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Dutchman’s pipe –Aristolochia macrophylla Lam.
Current Status in PA Regulations: N
Current PABS Status: N
Proposed Status: PR
Coefficient of Conservatism: 6
Proposed by: Jessica McPherson, Western Pennsylvania Conservancy/PNHP
Overview
This species has a primarily central and southern- Appalachian distribution, with Pennsylvania at the northern edge of its native range and fewer
than 20 locations mapped in the PA atlas (Rhoads and Block 1993). It was considered with a large batch of species proposed as TU in 1995.
Efforts were made around that time to revisit some historic locations, with mixed success, and a few new locations were also documented.
Because some sites were extensive and/or in disturbed conditions, in 1996 it was decided to assign no status to the species. However, only 9
sites are known statewide, and site quality is mixed, so it may be a candidate for PR.
North American Distribution & Global / Regional Conservation Concerns
Global range is primarily in the central and southern Appalachian
mountains, with an apparent stronghold in Virginia and West
Virginia. It is listed as S4 in Kentucky and North Carolina and
unranked in Tennessee. It is S3 in Georgia and S2 in Maryland and
South Carolina, all states which contain only slivers of range. It is
reported as exotic in New York (“cultivated and rarely naturalizes”
Weldy et al. 2019) and Ontario. NatureServe global rank is G5.
Identification Concerns
This plant is unmistakable and spectacularly conspicuous when
mature, a canopy-climbing liana with giant heart-shaped leaves.

Pennsylvania Distribution
All known extant locations are in SW Pennsylvania north to Beaver County, with a few historical specimens scattered
elsewhere in the state.
Habitat
PA flora – “rich woods and rocky slopes”
Digital Atlas of Virginia - Cove forests, other mesic to
dry-mesic montane forests; most characteristic of,
but not restricted to, base-rich soils. Frequent to
common in the mountains, north to Albemarle and
Rockingham counties.
Some extant locations are in disturbed settings; did
the plant colonize those settings, or persist from a
time when a mesic cove or slope forest existed there,
possibly expanding due to increased light?
Extant locations
Twelve extant locations are known. In the map below,
biotics/PNDI data are in red, while additional data are in
green. Two additional locations on the Ohio river are not
currently mapped. The large red circles are imprecisely
mapped historical specimen locations.

Historical Locations

Native status in Pennsylvania
Appears native. Earliest specimen is Thomas C. Porter, 1863, Spruce Creek. 1886 “rich mountainous woods” Ohio River, Moon township. There
are reports of escapes from cultivation in other states, but we have no documentation of this in Pennsylvania.
Conservation Concerns
Habitat loss; no other specific diseases or problems noted; may be less vulnerable to invasives due to vigorous growth habit. This plant is the
main food source for caterpillars of the highly specialized, iridescent blue pipe-vine swallowtail butterfly (Battus philenor philenor).
Status Justification

Unless a significant number of additional populations are known, Pennsylvania Rare is an appropriate status for this plant due to a small number
of known extant populations (9 ). Although the number of sites is low for PR, this is mitigated by the species’ apparent tolerance of disturbance
and its status as range-edge in Pennsylvania, globally secure further south.
References








Weldy, Troy, David Werier, and Andrew Nelson. “Isotrema macrophyllum” In 2019 New York Flora Atlas. [S. M. Landry and K. N.
Campbell (original application development), USF Water Institute. University of South Florida]. New York Flora Association, Albany, New
York. Accessed 4/10/2019.
Haines, Arthur, Elizabeth Farnsworth, and Gordon Morrison. 2011. New England Wildflower Society's flora Novae Angliae: a manual for
the identification of native and naturalized higher vascular plants of New England. [Framingham, Mass.]: New England Wild Flower
Society.
Kartesz, J.T. 2003. A Synonymized Checklist and Atlas with Biological Attributes for the Vascular Flora of the United States, Canada, and
Greenland. Second Edition. In: Kartesz, J.T. Synthesis of the North American Flora, Version 2.0.
Rhoads, Ann Fowler and William McKinley Klein, Jr. 1993. The Vascular Flora of Pennsylvania: annotated checklist and atlas. American
Philosophical Society, Philadelphia, PA.
Michigan Natural Features Inventory. “Adlumia fungosa”. https://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/explorer/species.cfm?id=14230
NatureServe. 2015. NatureServe Explorer: An online encyclopedia of life [web application]. Version 7.1. NatureServe, Arlington, Virginia.
Available http://explorer.natureserve.org. (Accessed: April 4, 2017 ).
Weakley, Alan S., J Christopher Ludwig, John F Townsend, Bland Crowder. 2012. Flora of Virginia. Fort Worth, Texas. Botanical Research
Institute of Texas Press.

Eastern baccharis –Baccharis halimifolia L.
Current Status in PA Regulations: PR
Current PABS Status: PR
Proposed Status: DL
Coefficient of Conservatism: 3
Proposed by: J. McPherson, PNHP/WPC; T. Block, Morris Arboretum; J.Ebert & J.
Evans

Proposal Summary
This species is a coastal plain halophile, distributed broadly and abundantly further
south, that has benefitted from road salt practices to become fairly abundant on roadsides of lower Bucks County. If
historically native (vs. recently established) populations ever existed, they cannot now be segregated; the species is
thriving and not in need of protection.
Habitat
FNA: “Open sandy places, wet fields, marshes, beaches, disturbed sites, roadsides, old fields”
”Baccharis halimifolia has been introduced to Australia and France. In
Australia it infests large areas along the coast of southern Queensland and
New South Wales. Its success as an invasive weed is attributed to production
of a large number of seeds that are widely dispersed by the wind, shade
tolerant germination and seedlings, tolerance to wet soils and salinity, and
ability to resprout after a fire (W. E. Westman et al. 1975).”
Flora Novae-Angliae: “Groundsel-tree reaches the northern edge of its range
in the saltmarshes of southern New England. This shrub is very tolerant of
saline and disturbed habitats, which makes it potentially useful for restoring
damaged areas. However, it is considered very weedy (and toxic to livestock)
in the southern portions of its range.”

NatureServe (2018) subnational statuses for Baccharis halimifolia.

Global distribution and regional conservation statuses
Considered secure or unranked (often occurs with common taxa) in almost all of its range; S2 Imperiled in Rhode Island, S1 Critically Imperiled in Nova Scotia.
Pennsylvania Distribution: Roadsides in lower Bucks county.
Native status in Pennsylvania
There is some controversy over whether this species was historically
native in Pennsylvania, and if so, whether any of those populations
persist and merit protection. In short, no one has found them if they
do exist, there is unlikely to be any conservation significance since the
species is highly mobile and natively abundant in adjacent coastal plain
regions including further north, it is probably impossible to segregate
these theoretical populations if they were found, and the species is
doing just fine on its own and thereby doesn’t need our help.
The longer version, courtesy of Jack Holt and Tim Block:
Jack: As has been mentioned the beast may have been native at one
time along the Delaware River Shore, but when Janet Ebert and I were
doing a T & E survey for the Philadelphia Airport expansion some years
back the only place we saw it was along the roads on the inner edge of
the airport and the adjacent waste ground areas along roadsides, NOT
along the actual shore.
I don’t know about Bucks County (I can’t lay my hands on my copy of
Walter Benner) but this is the quote from Hugh Stone’s Flora of Chester County (1945) as to its presence there: ‘Specimen of Baccharis halimifolia was collected
by Mr. E B Bartram on a hillside north of Malvern (no date listed, specimen in the Academy of Natural Sciences). ‘This shrub, so common on the salt-marsh tracts
on the New Jersey coast, can scarcely be included in the flora of our County. Its presence in the locality mentioned above is hard to understand’. Page 1363.
Tellingly it is absent from Darlington’s Flora Cestrica from the 1850’s.
Even though it MIGHT have been native to Pennsylvania at one time, there are no native populations NOW and IMO all extant populations in the state can safely
be considered adventive. The windborne nature of its seeds allows it to spread over great distances.

Tim: Here are links to the earliest specimens from PA, http://midatlanticherbaria.org/portal/collections/individual/index.php?occid=13277119&clid=0;
http://midatlanticherbaria.org/portal/collections/individual/index.php?occid=13277155&clid=0;
http://midatlanticherbaria.org/portal/collections/individual/index.php?occid=13277151&clid=0;
http://midatlanticherbaria.org/portal/collections/individual/index.php?occid=13277149&clid=0;
http://midatlanticherbaria.org/portal/collections/individual/index.php?occid=13277136&clid=0
I don’t know if these will help since none of them are especially early for SE PA, and all of them are from places where seeds could have arrived with, or without,
human help. Maybe Baccharis halimifolia wasn’t along the Delaware River and its tributaries on the PA side prior to Civil War-related industrialization. Maybe it
was on the PA side in the 1600’s and got wiped out by the earliest development along the river, only to return later.
Since Baccharis halimifolia is along roadsides, and other places, all over lower Bucks County at this point, I’m not sure what the point would be of giving any
populations SP, or any other, status, even if one could figure out what a population is. I suspect it would be quite impossible to discern which plants came from
where or when. One thing for sure, I’m not going out to count them!
Conservation Concerns
None.
Status Justification
This species is globally secure, widely distributed and abundant in directly adjacent coastal plain regions to the east and south. It is highly mobile and disturbance
tolerant, and these characteristics plus its salt-tolerance has enabled it to expand in lower Bucks County to be widespread and abundant along roadsides. For
these reasons it is not in need of protection in Pennsylvania.
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Carex cumberlandensis Naczi, Kral, & Bryson
Current Status in PA Regulations: N
Current PABS Status: TU (UXF)
Proposed Status: PX
Coefficient of Conservatism: 7
Proposed by: Steve Grund, Western Pennsylvania Conservancy/Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program
Overview
Carex cumberlandensis is a relatively recently described
species (Naczi et al 2001) in section Careyanae. It has
been collected in only one place on one day in
Pennsylvania, Blair County in 1929, by John Bright.
Taxonomy and Identification
Before the description of this species, specimens had
mostly been identified as either C. abscondita
(including the PA specimen) or C. digitalis.

Figure 2. Distribution of Carex cumberlandensis.
Data and map from Kartesz (2018)

Abundance and Distribution in Pennsylvania

“Carex cumberlandensis has vegetative
shoots much taller than the culms, very
narrow staminate spikes, short staminate
scales, and obtuse staminate scales, all of
which distinguish it from C. digitalis. Unlike
C. abscondita, C. cumberlandensis has the
lower spikes on long and drooping or
nodding peduncles, distichously imbricate
perigynia, the bract blade of the distalmost
lateral spike (12–)17–51 times as long as
wide, and always densely caespitose habit.”
(Naczi et al 2001, figures 1 and 4).

Figure 1. Carex cumberlandensis
showing drooping lowest spikelet.
Photo courtesy of
southeasrernflora.com

There are technically three specimens of this species known from Pennsylvania, and though they were assigned different collection numbers, all
were collected by John Bright on the same day with identical label data (Bright 1905, 1906, and 1908, CM). These specimens were examined in
preparation for the original publication of the species and are listed in the protologue (paratypes). A 2005 attempt by Rob Naczi, Wes Knapp,
Autumn Sabo, Sarah Parker, and Steve Grund to relocate Bright’s collection site was not successful.

Global Abundance and Distribution
Carex cumberlandensis has a range centered on the Cumberland Plateau and the
Cumberland Mountains. It extends north to Preston County, WV, from where
the Pennsylvania population was apparently disjunct further to the NE by about
150 km. It ranges east to the piedmont in the Carolinas, south to southern
Alabama, and has a few disjunctures west of the Mississippi in Missouri and
Arkansas (figure 2). It is S3 in WV, S1 in MO, and S1 in AR (figure 3).
Habitat
Mesic, deciduous or mixed deciduous-evergreen forests, often calcareous soils
(Ball & Reznicek, FNA). Dry clay slopes along old road (Bright specimen label).

Figure 3. NatureServe (2018) subnational statuses for
Carex cumberlandensis.

Conservation Concerns
If found in Pennsylvania, this species would be a legitimate target of
conservation concern, not only because it will likely remain rare in Pennsylvania,
but also because it would occupy the northern limit of the range of the species.
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Figure 4. Carex cumberlandensis. Clockwise from upper left: Uppermost two
spikelets, showing male spikelet length and distichously arranged perigynia;
Portion of plant showing distichous perigynia; clump showing ceaspitose
habit. Photos courtesy of southeasrernflora.com.

Two Proposals for Taxonomic Adjustment
Shrubby cinquefoil, Dasiphora fruticosa (L.) Rydberg
Current Status in PA Regulations: PE, as Potentilla fruticosa
Current PABS Status: PE, as Potentilla fruticosa
Proposed Status: PE, in Dasiphora
Coefficient of Conservatism: 10
Proposed by: Allison Cusick, Carnegie Museum of Natural History
Proposal Summary
The genus Potentilla has undergone significant change, gaining a few species, but losing more to segregate genera (Ertter 2007). Shrubby
cinquefoil has been treated in Dasiphora by most recent authors (Reznicek et al 2011, Haines 2011, Ertter & Reveal 2014; Kartesz 2018; Weakley
2018). Weakley (2018) treats it as D. fruticosa ssp. floribunda, Haines (2011) as D. floribunda. Until the taxonomy is more definite, we follow
Abbott, who writes “Our plants, and many of the Eurasian ones, are diploid and hermaphroditic, and have been segregated as Dasiphora
floribunda Pursh. Typical D. fruticosa, of Siberia and n. Eur., is tetraploid and functionally dioecious, but it is not clear that these represent
separate evolutionary lineages.”

Three-toothed cinquefoil, Sibbaldia retusa (O.F. Müller) T. Eriksson
Current Status in PA Regulations: PE, as Potentilla tridentata
Current PABS Status: PE, as Potentilla tridentata
Proposed Status: PE, as Sibbaldia retusa
Coefficient of Conservatism: 10
Proposed by: Allison Cusick, Carnegie Museum of Natural History
Proposal Summary

Sibbaldia is separated from Potentilla primarily by a combination of ternate leaves, semi-woody cauline bases and matted growth habit.
Sibbaldiopsis is the least accepted of the Potentilla segregates proposed for recognition by Ertter (2007). We follow Abbott (2017) and Weakley
(2018) in treating this species in the more inclusive Sibbaldia. There is a broad consensus that it does not belong in Potentilla, and this choice
would bring us into alignment with two draft floras likely to be commonly used in Pennsylvania in the coming years, Weakley (2018) and Naczi’s
New Manual (Abbott 2017).
Literature Cited
Abbott, J.R. 2017. Rosaceae. Draft treatment for Naczi, R.F.C. and Collaborators. New Manual of Vascular Plants of Northeastern United States
and Adjacent Canada. Working draft. New York Botanical Garden. Bronx.
Ertter, B. J. 2007. Generic realignments in tribe Potentilleae and revision of Drymocallis (Rosoideae: Rosaceae) in North America. J. Bot. Res. Inst.
Texas 1: 31–46
Ertter, B., & J. L. Reveal. 2014a. Dasiphora, p. 295-297. In: Editorial Committee, eds. 1993+. Flora of North America, Vol. 9. New York and Oxford.
Kartesz, J.T. 2018. Floristic Synthesis of North America, Version 1.0. Biota of North America Program (BONAP). (in press)
Haines, A. 2011. New England Wildflower Society's flora Novae Angliae: a manual for the identification of native and naturalized higher vascular
plants of New England. New England Wild Flower Society. Framingham, Mass.
Reznicek, A.A., E.G. Voss, and B.S. Walters. 2011. Michigan flora online. University of Michigan. Available online at http://michiganflora. net.
Weakley, A.S. 2018. Flora of Unglaciated Pennsylvania. Working draft of 23 June 2018. University of North Carolina Herbarium. Chapel Hill.

Round-leaved throughwort –Eupatorium rotundifolium L.
Current Status in PA Regulations: TU
Current PABS Status: TU
Proposed Status: PR or DL
Coefficient of Conservatism: 4
Proposed by: Jessica McPherson, PNHP/WPC
Proposal Summary
This species is currently listed as Tentatively Undetermined, and this proposal is intended to evaluate whether
information is now sufficient to assign a status of PR or to delist. The species is primarily southern and secure in
the main portion of its range; population and individual numbers appear to indicate PR in combination with the
species’ tolerance of disturbance and occurrence in disturbed habitats. Evaluating its use of disturbed vs. intact
habitats will be key to determine whether it should be listed as PR or delisted. There are two varieties in
Pennsylvania; as most of our records were not recorded to variety in Biotics, it may be difficult to assess their
status.
Habitat





PA Flora:

var ovatum:“ Dry sandy fields, exposed sandstone rocks and serpentine barrens.”
Var. rotundifolium: “Sandy or clayey fields and open thickets.”
Flora of Virginia: “Bogs, wet flatwoods, interdune swales, dry to boggy
clearings, old fields, and roadsides. Common in the Coastal Plain; frequent
in the outer Piedmont; infrequent to rare in the inner Piedmont and
mountains.”
Site descriptions reference coastal plain woods, serpentine, ROWs,
quarries, oak woods, logging clearings, river scour, old fields, dry meadows
with periodic burning.

Taxonomy & Identification
FNA: “Eupatorium rotundifolium is one of the more variable species of the
genus; its apparent propensity to hybridize with other species has led it to be
described as a compilospecies and has complicated its delimitation. Hybrids
NatureServe (2018) subnational statuses for Eupatorium rotundifolium
(inclusive of vars.)

with E. perfoliatum and E. sessilifolium are sufficiently distinctive to be treated here as distinctive entities (E. ×cordigerum and E. godfreyanum, respectively), and
the varieties ovatum and scabridum have also been proposed to be of hybrid origin. The boundaries between varieties are indistinct and individual specimens
may be difficult to place with confidence.”
Global distribution and regional conservation statuses
Broadly distributed across the southeastern US; status in surrounding
states is confusing as some track varieties rather than the species (see
variety maps at the end), but the BONAP map summarizes nicely at the
species level. It appears to be rare only at the edge of the range.
Pennsylvania Distribution:
Extant sites: 27 known. Population estimates were recorded for most sites
(24 of 27), and most are fairly large: reasonably precise estimates range
from 1-2,000 plants, average ~175.Two sites have >1000 individuals, 9
>100 plants, 9 with 10-100,3 with <10 plants. Total number of individuals
at known extant sites is 4200-18,000. (one site recorded 1001-10,000
individuals)
Historic sites: 15 specimen-based historics in Biotics.

Conservation Concerns
 Possible fire-dependence or preference for open wooded habitats, which are
closing in due to succession. No conclusive references available on these factors.
 Invasive species
Status Justification
This species has a limited number of populations in Pennsylvania, but is secure
immediately further south in the main portion of its range. It may be vulnerable to

habitat loss due to succession, but it also appears to be able to utilize disturbed habitats.
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Varietal key from FNA:
Leaf blades 3-nerved from bases, bases subtruncate to broadly
1
cuneate, margins crenate

21b Eupatorium rotundifolium var. rotundifolium

+

Leaf blades 3-nerved distal to bases, bases broadly cuneate to
cuneate, margins serrate

(2)

2 (1)

Leaf blades 30–70 × 30–60 mm, broadest nearmiddles

21a Eupatorium rotundifolium var. ovatum

+

Leaf blades 20–50 × 15–30 mm, broadest nearbases

21c Eupatorium rotundifolium var. scabridum

Above: E. rotundifolium var. rotundifolium
Left: E. rotundifolium var. ovatum

Purple bedstraw –Galium latifolium Michx.
Current Status in PA Regulations: N
Current PABS Status: TU
Proposed Status: PR
Coefficient of Conservatism: 8
Proposed by: J. McPherson, PNHP/WPC
Proposal Summary
This species is proposed as Pennsylvania Rare because
there are a limited number of populations (23) and
individuals (380-700) currently known. The numbers
currently known are more consistent with Pennsylvania Threatened, but we believe more will be found as habitat is only moderately specialized and fairly
abundant. Furthermore, the species is globally secure and at its northern range edge in Pennsylvania.
Habitat
 PA Flora: “Woods, rocky slopes and
roadsides.”
 Flora of Virginia: “Moist to dry forests.
Common in the mountains; infrequent in
the inner Piedmont, where confined to
the western foothill ridges and
monadnocks”
 Site descriptions often reference open
forests, usually hardwood but sometimes
including pine, with shale soils. Usually
dry sites, ranging to dry-mesic. Found in
both acidic to calcareous settings.
Variable forests types; dry oak ranging to
sugar maple, beech, tuliptree.

NatureServe (2018) subnational
statuses for Galium latifolium.

Identification: upland habitat; 4 large, lanceolate leaves; distinctive purple flowers; fruits dry and smooth.
Global distribution and regional conservation statuses

A species of the southern and central Appalachian mountains; ranked S3 in Maryland, S4 in North Carolina, and otherwise either secure or unranked.
Pennsylvania Distribution:
Extant sites: 23 known, with almost all in the in the south-central
Ridge and Valley region. Population estimates were recorded for
most sites (19 of 23), and most are fairly small: estimates range
from 1-200 plants, but average ~20. Total number of individuals at
known extant sites is 380-700.





One population is known from Fayette County, “Bear Run
Fire Site” with plants growing along a trail. There is also an
historic specimen from Ohiopyle (1900).
One 1983 collection from Clinton County with no habitat
information.
One 1960 collection from Armstrong County, “woods along
Cove Run”.

More populations are likely to be found, as the habitat is only
moderately specialized and not particularly rare. Surveys have
documented new populations at a slow but steady trickle over the
last two decades without particularly concerted efforts.
Historic sites: 25 specimen-based historics in Biotics, about 15 seem
clearly distinct from known extant locations.
Conservation Concerns




Possible fire-dependence or preference for open wooded habitats, which are closing in due to succession. No conclusive references available on these
factors.
Most recorded populations were fairly small and thus vulnerable to extinction from random events.
Invasive species; these species is diminutive and easily outcompeted.

Status Justification
This species has a limited number of populations and individuals known in Pennsylvania. The numbers of populations and individuals currently known is in the
range usually considered for Pennsylvania Threatened, but we believe more will be found. However, many more populations (more than double what is known)

and/or much larger populations would need to be found to merit completely removing conservation status in Pennsylvania. Some threats exist, including
invasive species and possibly succession. Based on these factors, a status of Pennsylvania Rare is indicated at this time.
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Common Northern Sweet Grass– Hierochloe hirta (Schrank) Borbás
Current Status in PA Regulations: N
Current PABS Status: PE, as Hierochloe hirta ssp. arctica
Proposed Status: PE
Coefficient of Conservatism: 10
Proposed by: Steve Grund, Western Pennsylvania Conservancy/Pennsylvania Natural Heritage
Program

Proposal Summary
This is a simple change in taxonomic concept to reflect that ssp. arctica is not generally accepted
as distinct. We also explain why we are not proposing the treatment of Hierochloe in the genus
Anthoxanthum.
Habitat
In Pennsylvania, this species occurs in rich fens and other calcareous seepage habitats.
Taxonomy / ID concerns
In 2003, we accepted the segregation of Hierochloa hirta ssp. arctica from the more northern H.
odoratum (which also occurs in Europe). In FNA (Allred & Barkworth 2007), these species (as
Anthoxanthum hirtum and A. nitens) were maintained, but variation within A. hirtum was deemed
to be apparently continuous, so no subspecies were treated. Other recent treatments have
followed this subsummation of subspecies (Rhoads & Block 2008, Haines 2011, Weakley et al
2012, Reznicek et al 2019). Eliminating the subspecies has the additional advantage of avoiding
Figure 1. Hierochloe hirta
potential confusion with Hierochloe pauciflora, a mostly arctic species, which when treated in
Anthoxanthum takes the epithet arcticum.
One would have to recognize a 3rd genus Ataxia (not present in our region) to be able to separate Anthoxantum and Hierochloe as monophyletic
genera (R. Soreng, pers. comm.). Under the circumstances, it is difficult to predict what the consensus will be a decade or two from now. The
trend has been to include Hierochloe in a broad Anthoxanthum, but it seems prudent to follow Rhoads & Block (2008) in maintaining Hierochloe

for now. It does not pass the “feels right” test in my opinion, as it looks very unlike Anthoxanthum odoratum (figure 1), and it is arguably better
to lag behind and risk having to make the change later than to follow the current trend and risk the need to reverse course later. I have
consulted with Tim Block and Rob Naczi on this, and they both agree this is the best course for us at present.
Global distribution and regional conservation statuses

Figure 2. North American distribution of Hierochloe hirta
(Kartesz 2018)

Figure 3. NatureServe (2018) subnational statuses for
Hierochloe hirta.

Hierochloe hirta ranges throughout the northern latitude of North America, and further south at high elevations. In the east, it ranges south to
Ohio and Pennsylvania, and in scattered localities in the southern Appalachians (figure 2). It is also native to northern Europe (Allred and
Barkworth 2007). It is considered to be Critically Imperiled (S1) in WV, VA, DE, and NC as well as in PA (figure 3).
Pennsylvania Distribution
Scattered in three far western counties, apparently historic in Wayne County (figure 4). The ambiguous specimen from Wayne County might be
H. odorata in the strict sense, but a rather southerly locality for that species.

Extant locations
4, 2 in Lawrence, 2 in Erie.
Historical Locations
3, one of which might be H. odorata s. str., and one of which likely is the same as
one of the extants.
Conservation Concerns
Populations are tiny to medium-sized, in agricultural areas and in habitats that
are especially vulnerable to invasion by exotic species. In the area around the
Lawrence County occurrence, aerial photography reveals a densely agricultural
area, many of the fields apparently with hydric soils. One of the Erie County
occurrences was found upon a revisit to have dramatically declined; Phalaris had
a guilty look on its face.

Figure 4. Distribution of Hierochloe hirta in Pennsylvania
(Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program)

Status Justification
Few populations and low numbers. Evidence of decline.
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Shumard oak – Quercus shumardii Buckley
Current Status in PA Regulations: PE
Current PABS Status: PE
Proposed Status: PT?
Coefficient of Conservatism: 7
Proposed by: Jessica McPherson, WPC/PNHP

Overview
Shumard oak was previously believed to have a
very small number of populations in Pennsylvania and classified as Pennsylvania Endangered. More populations have been found in recent years, both in the
glaciated NW and in the Ridge and Valley, with at least one site in between those regions. There may be differences between the two regional populations in
Pennsylvania.
Proposed PA Status
PT – there are 12-26 known locations, but none have a whole lot of individuals, and some have very few. More sites may be found to justify assigning PR or even
delisting, but we do not currently have sufficient data to make that recommendation.
North American Distribution &
Global / Regional Conservation
Concerns
The main portion of this species’
range is centered around
Arkansas and Missouri; the
range extends east to the
Atlantic ocean, but documented
occurrences are much more
scattered east of the
Appalachians. The northern
edge of the range is southern
Michigan and lake-shore New
York. It is ranked S1 in New York,

S2 in West Virginia and Maryland, and S4 in Virginia and North Carolina. Bissell reports the Ohio distribution in BONAP does not reflect recent Cleveland
Museum collections, and much more should be reported from eastern Ohio.
Pennsylvania Distribution
Clusters in glaciated NW and in Ridge and Valley
province. One location in Allegheny County.
Ambiguous trees observed in areas in other portions
of western Pennsylvania.
Habitat
Habitat descriptions vary quite widely across the
range of this species.


FNA: Mesic slopes and bottoms, stream
banks and poorly drained uplands. 0-500 m.
 Flora of Virginia: Well-drained, fertile
floodplain forests, alluvial swamps, rich
mesic upland forests, dry-mesic to dry
forests and woodlands over calcareous and
mafic rock. Infrequent in the mountains and
Piedmont; rare in the Coastal Plain; locally
common in some Ridge and Valley limestone
districts.
 Michigan flora: Swamps, often on clay soils,
mostly on the Lake Erie and Lake St. Clair lakeplain. Calcareous (Reznicek 2019, personal communication).
Glaciated NW:



Bissell reports a species of acidic swamps, often with pumpkin ash or shellbark hickory. Can be extensive; often found in older, intact wetlands.
From specimen descriptions (all J. Bissell):
o Hummock-hollow swamp forest
o Beech-Hemlock-Shumard Oak-Yellow Birch Forest (U11BIS01).
o forest on bluff flants and upper embankment along W side of Conneaut Creek
o Mature old growth forest on low, level frequently flooded floodplain terrace with numerous depression pools. (calcareous)
o Open <i>Quercus alba-Quercus palustris-Quercus velutina</i> secondary forest on dry, high terrace along west side of Cussewago Creek

o

Acer saccharum-Quercus shumardii-Carya cordiformis-Carya glabra-Fraxinus pennsylvanica</i> forest along lower slope of west valley wall of
Cussewago Creek (U06BIS01).
o An <i>Acer saccharum - Quercus shumardii - Tsuga - Fraxinus americana</i> forest on bluff rim along W valley wall of Elk Creek
(U07BIS01).<br><br>2006-07-12: A <i>Tsuga canadensis-Quercus shumardii-Betula alleghaniensis</i> old growth forest on terrace flats and
slopes adjacent to spring heads and spring channels (U06BIS01).<br><br>2005-10-18: Vernal pond-hummock hollow flats locally dominated by
swamp forest canopy
o forest on fossil dune ridges and low sandy flats
o floodplain forest on low, level terraces on the east side of Cussewago Creek (calcareous)
Ridge and Valley: bottomland forest, moist to saturated diabase derived soil in mixed hardwood forest. Along stream or in alluvial areas. Floodplain forest, flat
floodplain forest; often with pin oak, quercus bicolor, fraxinus nigra; wooded streambanks, lower slopes, wet woods near lake shores. Usually on calcareous or
diabase soils. Light intolerant? Often found on edges.
Allegheny County: population on edge of calcareous upland forest. Noted further south in Appalachians as a component of mesic to dry calcareous forest types.
Extant locations


12 sites in NW: # individuals ranges 21 – 1000, about half in the hundreds and half <100. Acid till, swamps. You will see hybrids. Sent to Michigan for ID.
Common in Ohio wetlands; BONAP map is not correct. Buds not classic; pubescent, not grey. With pumpkin ash, shellbark hickory.
 14 sites in Ridge and Valley: most have ~20 plants, one site with 200.
 1 Allegheny County site: ~50 plants.
 Most sites report mature trees present, sometimes a range of sizes from sapling to mature.
 Total number of individuals documented in the state: 1900-2600
Historical Locations
One specimen from 1960 in our data; were specimens not added or are there no specimens? 12 specimens listed online in 6 herbaria. (details obscured, can’t
check for duplicates or matches with our records).
Taxonomy
Across the range there appears to be wide variation in the morphology of the species and of the habitats it is reported to occupy. It may be that there is regional
variation, confusion in the portion of the range where it is less common, or as-yet-unidentified somewhat cryptic subtaxa. This issue relates to Pennsylvania in
that our state spans what are likely geographically discontiguous populations. Q. shumardii reported from the NW and the Ridge and Valley may tend to look
different from each other, and have some differences in habitat. A.A. Reznicek points out that these populations would have been isolated for a very long time,
and have entered the state from different directions. The NW populations are almost certainly contiguous with the interior Midwestern populations, while the
Ridge and Valley populations probably came from the Appalachians or the coastal plain.

There are also reports from areas in between the NW and Ridge and Valley that have ambiguous sets of characters and may represent hybrids. Quercus species
are notorious for their ability to produce hybrids, and Q. shumardii hybrids have been documented with at least 12 other oak species; those found in
Pennsylvania are Q. rubra, Q. palustris, and Q. velutina. One DNA study of an old-growth forest in Indiana where Q. rubra, Q. shumardii, and Q. palustris
occurred together found evidence of fairly extensive hybridization and introgression: “We found high genetic diversity within species but limited genetic
differences between species…a neighbor-joining tree revealed that individuals of the different species did not resolve into single-species clusters.” (Aldrich et al.
2011). Jim Bissell reports that hybrid-appearing individuals are often present at NW Pennsylvania sites.
If one reviews the various online reports of it that include photos and descriptions, they vary widely across the range and often are at odds with the FNA
description.







http://dendro.cnre.vt.edu/dendrology/syllabus/factsheet.cfm?ID=169
http://www.carolinanature.com/trees/qush.html
https://www.marylandbiodiversity.com/viewSpecies.php?species=1561
https://plants.usda.gov/core/profile?symbol=qush
http://vaplantatlas.org/index.php?do=plant&plant=3346&search=Search
https://michiganflora.net/images.aspx?id=1384 (discussion with A. Reznicek confirms that this concept, with leaves not particularly shiny, distal
enlargement and extensive toothing of upper lobes not prominent, and bark greyish rather than distinctly two-toned, is typical of Michigan and of where
he observed the species in Indiana).
In particular, the degree of distal enlargement of the upper leaf lobes is variable, and the bark varies from basically looking like red oak to a very distinctive
pattern of shallow, indistinct ridges with pink inner bark (as listed in FNA). As Kunsman points out, the winter buds may be a fairly conservative trait to fall back
on, that appears fairly consistent in accounts where other traits are variable. However, Werier cites two sources to say that in New York, this character too can
be “atypical”. (Werier 2016; Eckel 2002 ). Eckel 2002, the initial discovery of the tree in New York (verified by R.J. Jensen), says that population “is somewhat
atypical in its very red coloration (not yellowish gray in twigs and terminal buds).” Bissell reports that trees in NW Pennsylvania have pubescence near the tip of
the bud and are not always grey, with a number of specimens sent to Michigan for ID. Reznicek reports the buds will be glabrous but the scales have cilia around
the edges.
Identification
Based on FNA key and species description. 7-9 lobes per leaf; of PA Quercus, only Q, rubra and Q. shumardii have this.
Quercus shumardii
Bark shallowly ridged with pink furrows, typically
less well defined upwards on tree
Buds grey to grey-brown, fairly uniform in color,
and hairless
Leaf sinuses usually extending more than 1/2

Quercus rubra
Deeply ridged with grey to orange furrows,
typically very well-defined ridges and furrows
Buds red-brown, often with distinct color variation
within scales such that individual scales are vividly
distinct; sometimes hairy near tip.
Leaf sinuses usually extending less than 1/2

distance to midrib
Leaves extremely shiny on top surface. Stop you in
your tracks shiny.
Upper lobes larger than lower lobes, upper lobes
tend to be distally expanded with many teeth,
even approaching compound lobing.

distance to midrib
Leaves dull on top surface.
Largest lobes near base of leaf, reducing in size
upwards, upper lobes reduce in size distally with
few teeth.

Conservation Concerns
 Habitat loss – floodplains & bottomlands a vulnerable habitat type.
 Oak wilt - In the group of oaks most susceptible.
 Gypsy moth?
Status Justification
It is clear that the current status of Pennsylvania Endangered is not appropriate at this time; even if the Ridge and Valley or Northwestern PA populations are
considered separately, the number of populations and individuals in either region exceeds what is suitable for that status. However, it is not clear what status
should be assigned in place of PE. The Ridge and Valley populations are smaller, and if considered separately from the Northwestern populations, a status of PT
would be appropriate. The northwestern populations are large and Bissell believes they are underdocumented; these likely merit a status of PR or even delisting.
While no taxonomist is currently advocating splitting the species concept in a way that would make these populations distinct taxonomically, it appears there
may be morphological differences and potentially habitat differences as well, and that the regional populations are currently entirely separated and may have
been for many thousands of years.
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Stalked wild-petunia, Ruellia pedunculata Torr. ex A. Gray
Current Status in PA Regulations: N
Current PABS Status: TU (UEN)
Proposed Status: N
Coefficient of Conservatism: NA
Proposed by: Steve Grund, WPC/PNHP

Proposal Summary
Larry Klotz announced at the 2001 RPF that he had photographed Ruellia pedunculata on a
south-facing shale bluff along the Conodoguinet Creek in Cumberland County. At the time
it seemed reasonable that it might be a disjunct northern range extension, as the species
was reported from Maryland and Virginia, but the smallness of the population, the
landscape context, and the showiness of the flowers (figure 1) also led to suspicion that it
might be a garden escape. The Maryland and Virginia records turned out to be false
reports (figure 2). At this time, it seems highly unlikely that this species is a native element
of our flora, and it probably isn’t even established as a reproducing introduction.

Figure 1. Ruellia pedunculata from the Ozarks.
Photo courtesy of ozarkedgewildflowers.com

Habitat
In open woods and along streams in eastern Texas (Correll & Johnston 1970). Mesic to dry
upland forests, ledges of bluffs, and glades; less commonly bottomland forests and banks of
streams; also roadsides in Missouri (Yatskievych 2006). Larry’s sighting was on a south-facing
shale bluff.

Figure 2. State-level distribution of Ruellia
pedunculata, showing false reports in grey
(Kartesz 2018)

Taxonomy / ID concerns
Gleason and Cronquist (1991) included R. purshiana in a broad R. pedunculata. Weakley
(2015) indicates that R. pedunculata ssp. pinetorum (as R. pinetorum) differs from R.
purshiana in having more branched stems and leaves widest at the base as opposed to near

the middle, as well as some more technical characters. R. purshiana has a generally Appalachian distribution, while R. pedunculata is primarily
Ozarkian (figure 3).
Global distribution and regional conservation statuses
Xxx
Pennsylvania Distribution
Xxx
Native status in Pennsylvania
(address if potentially controversial, otherwise delete this section)
Extant locations
xxx
Figure 3. County-level distributions of Ruellia pedunculata (left) and R.
Historical Locations
purshianus (right). Maps from Kartesz (2018).
xx
Status Justification
Ruellia pedunculata is not native to Pennsylvania, and therefore no protected status is appropriate.
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Whip nutrush, Scleria triglomerata Michx.
Current Status in PA Regulations: TU (UTF)
Current PABS Status: PE
Proposed Status: PE
Coefficient of Conservatism: 8
Proposed by: Jack Holt
Proposal Summary
This species was given a PABS
status of PE at an irregular
meeting of the VPTC on 4 March
2009. The change has not
Figure 1. Scleria triglomerata. Photo by
previously been presented to
Bobby Hattaway, discoverlife.org.
the RPF and is here presented
for communication, and as an
opportunity for comment. See how pretty it is with its white achenes (figure 1).
Habitat
Dark woods to open, moist pinelands, meadows, swales, prairies, and savannas
(FNA, Reznicek et al 2002). In Pennsylvania, sphagnum bogs, swampy meadows,
and moist serpentine barrens (Rhoads and Block 2007).

Figure 2. County-scale distribution of Scleria
triglomerata (Kartesz 2013).

Global distribution and regional conservation statuses
Scleria triglomerata is common to our south and west. It ranges south to Florida,
west to eastern Texas, north to middle Minnesota, and east to New York and
Massachusetts (figure 2). It is considered to be of conservation concern in most
states bordering on Pennsylvania (figure 3).

Pennsylvania Distribution
In Pennsylvania it is mostly restricted to the piedmont, with historic
outliers from northern Blair and southern Bedford Counties (figure 4).
Rhoads and Klein (1993) reports this species from Fayette County, but that
record is unknown to PNHP. Kartesz (2013) also includes Venango County,
citing Morris Arboretum of the University of Pennsylvania (2004).
Extant locations
There are three known extant locations, discovered after the species had
been missing in action for almost five decades. Ann Rhoads rediscovered it
in 1994, and then in 2018 Jack Holt and Chris Hoess independently found it
on serpentine barrens.
Historical Locations
We have 25 records marked as F, H, or X. These date from between 1857
and 1946.

Figure 3. NatureServe (2018) subnational statuses for Scleria
triglomerata.

Conservation Concerns
Our extant records are on sites that may depend on active management to
control invasive species and to maintain herbaceous habitats in an early to midsuccessional state.

Status Justification
This species is currently known from just two sites. It is a relatively inconspicuous species
that certainly might be in places unknown to us, but there is little doubt that it has
declined significantly in Pennsylvania.
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Giant Poison Ivy –Toxcodendron rydbergii (Small ex Rydb.) Greene
Current Status in PA Regulations: N
Current PABS Status: PE
Proposed Status: PR
Coefficient of Conservatism: 8 (assigned “3” in Michigan)
Proposed by: Jessica McPherson, WPC/PNHP
Figure 1. Toxicodendron rydbergii Photos: J. Kelly, A.A. Reznicek
Proposal Summary
In Pennsylvania, this species is known only from
Presque Isle State Park and Erie Bluffs State park,
where the populations are in good condition. While
there are only 2 populations known in the state,
typically consistent with a status of Pennsylvania
Endangered, it is not in danger of extirpation
because the locations are protected, the species is
somewhat resilient to disturbance, and no
additional significant threats are present. Therefore
we propose a status of Pennsylvania Rare.
Habitat





Erie County: open, sandy bluffs and dunes.
Michigan Flora – “Shores, dunes, and sunny slopes; in clearings and at forest borders; roadsides and railroads; usually in sandy, gravelly, or rocky soil.
Occurring in southern Michigan only on sand near the shores of Lakes Michigan and Huron.”
Flora of Virginia: “On and around acidic rock outcrops in open forests and woodlands.”
PA Flora – “dry, rocky woods”; NY Atlas – “Rocky, open areas”

Identification Tips



Toxicodendron. rydbergii: plants straggling shrubs without aerial roots and with fruits that lack hairs
Toxicodendron radicans: plants high-climbing lianas to sprawling shrubs with aerial roots produced along the stem and fruits with sparse hairs

Michigan flora: “…the leaflets are typically somewhat folded (often so when pressed); the petioles are glabrous or nearly so. Suspected hybrids between this
and T. radicans have been identified from Gladwin, losco, Lapeer, Oceana, Oscoda, and St. Clair Cos., and likely occur elsewhere.”
Global distribution and regional conservation statuses
Range includes most of North America, absent from SE and SW states. S1 in
Ohio, Virginia, SH in West Virginia, S3 in New York.

Figure 3. NatureServe (2018) subnational statuses for
Toxicodendron rydbergii.

Pennsylvania Distribution
Extant locations



Erie Bluffs State Park: Rare, small stand extends 50 feet along north edge of black oak forest. Site is open sparsely vegetated Sand Barrens dominated by
Polytrichum piliferum on north side of Quercus velutina-Rubus flagellaris forest at east end of fossil dune ridge.
Presque Isle State Park: scattered on several dunes, also by the beach house. Bissell believes population here is secure with appropriate management.

Historical Locations



Carbon County, 1937: “CREEPING OVER ROCKS, BASE OF FLAGSTAFF MOUNTAIN” (ID confirmed by H.A. Wahl)
Tioga County 1939: “Dry Cliff, HARRISON STATE FOREST PARK” (ID confirmed by H.A. Wahl)

Conservation Concerns
If we change status to PR based on the two protected locations, what happens if it is found outside those areas?
Status Justification
A status of Pennsylvania Rare is appropriate because the known populations, while few, are protected and have no current threats; therefore the species is not
in danger of extirpation in Pennsylvania at this time.
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