thus, it is inappropriate to
make this determination at this programmatic level. These standards are set by
regions, forests and districts. Additional site-specific NEPA analysis is
required for any yew harvest that would take place.

You stated the DEIS failed to analyze the effectiveness of the mitigation
measures. The mitigation measures are an integral part of each alternative.
The mitigation measures are basically standards and were built into the
alternatives; as such, the mitigating measures were analyzed with each
alternative. We have assumed that the mitigation measures are effective (see
page IV-5 of the FEIS).

According to your letter the ONRC et . al. take issue with the Forest Service's
and BLM's intention to allow the destruction of Pacific yew in areas without
enough Pacific yew to establish a genetic reserve. In this EIS we include some
exceptions to the no reserves-no harvest rule (See mitigation measures. Chapter
II, page 11-59). These exceptions allow for situations where yew would most
likely be killed as a result of timber harvest activities, road construction,
or prescribed fire. The exceptions were developed in coop>eration with the
Interim Guide team. For Alternative B, where harvest of yew is allowed only in
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timber sales, special genetic reserves were felt to be unnecessary because yew
harvest would would not be allowed in lands outside of timber sales and yew in

these lands would serve as reserves.

You state that given an admitted dearth of information as well as uncertainty,
"... a reasonable range of assumptions should have been considered, and a

corresponding range of environmental impacts described." And, all undocumented
assumptions should be explained and the EIS "must substitute more concrete,
quantitative analyses for these subjective descriptions of environmental
consequences to fully inform the public and the decision-makers." In

response: Subjective description's of consequences predominated due to lack of
specific information about impacts from yew removal, and the extremely
wide-range of physiographic regions and sites over the five states covered by
the analysis. We used conclusions drawn from similar situations, and
professional experience, opinion, and judgment. In future site-specific
analyses qualified personnel will compute quantitative analyses and address
consequences with specific prescriptions for individual sites.

We carefully considered your comments about designing and recommending an

alternative that better meets NFMA and the Pacific Yew Act. In the FEIS we

have identified Alternative B as the preferred alternative; this is a different
alternative from the one identified in the DEIS (Alternative Gl). See the FEIS

pages 11-23 for a description of the preferred alternative.

Again, thank you for reviewing the draft and sending us your comments. I hope

this response will satisfy some of your concerns. The final will be published

within a few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J . CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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#77 31593

FORESTS AND STREAMS NORTHWEST
« WaihingtoQ State iHHi pfx>fit coqxmUioD

March 13,1993

Sally CanpbeU
PKific Yew EIS Team Leader

USDA Forest Service

Abcific Northwest Ri^ion
Fortlaad, Oregon
FAX #(503)326-2469
VOICE(503)326-7755

Dear Ms. Canqibdl;

We appreciate the opportunity to comment, as we have been intensdy interested in this issue fiom die

b^inning. Approximately three yean ago, I was privilq^ to sit in on an all day discussion of
concerns about die imminent ban harvesting pr^ures that the htcific Yew would be subjected to in

the course of meeting demands for taxol pioductiofi. I believe that most of the scientists employed by
the U. S. Forest Semce in region six invdved with the biology of Pacific Yew were presrat Many
ooocerns wm brou^ up for discussion, but the one that I was most concerned with has never been

thought into sharp rocus. I would like to share a quote from one of the scientists present at that

meeting; "Until die beneficial effects of taxol derived from the I^fic yew were discovered, the species

was coQsdered a weed tree. The biological informatiaa required for the successful regeneration and
management of the species is tdll lackiog” MA. Radwan, Fh.D. plant physiologist, U.S. F.S., retired.

Our principal ooDoere is not addressed by any of the alternatives. Our concern is not how many Pacific

Yews are t^cen, but which ones. The Pacific Yew, radically different from other N.W. forest species

that have been harvested because of theh economic value. The Pacific Yew is dioecious, which
presents an entirely difrereot set of noblems, regarding the basic reproduction biology of the species.

We are conceroed that leaving 30% of the Yews on a site does not in any way guarantee that the

pioi^ty of females to males will be maintained. The poMibility of taking all of tte females or males,

or simply removing a ciidcal male eliminating the pouibility of pollination, poses a real problem. It

seems that no data exists to support the harvest ciiteiia that has been used in recent bark narvnting.
How the harvest guidelines were justified is a mystery to some of us have attempted to understand
the Yew and its natural history in Western Washington. I will speculate that the d«ntioo to use this

criteria is based on pure stands of PKific Yew in central Oregon. I include as pan of our comments a
copy of the cover page of (Distribution of PiKific Yew on the Mt Baker-Soowqualmie and CNymnc
national forests), pruned by Jan Hendenon and Robin Lesber, plant ecologists for the U.SJ^.S. Tms
document will, I reel serve to support our concerns since Pacific Yews are generally not ^entiful here.

We are told that similar oooditioDs exist in many areas ofOr^on where Yew bark has bcM harvest^

The draft EIS does not address the pfoblem of re-establishing Pacific Yew on the vast areas where it

has been deminated. In light of aH the discussioo about ecosystems, and ecosystem management, it

seems iqipropriate that we begin by addressing this issue.

It win require a dedicated effort to understand the effects of baric harvesting, and the regeneration of
Yews on the hark harvest sites.

We are also oaDcerned that soclcer ^souts generated from stumps may have some value as browse for
animals, but that it is unlikely that the shrub devdopment will su^ve once the stump deteriorates.

A news story in the Metro section of the Feb.12,1993 Oregonian stales tiiat ftistd Meyen Squibb's
dedsion to gd out of Oregon’s old growth forests and begm relying on a semisyntbetic form of the
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drug should bring atteotun lo the word *semisyDthetic*, which obviously has sooie unphcatioiu
around the coo^ued requiremeots for Yew bknnass, of one variety or anomer. the foot that only
Taxol from Pacific Yew has been approved, that SMS's contract with the U.S.F.S. wiD be good through
1995 and 96 leads one to realixe that they may be back seeking more Yew bark.

The lack of data on the n^ific Yew should have been identified two decades with die dacovery of
Pacific Yew as the source of taxoL This should have led to the timely developmeat of a aivicomue
nrogram that would have pteduded die rush to meet the cutrem needs. The yellow flag* diat might
have popped ip then could have triggered an interest at the highest levels of govenunent in the

seemingly obvious: diat forests are composed of thousands of qiedes, and that any one of them might
represem another miracle drug.

Central to this issue is die fact that in the past century, PKific Yew has been ehminated from most of

its original range, from the Pacific Coast to 4000 feet in the Cascades and Olympics. (Xd yews found

in piwic parks, and on private lands in low elevations in the Puget Sound Basin, bear this out The
remaining yews onpublic land represent a small percentage of die original yew populations that existed

priorto me beginning of timber harvest in the late ISOCfs.

This EIS process has presented a unique opportunity to address fundameolal
prob

lems, with bow we,

as a society, deal with miunl resource decisions, short term profits and politics have always taken

precedent over preservation of natural ecosystems, aquatic reaources , tourism, and recreadona} values

t^ equate to sustainable forests and sustarable oommunidei for humans.

These comment s are offered with the hope dial not only die Ihcific Yew, but the forests of which it is

an important oompooent, can be r^esoWished in the r^ioos where it wu was ooce prevalent

Sincerely;

Amect oocadinator

505622AveJ4X
Project

9X^
Seattle, Wash. 98105
(206)525-0716
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Unit»d Statas
Dapartaiant of
Agricultura

Foroat
Sarrlca

Pacific
Mox-thwast

Ragion

333 S.M. First XTanue
P.O. Box 3(23
Portland, OR 97308-3623

Raply To: 1950

Data:

John Huakinson
Forest and Streams Northwest
5026 22nd Ave. NF

Seattle, WA 98105

Dear Hr. Huakinson,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yaw Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We have noted that your
principal concern was not addressed by any of the proposed alternatives in the

draft

.

In response to your coasoent on the basic reproduction biology of Pacific yew:

Pacific yew has been found to have approximately a 1:1 sex ratio. Although yew

harvest will not be planned according to sex, it is believed that by harvesting
only a proportion of the trees on a per acre basis, that the natural sex ratio
within populations will be maintained across the landscape. Also, future
distribution of seeds by birds should be random. Any areas with unusual sex

ratios, i.e., large areas of nearly pure female or pure male stands should be

considered on a site-specific basis.

In response to your comments and concerns regarding reproduction and
pollination biology of Pacific yew: There is very little known about thi
pollination biology of Pacific yew, although some research has been done for
Canada yaw by Dr. Taber Allison of Harvard University. Data on pollination in

Canada yew cannot be directly applied to Pacific yew (although some inferences
can be drawn) for two primary reasons: 1) Canada yew is a much shorter species,
the average maximum height is only 1 meter, and therefore probably has much
smaller pollen dispersal distances, and 2) Pacific yew is dioecious, having
both male and female trees, while Canada yew is monoecious. Dr. Allison has
found a strong relationship between pollen production and plant spacing and
pollination success and seed set in Canada yew.

Pollen dispersal distances depend on three major factors: 1) site and density
of pollen grains - the average grain site for the genus Taxus is approximately
25 urn in diameter, 2) the height of pollen release, and 3) wind velocity at the
time of release. The understory environment in which yew grows also probably
restricts pollen dispersal.

The likelihood of reduced pollen availability affecting sexual reproduction
increases as greater proportions of yew populations are removed. The effects of
different harvest levels on reproduction are assessed in the Biology section of

the EIS. Yew also reproduces vegetatively and it is unknown how large a role
seedling production plays across the landscape, and how a reduction in seed
production would effect this. This is discussed in more detail in the Chapter
IV Biology section. Caring Forth* Land and Serving People

or
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Yews growing in the laore open environment along atrearoa may be a aignificant
pollen aource for individuals growing in understory habitats. Pacific yew will
not be harvested along riparian areas, retaining this pollen aource throughout
the landscap>e.

We thank you for eending Henderaon and Leaher'a document, "The diatribution of
Pacific yew on the Mt. Baker-Snogualmie and Olympic National Forest." The
information from this article will be included in the "Landscape Patterns"
chapter

.

In response to your comment regarding the re-establishment of Pacific yew in

areas where it has been eliminated: We believe this to be beyond the scope of
this EIS, which is not intended to be a management plan for the species. Forest
and management plans and site-specific documents will address the
reintroduction of Pacific yew.

In response to your concerns about stump-sprouting: There is no information
currently available about what percentage of sprouts can be expected to survive
to maturity. Preliminary results of a sprouting study in western Oregon found
that 69 percent of the stumps sprouted in unburned sale areas, (see page
III-19). Numerous observationa throughout the range of Pacific yew indicate
that some large yew trees have grown from stump sprouts and that yew trees can
survive repeated browsing and may develop a single main stem after growing
above browse level. The value of yew as browse for animals varies widely
depending on the availability of yew and other browse species in a particular
area

.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the

demand for federal yew. In resp>onBe to this change and to public input.

Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the final

EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the

current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2

to 1-5 of the FEIS.

)

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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#78 31593
Quilcene Ancient Forest Coalition

P.O. Box 1813, Port Townsend, WA 98368

March 13, 1993

Pacific Taw BIS TEAM
DSDA FOREST SERVICE
PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGION
P.O. Box 3623
333 S.W. FIRST AVENUE
Portland, Ore 97208-3623

Ladies and Gentlemen:

What follows are comments from the Quilcene Ancient Forest
Coalition, developed in response to the Pacific Tew Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. Quilcene Ancient Forest Coalition
is a forest protection organization which has worked closely with
the Quilcene Ranger District of the Olympic National Forest since
1989. Our conments result from our attempts to project the
management promised by the DEIS on to the Northeast Olympic
Peninsula, an area not included i n the DEIS' inventory.

In our opinion, this DEIS is fairly comprehensive, and contains
good points and worthwhile ideas. However, we have several
concerns which we feel must be more thoroughly addressed. There are
also several contradictions in the DEIS which need to be explained
or corrected.

The DEIS states that "comprehensive management of yew is beyond the
scope of this analysis; we focus solely on the potential impacts of
yew harvest" (pg II-ll). It is our duty to point out that
comprehensive ecosystem management of the forest is essential

,

given our shallows xinderstanding of the intricacies and
interdependency of the components of this system. To quote Aldo
Leopold:

"If the biota, in the course of aeons, has built something we
like but do not tinderstand, then who but a fool would discard
seemingly useless parts? To keep every cog and wheel is the first
precaution of intelligent tinkering."

In our ignorance, we have treated the yew as a species unworthy of
protection for over a century (see Alternative A, no change from
current direction, which is admitted to be detrimental to the
survival of yew populations) only to find that it may offer a cure
for cancer and has suddenly become economically valuable. At some
point, the continuation of prior practices would have precluded the
availability of yew to meet the current need. This serves to
emphasize our point that the best alternative available is total
ecosystem management. We can support any approach that maintains
intact systems so that natural resources, both known and unknown.

QUAFCO Pacific Tew Draft EIS Response
March 13, 1993
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through management practices or through the preservation of systems
in reserves and other set-asides is a matter of strategy; the basic
issue and the responsibility of management is assuring that all
identified systems remain intact. The best overall management
perspective recognises the intrinsic value of a dynamic,
functional, and healthy ecosystem; there are situations where this
could be accomplished through a non-manipulative approach.

At this time (as per the Pacific Yew DEIS, repeatedly), there is a
grand dearth of knowledge surrounding the biology of the yew.
Alternatives C through G2 are all based on regeneration times,
replanting with nursery stocks, genetic variation and diversity,
minimal densities for reproduction, and growth rate expectations
which are not substantiated through sound scientific methods. In
many areas these management plans would better be characterised as
experiments: a learning experience where the results may be
expected but surely are not known. This level of gambling is a
matter of choice for private landowners, but it is not acceptable
policy on public land.

The expectations expressed in the DEIS are based on speculative
optimism. This leads to the assumptions that regeneration,
creation of viable genetic reserve areas, and mitigation measures
will succeed. There is a dependance on technological fixes which
is not necessarily based on facts. The language used in the
Pacific Tew DEIS is vague and non-committal . Effects are described
as being minor, with no direction or value associations.

The entirety of the proposed management (excepting Alternative A:
no management) is short-term, based on a 5 year plan whereby all
yew allowed for harvest is taken, followed by a no harvest period
which ends when regeneration to original levels is achieved. The
stated "Even flow harvest" is 1.48 MM lbs of bark per year for 100
years (pg IV-19, Pacific Yew DEIS). However, if all yew allowed
for harvest under the proposed 5 year scenario is taken, it is
considered "an irreversible loss of the yew resource" (pg IV-128,
Pacific Yew DEIS). Alternative 6 has a harvest level below the
stated even-flow harvest level and Alternative C brackets that
level

.

• This is contradictory to the even-flow harvest philosophy,
which calls for maintaining a sustained yield of the resource,
which it should do by definition.

• If the harvest levels which are below even flow harvest levels
lead to irreversible loss of the resource, the preferred
alternative (where harvest levels far exceed these levels)
must cause irreversible loss of the resource and is therefore
totally unacceptable.

Nho knows what other valuable resources are being laid to waste

QDAFCO Pacific Tew Draft EIS Response
March 13, 1993 2
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under present practices? Or whether the demand for yew products
will outweigh the need to suspend harvests until regeneration to
mature levels has been reached?

The DEIS states that the "federal agencies have been able to supply
- all ±he bark that has been requested by Bristol-Myers Squibb*',
{emphasis ours).

• There is a projected 65% increase in processing capacity over
the next year.

• The projected increase in actual demand is not presented
(other than to state that it is expected to decrease toward
the end of the five year period).

« The demand is determined annually based on negotiations
between Bristol-Myers Squibb and the National Cancer
Institute.

There should not be expectations for the Forest Service to manage
the yew production in order to meet these demands. The harvest level
from federal lands should be set to a level which can be easily
sustained by the scosystem, rather than on catering to the
fluctuating needs of corporate interests.

Harvest of yew bark from federal lands in 1991 was approximately
800,000 pounds of dry bark, and the bark processing capacity to
produce taxol was 2 million pounds of dry bark (pg III-107). If
all factors remain the same, an increased harvest from federal
lands to 1.5 million pounds per year would result in a stable
proportional use of the yew bark processing capacity (capacity
would increase to 3 million pounds per year). In that regard we
see no reason to harvest at levels above the 100 year sustainable
even-flow harvest scenario of 1.48 million pounds of bark.

Further, harvest at levels above those proposed in alternative B
will preclude switching to a long-term even-flow harvest
alternative in the event that taxol, or other unknown substance, is
still in demand after the term of the proposed management.
Alternative C may allow switching to a sustainable harvest since
the lower range of the proposed harvest falls below the even-flow
harvest level. All other harvest alternatives prohibit this option
until regeneration to pre-harvest levels is successful. It is
important to note that this may be a 100-200 year period, and that
there are many unknown factors which will influence the process.

It is encouraging to note that reductions in yew resource available
for harvest due to site-specific conditions are being acknowledged.
The current decline in clear-cut timber sale offerings will also
decrease the amount of available yew. Recognition of these factors
helps to promote development of realistic harvest projections.

QUAFCO Pacific Tew Draft EIS Response
March 13, 1993 3
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The issue of cumulative effects needs to be seriously addressed.
The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of all the
alternatives are presented in Chapter IV. All the alternatives
list indirect effects as having some unknown aspects while the
cumulative effects are known. If there are unknown aspects of an
activity which continues over time, we find it hard to believe that
the end result (of unknown events) can be predicted. Alternative
B states under indirect effects that "we do not know if sprouts on
surviving stumps would survive more than a few years, and if they
do, how long until they are able to produce seed..." (pg IV-27).
The following page, vmder the same alternative, cumulative effects
"yew regeneration would be ensured on federal lands". This seems
unreasonable since there are no provisions for yew regeneration,
protection, or genetic reserves in Alternative B.

It is relevant to note that "intelligent tinkering" takes all the
parts of a functioning system into account. What are the effects
of the harvest which has occurred to date? Are there changes in
the connectivity of populations (especially relevant if populations
on state and private lands are \inder heavy harvest pressures)? Are
there changes in genetic diversity? Since Alternative A is
presented as detrimental to the yew, and that alternative is the
"no action" option whereby management would continue as usual, we
ask if the detrimental effects of population reduction, reduced
vegetative reproduction, genetic erosion at population edges,
decreased survival following fires, and decreased biological
diversity have already affected the existing yew populations? Is
the Forest Plan (which is under appeal) adequate to protect this
and other species whose roles and values are not yet recognized?
We have reason to doubt this since forest health is declining as a

result of past management practices (Yew DEIS, pg III-63, citing
1991 Forest Health Assessments).

Of the proposed alternatives. Alternatives D through G2 are
unacceptable for the following reasons: 1) Harvest levels are too
high in partial cut units and non-sale areas. There is no
information available to show that at low densities yew will be
able to reproduce naturally and maintain genetic diversity. 2)
Needle harvest from live trees is unacceptable when this potential
demand could be met by trees cut in timber sale areas. The
proposed needle harvest produces a much larger gross harvest of yew
(in pounds) than the harvest of bark and the stresses imposed upon
surviving individuals could lead to decreased growth, disease,
reproductive difficulty or failure, and the ultimate death of the
tree. 3) Harvest of bark in non-sale areas may require roads to be
built in areas which would otherwise remain unroaded.

We find alternative G1 , the preferred alternative, absolutely
unacceptable for the above reasons. Also, this alternative has no
requirements to leave a minimum number of trees per acre. There is

a moderate risk of reducing yew connectivity, seed production would

QUAFCO Pacific Yew Draft EIS Response
March 13, 1993 4
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be adversely affected, the genetic diversity of the populations may
be decreased in future generations, and there are moderate to high
impacts on spotted owl roosting habitat and prey species (Pacific
Tew DEIS, Table II-l). Proposed needle harvest would increase
light penetration to the forest floor, increase floor temperatures,
open gaps in the canopy and create fringe habitats. This will
disturb avian populations and upset the natural balance between
predator and prey populations. It will affect growth and survival
of remaining yew trees which have shade histories and may not be
sun tolerant.

Alternative B is not acceptable based on the lack of protection
afforded the yew. It is apparent that the yew has had no
protection \mtil now based on assiimptions that it is a useless
species. To continue this type of management (especially when
illegal harvest is approximately 300,000 pounds of bark per year)
would be foolhardy (at best).

8DGGBSTICMIS FOR FOTDRE MAMAGEMERT DIRECTICm

Plantings. Tew seedlings should be included in the mix of
shade tolerant species replanted after "diversity thinning"

Tew seedlings should also be included in the planting which
follows timber harvest. If these plantings are monitored over
the next 10 years, we will know a great deal more about the
tree's habitat preferences than we do today.

ISSUES NOT ADDRESSED IN THE DEIS

There are several issues which appear to fall "outside the scope"
of the DEIS. These issues are therefore dismissed out of hand and
not considered further. Issues which fall "outside the scope" of
the project cannot be ignored since they have major effects which
should be incorporated into management decisions. Although all the
issues cannot and should not be addressed in the EIS, they need to
be recognized and their effects (or potential effects) need to be
incorporated into management practices.

On pg II-9, theft is proposed as having a possible impact on
the amount of yew available for harvest. Since enforcement is
outside the scope of the DEIS, this issue is not recognized or
developed.

Theft is responsible for approximately 25% of the total
removal of yew from federal lands (pg III-109: 1,125,000
pounds total harvest, 300,000 pounds illegal harvest). These
issues may be outside the range of DSFS enforcement authority,
but the harvest managers cannot so readily dismiss the
implications of theft on the supply of yew or on the condition

QUAFCO Pacific Tew Draft EIS Response
March 13, 1993 5
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of the yew resource. This is a problem which needs to be
recognized, since it accounts for a large percentage of the
harvest, and ignoring it in the development of "sustainable"
yield projections will inevitably result in an unsustainable
harvest

.

HARVEST METHODS

Harvest methods are not addressed, and indeed "Specific
collection methods are beyond the scope of this EIS, and will
be addressed in site specific analysis" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg
II-7). This is a sound approach, allowing individual sales to
be tailored to the site being harvested and thereby addressing
site specific problems. However, there should be discussion
of the available methods, where they can acceptably be used,
and the effects of their implementation.

The methods used to harvest bark effect regeneration rates,
success of nursery trees and plantings, soils (i.e compaction,
temperatures), water quality, and wildlife diversity and
habitat. In light of these factors, we see a need for the
site specific analysis to be conducted by qualified personnel
with experience in these areas. He see a need for a detailed,
accurate pre-harvest inventory which could be used to verify
original populations estimates, and be used as a baseline for
determining when regeneration has reached pre-harvest levels.
The final Pacific Tew EIS should present standards and
criteria for the harvest methods and the administration of
these methods for site specific analysis.

Further, we would support entry into areas which have
sustained incomplete harvests after a ten year period
with the requirement that a full reassessment of the
effects has been made. This would need to include a

site-specific reinventory of available yew. If there has
been no degradation of the site, through theft or other
natural events, then harvest could occur but would not be
i in excess of those prior (10 yr) harvest levels, taking
that harvest into account.

STATE AHD PRIVATE LAHDS

It seems of interest that the harvest of yew trees which are
on state and private lands does fall within the scope of the
DEIS. Increased harvest on state and private lands as a

result of increased demands for taxol is presented as
justification for higher harvest levels on federal lands (see

pg IV-20 DEIS). The cumulative effects of activities both
inside and outside federal jurisdiction will influence the

QUAFCO Pacific Tew Draft EIS Response
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entire ecosystem and hence should be considered in this EIS.
However, the Forest Service should manage the resources for
which it is responsible in the best interest of those
resources, not in the best interest of resources over which it
has no control (i.e. resources on private property). Yew
harvest should be held to a sustainable level and harvest
should be distributed fairly across the landscape regardless
of ownership so as to avoid \mdue ecosystem stress to lands
under the management of any one owner.

Proposed Modified Alternative

• He recommend an alternative based on a modification of
Alternative C. It is imperative that yew trees be represented
in seed tree and shelterwood cuts. The trees left should be
the most fit individuals in full reproductive maturity,
thereby mazimiting regeneration potential. The minimal
density (TPA) of leave trees should be high enough to ensure
reproductive success. This should be supported with data.
The greatest number of yew trees available to harvest are in
the smaller diameter size classes. The size classes chosen
need to be justified with the biology and distribution of the
yew in mind. It may be that these delineations should be
modified to better represent the actual tree diameters in
existing populations. This data has been collected during the
inventory process. The percentage of yew occurring in each
size class is presented for state and private lands. This
data should also be made available from federal lands in a
non-graphic form. Larger trees will be harvested
preferentially since they yield more bark per unit effort. He
recommend the smaller size class be broken into two or more
classes (i.e. <6, 6-11) so that more small trees are left
without affecting the harvest of larger trees. He would also
recommend a maximum size limit be imposed to ensure that
genomes of the most fit individuals are retained in the gene
pool. Methods for taking bark from branches less than 1 inch
need to be developed in order to maximize yield per tree.
Since so many of the trees are shrub form, this seems to be
appropriate

.

None of the proposed alternatives is sufficient to protect the
yew and the ecosystem in which it grows while generating
adequate amounts of taxol production to meet the expected
demand. To make matters worse, there is no mechanism to
suspend sales in the event that another source of taxol is
developed and approved before the 5 year term of this
management plan expires.

• Since there appear to be new sources of taxol on the

QDAFCO Pacific Yew Draft EIS Response
March 13, 1993 7
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imperative addition to any alternative.

This claiise should include a atechanism to suspend
sales while continuing to provide protection to the
yew, thereby maximizing the potential future use of
the resource.

He ask for enduring protection for the yew beyond
the harvest period described by the Pacific Yew
Environmental Impact Statement.

• At a minimum, the same level of protection should be
afforded the yew during the regeneration phase as is
exercised during the harvest period.

• If the alternative sources fail to materialize and cancer
continues to increase, the demand for taxol will outstrip
supply, resulting in the demise of the species, the
cessation bf taxol production for research needs, and the
preclusion of the possible development of new
pharmaceuticals from other parts of the tree.

• There should be a short, clearly-defined time period
between the purchase of the sale and the beginning of the
harvest. By keeping the time period between the sale and
the harvest short, the existence of sales which have been
sold but not harvested be minimized, thus avoiding the
unnecessary waste of the resource.

QUAFCO recognizes that the production of taxol is an important use
of the existing yew resource, but the current flurry of activity
surrounding this plant does not justify driving it, or its habitat,
to extinction. Of the Alternatives presented in the DEIS,
Alternative C appears to create the least havoc. QDAPCO therefore
recommends that a modified alternative C be put into place. This
alternative will supply enough bark to meet a "sustainable yield"
harvest while providing protection for the yew and surrounding
ecosystems on which it somewhat mysteriously depends.

QDAPCO Pacific Yet.

March 13, 1993 8



A Public

Involvement

United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

:

Quilcene Ancient Forest Coalition
PO Box 1813

Port Townsend, WA 98368

Dear Quilcene Ancient Forest Coalition Members,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought that went into the comments. We

carefully considered your comments concerning the proposed alternatives. We

noted your concerns that Alternative G1 would not provide enough protection for

the species and we studied your recommendations for a modified version of

Alternative C.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced It

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

In response to your comment that comprehensive management of Pacific yew should
be included in the scope of this EIS: We agree with your statement that
"Comprehensive ecosystem management is essential, given our shallow
understanding of the intricacies and interdependency of the components of the
system." However, we believe the scope of this project encompasses only the
harvest of Pacific yew for production of t.axol, not general management of the
entire species. Management of Pacific yew is, however, within the scope of the
individual forest plans. Also, as the Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management move forward with ecosystem management policies, all species,
including Pacific yew, will be managed and protected.

You mention that the effects of implementing the alternatives are more like
"experiments" or "learning experiences" because of the lack of knowledge about
Pacific yew, and that this "level of gambling" is not acceptable policy on
public land: We recognize that much is not known about Pacific yew. However,
drawing upon resource specialists' knowledge of other forest species, making
conservative estimates of impacts, and utilizing the Interim Guide, we feel
that we gave a good portrayal of the effects and risks of implementing each
alternative. The risk of implementing a program with uncertain outcomes must
always be weighed against the benefit, which, in this case, is making taxol
available for cancer research, development, and treatment.

Caring For the Land and Serving People

PrnlffC Of'
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You point out that a ehort-term, five-year harvest is contradictory to. the
even-flow philosophy and that Alternative Gl, where harvest levels exceed the
even-flow, would cause irreversible loss of the resource and is therefore
totally unacceptable. Please see the discussion of sustained yield on page
III- 7 and IV-7. We have also rewritten the Irreversible Losses section to
clarify that the loss will be the ability to harvest more yew until the volume
has grown back and that it will not be an irreversible impact to the yew
species itself.

In response to your suggestion that the harvest level should be set to a level
that can easily be sustained by the ecosystem, rather than on catering to the
fluctuating needs of corporate interests: One of the reasons for doing an EIS
was to determine if current levels of harvest were detrimental to the
environment. Although, at the time the DEIS was written, the demand for yew
bark from Bristol-Myers Squibb was expected to increase. The selection of a

preferred alternative was based on a number of factors: impact to the Pacific
yew and ecosystem, public input, and the demand or need for wild federal yew
for taxol (which is related to the availability of other sources of taxol).

You state that the issue of cumulative effects needs to be seriously addressed,
and that, "if there are unknown aspects of an activity which continues over
time, we find it hard to believe that the end result... can be predicted."
Identification of some aspects of indirect effects which are unknown does not
preclude prediction of cumulative effects. With regard to your statement that
there are no provisions for yew regeneration or protection in Alternative B:

Alternative B requires protection of a portion of the residual yew population,
no yew harvest adjacent to perennial streams, and regeneration to pre-harvest
or prescribed levels. Additionally, all non-timber sale areas (as defined by

the EIS) function as genetic reserves under Alternative B.

You ask, "What are the effects of the yew harvest that has occurred to-date?
How has this affected yew populations? Is the Forest Plan adequate to protect
this and other species whose roles and values are not yet recognized?"
We address the impacts of past yew harvest and past forest management in the
cumulative effects sections in Chapter IV of the FEIS. As the new forest plans

are revised and developed, they will address protection of Pacific yew and

other species using an ecosystem approach.

We have noted your objections to Alternatives D through G2. The decision that

is made has taken these and other factors into account.

In response to your suggestion that yew seedlings be planted after "diversity

thinning" and following timber harvest: Many national forests and BLM districts

are currently planting a diverse array of species, including Pacific yew. It is

being grown in federal tree nurseries and is available for reforestation. With

increased focus on diverse ecosystems serving many purposes, we expect that

Pacific yew will continue to be included in the "planting mix." All

reforestation plantings are monitored.

You state that issues that fall outside the scope of the project, such as yew

theft, cannot be ignored since they have major effects, (for instance, theft

could influence sustained yield) and should be incorporated into management

decisions. Although we consider theft of yew bark to be outside the scope of

this EIS, we do address it to some degree. (See FEIS pages II-8, Ill-lOO,

IV- 109, 115.)

You state you would like a discussion of available harvest methods, that you

see a need for site-specific analysis to be done by qualified personnel, and

that re-entry into areas previously harvested 10 years ago would be acceptable

provided re-inventory and reassessment is done for each site: As we mentioned

Pacific Yew FEIS
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in the DEIS, harvest methods will be determined individually for each site.

Site-specific analysis will be done by qualified Forest Service or Bureau of

Land Management personnel prior to every yew harvest project. Assessments of

impacts for each alternative in the FEIS were made assuming the current method

of harvest would be used. In addition, the sentence "Specific collection

methods are beyond the scope of this EIS, and will be addressed in site

specific analysis" has been dropped because, in the EIS, we designate some

components of harvest methods. For example, partial bark stripping is not

allowed on any site and each alternative includes the harvest level that should

occur. Consequently, such components are considered during the analysis of the

alternatives. Other components of the harvest method will be determined during
site specific analysis. Also, for most alternatives, some type of inventory
will be necessary during the site specific analysis, which will be used to

locate yew in the planning area and could be used to monitor regeneration
success

.

You also state that "the cumulative effects of activities both inside and
outside federal jurisdiction will influence the entire ecosystem and hence
should be considered in this EIS." We address the impacts of activities on
non-federal lands in many of the cumulative effects sections of Chapter IV. You
also mention that increased harvest on state and private lands is presented as

justification for higher federal yew harvest. It was not our intent to give you
this impression. We state that, under Alternative A, because there would be no
harvest from federal lands, the demand on non-federal lands could increase
substantially.

Thank you for your suggestions for a new proposed alternative. As we stated
before, a new preferred alternative has been identified in the FEIS that we
believe is more responsive to the current situation. We also have forwarded
your suggestions about sale suspension and sale timelines to the BLM and Forest
Service Regional Yew Coordinators.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
environmental impact statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

cc: Fred Page, Pacific Northwest Region Yew Coordinator
Merrill Davis, Northern Region Yew Coordinator
Kent Tresidder, BLM Yew Coordinator
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March 16, 1993

Ms. Sally Campbell i**^*****^*’ »»c

Pacific Yew EIS Team Leader
»«««««

USDA Forest Service
Pacific Northwest Region
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

R£: EIS Comments

Dear Sally,

Regrettably, my travel has resulted in some confusion as to the
closure date for the comment period on the Pacific Yew EIS. In
order to meet the deadline, I am faxing you our comments and
request that we be allowed to provide more details within one week.
I apologize for this oversight.

1. Harvest Alternative 01. Hauser prefers the G1 alternative
because it not only provides for adequate conservation of the
specie, but also gives economic incentives that will medce a yew
bark harvest possible. Other alternatives requiring leave tree
minimums by diameter class in fact translate into a greatly reduced
available harvest due to the scattered nature of the yew
populations. It is important to remember that the reserves and
HCAs have large populations of yew and that the purpose of the
harvest is to make taxol available at an affordable price. Costs
rise in indirect proportion to volumes and concentrations available
for harvest. Should the federal land management agencies place
heavy constraints on a yew harvest by adopting difficult harvest
alternatives, collection activity will be driven off federal lands.
The Pacific yew, after all, only has economic value if the harvest
is competitive and worthwhile.

2. Utilization Standards. Hauser Northwest has had considerable
experience working with the Interim Guidelines and the utilization
standards. The following changes are proposed :

a. 2" Harvest Diameter - Analysis indicates that limbs less
than two inches in diameter average less than .01% taxol
content, which is required by the FDA for taxol starting
material. Consequently, 2" and below material can not be used
for the manufacture of taxol for human use. It is also an
economic concern that 63% of a yew harvester's time is spent
harvesting the 11% yield that 2" to 1" material represents.
This serves to greatly magnify the harvest cost which is
passed on to the cancer patient.

78120 Highway 99 South • Cottage Grove, OR 97424 • Ph (503) 942-9655 • FAX (503) 942-9677
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b. Stimp Height - A number of experienced harvesters repdff”*"
that high stxunps show a high level of budding in the first
year following cutting. The budding, however, is often
temporary and dies while being replaced with a secondary
budding lower down near the earth level. For this reason,
Hauser Northwest, Inc. recommends a four to six inch stump
height. Consideration should also be given that the bark loss
from higher stumps is significant over a season. Lower stumps
provide increased volumes of bark in a smaller area. In the
longer term, this translates directly into fewer trees
harvested.

c. Minimum Harvest Volumes - As a practical means to reduce
harvest costs, it is necessary that harvesters be guaranteed
a minimum harvest of at least 75 to 100 pounds per unit or
permit. In the past, harvesting difficult small volume units
resulted in extremely high costs of up to $95.00 a pound.
This not only fails to make good sense, but it also
contributes directly to the treatment cost.

d. Harvesting of Foliage - Several districts have, in the
past, attempted to minimize bark harvesting in order that a
subsequent foliage harvest might take place. The consequence
of a "partial harvest" or "stripping" of trees is still in
question, but many affected trees appear to be dying. The
tragedy of this prescription is that not only will these trees
possibly die with their bark lost to the prograun, but needles
will never be commercially used for taxol. As mentioned
earlier, the F.D.A. requires a minimum content of .01% taxol
for starting material and needles routinely contain one-tenth
of this eunount.

3. Poaching. Experience has shown that an unregulated harvest of
Pacific yew off of any ownership leads to poaching. Hauser has
spent considerable time and money in developing a "trip ticket"
system backed by a computerized database, and results demonstrate
that it works. Now with more companies seeking yew material, the
need is even greater to prevent unlawful harvesting. The following
recommendation are made to help reduce poaching incidents:

•Federal licensing of all collectors and processors of yew
materials.

•Requirement of a tracking system similar or better than the
current one used by Hauser. The system must clearly identify
ownership, volumes, harvester and other information necessary
to identify the origins of the material. The system must
provide periodic reports on the harvest for verification
purposes

.
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•Surveillance by federal and state authorities of all harvest
activities. This includes spot check and possibly audits of
collectors and processors.

We will refine our comments over the next several days and revert
to you as ve progress. Please feel free to contact me either in
Cottage Grove or Boulder should you have any questions regarding

Vice-President
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United States Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenge
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

:

Phil Haserick, Vice President
Hauser Northwest
78120 Hwy 99 S.

Cottage Grove, OR 97424

Dear Mr. Hassrick,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Tew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate your review. We carefully considered your comments
concerning Alternatives Gl.

As you are aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it no longer
needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the demand for

federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public input.
Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the final
EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the
current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2

to 1-5 of the FEIS.

)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we

do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In response to your suggestions concerning utilization standards for tree
diameter, stump height, minimum harvest volumes, needle harvest, and changing
the utilization standards from one inch diameter to two inch: In the EIS we do

not specify utilization standards. We expect current standards to change as new

information from research and field work is obtained. The most up-to-date
standards, as set by each agency, will be used during yew harvest. The
mitigation measures have been revised; included in the revision is the
replacement of a specific stump height (12") with "the scientifically
recommended height (currently 12")" to allow for any future changes. (See the

FEIS page 11-55, Mitigation Measures.)

We noted your suggestions for federal licensing of all collectors and

processors of yew materials, a tracking system for verification purposes, and

federal and state surveillance of harvest activities. These suggestions have

been forwarded to agency yew coordinators Fred Page (FS), Merrill Davis { FS )

,

and Kent Tresidder (BLM).

Caring For the Land and Serving People
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We hope these resjxjnses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

cc:

Fred Page, Pacific Northwest Region Yew Coordinator

Merrill Davis, Northern Region Yew Coordinator
Kent Tresidder, Bureau of Land Management Yew Coordinator
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Curt smitcm
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STaH Of WASMMCTON

DEPARTMENT OF WILDUFC

March 12 , 1993

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region
Attention: John Love
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97206-3623

Dear Mr. Lowe:

Following are review cominents on the Pacific Yew Draft
Environreental Impact Statement (DEIS) by the Washington Department
of Wildlife.

There seems to be two distinct groups of action alternatives in the
DEIS with Alternatives B, C 6 D causing minor adverse environmental
impacte and Alternatives F, G1 6 G2 causing greater significant
impacts. Alternative A, **No Action**, doesn^t appear to be an
acceptable alternative because it prevents the collection of yew
bark but does not prevent destruction of yew through incidental
impacts from other forest management activities.

The preferred alternative (Gl) is one of the group that has the
greatest potential adverse environmental impacte. Differences
between the alternatives in that group are that Alternative G2
harvests Pacific Yew from within Owl Conservation Areas, and
Alternative F may have a more severe Impact from the 75% removal
from the partial harvest areas. This is not certain, however,
because Alternative F requires that at least 2 trees per acre (TPA)
be left, where available, while Alternative Gl requires no
specified number.

Table Il-l, page 11-42, shows the following:

Impacts to wildlife are indicated as:
Minor - A, B, C & D
Moderate - Gl & G2
High - P

Impacts to T & E Species:
Minor - A, B 6 C
Moderate - D, Gl 6 G2
Mod to High - F
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John Love
Pacific Yew DEIS Coinxents
Page 2

Impacts to Northern Spotted Owl:
Inpaote to Prey:

Minor • A through D
Moderate - r
Mod to High - G1 & G2

Impacts to Roosting Habitat:
None - A & B
Moderate - C ft D
Moderate to High > G1 t G2
High - P

Prom these declared impacts, it appears that only Alternatives A t
B may have no effects on threatened or endangered (T£E) species.
Alternatives C and possibly D have leas severe effects than the
remaining alternatives and those adverse effects might be "removed,
avoided or compensated for” (PSM 2672.42, Standards for Biological
Evaluations)

.

in reality, this tabular information presented in the DEIS was
premature because the Biological Assessment has not yet been done
(Appendix J, page J-28) . The information presented is apparently
a pre-assessment, subjective judgement which should have been
presented as a relative or oomparatlva potential (if at all) for
Impacts on T&E species, rather than in the more specific terms used
which imply significant impacts.

Sinoe an adequate amount of yew bar)c is available under all but
Alternative A, and acoess to harvest the bark is adequate under all
but A & B, it is questionable why one of the much greater Impacting
alternatives Is the preferred.

In Table IV-16, page IV-124, "government expenditures" are much
less under alternative Gl, the preferred, than any of the other
action alternatives except "B". On page 6-33 it is stated,
"alternatives C through F require specified numbers of yew tress to
be maintained by diameter class which Increases survey and layout
costs above alternatives Gl and G2." This Is repeated on page II-
54. in the "Environmental Consequences" (page IV-118) it is
stated, "any of the action alternatives would have annual
expenditures to include yew bark sale preparation, issuing special
use permits, management associated with these sales or permits, and
oversight of on-the-ground operations." Therefore, government
expenditure is apparently directly related to the reasons that
alternative Cl is more environmentally impacting, and there has
been a conscious trade-off of good management for lower cost.
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John X43VO
Pacific Y«v DEIS CofluiantB
Page 3

Iseuea stated in Chapter II are to (1) provide taxol, (2) protect
the ecosysten, and (3) protect the pacific yew and maintain its
genetic diversity. It appears that frcm your own analysis
Alternative C is the best choice to fulfill all of these issue
Btateaents

.

The following are oomnents on soae of the effects indicated as
specific to wildlife and habitat.

Issues I Provide Taxol. Protect the Pacific Yew, and Protect the
Ecoeystein !

Biodiversity "As stands regenerate and abundance of yew increases
again, the contributions to genetic, species and oominunity
diversity would increase." This statement may hold true in
the case of some short lived (short generation) species, since
generally larger populations are the most important factor in
maintaining heterozygosity. However, a long lived, slow
maturing plant, such as pacific yew, would not be expected to
recover from a genetic bottleneck (low population) for several
generations which would li)cely translate into thousands of
years.

Wildlife - Impacts can expect to increase with the greater harvest
of yew, but are expected to result more from other activities
than yew harvest specifically.

Threatened and Endangered Species - Biological Evaluation has not
yet been completed. Impacts are generalizations based on
assumptions that the more yew harvested, the areater the
impacts. Some positive as well as negative impacts are
anticipated, however, specifics appear to be related more to
general wildlife and ungulates than to any specific T or E
species.

Northern Spotted Owl - Again there is speculation that the more yew
harvested, the greater will be the impacts on spotted owls.
No real specifics are given, however.

Forest Health - This issue appears to be considered directly
related to the health of Pacific yew populations, and is
considered acceptable as long as yew is maintained at an
"acceptable threshold level" whiob is said to be done no
matter how much is harvested. It is difficult to understand
the pertinence of this to forest health as a %rhole.
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John Lowe
Pacific Yew DEIS Cosaente
Page 4

Suaaestionat

Establish sustainable collection level - Alternatives C-G2 harvest
1.81 to 6.71 Billion yew, 4 to 13 percent of the total
inventoried yew on Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) lands. This would "preclude a long-tera
even-flow harvest of 0.203 Billion yew per year in the current
rotation, but not In future rotations."

This sane statement is made for Alternatives C through G2, even
though the amount of bark available from federal lands varies from
0.3 million to 5.8 Billion pounds per year with the preferred
alternative yielding 3.2 to 4.7 Billion pounds. Given the
uncertainty for alternative sources of taxol, it would seem more
prudent to select an alternative with lower yields, still seetlng
demands, that would extend the availability of the resource.

Mitigation Measures;

Page 11-67 - Mitigation Measures for Yew Harvest in Owl
Conservation Areas for Alternative G2x

There are inconsistencies between the mitigation measures for
National Forest and those for BIK lands, in the buffer around
spotted owl nests yew is not to be harvested within a 500 acre
area or 0.5 mile of a known nest. On BLM lands no harvest is
allowed within a 100 acre area around nest sites or activity
centers. This appears to present a lack of oonsistenoy on
%fhich a valid appeal could be based.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. If you
have questions please contact Be at (206) 753-3318.

Sincerely,

C

Constance Iten
Habitat Biologist
Regulatory Servioes

CI:oi
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To! 1950

Date

:

Constance Iten
Habitat Biologist
Washington State Dept, of Wildlife
600 Capitol Way North
Olympia, WA 98501-1091

Dear Ms. Iten,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time' and thought.

We carefully considered your comments about the proposed alternatives. As you
pointed out, there was a relationship between lower administrative costs and

more stringent environmental protection in some alternatives. Our
decision-makers expect a range of alternatives that consider the costs as well
as environmental protection.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In response to your comment that the tabular information (Table II-l;
Comparison of the Effects Between Alternatives) presented in the DEIS was
premature because the Biological Assessment has not yet been done: The
information we included in this table and in the discussions was our best
estimate, considering the Biological Assessment was not completed at the time.
The information in the table is a generalized summary. We wanted to show what
we estimated the effects to be.

The Biological Assessment is completed. The US Fish and Wildlife Service and
the National Marine Fisheries Service have reviewed the BA and have concurred
with our finding that implementation of Alternative B is not likely to
adversely affect listed species. See Appendix J for BA and related
correspondence

.

Caring For the Land and Serving People
Pnnteo o« Recycled
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You made epecific coromenta related to the effects on wildlife. The following
are our responses:

Biodiversity — You state that "... a long lived, slow maturing plant, such as
Pacific yew, would not be expected to recover from a genetic bottleneck. .. for
several generations..." We discuss the impact on the genetics of Pacific yew
from each alternative on pages IV-29 to IV-37 of the FEIS. To the best of our
knowledge and experience, we do not expect the situation you describe to occur
under any of the alternatives.

Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species, and Northern Spotted Owl — we
agree with your comments. Analysis of many specific effects require
site-specific information which is not available for a programmatic EIS.
Site-specific evaluations will be completed for every yew harvest project. The
sections that appear to relate more to general wildlife and ungulates than to
the threatened and endangered sp>eciee have been revised. (See the FEIS page
IV-82) .

Forest Health — In the EIS we evaluated the impact of the various alternatives
on the status of forest health. For the purpose of this analysis it seemed
logical to link the health of large scale ecosystems with the health of smaller
scale populations of trees, such as yew. In the FEIS we define forest and
ecosystem health to mean maintaining yew in such numbers that it remains a

functioning part of the ecosystem. Yew ecosystems are seen as a subset of
forest ecosystems. We find that a healthy (diverse and sustainable) population
of yew will help maintain the health of forests as a whole. Please see FEIS
page IV-72.

You suggest that we establish a sustainable collection level. Please see the
FEIS pages III-7 and IV-7 for a clarification of sustained yield.

In response to your comments on mitigation measures and the inconsistencies
between those for National Forest and BLM lands, DEIS page 11-67: We have
resolved the inconsistencies between the two agencies; mitigation measures for

owl conservation areas has been revised to show no yew harvest within a 0.5

mile radius (500 acres) for both Forest Service and BLM lands.

Again, thank you for commenting on the draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns as you expressed them in

your letter of March 12, 1993. The final Environmental Impact Statement will be

published and available to the public within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

Pacific Yew FEIS
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#82 31793
Pacific Yew Draft Environmentai Impact Statement

What do you think?

Please let us know by March 15, 1993. Thank you.

Do you agree wtth the preferred alternatlve?.

Why or why not?

oJULb^jj-u jLuuuiit^ <

I prefer Alternative D because: aJju

_p£g.

a-a-lu^ju^

itkjuju

What other cornments do you have?

JLei^

Z.rHuui^MM^ Aj-a'dU£uM^Mi^0^

OM^ ^£-rL^Xa^uJ

Z>, luilb w>«4-e£_4xi4.£ii^ aJli-tajH

(Please Print)

Name: SEnI

Organization: CA SC.A D

Address :
~2

I B S, — St.

City:

State/Province: A'^

.

Country: V3A

JL&. Ci^~aM^

ID# (from label) S ^ 0 ^

Zip Code: 9^90/
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date:

Ben Hayward
Caacadiana
218 S. 49th St.

Yakima, WA 98901

Dear Mr. Hayward,

Thank you for your reaponae to the draft Pacific Yew Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reaponaea from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning Alternatives G1 and D.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. Thia decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

In response to your comments regarding Pacific yew reproduction and

pollination: Pacific yew has been found to have approximately a 1:1 sex ratio.

Although yew harvest will not be planned according to sex, it is believed that

by harvesting only a proportion of the trees on a per acre basis, that the

natural sex ratio within p>opulations will be maintained across the landscape.

Any areas with unusual sex ratios, i.e., large areas of nearly pure female or

pure male stands should be considered on a site specific basis.

The effects of different harvest levels on reproduction are assessed in the

Biology section of the EIS. Yew also reproduces vegetatively and it is unknown

how large of a role seedling production plays across the landscape, and how a

reduction in seed production would effect this. This is discussed in more
detail in the Chapter IV Biology section.

Yews growing in the more open environment along streams may be a significant

pollen source for individuals growing in understory habitats. Pacific yew will

not be harvested along riparian areas, retaining this pollen source throughout

the landscape.

Caring For the Land and Serving People
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We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your

interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the

environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final

Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public

within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Pacific
Northwest
Region

333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply To: 1950

Date

Jim Fairchild
Homestead Road
Philomath, OR 97370

Dear Mr. Fairchild,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Vew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We can tell you are unhappy with
the process and the outcome.

First, let us apologize for the misplacement of the response form in the draft
document. It was actually located on the last page of the document and in a

separately bound summary.

The following are responses to the four comments listed in your letter:

1. you state: "yew bark harvest on federal land must stop prior to a

decision based on a NEPA mandated EIS process." We are currently required by
law (the Pacific Yew Act) to harvest yew from timber sales prior to timber
removal. All yew harvest has been preceded by NEPA analysis at the project
(site-specific) level while the programmatic EIS was being written. Project
level NEPA analysis will continue to be required even after the EIS is

completed

.

2. We have noted your concerns about the relationship between Bristol-Myers
Squibb Company and the Forest Service and BLM.

3. You state that, given the fact that BMS can synthesize taxol without
further harvest of yew bark, "FS and BLM intentions to require further harvest
under the contract provisions not only violate the public trust in natural
resource protection, but become an effective act of extortion." The Forest
Service and BLM requested that BMS take bark from yew in timber sale units in

1993 to prevent waste and to comply with the Pacific Yew Act. This act requires
that sale of yew from federal lands be negotiated only with parties that are in

accordance with Section 505 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act;

currently Bristol-Myers Squibb is the only company that meets this requirement.

4. You state that the analysis was inadequate because strict control by

federal employee harvest and other methods were brought up in scoping, and are

not addressed within the EIS. Analysis was based on general harvest procedures

that are currently being used. Specific procedures are dealt with at an agency

level as well as at the project ( s ite-specif ic ) level.

Caring For the Land and Serving People
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The EIS states that utilization standards, transfer of yew, permit
administration, and theft prevention will follow current FS and BLM policies.

(See Mitigation Measures, pages 11-58 and 11-60 of the FEIS.) We expect these
standards and procedures to change as new information becomes available.

We have noted that you are in favor of proposed Alternative A. After reviewing
all of the comments, including yours, we made several changes in the final
Environmental Impact Statement. As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb
Company recently announced it no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This
decision has impacted the demand for federal yew. In response to this change in
demand and to public input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred
alternative for the final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been
clarified to reflect the current situation; the changes made for clarification
are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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#84 81793

8600 S.W. Leahy Road

Portland, Oregon 97225-6424
503-292-5364

March 14. 1993

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Northwest Regional Office

333 SW First Avenue. PO Box 3623
Portland. Oregon 97208-3623

Subject- Pacific Yew DEIS

Attention: John Lowe. Regional Forester

Dear Sir:

I have read through this DEIS and find that it contains considerable

information on the Pacific Yew. but also allows that much is unknown about

this species and its place in the ecological cycle of the forest.

1. INTRODUCTION. I have long had an interest in the forest of the

Northwest and the many varieties of trees that grow across the region. I

have noted many times the apparent correlation between old growth and

yew trees. They are. if present at all. larger and more numerous in old

growth. In many places, I have walked from old growth with large numbers
of yews to an adjacent younger stand of mature trees of 30 inch DBH or so

with essentially no yew. The two sites seem to be identical, just the fire

history was different. Have also noted the stump sprouting and layering

that occurs with the absence of fire. It is the slash burning after clearcutting

that has prevented stump sprouting over much of the Region.

On two occasions, about three years ago. I cut a few yews from the

Gifford Pinchot NF (with a permit) and had them milled into lumber which I

use for woodworking. A very fine wood for that purpose. It seems to me. as

part of this process of gathering yew bark, that the larger trees should be

milled into lumber and made available to woodworkers; that is. if the wood
will not be processed for its taiol content.

2. DEIS COMMENTS.
A. HARVEST. I too am oonoemed about the rampant use (rf

the word "harvest" throughout the DEIS. To me. harvest implies the taking

of a planted crop on a periodic basis such as corn farmering or apple

Pacific Yew FEIS
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pacific Yow DBIS P<i«o 2 March I -1. 1 993

By Bob Powne

growering and usually it is sustainable d a period of time. At least vhat is

proposed in this DEIS I would classify as "gathering". Given the time it takes

for a yew tree to grow to a size to yield a reasonable amount of bark (Tables

III -3 & -4) and the gathering rate from Appendix F-8 for all the

Alternatives except A & B. the supply would be exhausted in 30 to 90 years.

I know from the few trees that I cut, it takes hundreds of years to grow 1 4

to 20 inch trees. I actually felt a little guilt after I counted the rings on the

20 inch tree I had cut. which started growing about the time the pilgrims

arrived at Plymouth Rock. Mining and departure are two other words that

come to mind for the proposed rate of taking of yew for most of the

alternatives. Gathering might be a better compromise word, but harvest is a

misnomer and should not be used. Even though this DEIS is for 5 years and

the hope is that synthesis will eliminate the need (which is happening

according to recent press reports) to collect bark in that time frame, this

seem like poor sustained yield planning.

B. SIZE OF LEAVE TREES. Several of the Alternatives discuss

leaving three diameter class of yew trees (<11. 11 -20. >20") in partial-cut

and non-sale areas. This applies in areas where yew grows in tree form.

This sounds good until you realize that over much of the tree growth fwm
range, large trees (>20") are really rather uncommon. I have observed

limited areas on the Gifford Pinch and Willamette National Forest where
there might be 5 of more trees over 20" per acre. Generally I have noticed

most yew stands, usually growing in the understory of old growth, are under

to well under 20". This is illustrated by your Figure III-l and the discussion

following that figure.

C. MINOR ERROR. Under the heading for Olympics on pages

III -42 & -43, the narrative seems confusing as western and high Cascades

seem to be the subject part of time.

D. THE ALTERNATIVES. Given how little is known about the

physiology requirements for the propagation d" Pacific Yew and its ecological

affects on the forest landscape, a low intensity impact on the yew population

is called for. Based on the discussion above (2.A.) only Alternative B is

reasonable which is to gather that yew that is directly impacted by other

management activities such as logging and road building. And that supply

may not be very large as we resolve the issue of retaining, hopefully, most of

the remaining old growth for its intrinsic ecological values.

With the apparent success with the synthesis of Taxol and Bristol-

Myers announcement that they are no longer going to buy bark after the

1993 season, most of this DEIS process is moot. My suggestion is to publish a

Pacific Yew FEIS
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By Bob Powne

short FEIS, almost like a ROD or a combination of the two, with Alternative B

as the Preferred Alternative. Table IV- 16 indicates that Alternative B gives

limited access which coupled with synthesis, should provide for the public

need for Taiol.

I could also agree to a short time acceptance of Alternative C like five

years as a Departure Alternative if at some time in the future a need arise

for Taiol or some other substance produced by the yew tree. Table IV- 16

indicates that Alternative C gives adequate access. All the other action

Alternatives D-G2 are listed as giving adequate access yet they impact the

yew population more severely and none of them should be the selected

alternative.

3- FUTURE ACTIVITIES. In addition to completing a simplified

DEIS/ROD, on going research should be carried out on the cultural

requirement for Pacific Yew and its place in the ecology of the forest. If we
change the direction of forest management away from short rotation tree

farming to long term uneven-age and long rotation tree farming (which I

feel we should do with our public forests), research on the growing and

utilization of yew tree of size to produce usable lumber or similar products

should be perused

Please keep me on your mailing list and send me a copy of your

FEIS/ROD or what ever completes this project.

Yours trulv

Bob Powne
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Dnitad States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Serrice

Pacific
Hortbwest
Region

333 S.M. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Reply Tot 1950

Datet

Bob Powne
8600 SW Leahy Rd.

Portland, OR 97225-6424

Dear Mr. Powne,

ThanJc you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the

draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
comments concerning the pros and cons of the proposed alternatives.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS.

In response to your comments regarding the sire of leave trees: You are correct
in your observation that otost Pacific yew trees are less than 20* in diameter.
A >20* sire class was created to isolate the larger trees. Harvesting a portion
of those trees would only occur if the minimum trees per acre in that size

class had been met. Because there typically are not many trees in the >20" size
class, we do not expect to harvest significant numbers of the larger trees
under the alternatives that have minimum ‘trees per acre* requirements.

On page two of your latter you state, 'With the apparent success with the
synthesis of Taxol and Bristol-Myers announcement that they are no longer going
to buy bark after the 1993 season, most of this DEIS process is moot.* We have
clarified the proposed action and need statement to reflect the current
situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5

of the FEIS.) In addition, vm do foresee some level of demand (probably
variable) for yew from federal lands over the next five years. A variety of
companies or individuals may request yew bark or needles for research and
development purposes. In order to respond quickly to future demands for federal

- yew, we have completed the final EIS and have made a decision on how to
harvest.

In response to your comments regarding Pacific yew research: There are a number
of researchers currently investigating various aspects of Pacific yew biology,
ecology, and genetics (see Appendix M: Pacific yew Research).

Finally, thank you for bringing our attention to the error in the Landscape
Patterns section of Chapter III, pages III-42 and 43 of the draft document.
This has been corrected.

Caring For the Land and Serving People
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We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL & TECHNICAL SERVICES DIVISION

911 NE 11th Avenue • Room 620

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232

503/230-5400 FAX 503/230-5435

2 2 19®
F/NW03

Mr. John
U.S.D.A.
333 S.W.
P.O. Box
Portland,

Lowe, Regional
Forest Service
First Avenue
3623
OR 97208-3623

Forester

Re: Pacific Yew, Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr . Lowe

:

The National Marine Fisheries Service has reviewed the Pacific
Yew Draft Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. Forest Service,
Pacific Northwest Region.

In order to provide as timely a response as possible, we are
submitting the enclosed draft comments to you directly, in
parallel with the transmittal to the Department of Commerce for
incorporation in the departmental response. These comments
represent the views of the National Marine Fisheries Service.
The formal, consolidated views of the department should reach you
shortly.

Questions concerning our draft comments should be directed to
Steve Morris of my staff at (503) 230-5431.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL & TECHNICAL SERVICES DIVISION

911 NE 1 llh Avenue Room 620

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232

503/230-5400 FAX 503/230-5435

F/NW03

DRAFT
Mr. John Lowe, Regional Forester
U.S.D.A. Forest Service
333 S.W. First Avenue
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208-3623

Re; Pacific Yew, Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr . Lowe

:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the
referenced Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) addressing
various harvest scenarios for Pacific Yew. The following
comments reflect NMFS responsibility for protection and
enhancement of marine, estuarine and anadromous fishery resources
and their supporting habitats.

Need For Action

Although the DEIS does not quantify the need for yew bark, it
does state that "The current annual processing capacity can
convert 2,000,000 pounds of dry yew bark into 130 kilograms of
taxol."^ The DEIS further states that all action alternatives (B
through G2) would supply enough bark, in combination with bark
from non-federal lands, to meet this demand. The DEIS does not
predict that the demand for yew bark will increase during the
period covered. Rather, it states that "Until other sources of
taxol are available, the harvest of bark from Pacific yew in the
wild can provide an immediate short-term source of taxol".

^

Alternatives

Alternatives identified in the DEIS range from Alternative A,
which gives no emphasis to Pacific yew bark harvest, but "...
emphasizes all resources according to forest plans and BLM
resource management plans..." to Alternative G2

,
which "...

emphasizes efficiency of collection as well as entry into owl
conservation areas to provide the highest level of bark
production with moderate protection of Pacific yew and the
ecosystem in yew harvest areas." The DEIS identifies Alternative

^ DEIS. Page 1-5, paragraph 2, Demand.

^ DEIS. Page 1-4, paragraph 1,
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Gl, which would emphasize efficiency of bark collection and
moderate to high production with moderate protection
of the ecosystem in harvest areas, as the preferred alternative.

Impacts on Aquatic Resources

Both the no-action alternative (A) and Alternative B (utilization
of bark where it would otherwise be wasted with harvest dependent
on timber harvest programs) show no impact on aquatic resources,
whereas Alternatives C through G2 are described as having
"negligible to minor" impact.^ However, the document states
that the risk of impact to aquatic resources "... would increase
proportionately with the level of yew harvest: Alternative B -

least impact; Alternative C - next largest impact; followed by
Alternatives D, F, Gl and G2."^

Conclusion

Previous land use practices have caused significant damage to
NMFS statutory anadromous fish resources throughout the Northwest
Region, including most of the Pacific yew native range.
Therefore, it is imperative that future land disturbing
activities, such as yew bark harvest be planned to avoid or
minimize impacts to these already damaged resources. Most of the
alternatives addressed in the DEIS (C through G2) would result in
damage to aquatic systems beyond those contemplated in existing
forest plans, whereas Alternatives A and B would result in no
additional damage to aquatic resources. Given that:
1) Alternative B will meet current demand for yew bark;
2) Alternative B would not result in additional impacts on
aquatic resources; and, 3) yew bark is seen only as an immediate
short-term source of taxol, we do not believe that selection of a
potentially more damaging alternative (G2) is warranted. We,
therefore, recommend selection of Alternative B as the most
reasonable means of meeting the demand for yew bark contemplated
in the DEIS.

^ DEIS. Table II-l.

^ DEIS. Page 11-49, paragraph 4, Soils, Water and Aquatic
Habitat

.
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provide these comilients. Please

Steve Morris of my staff atThank you for the opportunity to

refer questions on this issue to

(503) 230-5431.

Sincerely,

Merritt E. -^ttle
Division Chief
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Unlt*d Btatas
D«parta*nt of
Agrlcultur*

roroat
Barrie*

Pacific
orthwaat
Pagioa

333 B.M. Pirat Branu*
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97308-3623

Raply To: 1950

Data:

Merritt E. Tuttle
U.S. Department of Coamerce
Environmental & Technical Servicea Diviaion
911 NE 11th Ava. Room 620
Pot-tland, OR 97232

Dear Mr. Tuttle,

Thank you for your reaponae to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 reaponaea from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; w* appreciate the time and thought. We carefully conaidered your
commenta on Alternativea A and B.

You recommend Alternative B, given that it would meet current demand for yew
bark; it would not reault in additional impacta on aquatic reaourcea; and yew
bark ia aeen only aa an Immediate ahort-term aource of taxol.

Aa you are probably aware, Briatol-Myera Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needa wild yew from federal landa. Thia deciaion haa impacted the
demand for yew from federal lands. In reaponae to this change in demand, public
comment, and agency cooment auch aa yours. Alternative B haa been identified as

the preferred alternative for the final EIS. The proposed action and need
statement has been clarified to reflect the current situation; the changes made
for clarification are minor. (See pages 1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

The need and demand for federal yew is less uncertain than it was when the DEIS
was printed. Although we expect the demand for wild Pacific yew to drop
substantially, we do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew
from federal lands over the next five years. A variety of companies or
individuals may request relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for

research and development purposes.

You state that most of the alternativea addressed in the DEIS (C through G2

)

would reault in damage to aquatic systems beyond those contemplated in existing
forest plans. In our professional judgement, all of the proposed alternatives
avoid and minimize effects to aquatic systems to such a degree that any of the
minor effects that could occur would be well within forest plan expectations.
Alternatives B through C2 do not allow yew harvest within 75 feet of all
perennial streams. The mitigation measure that addresses streamside buffers has
been revised to emphasize that 75 feet is a minimum buffer and where forest
plans or resource management plans set wider buffers, these will be adhered to.
(See page 11-56 in the EEIS.)

Caring For Uw Land and Sarving Paople
Pnrwc on
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In addition, any potential impact to aquatic ecoaystemB will be addressed at

the project level during site-specific NEPA analysis.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE:
POST OFnCE BOX 1016

HAPPY CAMP, CA 96039

(916) 493-5305

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
POST OFFICE BOX 282

ORLEANS, CA 95556

(916) 627-3446 FAX (916) 627-3448

March 12, 1993

Pacific Yew EIS Team
USDA Forest Service
P.0, Box 3623
Portland, Oregon 97208-3623

This letter is in response to your request for comments and
suggestions concerning the Draft Pacific Yew Environmental Impact
Statement ( EIS )

.

The Karuk Tribe of California (Karuk Tribe) is a sovereign
aboriginal people, that have lived on their own land since long
before the European influx of white men came to this continent.
We are a Federally Recognized Indian Tribe with over 3000 tribal
members. The Tribal Executive Council is the formally
constituted governing body of the Karuk Tribe, entrusted with a
responsibility to protect, preserve and promote the ceremonial
and subsistence rights of the Karuk people.

The Karuk Tribe's aboriginal territory has been previously mapped
and includes an estimated 1.038 million acres, within the Klamath
River Basin (Figure 1). The bulk of the lands and tributary
streams within this aboriginal territory are managed by the
Klamath and Six Rivers National Forest's as the Tribe's defacto
trustee. The Tribe believes that the federal government not only
has a trust responsibility to deal with Tribes on a government to
government basis, but also has a trust duty to protect the
natural resources upon which Tribes are wholly dependent. This
federal trust obligation imposes strict fiduciary standards on
the conduct of executive agencies, not limited to the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, in their dealings with Indian Tribes. Case law
dictates that federal agencies cannot subordinate Indian interest
to other public purposes.

The third highest number of responses to your newsletter inquires
concerning Pacific yew management emphasized that you "consider
social, cultural and tribal impacts of collecting the yew"
(Pacific Yew DEIS, Appendix A-2). In addition, the second
highest response to your February newsletter were the expressed
concerns that more attention should be given to the spiritual,
cultural and historical value of the yew. Despite these numerous
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response's to your request for conunents, these comments were
Interpreted by the Pacific Yew Interdisciplinary Team as
suggestions rather than as significant issues in the EIS.

We strongly object to your apparent disregard for our cultural
and tribal concerns. The DEIS gives only passing reference to
cultural non-market values of yew (Pacific Yew DEIS,
pg . III-llO). The authors of the DEIS focus primarily on the
market values of Pacific yew and do not reflect the views of
Indian Tribes. The statement that management of the Pacific yew,
does not seem to be of significant concern to Native Americans,
based on available information (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg III-99), is
unfounded. Apparently, little or no attempt has been made to
ascertain what Indian concerns might be. Indian Tribes have
significant concerns about general forest and wildlife/f ish
resources and management on federally managed lands. We are
deeply concerned about your attempt to justify the vast
exploitation of Pacific yew resources. The social, cultural and
tribal impacts of collecting Pacific yew are substantial issues
that are not adequately addressed within you Draft EIS.

Yew bark has been partially stripped from live trees by native
people for countless generations and used for medicinal purposes.
The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and U.S. Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) have made no attempt to evaluate other bark extraction
methods that would not result in cutting the Pacific yew tree.
You state that "Partial-stripping of yew bark is not currently
practiced because of the unknown effect on the viability of the
tree and the fact that more trees would be affected" (Pacific Yew
DEIS, pg . II-7). The consequences of cutting yew trees versus
partial-stripping have not been adequately presented in the DEIS.
"A typical 100-year old yew tree has an average diameter of 4 to
8 Inches" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg III-22). Due to the prolonged
length of time required to grow Pacific yew for bark harvest, the
USFS and BLM should seriously evaluate other bark harvesting
methods

.

"After a decade of trying, chemists are finding total synthesis
of the taxol molecule difficult" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg III-lll).
Yet, "the five-year harvest program covered by this analysis was
predicated on the assumption that at the end of five years
Pacific yew bark would no longer be needed as a source of taxol"
(Pacific Yew DEIS, pg . III-106). This assumption has no
scientific foundation given the difficulties that chemists have
encountered for the past ten years. The authors of this DEIS
have not provided sufficient scientific evidence that an
alternative source of taxol will be found within the next five
years. Therefore, every effort to protect the long-term supply
of Pacific yew should be initiated, rather than the harvest level
that is recommended in Alternative Gl.
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Alternative G1 is not predicated on a sustained yield harvest
management system. "This alternative would preclude an even-flow
sustained yield harvest of yew in the present rotation..."
(Pacific Yew DEIS, pg . 11-36). "There would be no minimum number
of yew trees or shrubs left after harvest, allowing harvest in
areas of sparse yew distribution" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg . 11-34).
"The large amount of acreage impacted under this alternative has
more potential than other alternatives for long-term cumulative
effects" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg . IV-73). "Alternative G1 would
allow the harvest of 100 percent of utlllzable yew in timber sale
units (excluding the residual green tree reserve) and 50 percent,
with no minimum number of leave trees of utilizable size yew, in
partial-cut sale units and non-sale areas" (Pacific Yew DEIS,
pg 11-34 )

.

The authors fall to demonstrate the need for yew harvest levels
beyond existing timber sale areas. Table S-1 clearly illustrates
that Alternative B "would supply enough bark in combination with
bark from non-federal lands to meet current demand" (Pacific Yew
DEIS, pg. S-20) . There is also concern about the potency of
taxol when excess amounts of yew bark are stored for prolonged
periods. Since Implementation of Alternative B poses
environmental problems that are currently not being adequately
addressed by the USFS and BLM (l.e., removing most of the seed
producing yew in cut areas), it is not justifiable to adopt a
cutting strategy that would have even greater impact on the yew
tree environment until current environmental Impacts are
resolved

.

Increased harvest of Pacific yew beyond current levels would
further complicate the already poorly managed yew resource. The
heavy dependence by USFS ad BLM on clearcutting as the principal
source of yew harvest, threatens the survivability of this tree
species and does not provide adequate protection for Tribal yew
resources. In addition, neither agency has demonstrated their
ability to protect Tribal and public yew resources from illegal
exploitation. For example, "The Forest Service estimates that
during 1991 about 300,000 pounds of bark were stolen. (About
825,000 pounds were harvested legally). The Bureau of Land
Management was unable to provide any information about the amount
of bark stolen from their lands during 1991" (Pacific Yew DEIS,
pg. III-109).

The Karuk Tribe is especially concerned about Increased Pacific
yew harvest throughout the Siskiyou province and within our
Aboriginal Territory. "Pacific yew in the Siskiyou province is
found in the western hemlock, white fir, Douglas-fir, Pacific
silver fir, and western redcedar vegetation zones (Atzet and
Wheeler, 1984). Pacific yew is relatively widespread in the
northern portion of the province although it is still not
abundant" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg . III-43). Widespread
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clearcuttlng has already occurred throughout this region.
"Alternatives F, G1 and G2 may reduce regeneration as a result of
yew harvest at 75 or 50 percent levels with no minimum trees per
acre retained. Effects may be greater in areas of sparse yew
population where there may not be adequate numbers of sexually
mature trees left following harvest" (Pacific Yew DEIS,
pg . S-25 )

.

The "sustainability of the Pacific yew as a species depends upon
the amount of yew harvested, the range of acres harvested, the
ability of the yew to regenerate and maintain its genetic
diversity and adaptability, and protection efforts" (Pacific Yew
DEIS, pg III-120) .

"Like most tree species. Pacific yew does not produce a good
seed crop every year" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg . III-19).

"Yew trees are wind-pollinated" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg III-
18). Seed is dispersed by birds and small mammals.

"Germination of Pacific yew seeds usually occurs in heavy
organic matter" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg , III-19).

"Yew regeneration (sprouts or seedlings) can be found in old
clearcuts where the slash has been burned (Bolsinger, 1991),
and in young forests that originated following fire (Spies,
1991). But it occurs in much smaller numbers in these
situations than in mld-to-late serai stands that have little
to no fire history (Spies, 1991)" (Pacific Yew DEIS,
pg. III-31).

"Past broadcast burning practices have reduced, and
undoubtedly eliminated, yew from many sites" (Pacific Yew
DEIS, pg III-32) .

The USFS and BLM should continue to harvest Pacific yew only in
scheduled timber harvest areas where Pacific yew is not the
target species for harvest. A moratorium on expanded Pacific yew
harvest should be Implemented Immediately on all Federal lands
until forest management techniques are developed which can
guarantee the long-term survivability of this tree species in
timber sale and non-sale areas. For example, "Yew can be
retained on a burned site, provided that it is part of the
prescribed fire objective" (Pacific Yew DEIS, pg . III-32).

The Karuk Tribe is willing to work with the USFS and BLM to
inventory existing yew resources, evaluate the role of yew in the
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natural ecosystem and develop a long-term sustained yield
strategy. The federal government has a trust responsibility to
manage Pacific yew on a landscape scale. As the search for
alternative sources of taxol continues, sound long-term
management of public yew resources will help guarantee that there
will always be a steady source of taxol to help Americans recover
from cancer.

Please provide a written response to this correspondence to our
Department of Natural Resources at the above address.

Sincerely

,

Robert B. Rohde
Natural Resource Manager

cc. Mike Srago
Sonia Tamez
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Robert B . Rohde
Natural Resource Manager
KaruJc Tribe of California
PO Box 1016
Happy Camp, CA 96039

Dear Mr. Rohde,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. Your comments were carefully considered as we prepared our final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

You expressed disagreement with the interpretation of the public comment
category "Consider social, cultural, and tribal impacts of collecting yew" as a

suggestion rather than an issue. We believe the big issue is: how to use the
Pacific yew for taxol for cancer patients and at the seune time protect it and
the ecosystem. We interpreted many other major concerns as suggestions about
how to approach this issue.

We noted your concerns about lack of cultural and tribal information. We
revised the section on American Indian Trust Lands (see page III-98 of the
FEIS). We also added references specific to Northern California tribes to
Appendix L, the section of the DEIS that documents the cultural history of
Pacific yew and highlights the array of uses that native peoples made of yew.
The discussion in Appendix L stresses the utilitarian, religious, medicinal,
and spiritual uses of the yew tree.

In Chapter III we added substantial information about cultural and tribal uses
of yew. (See page III-117 of the FEIS.) In the case that there would be a yew
harvest on trust lands, a site-specific analysis would be completed before any
yew harvest.

In assessing the social and economic effects under each alternative, pages
IV-109 to IV-117 of the FEIS, consultation with local tribes is emphasized. As
the concerns about yew use vary considerably from one area to another,
coordination and consultation with Native American tribes is necessary before
projects are proposed. We have added a mitigation measure requiring
consultation with tribes prior to any yew harvest that may impact trust lands
(see Mitigation Measures, page 11-55 of the FEIS).

Caring For tha Land and Sarving Paople
PrintBd on Rocyctod P«pef
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In response to your statement that the consequences of cutting yew trees versus
partial-stripping have not been adequately presented in the DEIS: We analyzed
the two methods of harvest, whole tree cutting and partial needle removal, that
were recommended by the Pacific Yew Technical Committee, an interagency group
of scientists charged with developing guidelines for conserving and managing
Pacific yew prior to implementing the EIS.

The biologists, ecologists, and geneticists on this committee are among the
most knowledgeable about Pacific yew in the Pacific Northwest. They
specifically recommended to not do partial bark stripping. (See also page II-9
of the FEIS.

)

You state that we have not provided sufficient scientific evidence that an
alternative source of taxol will be found within the next five years and
therefore, every effort should be initiated to protect the long-term supply of
Pacific yew: We based the five-year time frame for the EIS (page 1-5 in FEIS)
on projections by Bristol-Myers Squibb, the pharmaceutical company developing
taxol in partnership with the National Cancer Institute and the primary user of
federal yew to date, that alternate sources would be available within five
years. The agreement between Bristol-Myers Sq[uibb and NCI obligates Squibb to
investigate and establish alternative sources of taxol. (See Appendix E of the
FEIS.) And, in fact, there are currently some sources, other than wild Pacific
yew, from which taxol is being extracted and that should be commercially
available within a year or two.

We noted your comments concerning Alternatives B and Gl; we carefully
considered them. We have revised our explanation of sustained yield in

accordance with NFMA (36 CFR 219.3) (page III-7 of the FEIS). We have also
changed the terminology from "no minimum" in Alternatives Gl and G2 to "one
tree per acre" minimum. In both these alternatives 50 percent of the yew in

each diameter class on each acre can be harvested, as long as at least one tree
per diameter class is left per acre. For example, if, in one diameter class,
there are 50 trees, 25 could be harvested; if there are two trees, one could be
harvested; if there is one tree, none could be harvested.

We noted your suggestion that the USFS and the BLM should continue to harvest
Pacific yew only in scheduled timber harvest areas where Pacific yew is not the
target species. As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company
recently announced it no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This
decision has impacted the demand for federal yew. In response to this change in

demand and to public input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred
alternative for the final EIS. This new preferred alternative would generally
follow your suggestion, although a number of other alternatives are available
for selection.

You also note that Alternative B would remove most of the seed-producing yew in

cut areas: The mitigation measures for timber sale units do require that some

yew be kept as part of the green tree reserve, that yew adjacent to the unit be

left unharvested to serve as a seed source, and that the source of planted yew

be from within the local management area (see Mitigation Measures, page 11-55

of the FEIS) .
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You coraroent that the heavy dependence by the DSFS and BLM on clearcutting ae

the principal source of yew harvest threatens the survivability of this tree
and does not provide adequate protection for tribal yew resources; Our analysis
showed that impacts to the survival of Pacific yew would be minimal for
Alternative B, the alternative that harvests yew only in timber sale units
(including clearcuts) (see pages 11-40 to 11-54, Summary of Effects Table and
discussion, and Part One of Chapter IV of the FEIS). The number of acres
harvested under Alternative B is an estimate based on 1992 timber sale
projections; the actual number of sale acres for this year is much lower and is

expected to continue to decrease in future years, thus continuing to decrease
the impact on yew from clearcutting.

As to the issue of theft: Following implementation of tight accountability
standards in 1992, occurrences of theft have dropped dramatically.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns as you expressed them in
your letter of March 12, 1993. Again, we thank you very much for your interest
in this project and concern for the well being of the environment, including
tribal concerns and the yew tree. We appreciate your offer to work with us in
finding out more about the yew tree. We will consult with the Karuk Tribe and
other tribes on site-specific projects that may impact trust lands.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Team Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

cc:

Mike Srago, Yew Coordinator Pacific Southwest Region
Sonia Tamez, Pacific Southwest Region
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Lan Richardson
PO Box 98
Wolf Creek, OR 97497

Dear Mr. Richardson,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought. We carefully considered your
remarks about not harvesting Pacific yew for taxol outside of timber sales.
Alternative B proposes harvesting yew only in timber sale units and so may come
closest to what you would recommend.

As you are probably aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it

no longer needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the
demand for federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public
input. Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
final EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect
the current situation; the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.)

We did not analyze alternative methods of obtaining taxol in the draft EIS
because such analysis is out of the scope of this project. We did, however,
include information on alternative sources of taxol, and updated this
information in the final EIS. (See page III-102 of the FEIS.)

In your response letter you state, "Estimates are misleading for size and girth
rates. Numbers alone can not substantiate a reasonable plan when some trees
have lees than four inch dia. rendering them useless for harvest."
Trees three inches and above are being harvested in the field. During the
simulation of the harvest amount for each alternative, that same diameter is
used to differentiate between cut and leave trees. Only those trees above three
inches are used to calculate "trees available for harvest" and "maximum pounds
dry bark." The "Total trees in inventory area" (Table IV-1 through Table
IV-13), and "Stems" (Table III-2), do include both cut and leave trees in order
to give the reader a feeling for the gross number of Pacific yew trees present.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The Final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew BIS Team

Caring For the Lend end Serving People
Prwnad on RocyaM P«pof0
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KLAMATH FOREST ALLIANCE
BOX 820

ETNA, CA. 96027 c

USDA, Forest Service

Pacific Northwest Regional Office

333 SW 1st Ave
PO Box 3623
Portland, Or. 97208-3623

3/14/93

Deair Forest Service,

Enclosed are comments for the Forest Servlce/BLM Pacific Yew Draft

EIS submitted by the Klamath Forest Alliance.

Prior to Bristol-Meyers recent announcement that they will no longer be
collecting yew bark this year in Pacific Northwest's forests, the Forest

Service and BLM have released a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) recommending collection of Pacific Yew bark at a rate which will

exhaust usable supplies after just a few years.

As discussed above, Bristol-Meyers' recent announcement undercuts the

underlying purpose and need to which the Forest Service and the BLM
are responding in the proposed action. The vast majority of world
demand for bark comes directly from Bristol Meyer’s Squibb (BMS).

If BMS does not need bark from federal lands in 1993, then the need
<:o which the federal agencies are responding has subsantially evaporated.

In addition to this principal point, the DEIS is inadequate for the

following reasons:

1. No alternative was properly analyzed requiring Bristol-Meyers Squibb

to transition to using siistainable needles, rather than continuing to

deplete the existing non-sustainable bark resource.

2. Estimates of total Pacific Yew numbers are misleading as most of

these trees are not of commercial size by present collection standards,

and trees of these smaller diameters are often burned or otherwise

wasted.

3. BMS has not been required to account for the millions of pounds of

bark that has already been collected under the promise that it would be

provided to cancer patients for "compassionate care" at minimal charge.

With recent Food and Drug Administration (FDA) approval, BMS stands to

make enormous profits from bark that has been stored awaiting commercial
approval while the drug taxol has remained in scarce supply.

1
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4. The federal agencies proposed direction is not consistent with the

recently passed Pacific Yew Act requiring that federal agencies'

preferred clearcut and bum management practices not have adverse

impacts on the sustainability of the Pacific Yew resource.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to scope this important

issue. We hope that it will direct you to maJce an "excellent" decision-

Respect the Earth,

Peter Brucker

for the KLama+h Forest Alliance

Box 820
Etna, Ca. 96027

2
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P.O. Box 3623
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Peter Brucker
Klamath Forest Alliance
PO Box 820
Etna, CA 96027

Dear Mr. Brucker,

Thank you for your response to the Pacific Yew Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We received approximately 90 responses from people who reviewed the
draft EIS; we appreciate the time and thought.

As you are aware, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company recently announced it no longer
needs wild yew from federal lands. This decision has impacted the demand for
federal yew. In response to this change in demand and to public input.
Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative for the final
EIS. The proposed action and need statement has been clarified to reflect the
current situation, but the changes made for clarification are minor. (See pages
1-2 to 1-5 of the FEIS.

)

Although we expect demand for wild Pacific yew bark to drop substantially, we
do foresee some level of demand, probably variable, for yew from federal lands
over the next five years. A variety of companies or individuals may request
relatively small quantities of yew bark or needles for research and development
purposes

.

You state that no alternative was properly analyzed requiring Bristol-Myers
Squibb to transition to using sustainable needles: Each of the proposed
alternatives (except Alternative A) allows for the collection of yew needles
should there be a need for them. The purpose and need of this EIS is to
disclose the effects of yew harvest on the environment; requiring a private
company to process a product in a certain way is beyond the scope of this
document

.

You also state, "Estimates of total Pacific Yew numbers are misleading as most

of these trees are not of commercial size by present collection standards, and

trees of these smaller diameters are often burned or otherwise wasted." The
alternatives call for harvest of trees three inches and above. During the
simulation of the alternatives, that same diameter is used to differentiate
between cut and leave trees. Only those trees above three inches are used to

calculate "trees available for harvest" and "maximum pounds of dry bark." The

"Total Trees in Inventory Area" (Tables IV-1 through IV-13), and "Stems" (Table

III-2), do include both cut and leave trees in order to give the reader an idea

of the gross number of yew trees present.
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In response to your comment that Bristol-Myers Squibb Company had not been
required to account for the millions of pounds of bark already collected and

that with recent FDA approval, the company stands to make enormous profits:

The impacts of the FDA approval of Bristol-Myers Squibb Company's New Drug
Application (NDA) are outside the scope of this proposal and analysis.

In response to your comment that the Yew Act requires that preferred clearcut
and burn management practices not have "adverse impacts on the sustainablility
of the Pacific yew resource;" We believe that all the proposed alternatives
(except Alternative A, the no-action alternative), comply with the Pacific Yew
Act. Minimizing adverse effects from timber management and harvest is dealt
with in the alternatives themselves (see pages 11-19 to 11-38 of the FEIS) as

well as in the Mitigation Measures (page 11-55). Both the alternatives and
mitigation measures are fashioned very closely after "An Interim Guide to the
Conservation and Management of Pacific Yew," which was developed to ensure
sustainability of the species. The alternatives meet the definition of
sustained yield according to NFMA. See the discussion of sustained yield in
Chapters III and IV of the FEIS.

We hope these responses will satisfy your concerns. Thank you again for your
interest in this project and your concern for the well being of the
environment, including human lives and the Pacific yew tree. The final
Environmental Impact Statement will be published and available to the public
within the next few weeks.

Sincerely,

SALLY J. CAMPBELL
Leader, Pacific Yew EIS Team

Pacific Yew FEIS
Appendix A-312

* U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1993-790-110 / 80002 REGION NO. 10





I(t


