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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION: MCFADDIN NWR - WILDLIFE
OBSERVATION, PHOTOGRAPHY, ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION
AND INTERPRETATION

Use: Wildlife Observation, Photography, Environmental Education and Interpretation
Refuge Name: McFaddin National Wildlife Refuge
County: Jefferson, Galveston and Chambers counties, Texas

Establishing and Acquisition Authorities:
Migratory Bird Conservation Act
Refuge Purpose (s):

"... for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds." 16
U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission:

"The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and
plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future
generations of Americans" (National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended)
[16U.S.C. 668dd-668ee].

Description of Use:

McFaddin National Wildlife Refuge (NWR or Refuge) proposes to continue to provide wildlife observation,
photography, environmental education and interpretation opportunities in designated areas of the Refuge
that are compatible with Refuge purposes. These activities are wildlife-dependent, priority public uses of
the National Wildlife Refuge System under the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.
The continuation and enhancement of these programs will be addressed in this compatibility
determination.

Wildlife Observation and Photography: Means of access for wildlife observation and photography
opportunities on McFaddin NWR are supported by motorized vehicles, outboard motor boats, airboats,
non-motorized boats, bicycles, horseback, and by foot. Because they are highly interrelated, this
compatibility determination includes an assessment of these other activities in conjunction with wildlife
observation and photography.

During FY02, approximately 1,150 visitors to McFaddin NWR participated in wildlife observation and
photography activities. McFaddin NWR offers eight miles of graveled roads to view and photograph
wildlife year-round along Clam Lake, the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW), and adjacent marshes. All
Refuge roads open to vehicle traffic are available for wildlife observation and photography, unless
weather conditions make roads impassable. The Refuge is currently open daily to the 10-Mile Cut bridge
from 6:00 am to sunset. Access beyond the bridge is available Monday through Friday from 7:30 am to
4:00 pm. A trail behind Refuge headquarters leads to Pond 11 and an observation deck, which is open to
wildlife watchers and photographers seasonally outside of the waterfowl hunt season. Opportunities for
wildlife observation and photography on McFaddin NWR are available year-round in Clam Lake, 10-Mile
Cut, Mud Bayou, and Mud Lake from boats. Seasonal viewing opportunities are available in Star Lake
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and 5-Mile Cut between March 15" and August 31, Five boat ramps provide access to Star Lake, 5-Mile
Cut, 10-Mile Cut and Clam Lake (2).

Other Non-priority Uses in Support of Wildlife Observation and Photography: Bicycling and horseback
riding occur in very limited numbers on the Refuge. Bicycling in support of wildlife observation is
permitted on roads open to motorized vehicles only. Because Refuge roads are gravel, conditions are
not ideal for biking and use is therefore limited. Horseback riding in support of wildlife observation occurs
very infrequently on the Refuge. Individuals interested in utilizing horses to view wildlife must stay on
public roads open to motorized vehicles only. Horseback riding as an organized trail ride is prohibited.

Environmental Education and Interpretation: “Marsh Madness!”, an annual educational event held on the
Refuge since 2003, promotes an awareness and understanding of the important natural resources found
along the Texas Gulf coast. Interpretive tours and programs are also provided by Refuge staff to
interested schools and organizations upon request.

Additional strategies to support wildlife observation, photography, environmental education and
interpretation are identified under Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) of the Texas
Chenier Plain Refuge Complex EIS/CCP/LPP (USFWS 2007). These strategies include the addition of
trails, information kiosks, interpretive signs and exhibits, an observation platform, photography blind,
brochures, and interpretive tours. The development of educational programs for Sabine Pass schools
and students are also included in these strategies. The USFWS also proposes to extend open hours
beyond 10-Mile Cut to one hour before sunrise to one hour after sunset seven days a week to facilitate
additional wildlife-dependent recreational opportunities.

Availability of Resources:

Direct annual costs to administer these programs and facilities are primarily in the form of staff time. The
development of new facilities and programs, as well as the maintenance and upkeep of existing facilities
and programs, will be the primary costs associated with wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education and interpretation offered on the Refuge. Law enforcement support will continue to be
necessary to ensure compliance with Refuge regulations. Additional funding will be required before the
facilities and programs listed under Refuge Management Alternative D can be fully implemented. Refuge
staff will pursue funding options through partnerships with other non-governmental organizations
including the McFaddin and Texas Point Refuges Alliance, and pursue grants and matching funds to
ensure that the strategies listed in Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) of the Texas
Chenier Plain EIS/CCP/LPP (USFWS 2007) are implemented. Volunteer support will continue to be
critical in the Refuge’s ability to fully implement the strategies listed under Refuge Management
Alternative D.

Anticipated Impacts of Use(s):

The potential impacts of the McFaddin NWR wildlife observation, photography, environmental education
and interpretation programs on the USFWS’ ability to achieve Refuge purposes and the National Wildlife
Refuge System mission are evaluated here.

Threatened and Endangered Species: Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species (T&E
species) known to use the Refuge include bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus, Threatened), brown
pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis, Endangered), piping plover (Charadrius melodus, Threatened), and
American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis, Threatened). It is expected that impacts to these species
will be negligible. Bald Eagles are rarely observed on the Refuge. They typically feed on wounded or
sick birds, and in the past were associated with large concentrations of wintering waterfowl. Brown
Pelicans are commonly observed flying over the Refuge and resting along the shoreline of the Gulf of
Mexico. Piping plovers winter primarily along the Texas Gulf Coast, though are seldom reported on
McFaddin NWR beaches. They utilize beaches, sand flats, mud flats, and dunes along the coast,
offshore islands, and spoil islands. American alligators are Federally-listed as Threatened due to their
similarity in appearance to the American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), an Endangered species. Alligator
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populations on and around the Refuge are currently at relatively high levels. Some disturbance to
basking alligators may occur from visitor use. Overall, no impacts to Federally-listed Threatened and
Endangered species populations are expected to occur due to Refuge visitors conducting wildlife
observation, photography, environmental education or interpretation.

Primary means of access to areas on the Refuge used for wildlife observation and photography include
motorized vehicles on Refuge roads open to the public, walking on trails and roads, and motorized and
non-motorized boating. A very small number of visitors use bicycles on public roads. An even smaller
number ride horses on roads. Motorized vehicles, walking, and motorized and non-motorized boats are
used to access areas used for environmental education and interpretation on McFaddin NWR. Impacts
associated with wildlife observation, photography, environmental education and interpretation activities
vary based on mode of access. Walking, vehicles on roads, motorized and non-motorized boating,
bicycling, and horseback riding all have the potential to disturb wildlife and influence distribution and
habitat use.

Habitats: The greatest potential for impacts to vegetation resources and habitats likely comes from
motorized boating activities. Wetland vegetation, especially submerged aquatic vegetation, can be
impacted by motorboat activity. For example, propeller scarring has been shown to detrimentally impact
seagrass beds in the Laguna Madre in South Texas (Pulich et al. 1997, Dunton et al. 1998) and in Florida
(Madley et al. 2004). Propeller scarring leaving permanent channels in shallow pond and waterway
bottoms on the Refuge has also raised concerns about the potential for increased saltwater intrusion, with
concurrent negative impacts on emergent and submergent aquatic vegetation. Boating, either motorized
or non-motorized, also has the potential to introduce or redistribute non-native invasive species (i.e. giant
salvinia, water hyacinth, etc).

Migratory Birds and other Biological Resources: Disturbance of wildlife by visitors is likely to be greatest
in concentrated areas of use, including along trails, boardwalks, observation platforms and along roads
(Klein 1993). While some species appear to acclimate to vehicular traffic, and even presence of visitors
on trails, boardwalks, and observation platforms, other species are less tolerant of disturbance. Overall it
is likely that species composition and abundance is decreased in areas supporting these recreational
uses.

Disturbance impacts to birds from visitation are often magnified during the breeding season. Color of
clothing worn can attract or repel different passerine species based on breeding plumages of those
species (Gutzwiller and Marcum 1997). Primary song occurrence and consistency of certain passerines
can be impacted by a single visitor (Gutzwiller et al. 1994). Human disturbance may also limit the number
of breeding pairs and production of certain passerine species (Reijnen and Foppen 1994). Predation on
songbird, raptor, colonial nesting species and waterfowl nests tends to increase near more frequently
visited areas (Dwernychuk and Boag 1972, Buckley and Buckley 1978, Lenington 1979, Boyle and
Samson 1985, Miller et al. 1998). Glinski (1976) suggests that attracting wildlife using taped vocalizations
may increase energy expenditures of wildlife, disrupt territory establishment, and increase susceptibility to
predation.

In general, activities that occur outside of vehicles (along walking trails, etc), tend to increase disturbance
potential for most wildlife species (Burger 1981, Klein 1993, Gabrielsen and Smith 1995). In wetland
habitats, disturbance from out of vehicle approaches can reduce the time spent foraging or even cause
avoidance of areas disturbed (Klein 1993). Similarly, walking tends to displace birds and can cause
localized declines in species richness and abundance (Riffell et al. 1996).

Walking with pets can cause additional disturbances to wildlife. Pets are known to both chase and kill
wildlife (George 1974, Lowry and McArthur 1978). The greatest increase in heart rates of bighorn sheep
occurred when approached by humans with a dog (MacArthur et al. 1982). Prairie chickens showed a
stronger fear response to domestic dogs than to native predators such as foxes (Hamerstrom et al. 1965).

Vehicular use along Refuge roads can impact Refuge wildlife and habitats directly or indirectly. Vehicles
can cause wildlife mortality through direct impact (Dowler and Swanson 1982, Adams and Geis 1983,
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Rosen and Lowe 1994, Ashley and Robinson 1996). Reptiles are most likely to be impacted by vehicles
as they sun themselves on or cross Refuge roads; however birds, mammals and amphibians are also
susceptible. Vehicles can also cause disturbance to wildlife. Noise, vibration and visual stimuli may
cause animals to avoid the vicinity of roads, and noise may mask communications (Busnel 1978, Zande
et al. 1980, Reijnen and Foppen 1994, Spellerberg 1998). Although vehicles themselves can cause
wildlife disturbance, wildlife often habituate to the presence of slow moving vehicles which ultimately can
act as viewing blinds for those within.

Motorized boating has been shown to affect the abundance, distribution and habitat use of waterfowl and
other birds (Dahlgren and Korschgen 1992, Knight and Cole 1995). Non-motorized boats, vehicles on
roads, and walking also have potential to disturb birds and influence distribution and habitat use (Burger
1981, Knight 1984, Klein 1993). Compared to motor and airboats, canoe, kayak and rowboat travel
appears to have the least disturbance effects on most wildlife species (Jahn and Hunt 1964). Non-
motorized boats can still cause significant disturbance effects based on the ability to penetrate into
shallower areas (Speight 1973). Vos et al. (1985) reported that slow-moving boats caused disturbance to
nesting great blue herons when maneuvering directly below the heronries, where most other boats could
not access due to shallow water. Kaiser and Fritzell (1984) reported that green-backed heron activity
declined on three of four survey routes when canoes and boat use increased on the main river channel of
the Ozark National Scenic Riverway.

McFaddin NWR has a special regulation allowing the use of airboats powered by 10 horsepower or less
with direct drive, with a propeller length of 48 inches or less. Airboat engines may not exceed 2 cylinders
and 484 cc. These types of airboats are limited to traveling in open water where all other motorized
boating occurs. They are not capable of cross-country travel, and therefore should not cause damage to
wetland vegetation or disturbance to wildlife in areas outside of boating activity.

Impacts related to horseback riding may include exotic plant seed dispersal (Hammitt and Cole 1987), sail
compaction and erosion (Bainbridge 1974, Hammitt and Cole 1987, Hendee et al. 1990) aesthetic
concerns relative to horse manure (Lee 1975), direct wildlife disturbance (Owen 1973, Carlson and
McLean 1996), and potential conflicts with other recreationalists. As horseback riding is limited to Refuge
roads, and use is very low, these impacts are expected to be minimal.

A variety of regulations govern means of access to public use areas, including boat motor and
horsepower restrictions, and prohibition of all-terrain vehicle use. While these regulations are in place
primarily to protect habitats and public safety, they also reduce overall disturbance impacts to waterfowl
and other migratory birds.

Disturbance impacts caused by wildlife photographers tend to be greater than other wildlife observation
techniques (Klein 1993, Morton 1995, Dobb 1998). Photographers are much more likely to leave their
vehicles and approach wildlife on foot (Klein 1993). Other impacts include the potential for photographers
to remain close to wildlife for extended periods of time in an attempt to habituate the wildlife subject to
their presence (Dobb 1998) and the tendency of casual photographers with low power lenses to get much
closer to their subject than other activities would require (Morton 1995).

Litter improperly discarded by visitors can entangle wildlife or be ingested, potentially resulting in injury or
death (Gregory 1991). Efforts to educate the public about such issues are incorporated into outreach
efforts and educational programs.

The above impacts are minimized on the Refuge by locating public use facilities away from sensitive
areas, restricting public access to existing roads and trails, and through the strategic placement of trails,
observation decks, boardwalks, and photography blinds. While some disturbance impacts occur along
these linear corridors, extensive tracts of undisturbed habitats remain available for wildlife in areas
adjacent to public use facilities and throughout the Refuge. Additionally, impacts are minimized through
development and active enforcement of refuge-specific rules and regulations, including seasonal closures
and emergency closures if warranted, and through educational materials made available to the visiting
public. As of result of active management of these wildlife-dependent recreational uses, direct, indirect
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and cumulative impacts to migratory birds and other biological resources from these uses remain at
acceptable levels and will not affect the viability of any fish, wildlife or plant population on the Refuge.

Other Wildlife-dependent Recreational Uses: A major goal of McFaddin NWR is to provide high quality
opportunities for wildlife-dependent recreation. The refuge supports all six of the Refuge System’s priority
wildlife-dependent uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, environmental education
and interpretation. While all uses occur concurrently on some portions of the refuge open to the public,
few conflicts between users have been documented. Where potential for conflicts or safety issues exists
areas on the refuge open to hunting are seasonally closed to other uses. Public use trends and
associated impacts from human activity will continue to be monitored on the Refuge. If significant
increases in use are found, the program will be reevaluated.

Public Review and Comment:

This Compatibility Determination was published with the Draft Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
EIS/CCP/LPP, and was available for public review and comment concurrent with the Draft

EIS/CCP/LPP from October 17, 2006 through January 16, 2007. A Notice of Availability for the Draft
EIS/CCP/LPP was published in the Federal Register on October 17, 2006. Formal public hearings on the
Draft EIS/CCP/LPP were held in Port Arthur, Texas and Hankamer, Texas on November 28, 2006 and
November 30, 2006, respectively.

Determination:

Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

Stipulations designed to ensure compatibility for wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education and interpretive programs outlined in the description of use section should minimize impacts to
a point where these activities would be compatible with the purposes established for McFaddin NWR.

Designated public use areas on McFaddin NWR will be open from one hour before sunrise to one hour
after sunset daily.

Although wildlife observation, photography, environmental education and interpretation occur via several
different modes of access, all visitors must stay on designated roads, trails or waterways. By
concentrating disturbances to these designated areas, large areas of undisturbed habitat are still
available for wildlife.

Designated trails will be open for wildlife observation and photography seasonally outside of waterfowl
season.

Outboard motor boats, airboats, and non-motorized boats may be used to access Mud Bayou, Mud Lake,
10-Mile Cut and Clam Lake year-round, and seasonally between March 15" and August 31% on Star
Lake. 5-Mile Cut is open for wildlife observation and photography via non-motorized boat only between
March 15" and August 31%. Airboats may not exceed 10 hp with direct drive with a propeller length of 48
inches or less, and engines may not exceed 2 cylinders and 484 cc. On inland waters of the Refuge
open to motorized boats, the operation of motorized boats is restricted to lakes, ponds, ditches, and other
waterways. Motorized boats are prohibited on or through emergent wetland vegetation. In addition, the
use of boats powered by air-cooled or radiator-cooled engines is restricted to those powered by a single
engine of 25 horsepower or less and utilizing a propeller 9 inches (22.5 cm) in diameter or less. By year
2011, all motorized boats on inland waters of the Refuge will be restricted to 25 hp or less. Boat motor
horsepower restrictions would not apply on the 10-Mile Cut portion of Salt Bayou and on Mud Bayou.
This grace period of 5 years is aimed to provide those visitors currently using boats with a horsepower
greater than 25 ample time to prepare for this change in regulation. In areas where propellers are
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damaging submergent vegetation and creating permanent channels in shallow water, no prop zones may
also be initiated. Regular monitoring will be required to adequately determine where these zones would
best be located. Marsh buggies, all-terrain vehicles and personal watercraft are prohibited on the Refuge.

Five boat ramps are available on the Refuge for launching small, shallow-draft boats only. Boat ramps
are located at Clam Lake (2), 10-Mile Cut, 5-Mile Cut and Star Lake.

Bicycling and horseback riding in support of wildlife observation is permitted on public roads open to
motorized vehicles only. Horseback riding as an organized trail ride is prohibited.

Recordings to attract wildlife are prohibited. The collection of plants or animals, or feeding or disturbing
wildlife, is prohibited. Pets must be leashed at all times.

Continued law enforcement patrols will be necessary to ensure compliance with these and State and
Federal regulations.

Justification:

These programs are determined to be compatible with the establishment purposes of the Refuge and the
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. Wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education and interpretation are wildlife-dependent, priority public uses of the National Wildlife Refuge
System under the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. The USFWS strives to
provide priority public uses when compatible with the purpose of the Refuge and the mission of the
System. Facilities and activities related to wildlife observation, photography, environmental education
and interpretation occur in designated areas of the Refuge, leaving large areas of undisturbed habitat
available for wildlife. The stipulations outlined above are specifically designed to and should minimize
potential impacts of these activities. The Refuge will continue to monitor uses and adjust programs as
necessary to protect Refuge resources. The educational benefits gained from these activities are
expected to outweigh their associated impacts. Providing opportunities for wildlife observation,
photography, environmental education and interpretation has given many people a deeper appreciation of
wildlife and a better understanding of the importance of conserving habitat, thereby further contributing to
the overall mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Signature: Refuge Complex Manager: /af@fmﬁ# > /-/7-07
(Signature and Date)
Concurrence: Regional Refuge Chief: /Ay / - | -F-0 7

(Signdture and Date)
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION: MCFADDIN NWR — CONTROLLED
LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Use: Controlled Livestock Grazing
Refuge Name: McFaddin National Wildlife Refuge
County: Jefferson, Galveston and Chambers counties, Texas

Establishing and Acquisition Authorities:

Migratory Bird Conservation Act, Emergency Wetlands Resources Act, Refuge Recreation Act, Fish and
Wildlife Act of 1956

Refuge Purpose (s):

"... for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds." 16
U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission:

"The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and
plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future
generations of Americans" (National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended)
[16U.S.C. 668dd-668ee].

Description of Use:

McFaddin National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) proposes to continue the controlled grazing program in
designated areas that are compatible with Refuge purposes. Permittee cattle operations are an
economic use of Refuge lands and provide a critical tool for Refuge management. This Compatibility
Determination considers continuation of the controlled grazing program on the Refuge, and includes
consideration of modifications to the program proposed by the USFWS under Refuge Management
Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex Environmental Impact
Statement/Comprehensive Conservation Plan/Land Protection Plan (EIS/CCP/LPP) (USFWS 2007).

Cattle grazing is an inexpensive, dependable, and effective tool used to accomplish Refuge goals,
specifically for management of migratory birds including wintering and resident waterfowl, shorebirds and
wading birds. Grazing is used to: 1) open up dense vegetation; 2) depress perennial plants; 3)
encourage growth of annual grasses and sedges; and 4) reduce tall, rank grass types and encourage
creeping grass species. This program is implemented to encourage a mosaic of heavily, moderately, and
ungrazed areas to provide habitats in multiple successional stages on the Refuge.

The grazing program on McFaddin NWR is a cow-calf operation with some bulls introduced for breeding.
The cow bloodline is a mixed breed of Zebu ancestry, with Brahma, Angus or Charolais bulls used for
breeding. The majority of the habitat on McFaddin NWR is coastal marsh that is managed with cool-
season grazing. Using a graze-rest strategy, permittees typically graze October through April. A small
amount of warm season grazing is used in fresh water marshes to manage high successional situations.
An average of 10,489 (range 4,778 — 14,275) animal unit months (AUMs) occurred annually on McFaddin
NWR between FY 1998-2005. Grazing strategies include variations in stocking rates, timing (cool vs.
warm season) and duration. Stocking rates and rotations are determined annually according to
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management objectives for the various grazing units and the quantity and condition of forage in those
units, and are often influenced by the availability of freshwater.

Grazing does not take place uniformly across units, particularly in coastal marshes. Cattle tend to
concentrate grazing pressure adjacent to upland areas with decreased grazing pressure with increasing
distance from high ground. Acres grazed and grazing pressure varies from year to year. In a typical
year, cattle graze approximately 35,000 acres on McFaddin NWR.

Prescribed burning is an integral part of using cattle to meet management objectives. Fire can be used to
create favorable foraging conditions for cattle and focus grazing pressure. Excluding high priority
uplands, such as salty prairie sites, from burning can reduce grazing pressure where it is less desirable
while focusing it on adjacent wetlands.

Availability of Resources:

Adequate refuge personnel and base operational funds are available to manage the grazing program at
existing and projected levels. Costs associated with this activity are primarily staff time. Some additional
expenses are incurred through site preparation required to protect grazing infrastructure from fire
operations. The cost of new or replaced infrastructure is shared between the permittee and the USFWS.

Anticipated Impacts of Use:

Controlled grazing can be an effective and inexpensive tool in wetland and grassland management
providing habitat components that benefit waterfowl and other wildlife species. The relation of cattle
grazing to wildlife varies considerably, depending on stocking rate, seasonality, plant community, and
wildlife concerned (Chabreck 1968). Research indicates that dual use of grasslands by wildlife and
livestock is often compatible when livestock grazing is carefully managed and wildlife needs are
considered (Holechek 1982).

Threatened and Endangered Species: Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species (T&E
species) known to use Refuge habitats include bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus, Threatened),

brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis, Endangered), piping plover (Charadrius melodus, Threatened),
and American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis, Threatened). It is expected that impacts to these
species will be negligible. Bald Eagles are rarely observed on the Refuge. They typically feed on
wounded or sick birds, and in the past were associated with large concentrations of wintering waterfowl.
Brown Pelicans are commonly observed flying over the Refuge and resting along the shoreline of the Gulf
of Mexico. Piping plovers winter primarily along the Texas Gulf Coast, though are seldom reported on
McFaddin NWR beaches. They utilize beaches, sand flats, mud flats, and dunes along the coast,
offshore islands, and spoil islands. American alligators are Federally-listed as Threatened due to their
similarity in appearance to the American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), an Endangered species. Alligator
populations on and around the Refuge are currently at relatively high levels. The grazing program should
pose no threat to alligators on the Refuge. Overall, no impacts to Federally-listed Threatened and
Endangered species are expected to occur as a result of the grazing program on the Refuge.

Habitats: Grazing (integrated with fire and water management) in wetland habitats on the Refuge
promotes the germination, growth and reproduction of several “early successional” target plant
communities which are especially beneficial to migratory birds as food sources (Allen 1956, Gosselink et
al. 1979). Target plant communities in intermediate and brackish marsh habitats on the Refuge include
olney bulrush (Scirpus americanus), saltmarsh bulrush (Scirpus robustus), seashore paspalum
(Paspalum vaginatum), seashore saltgrass (Distichlis spicata) and annual grasses including millets
(Echinochloa spp.) and sprangletops (Leptochloa spp.), several sedges, and several annual forbs such as
purple ammenia (Ammania coccinea). Moderate grazing following burns in marshes also prolongs the
availability of new grass shoots, a valuable food for snow geese (Gosselink et al. 1979). Grazing also
helps provide optimal physical structure of vegetation for waterfow! utilization in emergent marshes and
other vegetated wetlands by creating openings in otherwise dense stands of vegetation and maintaining
plant communities such as seashore paspalum which grow low to the ground. These conditions also
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provide excellent habitat for many invertebrate species, another important food source for waterfowl and
other migratory birds. Proper grazing of salty prairie seems to produce favorable nesting structure for
Mottled Ducks.

Savory and Butterfield (1998) make an important distinction between what they call brittle and non-brittle
landscapes. Brittleness is a term used to describe ecosystem resilience to disturbance and forms a
continuum from brittle to non-brittle. Non-brittle environments have relatively high, evenly distributed
rainfall, rapid recycling of nutrients through decaying plant and animal material and active
microorganisms. Brittle environments tend to dry out quickly, have low nutrient recycling and low
microorganism activity. Coastal marshes of the upper Texas coast are very much toward the non-brittle
end of the spectrum. These marshes experience high annual rainfall distributed throughout the year, a
long growing season, very fast nutrient recycling, and vegetation recoveries quickly following
disturbances. These conditions require protracted disturbance events, such as grazing, to maintain early
successional conditions for any length of time.

Studies conducted on Sabine National Wildlife Refuge in Cameron Parish, Louisiana (Valentine 1961)
determined that increased grazing can change tall climax marshhay cordgrass stands to more diverse
community such as seashore paspalum, Setaria, and longtom (Paspalum lividum), that are more
beneficial to certain types of wildlife. Depending on site conditions (elevation, soil, and hydrology) annual
grasses and forbs (including millets, fall Panicum (Panicum dichotomiflorum), sprangletop, and Setaria)
can be produced through proper grazing.

Pate (2001) found that grazed marshes remained in a sub-climax state, while habitat within grazing
exclosures reverted to marshhay cordgrass. At the onset of the study Spartina spp. made up 20% of the
plant community, while seashore paspalum comprised 80%. By the end of the study, communities within
grazing exclosures changed to 65% Spartina spp. and 25% seashore paspalum. In contrast, the grazed
area maintained high cover of seashore paspalum throughout the study. Seashore paspalum provides
habitat for many species of waterfowl, wading birds and shorebirds, depending on hydrology, while
marshhay cordgrass largely precludes these species.

The detrimental affects of grazing in coastal marsh environments includes the risk of overgrazing if units
are not closely monitored, bank erosion, excessive trampling of vegetation, compaction of soils reducing
percolation rates, and the deposition of nutrients in the form of manure in areas where livestock
concentrate (USFWS 1994). Warm-season grazing of wetland areas can reduce seed production of
annual grasses (Chabreck 1968).

Migratory Birds and Other Biological Resources: Proper grazing can promote habitat for snow geese,
puddle ducks, Wilson’s snipe and rails (Chabreck 1968). Chabreck notes that anything more than light
grazing would be detrimental to muskrats. Yeargan (2001) determined that the number of shorebirds,
herons and egrets was greater in grazed than ungrazed marshes on Galveston Island, Texas, while the
number of gulls, terns, sparrows, rails and other species was not different. Mizell (1998) studied wintering
yellow rails on Anahuac NWR and suggested that cattle grazing may increase availability of yellow rail
habitat.

Management tools used to set back succession (grazing, fire, mechanical disturbance, and herbicides)
benefit most wetland-dependent species. The extent to which these tools are applied can be detrimental
to some species, while benefiting others. An example of this would be an intensive grazing regime that
reduces emergent wetland vegetation, benefiting waterfowl, shorebirds and wadingbirds, but detrimental
to species desiring ranker conditions, such as sedge wrens and seaside sparrows. In the practical
application of a tool like grazing, the available herd is focused in certain areas to achieve the moderate
grazing regime desired, leaving large areas lightly grazed or ungrazed to the benefit of the species
desiring the cover of emergent vegetation. Neither intensive grazing nor the lack of grazing is desired
over the whole Refuge. Rather, a mosaic of heavily, moderately, and ungrazed wetlands is the target of
the grazing management program.
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Wildlife-Dependent Recreational Uses: A major goal of McFaddin NWR is to provide high quality
opportunities for wildlife-dependent recreation. The refuge supports all six of the Refuge System’s priority
wildlife-dependent uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, environmental education
and interpretation. Conflicts can occur between these uses and the controlled livestock grazing program,
but conflicts and potential safety issues are minimized through management which includes regular and
recurring maintenance of infrastructure (fences, gates, and cattleguards). In addition, grazing is excluded
from refuge units supporting trails, boardwalks, observation platforms and other infrastructure used for
wildlife observation and photography, environmental education and interpretation. Grazing units and
refuge hunt areas do overlap without negative impacts to either program.

Public Review and Comment:

This Compatibility Determination was published with the Draft Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
EIS/CCP/LPP, and was available for public review and comment concurrent with the Draft

EIS/CCP/LPP from October 17, 2006 through January 16, 2007. A Notice of Availability for the Draft
EIS/CCP/LPP was published in the Federal Register on October 17, 2006. Formal public hearings on the
Draft EIS/CCP/LPP were held in Port Arthur, Texas and Hankamer, Texas on November 28, 2006 and
November 30, 2006, respectively.

Determination:

Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

The controlled grazing program provides the Refuge with a management tool to improve habitat quality
for migratory birds. The grazing program must assist the Refuge in meeting management objectives.

The grazing program is governed through the issuance of Special Use Permits to permittees. Stipulations
necessary to ensure compatibility with Refuge establishment purposes and the mission of the NWRS are
included as the Special Conditions of the Special Use Permit. Permittees must adhere to all conditions
set forth in Special Use Permit, including the following:

o Permittees will graze cattle in only designated locations of the Refuge. Stocking rates and
pasture rotations will be specified by the Refuge Manager.

o The Refuge Manager must be notified in advance of any introduction or removal of cattle.

e Permittees must annually provide a written record of cattle numbers and movements on and off
the Refuge.

e Fences, gates, and cattleguards must be maintained by the Permittee with materials provided by
the Refuge.

o Permittees must comply with all state and federal livestock health laws.

Refuge staff and grazing permittees must continually monitor habitat conditions and communicate
throughout the adaptive management cycle. Factors such as stocking rate, duration, and seasonality
must be adjusted as necessary to meet Refuge objectives under changing environmental conditions. To
be successful, all participants must understand successional relationships of plant communities and
effects of decisions under changing environmental conditions to keep the program aligned with Refuge
goals and management objectives. Both short- and long-term monitoring of grazing impacts on Refuge
habitats is needed to guide this adaptive management approach.

Justification:
Prescribed cattle grazing is an inexpensive, dependable, and effective tool for managing habitats on

McFaddin National Wildlife Refuge. Applications of other disturbance tools, such as fire, are strongly
influenced by weather conditions and numerous regulatory restrictions and are less likely to be available
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when needed. Grazing is a management tool that, in most instances, can be more dependably
implemented to assist in creating sub-climax conditions. High, well-distributed rainfall, rapid
decomposition and recycling of nutrients, and long growing seasons makes coastal marshes a less brittle
ecosystem (Savory and Butterfield 1998). When properly managed, there are few detrimental effects of
grazing coastal marshes, most being aesthetic in nature. When conducted in accordance with the
stipulations listed herein, managed cattle grazing is compatible with the purposes for which the Refuge
was established and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Signature: Refuge Complex Manager: /@@fﬁ%‘“}# > /-/F-07
(Signature and Date)

y ~
Concurrence: Regional Refuge Chief: /é'f* f/ e / g ra

(Signgture and Date)
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION: MCFADDIN NWR — COMMERCIAL
ALLIGATOR HARVEST

Use: Commercial Alligator Harvest
Refuge Name: McFaddin National Wildlife Refuge
County: Jefferson, Galveston and Chambers counties, Texas

Establishing and Acquisition Authorities:
Migratory Bird Conservation Act
Refuge Purpose (s):

"... for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds." 16
U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission:

"The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and
plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future
generations of Americans" (National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended)
[16U.S.C. 668dd-668e€].

Description of Use:

The commercial harvest of American alligators (Alligator mississippiensis) is administered on the
McFaddin National Wildlife Refuge (NWR or Refuge) as a compatible refuge economic use. Additionally,
the alligator harvest program supports meeting migratory bird management objectives, specifically for
Mottled Ducks (Anas fulvigula), and is considered important for protecting public safety and water
management infrastructure. This Compatibility Determination considers continuation of commercial
alligator harvest on the Refuge, and includes consideration of modifications to the Refuge commercial
alligator harvest program proposed by the USFWS under Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred
Alternative) of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex Environmental Impact Statement/
Comprehensive Conservation Plan/Land Protection Plan (EIS/CCP/LPP) (USFWS 2007).

An overall goal of the alligator harvest is to maintain a healthy alligator populations, at densities
consistent with the primary establishment propose of the Refuge. Under this goal, the specific objectives
include:

1. Maintain overall alligator population age structure which maintains natural alligator social
structure. Social structure and related interactions may be an important mechanism affecting
overall alligator population dynamics by affecting recruitment and survival, influencing factors
such as fecundity (reproductive age, clutch sizes and egg viability), overall breeding densities,
and rates of cannibalism by adults on juvenile and subadult alligators.

2. Maintain alligator population density and distribution consistent with meeting population
objectives for Mottled Ducks, a resident waterfowl species for which wetlands on the Refuge
provide key nesting, brood-rearing and molting habitats.

3. Maintain alligator population density and distribution consistent with providing the public with
opportunities for compatible wildlife-dependent recreational opportunities, specifically wildlife
observation, photography, environmental education and interpretation.
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4. Minimize adverse risks to public safety by minimizing the potential for negative alligator-human
conflicts. This involves both public education and when necessary, removal of alligators from
locations where conflicts are occurring or are likely to occur.

5. Maintain alligator population density consistent with acceptable levels of damage to water
management infrastructure including levees and water control structures.

The Refuge alligator harvest program is conducted under the regulatory frameworks established by the
State of Texas Alligator Management Program, administered by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
(TPWD). In addition to establishing licensing requirements and harvest regulations, the TPWD annually
determines the number and allocates hide tags to the Refuge (and other participating landowners). This
annual allocation is based on alligator densities per designated habitat type, as indexed by the annual
aerial nesting surveys, supplemented by nighttime spotlight surveys when available.

Individuals participating in the Refuge alligator harvest program are chosen randomly from a qualified
group of applicants, and are issued Refuge Special Use Permits (SUP). The SUP contains special
provisions and conditions which detail refuge-specific regulations and requirements governing alligator
harvest on the Refuge.

Permittees are assigned specific target areas to remove alligators. These areas include moist soil units,
reservoirs and areas within marsh units which are especially important as Mottled Duck brooding and
molting habitats and adjacent canals and ditches. Selected areas where alligators are in frequent contact
with the public and where there is potential for alligators to damage levees and other Refuge
infrastructure are also targeted.

Availability of Resources:

Adequate refuge personnel and base operational funds are available to manage the commercial alligator
harvest at existing and projected levels. Costs associated with this activity are primarily staff time.

Anticipated Impacts of Use:

The most direct effect of the commercial alligator harvest program on the Refuge is the mortality of
harvested alligators. From 1998-2006, annual harvest on the Refuge has ranged from (Table
1). This program is administered under regulations promulgated by Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department, and these regulations are designed to ensure that viable alligator populations are sustained
over the long-term. Continuation of the commercial alligator harvest program should not have any
measurable effect on the long-term viability of alligator populations on the Refuge.

Threatened and Endangered Species: Federally-listed Endangered or Threatened species known to use
the Refuge hunt units include bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus, threatened), brown pelican
(Pelecanus occidentalis, endangered), piping plover (Charadrius melodus, threatened), and American
alligator (threatened). It is expected that impacts to populations of these species will be negligible. Bald
Eagles are rarely observed on the Refuge. They typically feed on wounded or sick birds, and in the past
were associated with large concentrations of wintering waterfowl. Brown Pelicans are sometimes
observed flying over the Refuge and along the shoreline of East Bay. Piping plovers winter primarily along
the Texas Gulf Coast, though are seldom reported on McFaddin NWR beaches. They utilize beaches,
sand flats, mud flats, and dunes along the coast, offshore islands, and spoil islands.

American alligators are Federally-listed as Threatened due to their similarity in appearance to the
American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), an Endangered species. Alligator populations on and around
the Refuge are currently at relatively high levels. The most direct effect of the commercial alligator
harvest program on the Refuge is the mortality of harvested alligators. From 1998-2006, annual harvest
on the Refuge has ranged from 120 to 339 alligators (Table 1). This program is administered under
regulations promulgated by Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and these regulations are designed to
ensure that viable alligator populations are sustained over the long-term. Continuation of the commercial
alligator harvest program should not have any measurable effect on the long-term viability of alligator
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Table E-4. Alligator harvest on McFaddin NWR,
1998 — 2006.
Year Number Alligators Harvested
Male Female Total
1998 73 66 139
1999 61 59 120
2000 106 57 163
2001 120 121 241
2002 174 165 339
2003 145 134 279
2004 113 139 252
2005 80 85 165
2006 84 142 226

populations on the Refuge. Overall, no impacts to Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species
are expected to occur as a result of commercial alligator harvest on the Refuge.

In the late 1990’s, harvest trends and some nighttime survey data suggested that that the number of
mature adult alligators on the Refuge was decreasing in harvested areas. To counter this trend, the
USFWS worked to increase the percentage of subadult alligators in the harvest through a variety of
means in order to reduce harvest pressure on mature adult alligators. Primarily because the traditional
and most commonly used harvest methodology, the baited hook and line set overnight, is non-selective,
these efforts were only moderately successful. A second factor limiting success is economic in nature.
Subadult alligators are lower in value per foot in Texas, and the higher prices being paid by Texas
commercial buyers/processors for the larger adult alligators creates an incentive for permittees to harvest
larger adult alligators and a disincentive to harvest the smaller subadult alligators.

In recent years, administration of the alligator harvest program on the Refuge has been further modified
to increase the percentage of subadult alligators in the overall harvest, and concurrently decrease harvest
of the larger adult alligators. This is being accomplished by implementing experimental alligator harvest
programs in cooperation with the TPWD, utilizing the Management Hide Tags available through the
Texas Alligator Management Program for harvest of subadult alligators. Subadult alligators are
considered to be those alligators 6’ and less in length. The short-term goal is to ensure that subadult
alligators comprise a minimum of 50% of the overall harvest on the Refuge, with a long-term goal for the
harvest program is for subadult alligators to comprise a minimum of 70% of the annual harvest.
Allocations of Management Hide Tags and the traditional CITES Hide Tags to Refuge permittees are
geared toward meeting this new harvest objective.

The experimental harvest is conducted by Refuge permittees during the regular alligator season, using
only TPWD-approved selective harvest methodologies. These include: 1) baited wooden dowel and line;
2) line with grappling hook; 3) bow and arrow; 4) baited hook and line only when permittee is present and
fishing for a specific subadult alligator.

Since implementing the experimental harvest in 2004, harvest of subadult alligators has increased
substantially, and now represents approximately 58% of overall harvest on the Refuge. Alligators less
than 7’ in length now constitute nearly 80% of the harvest. Alligators greater than 7’ in length now
comprise only 20% of the harvest. This harvest strategy is expected to help ensure that the Refuge
alligator population maintains a natural age distribution and social structure.

Migratory Birds and other Biological Resources: Commercial harvest of alligators could result in some
disturbance to wildlife adjacent to hunted areas, especially those areas associated with canals. Some
trampling of vegetation may also occur near harvest sites. However, it is anticipated that this disturbance
would be minimal. If improperly managed, the harvest could negatively impact wildlife observation
opportunities in public-use areas.
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Various studies report differing predation rates on various types of wildlife (Giles and Childs 1949,
Valentine et al. 1972, Elsey et al. 2004). . The mixed results of these studies are likely a result of varying
seasonality, habitat, and prey availability. McNease and Joanen (1977) reported that alligator diets are
mainly determined by availability and vulnerability of the prey species. Elsey et al., (2004) reported a
relatively high frequency (20.9%) of Mottled Ducks in alligator stomachs taken from animals present in
preferred Mottled Duck habitat with broods and molting birds present. This study indicates that alligators
may have a deleterious effect on Mottled Ducks in certain habitats during certain phases of their life cycle
(primarily flightless molting birds and broods). Additionally, this study found that smaller alligators
consumed Mottled Ducks while larger alligators did not. Based on these data it is expected that
managing the commercial alligator harvest to focus on smaller alligators and harvest in areas with high
Mottled Duck use will have a beneficial impact on Mottled Duck viability on the Refuge.

Public Review and Comment:

This Compatibility Determination was published with the Draft Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
EIS/CCP/LPP, and was available for public review and comment concurrent with the Draft

EIS/CCP/LPP from October 17, 2006 through January 16, 2007. A Notice of Availability for the Draft
EIS/CCP/LPP was published in the Federal Register on October 17, 2006. Formal public hearings on the
Draft EIS/CCP/LPP were held in Port Arthur, Texas and Hankamer, Texas on November 28, 2006 and
November 30, 2006, respectively.

Determination:

Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

The commercial harvest of alligators provides the Refuge with a management tool to improve habitat
quality for target organisms while ensuring the long term viability of alligator populations. The harvest
program must remain consistent with ensuring the conservation of alligators and assist the Refuge in
meeting Refuge management objectives. The commercial alligator harvest program is governed through
the issuance of Special Use Permits to approved permittees. Stipulations necessary to ensure
compatibility with Refuge establishment purposes and the mission of the NWRS are included as the
Special Conditions of the Special Use Permit. These include the following stipulations aimed at ensuring
protection of Refuge resources and public safety:

e Permittee and their assistants must follow all State and Federal laws regarding alligator harvest
as well as all conditions stated in the Special Use Permit. Violation of any Federal, State, or
Refuge regulation, or of any special condition of the SUP will result in immediate revocation of the
SUP.

o Permittees must be experienced and pre-qualified to participate in this program. Final approval of
eligibility rests with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

¢ No hunting will be allowed within 100 yards of a known alligator nest.

o Each Permittee may only take as many alligators as they are assigned tags. Within the
frameworks set by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, harvest quotas for each Permittee
will be set by the Refuge Manager, including harvest targets for subadult alligators.

o Permittees must take alligators only from designated areas as assigned by the Refuge Manager.

o Permittees must check sets and/or attempt to harvest alligators using approved methods on a
daily basis until all tags are used.

¢ Allowed modes of motorized access will be specified by the Refuge Manager on an area-by-area
basis.

o Permittee may only take alligators by using methods approved by the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department. Wildlife is not permitted to be used as bait.
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o All alligators on hook and line sets will be killed immediately. Each alligator must be tagged
immediately after being killed. Transport of an untagged alligator is prohibited.

e Firearms (minimum caliber of 22 magnum) may only be used to kill hooked alligators. If
shotguns are used, only federally approved non-toxic shot will be permitted. All weapons must be
unloaded and encased while in Refuge parking areas, boat launches, or in route to and from
designated harvest areas.

¢ No alligator sets will be allowed in areas that jeopardize public safety.

Compliance with these and all other Special Conditions of the Special Use Permit is necessary to ensure
the compatibility of the commercial alligator harvest program.

Justification:

The commercial harvest of alligators is managed on the McFaddin NWR so as to ensure the long-term
conservation of healthy alligator populations, while providing the Refuge with a management tool to help
meet migratory bird management objectives, protect important management infrastructure, and protect
public safety. This program is administered under regulations promulgated by Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department, and these regulations are designed to ensure that viable alligator populations are sustained
over the long-term. In addition, the USFWS regulates the alligator harvest program on the Refuge
through issuance of a Special Use Permit which contains stipulations also designed to conserve alligator
populations and best meet management objectives. For example, special regulations are in place to
restrict harvest of reproductive-aged alligators and maintain a natural age structure within the Refuge
alligator population. Continuation of the commercial alligator harvest program should not have any
measurable effect on the long-term viability of alligator populations on the Refuge. When conducted in
accordance with the stipulations listed herein, the commercial alligator harvest program is compatible with
the purposes for which the Refuge was established and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge
System.

Signature: Refuge Complex Manager: %&fﬁm‘cﬁ-&'—“ 77907
(Signature and Date)
/’Z ( A _ ~ ¢y
Concurrence: Regional Refuge Chief: A e v / = - 7

(Signature and Date)
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION: TEXAS POINT NWR —
WATERFOWL HUNTING

Use: Waterfowl Hunting
Refuge Name: Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge
County: Jefferson County, Texas

Establishing and Acquisition Authorities:
Migratory Bird Conservation Act
Refuge Purpose (s):

"... for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds." 16
U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission:

"The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and
plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future
generations of Americans" (National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended)
[16U.S.C. 668dd-668e€].

Description of Use:

Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge (NWR or Refuge) proposes to continue to provide waterfowl hunting
opportunities (for ducks, geese, and coots) in designated areas that are compatible with Refuge
purposes. Hunting is a wildlife-dependent, priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System
under the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. Waterfowl hunting is a long-
standing traditional use on and around Texas Point NWR. This Compatibility Determination considers
continuation of waterfowl hunting on the Refuge, and includes consideration of modifications to the
Refuge hunting program proposed by the USFWS under Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred
Alternative) of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex Environmental Impact Statement/
Comprehensive Conservation Plan/Land Protection Plan (EIS/CCP/LPP) (USFWS 2007).

Waterfow! hunting on Texas Point NWR is supported by several modes of access, including outboard
motor boats, airboats, non-motorized boats, bicycles, and by foot. Because they are highly interrelated,
this compatibility determination includes an assessment of these other activities in conjunction with
waterfowl hunting.

Opportunities for waterfowl hunting on Texas Point NWR will be available within the season set by Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department in compliance with annually published regulations. Designated hunting
areas will be open during established State waterfowl seasons, with the exception that hunting for ducks
and coots will not be allowed on the Refuge until the last Saturday in October (not including the
September teal and youth-only seasons). If the State-specified duck and coot regular season opens later
than the last Saturday in October, then hunting on the Refuge will open consistent with the State-
specified season date. All applicable State and Federal regulations are enforced.

The waterfowl hunting season generally falls within the period September to February. Traditionally, the
hunting season on the Texas coast begins in September with the early teal season. The regular
waterfowl season follows, often beginning in late October and running through January.
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Approximately 3,400 acres of the Refuge are open to waterfowl hunting on Texas Point NWR. The hunt
unit consists primarily of coastal marsh habitats, including saline, brackish and intermediate marshes.

Designated areas of the Refuge are open for waterfowl hunting daily during the early teal season, and on
Saturdays, Mondays and Wednesdays of the regular waterfowl season. The Refuge hunt unit is closed
on Thanksgiving, Christmas and New Year's Day.

Hunters may enter the Refuge hunt unit between 4:00 am and %z hour before shooting time. All hunts are
morning-only hunts. Hunting is permitted from legal shooting time (1/2 hour before sunrise) until 12:00
pm. Hunters must be off the Refuge hunt units by 12:30 pm.

A waterfowl hunting permit must be signed and in the possession of the hunter while hunting on the
Refuge. This permit is available at no charge and serves to inform the hunter of Refuge-specific
regulations. In Fiscal Year 2002, approximately 1,500 hunters utilized the Refuge for waterfowl hunting.

Waterfow! hunting is a long and established tradition in the coastal marshes of southeast Texas, and
occurred on Refuge lands long before the establishment of the Refuge. Additional public waterfowl
hunting opportunities exist in the area at the State managed J.D. Murphree Wildlife Management Area,
the Wallisville Lake Project managed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the McFaddin, Anahuac
and Sabine National Wildlife Refuges managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. With more than
97% of the state privately owned (TPWD 2005), limited public hunting opportunities are available in
Texas. State and Federal public hunting areas provide important wildlife-dependent recreational
opportunities for the general public.

Availability of Resources:

Costs to administer the hunt program will mostly be salaries and facilities maintenance. This would
include law enforcement throughout the season by Refuge law enforcement staff, as well as sign posting,
development and publishing of Refuge-specific regulations and permits, and responding to public
inquiries and requests for permits. Existing facilities requiring maintenance and upkeep include parking
areas and portable restrooms. The length of the season as determined annually by the State may result
in an increase or decrease in the number of staff days required to administer the program. Base funding
will be needed to manage the program. In addition to season length, hunter trends, either up or down,
will result in an increase or decrease in staffing needed.

Anticipated Impacts of Use:

The potential impacts of the Texas Point NWR waterfowl hunt program on the USFWS’ ability to achieve
Refuge purposes and the National Wildlife Refuge System mission are evaluated here.

Threatened and Endangered Species: Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species (T&E
species) known to use the Refuge hunt units during waterfowl season include bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus, Threatened), brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis, Endangered), piping plover
(Charadrius melodus, Threatened), and American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis, Threatened). Bald
Eagles are rarely observed on the Refuge. They typically feed on wounded or sick birds, and in the past
were associated with large concentrations of wintering waterfowl that occurred on the Refuge. Brown
Pelicans are commonly observed flying over the Refuge and resting along the shoreline of the Gulf of
Mexico. Piping plovers winter primarily along the Texas Gulf Coast and are regularly reported on Texas
Point NWR beaches. They utilize beaches, sand flats, mud flats, and dunes along the coast, offshore
islands, and spoil islands. American alligators are Federally-listed as Threatened due to their similarity in
appearance to the American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), an Endangered species. The waterfowl hunt
program should pose no threat to alligators on the Refuge. Overall, no impacts to Federally-listed
Threatened and Endangered species are expected to occur as a result of waterfowl hunting on the
Refuge.
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Habitats: The greatest potential for impacts to vegetation resources and habitats on the

Refuge likely comes from motorized boating activities. Wetland vegetation, especially submerged aquatic
vegetation, can be impacted by motorboat activity. For example, propeller scarring has been shown to
detrimentally impact seagrass beds in the Laguna Madre in South Texas (Pulich et al. 1997, Dunton et al.
1998) and in Florida (Madley et al. 2004). Propeller scarring leaving permanent channels in shallow
pond and waterway bottoms on the Refuge has also raised concerns about the potential for increased
saltwater intrusion, with concurrent negative impacts on emergent and submergent aquatic vegetation.
Boating, either motorized or non-motorized, also has the potential to introduce or redistribute non-native
invasive species.

Foot traffic in areas open to hunting can lead to vegetation trampling, and in heavy use areas, cause plant
mortality. Some vegetation trampling and trailing from hunter foot traffic occurs in marsh habitats in hunt
areas, although these impacts tend to be short-term.

These impacts are expected to be localized and minimal. Regulations, including motorboat and
horsepower restrictions are used to protect wetland habitats and public safety.

Migratory Birds and Other Biological Resources: The most direct effect of hunting on the Refuge is the
mortality of harvested waterfowl species resulting from hunting activities. Regulations governing harvest
in states in the Central and Mississippi Flyways are developed annually through the Federal framework
process for harvest of migratory birds in the U.S. This process is designed to ensure that viable
waterfowl populations are sustained over the long-term. Overall, harvest on the Refuge, and cumulatively
on all national wildlife refuges open to migratory bird hunting, constitutes a very small percentage of the
overall harvest of migratory birds in these Flyways. The continuation of the waterfowl hunting program on
the Refuge under Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) of the Texas Chenier Plain
Refuge Complex EIS/CCP/LPP (USFWS 2007) will not have any measurable effect on overall
populations of hunted waterfowl species and the long-term viability of these populations.

Many studies have documented the effects of hunting intensity on the number of birds utilizing an area
(Madsen et al. 1992 as cited by Fox and Madsen 1997). This study demonstrated that relatively light
hunting pressure can reduce waterfowl abundance in hunted areas. Distribution and habitat use, feeding
patterns, and the nutritional status of waterfowl have also been shown to be affected by hunting activities.
Hunting activity can cause birds to alter habitat use, change feeding locations (Madsen 1995), feed more
at night (Thornburg 1973, Morton et al. 1989) and reduce the amount of time spent feeding (Korschgen et
al. 1985, Madsen 1995). Collectively, these changes in behavior have the potential to adversely impact
the nutritional status of waterfowl (Bélanger and Bédard 1995).

Hunting may have a more significant impact on resident Mottled Ducks. Pair bonds for Mottled Ducks
begin earlier than northern nesting birds and disturbance caused by hunting may disrupt the reproductive
cycle for this species. Additionally, opening the regular waterfowl season before the arrival of migrating
ducks from northern breeding areas allows for disproportionate harvest of resident birds, primarily Mottled
Ducks. Refuge-specific regulations prohibit the opening of the general waterfowl season on the Refuge
any earlier than the third Saturday in October in order to prevent this impact.

It has been shown that sanctuary areas on the wintering grounds are effective in maintaining local
waterfowl populations in a landscape subject to hunting pressure (Bellrose 1954, Madsen 1998).
Heitmeyer and Raveling (1988) found that waterfowl used sanctuaries during the day and local rice fields
at night. Similarly, Fleskes et al. (2005) found northern pintail used areas closed to hunting during the
day and dispersed throughout the area at night. These data indicate that while sanctuaries are effective
in maintaining local waterfowl populations through the hunting season, birds must disperse at night to
feed.

Sanctuary areas tend to support greater numbers of waterfowl the longer they have been established.
Bellrose (1954) found that traditional sanctuary areas support higher populations of migrating ducks than
newly established sanctuary areas. Similarly, Madsen (1998) found that it took two to six years between
the creation of sanctuary areas and the time when peak numbers of dabbling ducks were reached.
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These data indicate that traditional, long-term sanctuary areas are more valuable to maintaining local
waterfowl populations than sanctuary areas that shift from year to year.

Presumably, providing waterfowl with predictable undisturbed sanctuary areas increases the ability of
birds to meet the obligations of their annual cycle. Waterfowl undergo considerable physiological
demands during winter. Heitmeyer (1988) estimated that prebasic molt in female mallards required an
additional three grams per day of protein over base metabolic rates. These demands approach the
estimated five grams per day associated with reproduction. Pair formation for most North American
waterfowl takes place away from the breeding grounds. Waterfowl must accumulate endogenous energy
reserves to meet the demands of courtship (Afton and Sayler in Baldassarre and Bolen 1994).
Baldassarre and Bolen (1994) proposed that birds that do not accumulate energy reserves may have less
time and energy at their disposal to initiate courtship and/or may be unable to maintain previously
established pair bonds. Clearly, birds must meet high energy demands to successfully fulfill critical
wintering components of their annual cycle. Further, Heitmeyer and Fredrickson (1981) build a scenario
where endogenous reserves established on wintering grounds return mallards to breeding areas in better
condition to begin nesting, leading to larger clutch sized and earlier nests, which tend to be more
successful. Providing sanctuary areas of adequate size adjacent to quality feeding areas may contribute
to the ability of birds to meet the physiological demands required during winter and possibly the
subsequent nesting cycle.

The size, location and habitat quality of sanctuary areas on the Refuge remains critically important to
ensure that migrating and wintering populations of waterfowl maintain sound nutritional and physiological
status. Overall, it is expected that the maintenance of traditional sanctuary areas on the Refuge
adequately mitigates for impacts from hunting activities. In years of particularly poor habitat quality due to
climatic extremes or tidal flooding from tropical disturbances, however, it is possible that hunting activities
would result in reduced abundance of wintering waterfowl on the Refuge.

Although the impacts of waterfowl hunting on wetland-dependent migratory and resident birds which are
not hunted is likely less than for waterfowl, studies have demonstrated that hunting (including accessing
hunt areas) does affect abundance and distribution of these other avian species. The noise associated
with shooting likely reduces habitat utilization by shorebirds, wading birds, other marsh and waterbirds,
and landbirds using wetland habitats within hunt areas, at least while hunting is occurring.

Incidental take of other wildlife species, either illegally or unintentionally, may occur with any consumptive
use program. At current and anticipated public use levels and based on past history, incidental take is
expected to be small and will not directly or cumulatively impact current or future populations of wildlife on
the Refuge.

Means of access to and within Refuge hunt areas include motorized boating (primarily in Texas Bayou),
non-motorized boating, walking, and bicycling (levee only). Motorized boating has been shown to affect
the abundance, distribution and habitat use of waterfowl and other birds (Dahlgren and Korschgen 1992,
Knight and Cole 1995). Non-motorized boats and walking also have potential to disturb birds and
influence distribution and habitat use (Burger 1981, Knight 1984, Klein 1993). Compared to motor and
airboats, canoe, kayak and rowboat travel appears to have the least disturbance effects on most wildlife
species (Jahn and Hunt 1964). Non-motorized boats can still cause significant disturbance effects based
on the ability to penetrate into shallower areas (Speight 1973). Vos et al. (1985) reported that slow-
moving boats caused disturbance to nesting great blue herons when maneuvering directly below the
heronries, where most other boats could not access due to shallow water. Kaiser and Fritzell (1984)
reported that green-backed heron activity declined on three of four survey routes when canoes and boat
use increased on the main river channel of the Ozark National Scenic Riverway.

Texas Point NWR has a special regulation allowing the use of airboats powered by 10 horsepower or less
with direct drive, with a propeller length of 48 inches or less. Airboat engines may not exceed 2 cylinders
and 484 cc. These types of airboats are limited to traveling in open water where all other motorized
boating occurs. They are not capable of cross-country travel, and therefore should not cause damage to
wetland vegetation or disturbance to wildlife in areas outside of boating activity.
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A variety of regulations govern means of access to hunt areas, including boat motor and horsepower
restrictions, and prohibition of all-terrain vehicle use. While these regulations are in place primarily to
protect habitats and public safety, they also reduce overall disturbance impacts to waterfowl and other
migratory birds.

Other Wildlife-dependent Recreational Uses: A major goal of Texas Point NWR is to provide
opportunities for wildlife-dependent recreation. Few conflicts among users of the Refuge have been
documented in relation to waterfowl hunting. Although refuge hunt units are open for the other uses,
natural spatial and temporal separations between recreational users of the Refuge minimize conflicts.
Anglers fishing or crabbing on the Refuge typically utilize different habitats than those utilized by
waterfowl hunters and waterfowl. Anglers most often prefer deeper waters, and are more active in the
warmer months outside of the waterfowl season. Most visits for wildlife observation and photography,
environmental education and interpretation occur in the spring, outside of waterfowl hunting season.

Public Review and Comment:

This Compatibility Determination was published with the Draft Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
EIS/CCP/LPP, and was available for public review and comment concurrent with the Draft

EIS/CCP/LPP from October 17, 2006 through January 16, 2007. A Notice of Availability for the Draft
EIS/CCP/LPP was published in the Federal Register on October 17, 2006. Formal public hearings on the
Draft EIS/CCP/LPP were held in Port Arthur, Texas and Hankamer, Texas on November 28, 2006 and
November 30, 2006, respectively.

Determination:

Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

To reduce the impact of hunting on the resident Mottled Duck, modifications may be placed on opening
dates for the regular waterfowl season. Season dates on the Refuge will be concurrent with Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department for the September teal season, youth-only season, and duck and coot regular
season in the Texas South Zone, and goose regular season in the Texas East Zone, with the exception
that hunting for duck (not including the September teal and youth-only seasons) and coot will not be
allowed on the Refuge until the last Saturday in October. If the State-specified duck and coot regular
season opens later than the last Saturday in October, then hunting on the Refuge will open consistent
with the State-specified season date.

All waterfowl hunters must follow the stipulations set forth in the waterfowl hunting regulations published
annually by the Refuge.

Portions of Texas Point NWR will be open for waterfowl hunting daily during the early teal season, and
three days a week (Saturdays, Mondays, and Wednesdays) of the regular waterfowl season. All hunts
are morning-only hunts. Hunters may enter Refuge hunt units between 4:00 am and %2 hour before
shooting time. Hunting is permitted from legal shooting time (1/2 hour before sunrise) until 12:00 pm.
Hunters must be off the Refuge hunt units by 12:30 pm. All other portions of the Refuge are closed to
waterfowl hunting. Long-term, traditional sanctuary areas will remain as sanctuary, with no public access.

Access into hunt areas may be by foot, bicycle, non-motorized boat, outboard motor boat, or airboat.
Bicycles are permitted on the levee only. Airboats may not exceed 10 hp with direct drive with a propeller
length of 48 inches or less and engines may not exceed 2 cylinders and 484cc. Boat access is permitted
only through Texas Bayou and associated waterways. On inland waters of Refuge hunt areas open to
motorized boats, the operation of motorized boats is restricted to lakes, ponds, ditches, and other
waterways. Motorized boats are prohibited on or through emergent wetland vegetation. In addition, the
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use of boats powered by air-cooled or radiator-cooled engines is restricted to those powered by a single
engine of 25 horsepower or less and utilizing a propeller 9 inches (22.5 cm) in diameter or less. By year
2011, all motorized boats on inland waters of Refuge hunt units will be restricted to 25 hp or less. Boat
motor horsepower restrictions would not apply on Texas Bayou. This grace period of 5 years is aimed to
provide those hunters currently using boats with a horsepower greater than 25 ample time to prepare for
this change in regulation. In areas where propellers are damaging submergent vegetation and creating
permanent channels in shallow water, no prop zones may also be initiated. Regular monitoring will be
required to adequately determine where these zones would best be located. Marsh buggies, all-terrain
vehicles and personal watercraft are prohibited on the Refuge.

No limits are currently in place for numbers of hunters or parties waterfowl hunting on Texas Point NWR.
Past history indicates that hunter use on Texas Point NWR is relatively low.

The use of retrieving dogs will continue to be allowed and encouraged in all areas open to waterfowl
hunting for the conservation of downed birds. Dogs must be under the control of handlers at all times.

The Refuge will maintain an active law enforcement presence in an effort to maximize compliance with
State and Federal waterfowl hunting regulations. Annual monitoring of hunter use and impacts will be
implemented. The information gathered will be used to review and possibly revise hunting regulations to
enhance the quality and safety of the Refuge’s hunting program, and to ensure that waterfowl hunting
activities will continue to be compatible with Refuge purposes and the mission of the National Wildlife
Refuge System.

Justification:

The Texas Point NWR waterfowl hunting program is determined to be compatible with the establishment
purposes of the Refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. The Refuge provides
quality waterfowl habitats for thousands of migratory birds annually. Migratory bird populations and
harvest parameters are monitored and managed on a flyway basis and are designed to ensure the long-
term sustainability of populations. Additionally, the hunt program on the Refuge is specifically designed to
provide quality public hunting opportunities while minimizing potential impacts to local populations of
migratory birds and their habitats.

Refuge-specific regulations are in place to minimize potential adverse impacts from hunting-related
disturbance to wildlife and habitats. Regulations govern means of access to hunt areas, including boat
motor and horsepower restrictions, and prohibition of all-terrain vehicle use. Of critical importance is the
USFWS’ ability to manage and maintain traditional sanctuary areas. The Refuge will continue to monitor
hunter use, compliance with rules and regulations, and impacts to waterfowl and other wildlife and use
this information to adjust the waterfowl hunt program as necessary to protect Refuge resources.

Hunting is a priority wildlife-dependent public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System under the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. The USFWS strives to provide priority public
uses when compatible with the purpose of the Refuge and the mission of the System. Waterfowl hunting
is a long-standing traditional use on and around Texas Point NWR, and has given many people a deeper
appreciation of wildlife and a better understanding of the importance of conserving habitat, thereby
ultimately contributing to the overall mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Signature: Refuge Complex Manager: /affde’fn/"hw‘?# > /-/7-07
(Signature and Date)
/ /) :
/é (7~ - ~ ¥y
Concurrence: Regional Refuge Chief: AL }/ e v 7

(Signdture and Date)
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION: TEXAS POINT NWR - FISHING

Use: Fishing
Refuge Name: Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge
County: Jefferson County, Texas

Establishing and Acquisition Authorities:
Migratory Bird Conservation Act
Refuge Purpose:

"... for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds." 16
U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission:

"The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and
plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future
generations of Americans" (National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended)
[16U.S.C. 668dd-668ee].

Description of Use:

Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge (NWR or Refuge) proposes to continue to provide fishing
opportunities in designated areas that are compatible with Refuge purposes. Fishing is a wildlife-
dependent, priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System under the National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act of 1997. It is a wildlife-oriented recreational use and a traditional use of Texas
Point NWR. This Compatibility Determination considers continuation of fishing on the Refuge, and
includes consideration of modifications to the Refuge fishing program proposed by the USFWS under
Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
Environmental Impact Statement/Comprehensive Conservation Plan/Land Protection Plan
(EIS/CCP/LPP) (USFWS 2007).

Fishing on Texas Point NWR is supported by several modes of access, including outboard motor boats,
airboats, non-motorized boats, and by foot. Because they are highly interrelated, this compatibility
determination includes an assessment of these other activities in conjunction with fishing.

Texas Point NWR provides saltwater fishing opportunities year-round via boat in Texas Bayou and
associated tributaries, as well as from roadside edges bordering the Refuge. Refuge fishing areas are
open from one hour before sunrise to one hour after sunset daily. Blue crab, alligator gar, flounder, and
red drum are just some of the species that anglers may catch while fishing on the Refuge. Shallow water
boats can launch at a private dock at Texas Bayou, or from the nearby Dick Dowling State Park for a
small fee (as of June 2006, Dick Dowling State Park remains closed due to the effects of Hurricane Rita).
Personal watercraft are prohibited from the Refuge. During Fiscal Year 2002, approximately 5,475
anglers utilized the Refuge for fishing.

The USFWS under Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) of the Texas Chenier Plain
Refuge EIS/CCP/LPP proposes to coordinate and partner with local, county and state agencies to
improve a primitive boat launching area off Pilot Station Road in Sabine Pass, to improve boat access to

APPENDIX E: COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATIONS FOR ANAHUAC, MCFADDIN, AND TEXAS POINT NWRS 96



Texas Bayou and the Refuge. In addition, the Refuge proposes to increase interpretive materials
regarding fishery resources found on the Refuge.

Availability of Resources:

Adequate refuge personnel and base operational funds are available to manage wildlife-dependent
recreational fishing activities at existing and projected levels. Costs associated with this activity are
primarily staff time. Refuge law enforcement officers regularly check anglers and crabbers for compliance
with State and Refuge regulations. Additional funds would be needed to implement the proposed
strategies listed under Refuge Management Alternative D of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
EIS/CCP/LPP. The Refuge would pursue a variety of funding sources in order to fully support this use,
including agreements with other agencies, and grant funding and volunteer assistance.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use:

The potential impacts of the Texas Point NWR fishing program on the USFWS’ ability to achieve Refuge
purposes and the National Wildlife Refuge System mission are evaluated here.

Threatened and Endangered Species: Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species (T&E
species) known to use Refuge habitats include bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus, Threatened),
brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis, Endangered), piping plover (Charadrius melodus, Threatened),
and American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis, Threatened). Bald Eagles are rarely observed on the
Refuge. They typically feed on wounded or sick birds, and in the past were associated with large
concentrations of wintering waterfowl that occurred on the Refuge. Brown Pelicans are commonly
observed flying over the Refuge and resting along the shoreline of the Gulf of Mexico. Piping plovers
winter primarily along the Texas Gulf Coast and are regularly reported on Texas Point NWR beaches.
They utilize beaches, sand flats, mud flats, and dunes along the coast, offshore islands, and spoil islands.
American alligators are Federally-listed as Threatened due to their similarity in appearance to the
American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), an Endangered species. Fishing activities may pose a potential
conflict with American alligators, which are attracted to bait used by anglers. Alligators can become
accustomed to the presence of anglers and the associated food source, thereby reducing their natural
fear of humans and potentially creating a safety hazard. Overall, no impacts to Federally-listed
Threatened and Endangered species are expected to occur as a result of fishing on the Refuge.

Habitats: The greatest potential for impacts to vegetation resources and habitats likely comes from
motorized boating activities. Wetland vegetation, especially submerged aquatic vegetation, can be
impacted by motorboat activity. For example, propeller scarring has been shown to detrimentally impact
seagrass beds in the Laguna Madre in South Texas (Pulich et al. 1997, Dunton et al. 1998) and in Florida
(Madley et al. 2004). Propeller scarring leaving permanent channels in shallow pond and waterway
bottoms on the Refuge has also raised concerns about the potential for increased saltwater intrusion, with
concurrent negative impacts on emergent and submergent aquatic vegetation. Boating, either motorized
or non-motorized, also has the potential to introduce or redistribute non-native invasive species.

Foot traffic in areas open to fishing can lead to vegetation trampling. In heavy use areas, this may cause
plant mortality and subsequent erosion along shoreline areas (Liddle and Scorgie 1980, Hendee et al.
1990).

Fishery Resources: The most direct effect of fishing on the Refuge is the mortality of harvested saltwater
fish, blue crabs, and several fish and shellfish species caught for use as bait. Fishing and crabbing on
the Refuge occur under regulations promulgated by Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. These
regulations are designed to ensure that viable fish and shellfish populations are sustained over the long-
term. Continuation of fishing and crabbing on the Refuge should not have any measurable effect on
overall populations and the long-term viability of these species’ populations.
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Similarly, the potential exists for over-harvest or illegal harvest of fisheries. Regular law enforcement
patrols to ensure compliance with State and Federal regulations will assist in minimizing these potential
impacts.

Migratory Birds and other Biological Resources: Some disturbance to wildlife from fishing activities is also
expected. Fishing activities may influence the composition of bird communities (Tydeman 1977), as well
as distribution, abundance, and productivity of waterbirds (Bell and Austin 1985). Jahn and Hunt (1964
as cited by Dahlgren and Korschgen 1992) reported that increases in recreational activity by anglers,
boaters, and shoreline activity appeared to discourage breeding ducks and coots from using otherwise
suitable habitat. Bell and Austin (1985) suggested that anglers fishing from the shoreline and boats
displaced waterfowl from their preferred feeding and roosting areas and caused wigeon, green-winged
teal, pochard and mallard to depart from a 174 ha reservoir prematurely. Cooke (1987) also documented
that anglers on the bank and in boats often fished the shallow, sheltered bays and creeks that birds favor
and negatively impacted distribution and abundance of waterfowl, grebes, and Eurasian coots. Cooke
(1977 as cited by Liddle and Scorgie 1980) suggested that anglers create an area around them within
which birds will not venture. Thus, an angler sitting on the shore can effectively exclude birds from his
immediate vicinity. Some disturbance of roosting and feeding shorebirds probably occurs (Burger 1981)
but is considered minimal.

Motorized boating has been shown to affect the abundance, distribution and habitat use of waterfowl and
other birds (Dahlgren and Korschgen 1992, Knight and Cole 1995). Non-motorized boats, vehicles on
roads, and walking also have potential to disturb birds and influence distribution and habitat use (Burger
1981, Knight 1984, Klein 1993). Compared to motor and airboats, canoe, kayak and rowboat travel
appears to have the least disturbance effects on most wildlife species (Jahn and Hunt 1964). Non-
motorized boats can still cause significant disturbance effects based on the ability to penetrate into
shallower areas (Speight 1973). Vos et al. (1985) reported that slow-moving boats caused disturbance to
nesting great blue herons when maneuvering directly below the heronries, where most other boats could
not access due to shallow water. Kaiser and Fritzell (1984) reported that green-backed heron activity
declined on three of four survey routes when canoes and boat use increased on the main river channel of
the Ozark National Scenic Riverway.

Texas Point NWR has a special regulation allowing the use of airboats powered by 10 horsepower or less
with direct drive, with a propeller length of 48 inches or less. Airboat engines may not exceed 2 cylinders
and 484 cc. These types of airboats are limited to traveling in open water where all other motorized
boating occurs. They are not capable of cross-country travel, and therefore should not cause damage to
wetland vegetation or disturbance to wildlife outside of areas open to boating.

Discarded fishing line and other fishing litter can entangle migratory birds and other wildlife and cause
injury or death (Thompson 1969, Gregory 1991).

A variety of regulations govern means of access to public fishing areas, including boat motor and
horsepower restrictions. While these regulations are in place primarily to protect habitats and public
safety, they also reduce overall disturbance impacts to waterfowl and other migratory birds.

Other Wildlife-dependent Recreational Uses: A major goal of Texas Point NWR is to provide
opportunities for wildlife-dependent recreation. Few conflicts among users of the Refuge have been
documented in relation to fishing. Natural spatial and temporal separations between recreational users of
the Refuge minimize conflicts. Anglers fishing or crabbing on the Refuge typically utilize different habitats
than those utilized by waterfowl hunters and waterfowl. Anglers most often prefer deeper waters, and are
more active in the warmer months outside of the waterfowl season. Most visits for wildlife observation
and photography, environmental education and interpretation also occur in the spring, but are
concentrated along established trails in small refuge woodlands.
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Public Review and Comment:

This Compatibility Determination was published with the Draft Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
EIS/CCP/LPP, and was available for public review and comment concurrent with the Draft

EIS/CCP/LPP from October 17, 2006 through January 16, 2007. A Notice of Availability for the Draft
EIS/CCP/LPP was published in the Federal Register on October 17, 2006. Formal public hearings on the
Draft EIS/CCP/LPP were held in Port Arthur, Texas and Hankamer, Texas on November 28, 2006 and
November 30, 2006, respectively.

Determination:

Use is Not Compatible.
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

This section identifies the restrictions and regulations necessary to ensure compatibility of fishing on
Texas Point NWR.

Fishing and crabbing is allowed in designated areas of the Refuge in accordance with State regulations
and subject to Refuge-specific conditions. Fishing and crabbing is permitted year-round via boat in Texas
Bayou and associated tributaries, as well as from roadside edges bordering the Refuge. Refuge fishing
areas are open from one hour before sunrise to one hour after sunset daily.

Fishing is allowed using pole and line, rod and reel, or hand-held line only. Cast-netting for bait for
personal use is permitted along waterways in areas open to the public. Trotlines, set lines, jug lines, limb
lines, bows and arrows, gigs, spears, and crab traps are prohibited. Fishing from or mooring to water
control structures, and the harvesting of frogs and turtles, is prohibited. Harvesting fish or crabs for
commercial purposes is prohibited.

Outboard motor boats, airboats, and non-motorized boats may be used to access fishing areas in Texas
Point NWR. Airboats may not exceed 10 hp with direct drive with a propeller length of 48 inches or less,
and engines may not exceed 2 cylinders and 484 cc. On inland waters of Refuge fishing areas open to
motorized boats, the operation of motorized boats is restricted to lakes, ponds, ditches, and other
waterways. Motorized boats are prohibited on or through emergent wetland vegetation. In addition, the
use of boats powered by air-cooled or radiator-cooled engines is restricted to those powered by a single
engine of 25 horsepower or less and utilizing a propeller 9 inches (22.5 cm) in diameter or less. By year
2011, all motorized boats on inland waters of the Refuge will be restricted to 25 hp or less. Boat motor
horsepower restrictions would not apply on Texas Bayou. This grace period of 5 years is aimed to
provide those anglers currently using boats with a horsepower greater than 25 ample time to prepare for
this change in regulation. In areas where propellers are damaging submergent vegetation and creating
permanent channels in shallow water, no prop zones may also be initiated. Regular monitoring will be
required to adequately determine where these zones would best be located. Marsh buggies, all-terrain
vehicles and personal watercraft are prohibited on the Refuge.

Shallow water boats can launch at a private dock at Texas Bayou, or from the nearby Dick Dowling State
Park for a small fee.

Continued law enforcement patrols will be necessary to ensure compliance with these and State and
Federal fishing regulations.

Justification:
Continuation of fishing and crabbing on the Refuge should not have any measurable effect on overall

populations of aquatic species and the long-term viability of these species’ populations. The Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department regularly adopts regulations in response to fish population levels and
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management needs. These regulations are designed to ensure that viable fish and shellfish populations
are sustained over the long-term. In addition, designated areas of the Refuge remain closed to the public
to provide sanctuary areas for wildlife.

If fishing activity on Texas Point NWR increases substantially, additional stipulations may be needed to
protect habitats and resources. Refuge staff will continue to monitor and evaluate use and associated
impacts regularly.

Fishing is a priority wildlife-dependent public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System under the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. The USFWS strives to provide priority public
uses when compatible with the purpose of the Refuge and the mission of the System. Fishing has been a
traditional form of outdoor recreation on the Refuge and in southeast Texas. When conducted in
accordance with the stipulations listed herein, fishing would be compatible with the purposes for which the
Refuge was established and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Signature: Refuge Complex Manager: /&(&&fﬁqu-&- > /-/7-07
(Signature and Date)

4 /,) ~
// ;_//w.\_____’—ﬁ-. J - -y 7

Concurrence: Regional Refuge Chief: (A2 _
(Signdture and Date)
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION: TEXAS POINT NWR - WILDLIFE
OBSERVATION, PHOTOGRAPHY, ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION
AND INTERPRETATION

Use: Wildlife Observation, Photography, Environmental Education and Interpretation
Refuge Name: Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge

County: Jefferson County, Texas

Establishing and Acquisition Authorities:

Migratory Bird Conservation Act

Refuge Purpose (s):

"... for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds." 16
U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission:

"The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and
plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future
generations of Americans" (National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended)
[16U.S.C. 668dd-668ee].

Description of Use:

Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge (NWR or Refuge) proposes to continue to provide wildlife
observation, photography, environmental education and interpretation opportunities in designated areas
of the Refuge that are compatible with Refuge purposes. These activities are wildlife-dependent, priority
public uses of the National Wildlife Refuge System under the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997. The continuation and enhancement of these programs will be addressed in
this compatibility determination.

Wildlife observation and photography on Texas Point NWR are supported by several modes of access,
including outboard motor boats, airboats, non-motorized boats, bicycles, and by foot. Because they are
highly interrelated, this compatibility determination includes an assessment of these other activities in
conjunction with wildlife observation and photography.

Designated areas of the Refuge are open to wildlife observation, photography, environmental education
and interpretation year-round from one hour before sunrise to one hour after sunset. They include a
primitive %2 mile trail through a small woodland providing viewing opportunities for migrant songbirds in
the spring and fall, and a two mile levee extending south from the parking area south of Highway 87
providing viewing opportunities in surrounding Refuge marshes. City roads south of Sabine Pass and
adjacent to the marshes of Texas Point NWR provide similar opportunities to look and listen for secretive
rails, wrens, and sparrows, as well as flocks of wintering waterfowl. Opportunities for wildlife observation
and photography are also available from boat in Texas Bayou and associated tributaries. Limited
environmental education and interpretation currently occur on the Refuge. During fiscal year 2002,
approximately 250 visitors to Texas Point NWR participated in wildlife observation and photography
activities on the Refuge.
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Additional strategies to support wildlife observation, photography, environmental education and
interpretation are identified under Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) of the Texas
Chenier Plain Refuge Complex Environmental Impact Statement/Comprehensive Conservation Plan/Land
Protection Plan (EIS/CCP/LPP) (USFWS 2007). These strategies include the addition of a trail,
information kiosk, interpretive signs, brochures, and interpretive tours. The development of educational
programs for Sabine Pass schools and students is also included in these strategies.

Availability of Resources:

Direct annual costs to administer these programs and facilities are primarily in the form of staff time. The
development of new facilities and programs, as well as the maintenance and upkeep of existing facilities
and programs, will be the primary costs associated with wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education and interpretation offered on the Refuge. Law enforcement support will continue to be
necessary to ensure compliance with Refuge regulations. Additional funding will be required before the
facilities and programs listed under Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) of the
Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex EIS/CCP/LPP can be fully implemented. Refuge staff will pursue
funding options through partnerships with other non-governmental organizations including the McFaddin
and Texas Point Refuges Alliance, and pursue grants and matching funds to ensure that these strategies
are implemented. Volunteer support will be critical to the Refuge’s ability to fully implement the strategies
listed under Refuge Management Alternative D.

Anticipated Impacts of Use(s):

The potential impacts of the Texas Point NWR wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education and interpretation programs on the USFWS’ ability to achieve Refuge purposes and the
National Wildlife Refuge System mission are evaluated here.

Threatened and Endangered Species: Federally-listed Threatened and species (T&E species) known to
use the Refuge include bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus, Threatened), brown pelican (Pelecanus
occidentalis, Endangered), piping plover (Charadrius melodus, Threatened), and American alligator
(Alligator mississippiensis, Threatened). No impacts to Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered
species populations are expected to occur due to wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education or interpretation. Bald Eagles are rarely observed on the Refuge. They typically feed on
wounded or sick birds, and in the past were associated with large concentrations of wintering waterfowl.
Brown Pelicans are commonly observed flying over the Refuge and resting along the shoreline of the Gulf
of Mexico. Piping plovers winter primarily along the Texas Gulf Coast, and are regularly reported on
Texas Point NWR beaches. They utilize beaches, sand flats, mud flats, and dunes along the coast,
offshore islands, and spoil islands. American alligators are Federally-listed as Threatened due to their
similarity in appearance to the American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), an Endangered species. Some
disturbance to basking alligators may occur from visitor use.

Habitats: The greatest potential for impacts to vegetation resources and habitats likely comes from
motorized boating activities. Wetland vegetation, especially submerged aquatic vegetation, can be
impacted by motorboat activity. For example, propeller scarring has been shown to detrimentally impact
seagrass beds in the Laguna Madre in South Texas (Pulich et al. 1997, Dunton et al. 1998) and in Florida
(Madley et al. 2004). Propeller scarring leaving permanent channels in shallow pond and waterway
bottoms on the Refuge has also raised concerns about the potential for increased saltwater intrusion, with
concurrent negative impacts on emergent and submergent aquatic vegetation. Boating, either motorized
or non-motorized, also has the potential to introduce or redistribute non-native invasive species.

Migratory Birds and other Biological Resources: Primary means of access to areas on the Refuge used
for wildlife observation and photography are by foot on trails and levee, and by motorized boats, airboats,
and non-motorized boats in Texas Bayou and associated tributaries. Walking is the primary means of
access for environmental education and interpretation programs on Texas Point NWR. Impacts
associated with wildlife observation, photography, environmental education and interpretation activities
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vary based on mode of access. Walking, bicycling, and motorized and non-motorized boating all have
the potential to disturb wildlife and influence distribution and habitat use.

Disturbance of wildlife by visitors is likely to be greatest in concentrated areas of use, including along
trails, boardwalks, observation platforms and along roads (Klein 1993). While some species appear to
acclimate to vehicular traffic, and even presence of visitors on trails, boardwalks, and observation
platforms, other species are less tolerant of disturbance. Overall it is likely that species composition and
abundance is decreased in areas supporting these recreational uses.

Disturbance impacts to birds from visitation are often magnified during the breeding season. Color of
clothing worn can attract or repel different passerine species based on breeding plumages of those
species (Gutzwiller and Marcum 1997). Primary song occurrence and consistency of certain passerines
can be impacted by a single visitor (Gutzwiller et al. 1994). Predation on songbird, raptor, colonial
nesting species and waterfowl nests tends to increase near more frequently visited areas (Dwernychuk
and Boag 1972, Buckley and Buckley 1978, Lenington 1979, Boyle and Samson 1985, Miller et al. 1998,).
Glinski (1976) suggests that attracting wildlife using taped vocalizations may increase energy
expenditures of wildlife, disrupt territory establishment, and increase susceptibility to predation.

In general, activities that occur outside of vehicles (along walking trails, etc), tend to increase disturbance
potential for most wildlife species (Burger 1981, Klein 1993, Gabrielsen and Smith 1995). In wetland
habitats, disturbance from out of vehicle approaches can reduce the time spent foraging or even cause
avoidance of areas disturbed (Klein 1993). Similarly, walking tends to displace birds and can cause
localized declines in species richness and abundance (Riffell et al. 1996).

Walking with pets can cause additional disturbances to wildlife. Pets are known to both chase and kill
wildlife (George 1974, Lowry and McArthur 1978). The greatest increase in heart rates of bighorn sheep
occurred when approached by humans with a dog (MacArthur et al. 1982). Prairie chickens showed a
stronger fear response to domestic dogs than to native predators such as foxes (Hamerstrom et al. 1965).

Motorized boating has been shown to affect the abundance, distribution and habitat use of waterfowl and
other birds (Dahlgren and Korschgen 1992, Knight and Cole 1995). Non-motorized boats, vehicles on
roads, and walking also have potential to disturb birds and influence distribution and habitat use (Burger
1981, Knight 1984, Klein 1993). Compared to motor and airboats, canoe, kayak and rowboat travel
appears to have the least disturbance effects on most wildlife species (Jahn and Hunt 1964). Non-
motorized boats can still cause significant disturbance effects based on the ability to penetrate into
shallower areas (Speight 1973). Vos et al. (1985) reported that slow-moving boats caused disturbance to
nesting great blue herons when maneuvering directly below the heronries, where most other boats could
not access due to shallow water. Kaiser and Fritzell (1984) reported that green-backed heron activity
declined on three of four survey routes when canoes and boat use increased on the main river channel of
the Ozark National Scenic Riverway.

Texas Point NWR has a special regulation allowing the use of airboats powered by 10 horsepower or less
with direct drive, with a propeller length of 48 inches or less. Airboat engines may not exceed 2 cylinders
and 484 cc. These types of airboats are limited to traveling in open water where all other motorized
boating occurs. They are not capable of cross-country travel, and therefore should not cause damage to
wetland vegetation or disturbance to wildlife in areas outside of boating activity.

A variety of regulations govern means of access to public use areas, including boat motor and
horsepower restrictions, and prohibition of all-terrain vehicle use. While these regulations are in place
primarily to protect habitats and public safety, they also reduce overall disturbance impacts to waterfowl
and other migratory birds.

Disturbance impacts caused by wildlife photographers tend to be greater than other wildlife observation
techniques (Klein 1993, Morton 1995, Dobb 1998). Photographers are much more likely to leave their
vehicles and approach wildlife on foot (Klein 1993). Other impacts include the potential for photographers
to remain close to wildlife for extended periods of time in an attempt to habituate the wildlife subject to
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their presence (Dobb 1998) and the tendency of casual photographers with low power lenses to get much
closer to their subject than other activities would require (Morton 1995).

Litter improperly discarded by visitors can entangle wildlife or be ingested, potentially resulting in injury or
death (Gregory 1991). Efforts to educate the public about such issues are incorporated into outreach
efforts and educational programs.

Other Wildlife-dependent Recreational Uses: A major goal of Texas Point NWR is to provide
opportunities for wildlife-dependent recreation. Few conflicts among users of the Refuge have been
documented in relation to recreational activities. Natural spatial and temporal separations between
recreational users of the Refuge help minimize conflicts. Most visits for wildlife observation and
photography, environmental education and interpretation occur in the spring, outside of the waterfowl
hunting season. Visits for wildlife observation and photography, environmental education and
interpretation occur primarily on established trails in small refuge woodlands, and along the north-south
levee which bisects the Refuge. There is potential for some conflicts between motorized and non-
motorized boaters using waterways on portions of the Refuge open for fishing and wildlife observation
and photography. Overall, visitation by boat in support of wildlife observation and photography is low and
no known conflicts between uses have occurred.

Public Review and Comment:

This Compatibility Determination was published with the Draft Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
EIS/CCP/LPP, and was available for public review and comment concurrent with the Draft

EIS/CCP/LPP from October 17, 2006 through January 16, 2007. A Notice of Availability for the Draft
EIS/CCP/LPP was published in the Federal Register on October 17, 2006. Formal public hearings on the
Draft EIS/CCP/LPP were held in Port Arthur, Texas and Hankamer, Texas on November 28, 2006 and
November 30, 2006, respectively.

Determination:

Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

Stipulations designed to ensure compatibility for wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education and interpretive programs outlined in the description of use section should minimize impacts to
a point where these activities would be compatible with the purposes established for Texas Point NWR.

Designated areas of the Refuge will be open for wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education and interpretation from one hour before sunrise to one hour after sunset daily. By
concentrating disturbances to these designated areas, large areas of undisturbed habitat are available for
wildlife.

Visitors may walk the designated trails and levee to view and observe wildlife. Bicycles are permitted on
the levee only. Opportunities for wildlife observation and photography are also available from boat in
Texas Bayou and associated tributaries. Outboard motor boats, airboats, and non-motorized boats may
be used to access these waterways in Texas Point NWR. Airboats may not exceed 10 hp with direct
drive with a propeller length of 48 inches or less, and engines may not exceed 2 cylinders and 484 cc.
On inland waters of the Refuge open to motorized boats, the operation of motorized boats is restricted to
lakes, ponds, ditches, and other waterways. Motorized boats are prohibited on or through emergent
wetland vegetation. In addition, the use of boats powered by air-cooled or radiator-cooled engines is
restricted to those powered by a single engine of 25 horsepower or less and utilizing a propeller 9 inches
(22.5 cm) in diameter or less. By year 2011, all motorized boats on inland waters of the Refuge will be
restricted to 25 hp or less. Boat motor horsepower restrictions would not apply on Texas Bayou. This
grace period of 5 years is aimed to provide those visitors currently using boats with a horsepower greater
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than 25 ample time to prepare for this change in regulation. In areas where propellers are damaging
submergent vegetation and creating permanent channels in shallow water, no prop zones may also be
initiated. Regular monitoring will be required to adequately determine where these zones would best be
located. Marsh buggies, all-terrain vehicles and personal watercraft are prohibited on the Refuge.

Shallow water boats can launch at a private dock at Texas Bayou, or from the nearby Dick Dowling State
Park for a small fee.

Recordings to attract wildlife are prohibited. The collection of plants or animals, or feeding or disturbing
wildlife, is prohibited. Pets must be leashed at all times.

Continued law enforcement patrols will be necessary to ensure compliance with these and State and
Federal regulations. Public use trends and associated impacts from human activity will continue to be
monitored. If significant increases in use are found, and/or if impacts to resources are determined
significant, the program will be reevaluated and modified as necessary to ensure compatibility.

Justification:

These programs are determined to be compatible with the establishment purposes of the Refuge and the
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. Wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education and interpretation are wildlife-dependent, priority public uses of the National Wildlife Refuge
System under the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. The USFWS strives to
provide priority public uses when compatible with the purpose of the Refuge and the mission of the
System. Facilities and activities related to wildlife observation, photography, environmental education
and interpretation occur in designated areas of the Refuge, leaving large areas of undisturbed habitat
available for wildlife. The stipulations outlined above are specifically designed to and should minimize
potential impacts of these activities. The Refuge will continue to monitor uses and adjust programs as
necessary to protect Refuge resources. The educational benefits gained from these activities are
expected to outweigh their associated impacts. Providing opportunities for wildlife observation,
photography, environmental education and interpretation has given many people a deeper appreciation of
wildlife and a better understanding of the importance of conserving habitat, thereby further contributing to
the overall mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Signature: Refuge Complex Manager: /dc[&&fWQ-er > I-/F-07
(Signature and Date)
/Z C/ Z ~ ¢
Concurrence: Regional Refuge Chief: [ Y / e 7

(Signgture and Date)
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION: TEXAS POINT NWR —
CONTROLLED LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Use: Controlled Livestock Grazing
Refuge Name: Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge
County: Jefferson County, Texas

Establishing and Acquisition Authorities:

Migratory Bird Conservation Act, Emergency Wetlands Resources Act, Refuge Recreation Act, Fish and
Wildlife Act of 1956

Refuge Purpose (s):

"... for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds." 16
U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission:

"The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and
plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future
generations of Americans" (National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended)
[16U.S.C. 668dd-668ee].

Description of Use:

Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) proposes to continue the controlled grazing program in
designated areas that are compatible with Refuge purposes. Permittee cattle operations are an
economic use of Refuge lands and provide a critical tool for Refuge management. This Compatibility
Determination considers continuation of the controlled grazing program on the Refuge, and includes
consideration of modifications to the program proposed by the USFWS under Refuge Management
Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex Environmental Impact
Statement/Comprehensive Conservation Plan/Land Protection Plan (EIS/CCP/LPP) (USFWS 2007).

Cattle grazing is an inexpensive, dependable, and effective tool used to accomplish Refuge goals,
specifically for management of migratory birds including wintering and resident waterfowl, shorebirds and
wading birds. Grazing is used to: 1) open up dense vegetation; 2) depress perennial plants; 3)
encourage growth of annual grasses and sedges; and 4) reduce tall, rank grass types and encourage
creeping grass species. This program is implemented to encourage a mosaic of heavily, moderately, and
ungrazed areas to provide habitats in multiple successional stages on the Refuge.

The grazing program on Texas Point NWR is a cow-calf operation with some bulls introduced for
breeding. The cow bloodline is a mixed breed of Zebu ancestry, with Brahma or Charolais bulls used for
breeding. The majority of the habitat on Texas Point NWR is coastal marsh that is managed with cool-
season grazing. Using a graze-rest strategy, permittees typically graze October through April. An
average of 761 (range 0 — 1,140) animal unit months (AUMs) occurred annually on Texas Point NWR
between FY 1999-2005. Grazing strategies include variations in stocking rates, timing (cool vs. warm
season) and duration. Stocking rates and rotations are determined annually according to management
objectives for the various grazing units and the quantity and condition of forage in those units, and are
often influenced by the availability of freshwater.
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Grazing does not take place uniformly across units, particularly in coastal marshes. Cattle tend to
concentrate grazing pressure adjacent to upland areas with decreased grazing pressure with increasing
distance from high ground. Acres grazed and grazing pressure varies from year to year. In a typical
year, cattle graze approximately 2,500 acres on Texas Point NWR.

Prescribed burning is an integral part of using cattle to meet management objectives. Fire can be used to
create favorable foraging conditions for cattle and focus grazing pressure. Excluding high priority
uplands, such as salty prairie sites, from burning can reduce grazing pressure where it is less desirable
while focusing it on adjacent wetlands.

Availability of Resources:

Adequate refuge personnel and base operational funds are available to manage the grazing program at
existing and projected levels. Costs associated with this activity are primarily staff time. Some additional
expenses are incurred through site preparation required to protect grazing infrastructure from fire
operations. The cost of new or replaced infrastructure is shared between the permittee and the USFWS.

Anticipated Impacts of Use:

Controlled grazing can be an effective and inexpensive tool in wetland and grassland management
providing habitat components that benefit waterfowl and other wildlife species. The relation of cattle
grazing to wildlife varies considerably, depending on stocking rate, seasonality, plant community, and
wildlife concerned (Chabreck 1968). Research indicates that dual use of grasslands by wildlife and
livestock is often compatible when livestock grazing is carefully managed and wildlife needs are
considered (Holechek 1982).

Threatened and Endangered Species: Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species (T&E
species) known to use Refuge habitats include bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus, Threatened),
brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis, Endangered), piping plover (Charadrius melodus, Threatened),
and American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis, Threatened). Bald Eagles are rarely observed on the
Refuge. They typically feed on wounded or sick birds, and in the past were associated with large
concentrations of wintering waterfowl that occurred on the Refuge. Brown Pelicans are commonly
observed flying over the Refuge and resting along the shoreline of the Gulf of Mexico. Piping plovers
winter primarily along the Texas Gulf Coast and are regularly reported on Texas Point NWR beaches.
They utilize beaches, sand flats, mud flats, and dunes along the coast, offshore islands, and spoil islands.
American alligators are Federally-listed as Threatened due to their similarity in appearance to the
American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), an Endangered species. Alligator populations on and around
the Refuge are currently at relatively high levels. The grazing program should pose no threat to alligators
on the Refuge. Overall, no impacts to Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species are expected
to occur as a result of the grazing program on the Refuge.

Habitats: Grazing (integrated with fire and water management) in wetland habitats on the Refuge
promotes the germination, growth and reproduction of several “early successional” target plant
communities which are especially beneficial to migratory birds as food sources (Gosselink et al., 1979;
Allen 1956). Target plant communities in intermediate and brackish marsh habitats on the Refuge
include olney bulrush (Scirpus americanus), saltmarsh bulrush (Scirpus robustus), seashore paspalum
(Paspalum vaginatum), seashore saltgrass (Distichlis spicata) and annual grasses including millets
(Echinochloa spp.) and sprangletops (Leptochloa spp.), several sedges, and several annual forbs such as
purple ammenia (Ammania coccinea). Moderate grazing following burns in marshes also prolongs the
availability of new grass shoots, a valuable food for snow geese (Gosselink et al. 1979). Grazing also
helps provide optimal physical structure of vegetation for waterfowl utilization in emergent marshes and
other vegetated wetlands by creating openings in otherwise dense stands of vegetation and maintaining
plant communities such as seashore paspalum which grow low to the ground. These conditions also
provide excellent habitat for many invertebrate species, another important food source for waterfowl and
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other migratory birds. Proper grazing of salty prairie seems to produce favorable nesting structure for
Mottled Ducks.

Savory and Butterfield (1998) make an important distinction between what they call brittle and non-brittle
landscapes. Brittleness is a term used to describe ecosystem resilience to disturbance and forms a
continuum from brittle to non-brittle. Non-brittle environments have relatively high, evenly distributed
rainfall, rapid recycling of nutrients through decaying plant and animal material and active
microorganisms. Brittle environments tend to dry out quickly, have low nutrient recycling and low
microorganism activity. Coastal marshes of the upper Texas coast are very much toward the non-brittle
end of the spectrum. These marshes experience high annual rainfall distributed throughout the year, a
long growing season, very fast nutrient recycling, and vegetation recoveries quickly following
disturbances. These conditions require protracted disturbance events, such as grazing, to maintain early
successional conditions for any length of time.

Studies conducted on Sabine National Wildlife Refuge in Cameron Parish, Louisiana (Valentine 1961)
determined that increased grazing can change tall climax marshhay cordgrass stands to more diverse
community such as seashore paspalum, Setaria, and longtom (Paspalum lividum), that are more
beneficial to certain types of wildlife. Depending on site conditions (elevation, soil, and hydrology) annual
grasses and forbs (including millets, fall Panicum (Panicum dichotomiflorum), sprangletop, and Setaria)
can be produced through proper grazing.

Pate (2001) found that grazed marshes remained in a sub-climax state, while habitat within grazing
exclosures reverted to marshhay cordgrass. At the onset of the study Spartina spp. made up 20% of the
plant community, while seashore paspalum comprised 80%. By the end of the study, communities within
grazing exclosures changed to 65% Spartina spp. and 25% seashore paspalum. In contrast, the grazed
area maintained high cover of seashore paspalum throughout the study. Seashore paspalum provides
habitat for many species of waterfowl, wading birds and shorebirds, depending on hydrology, while
marshhay cordgrass largely precludes these species.

The detrimental affects of grazing in coastal marsh environments includes the risk of overgrazing if units
are not closely monitored, bank erosion, excessive trampling of vegetation, compaction of soils reducing
percolation rates, and the deposition of nutrients in the form of manure in areas where livestock
concentrate (USFWS 1994). Warm-season grazing of wetland areas can reduce seed production of
annual grasses (Chabreck1968).

Migratory Birds and Other Biological Resources: Proper grazing can promote habitat for snow geese,
puddle ducks, Wilson’s snipe and rails (Chabreck 1968). Chabreck notes that anything more than light
grazing would be detrimental to muskrats. Yeargan (2001) determined that the number of shorebirds,
herons and egrets was greater in grazed than ungrazed marshes on Galveston Island, Texas, while the
number of gulls, terns, sparrows, rails and other species was not different. Mizell (1998) studied wintering
yellow rails on Anahuac NWR and suggested that cattle grazing may increase availability of yellow rail
habitat.

Management tools used to set back succession (grazing, fire, mechanical disturbance, and herbicides)
benefit most wetland-dependent species. The extent to which these tools are applied can be detrimental
to some species, while benefiting others. An example of this would be an intensive grazing regime that
reduces emergent wetland vegetation, benefiting waterfowl, shorebirds and wadingbirds, but detrimental
to species desiring ranker conditions, such as sedge wrens and seaside sparrows. In the practical
application of a tool like grazing, the available herd is focused in certain areas to achieve the moderate
grazing regime desired, leaving large areas lightly grazed or ungrazed to the benefit of the species
desiring the cover of emergent vegetation. Neither intensive grazing nor the lack of grazing is desired
over the whole Refuge. Rather, a mosaic of heavily, moderately, and ungrazed wetlands is the target of
the grazing management program.

Wildlife-Dependent Recreational Uses: A major goal of Texas Point NWR is to provide high quality
opportunities for wildlife-dependent recreation. The refuge supports all six of the Refuge System'’s priority
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wildlife-dependent uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, environmental education
and interpretation. Conflicts can occur between these uses and the controlled livestock grazing program,
but conflicts and potential safety issues are minimized through management which includes regular and
recurring maintenance of infrastructure (fences, gates, and cattleguards). In addition, grazing is excluded
from refuge units supporting trails, boardwalks, observation platforms and other infrastructure used for
wildlife observation and photography, environmental education and interpretation. Grazing units and
refuge hunt areas do overlap without negative impacts to either program.

Public Review and Comment:

This Compatibility Determination was published with the Draft Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
EIS/CCP/LPP, and was available for public review and comment concurrent with the Draft

EIS/CCP/LPP from October 17, 2006 through January 16, 2007. A Notice of Availability for the Draft
EIS/CCP/LPP was published in the Federal Register on October 17, 2006. Formal public hearings on the
Draft EIS/ICCP/LPP were held in Port Arthur, Texas and Hankamer, Texas on November 28, 2006 and
November 30, 2006, respectively.

Determination:

Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

The controlled grazing program provides the Refuge with a management tool to improve habitat quality
for migratory birds. The grazing program must assist the Refuge in meeting management objectives.

The grazing program is governed through the issuance of Special Use Permits to permittees. Stipulations
necessary to ensure compatibility with Refuge establishment purposes and the mission of the NWRS are
included as the Special Conditions of the Special Use Permit. Permittees must adhere to all conditions
set forth in Special Use Permit, including the following:

o Permittees will graze cattle in only designated locations of the Refuge. Stocking rates and
pasture rotations will be specified by the Refuge Manager.

e The Refuge Manager must be notified in advance of any introduction or removal of cattle.

e Permittees must annually provide a written record of cattle numbers and movements on an off the
Refuge.

o Fences, gates, and cattleguards must be maintained by the Permittee with materials provided by
the Refuge.

o Permittees must comply with all state and federal livestock health laws.

Refuge staff and grazing permittees must continually monitor habitat conditions and communicate
throughout the adaptive management cycle. Factors such as stocking rate, duration, and seasonality
must be adjusted as necessary to meet Refuge objectives under changing environmental conditions. To
be successful, all participants must understand successional relationships of plant communities and
effects of decisions under changing environmental conditions to keep the program aligned with Refuge
goals and management objectives. Both short- and long-term monitoring of grazing impacts on Refuge
habitats is needed to guide this adaptive management approach.

Justification:

Prescribed cattle grazing is an inexpensive, dependable, and effective tool for managing habitats on
Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge. Applications of other disturbance tools, such as fire, are strongly
influenced by weather conditions and numerous regulatory restrictions and are less likely to be available
when needed. Grazing is a management tool that, in most instances, can be more dependably
implemented to assist in creating sub-climax conditions. High, well-distributed rainfall, rapid
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decomposition and recycling of nutrients, and long growing seasons makes coastal marshes a less brittle
ecosystem (Savory and Butterfield 1998). When properly managed, there are few detrimental effects of
grazing coastal marshes, most being aesthetic in nature. When conducted in accordance with the
stipulations listed herein, managed cattle grazing is compatible with the purposes for which the Refuge
was established and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Signature: Refuge Complex Manager: /&c/&&fﬁﬂb‘éq-&- > /-/7-07
(Signature and Date)

y ~ /L
Concurrence: Regional Refuge Chief: /é'f' f/ —— J =0 7

(Signdture and Date)
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